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Abstract

Change captioning aims to describe the difference be-
tween a pair of similar images. lIts key challenge is how
to learn a stable difference representation under pseudo
changes caused by viewpoint change. In this paper, we
address this by proposing a self-supervised cross-view
representation reconstruction (SCORER) network. Con-
cretely, we first design a multi-head token-wise matching
to model relationships between cross-view features from
similar/dissimilar images. Then, by maximizing cross-
view contrastive alignment of two similar images, SCORER
learns two view-invariant image representations in a self-
supervised way. Based on these, we reconstruct the rep-
resentations of unchanged objects by cross-attention, thus
learning a stable difference representation for caption gen-
eration. Further, we devise a cross-modal backward rea-
soning to improve the quality of caption. This module re-
versely models a “hallucination” representation with the
caption and “before” representation. By pushing it closer
to the “after” representation, we enforce the caption to be
informative about the difference in a self-supervised man-
ner. Extensive experiments show our method achieves the
state-of-the-art results on four datasets. The code is avail-
able at https://github.com/tuyunbin/SCORER.

1. Introduction

Change captioning is a new task of vision and language,
which requires not only understanding the contents of two
similar images, but also describing their difference with nat-
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<Before> <Change Captions>

~

<After>

¢ the people on the stairs
have disappeared

F¢ remove the man behind
the newlyweds

the tiny cyan shiny
ball behind the cyan
rubber sphere moved

the other gray block the
same size as the cyan
metal cylinder moved

Figure 1. The examples of change captioning. (a) is from a surveil-
lance scene with underlying illumination change. (b) is from an
image editing scene. (c) shows that with both object move and
moderate viewpoint change. (d) shows that with both object move
and extreme viewpoint change. Changed objects and referents are
shown in red and green boxes, respectively.

ural language. In real world, this task brings a variety of ap-
plications, such as generating elaborated reports about mon-
itored facilities [8, 10] and pathological changes [ 18, 14].
While single-image captioning is already regarded as a
very challenging task, change captioning carries additional
difficulties. Simply locating inconspicuous differences is
one such challenge (Fig. 1 (a) (b)). Further, in a dynamic
environment, it is common to acquire two images under dif-
ferent viewpoints, which leads to pseudo changes about ob-
jects’ scale and location (Fig. 1 (c) (d)). As such, change
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captioning needs to characterize the real change while re-
sisting pseudo changes. To locate change, the most intu-
itive way is to subtract two images [22, 7], but this risks
computing difference features with noise if two images are
unaligned [31]. Recently, researchers [25] find that same
objects from different viewpoints would have similar fea-
tures, so they match object features between two images
to predict difference features. This paradigm has been fol-
lowed by some of the recent works [11, 24, 38, 31, 30].

Despite the progress, current match-based methods suf-
fer from learning stable difference features under pseudo
changes. In detail, the matching is directly modeled be-
tween two image features, usually by cross-attention. How-
ever, the features of corresponding objects might shift un-
der pseudo change. This case is more severe under drastic
viewpoint changes (Fig. 1 (d)). Such feature shift appearing
in most objects would overwhelm the local feature change,
thus making it less effective to directly match two images.

For this challenge, we have two new observations. (1)
While the feature difference might be ignored between a
pair of similar images, it is hard to be overwhelmed be-
tween two images from different pairs. As such, contrastive
difference learning between similar/dissimilar images can
help the model focus more on the change of feature and re-
sist feature shift. (2) Pseudo changes are essentially differ-
ent distortions of objects, so they just construct cross-view
comparison between two similar images, rather than affect-
ing their similarity. Motivated by these, we study cross-
view feature matching between similar/dissimilar images,
and maximize the alignment of similar ones, so as to learn
two view-invariant image representations. Based on these,
we can reconstruct the representations of unchanged objects
and learn a stable difference representation.

In this paper, we tackle the above challenge with
a novel Self-supervised CrOss-view REpresentation
Reconstruction (SCORER) network, which learns a stable
difference representation while resisting pseudo changes
for caption generation. Concretely, given two similar
images, we first devise a multi-head token-wise matching
(MTM) to model relationships between cross-view features
from similar/dissimilar images, via fully interacting dif-
ferent feature subspaces. Then, by maximizing cross-view
contrastive alignment of the given image pair, SCORER
learns their representations that are invariant to pseudo
changes in a self-supervised way. Based on these, SCORER
mines their reliable common features by cross-attention,
so as to reconstruct the representations of unchanged
objects. Next, we fuse the representations into two images
to highlight the unchanged objects and implicitly infer
the difference. Through this manner, we can obtain the
difference representation that not only captures the change,
but also conserves referent information, thus generating a
high-level linguistic sentence with a transformer decoder.

To improve the quality of sentence, we further design a
cross-modal backward reasoning (CBR) module. CBR first
reversely produces a “hallucination” representation with the
full representations of sentence and “before” image, where
the “hallucination” is modeled based on the viewpoint of
“before”. Then, we push it closer to the “after” representa-
tion by maximizing their cross-view contrastive alignment.
Through this self-supervised manner, we ensure that the
generated sentence is informative about the difference.

Our key contributions are: (1) We propose SCORER
to learn two view-invariant image representations for re-
constructing the representations of unchanged objects, so
as to model a stable difference representation under pseudo
changes. (2) We devise MTM to model relationships be-
tween cross-view images by fully interacting their differ-
ent feature subspaces, which plays a critical role in view-
invariant representation learning. (3) We design CBR to
improve captioning quality by enforcing the generated cap-
tion is informative about the difference. (4) Our method
performs favorably against the state-of-the-art methods on
four public datasets with different change scenarios.

2. Related Work

Change Captioning is a new task in vision-language
understanding and generation [13, 19, 17, 29, 5, 35]. The
pioneer works [ 10, 27] describe the difference between two
aligned images (Fig. 1 (a) (b)). Since there usually ex-
ist viewpoint changes in a dynamic environment, recent
works [22, 11] collect two datasets to simulate moderate
(Fig. 1 (¢)) and extreme viewpoint changes (Fig. 1 (d)). To
describe the difference under viewpoint changes, previous
works [22, 15] compute the difference by direct subtraction,
which could compute difference with noise [25]. Recent
methods [11, 24, 31, 30, 28, 39] directly match two images
to predict difference features. However, due to the influence
of pseudo changes, these methods are hard to learn stable
difference features. In contrast, our SCORER first learns
two view-invariant image representations by maximizing
their cross-view contrastive alignment. Then, it mines their
common features to reconstruct the representations of un-
changed objects, thus learning a stable difference represen-
tation for caption generation. We note that the latest work
[38] pre-trains the model with three self-supervised tasks,
in order to improve cross-modal alignment. Different from
it, we enforce the cross-modal alignment by implementing
cross-modal backward reasoning in a self-supervised way.
Meanwhile, our overall architecture is trained in an end-to-
end manner, which improves the training efficiency.

Token-wise Matching has been used in latest im-
age/video retrieval works [37, 36] to compute cross-modal
interaction between image/video and text features. How-
ever, since pseudo changes would induce feature shift be-
tween object pairs, it is insufficient to only match cross-
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Figure 2. The architecture of the proposed method, including a pre-trained CNN model, the self-supervised cross-view representation
reconstruction network, a transformer decoder, and the cross-modal backward reasoning module. X, gand X ! ¢ denote the “before”
and “after” image features from different pairs in the training batch. B is the batch size; N indicates the feature number in each image.

view features at token level. Hence, we further design a
multi-head token-wise matching for finer-level interaction
between different feature subspaces of cross-view images.
This is key to learn the view-invariant representations.

Cross-modal Consistency Constraint is to verify the
quality of caption by using it and “before” image to rebuild
“after” image. This idea has been tried by the latest works
[7, 11]. However, both works only enforce the consistency
among the caption, the changed object in “before” and “af-
ter” images, while ignoring the constraint for referents. If
the changed object is similar to other objects (Fig. 1 (c)
(d)), describing both the change and its referent is helpful
to convey accurate change information. Considering this,
we perform backward reasoning with the full representa-
tions of “before” and “after” images, which helps generate
a high-level sentence about the change and its referent.

3. Methodology

As shown in Fig. 2, our method consists of four parts:
(1) A pre-trained CNN encodes a pair of cross-view images
into two representations. (2) The proposed SCORER learns
two view-invariant representations to reconstruct the repre-
sentations of unchanged objects and model the difference
representation. (3) A transformer decoder translates the dif-
ference representation into a high-level linguistic sentence.
(4) The proposed CBR improves the quality of sentence via
enforcing it to be informative about the difference.

3.1. Cross-view Image Pair Encoding

Formally, given a pair of images “before” Iy and “af-
ter” Ior¢, we utilize a pre-trained CNN model to extract

their grid features, denoted as Xy and X, ¢;, where X €
REXHXW ¢ H, W indicate the number of channels,
height, and width. We first project both representations into
a low-dimensional embedding space of R”:

X, = convy(X,) + pos(X,), (1)

where o € (bef,aft). convy denotes a 2D-convolutional
layer; pos is a learnable position embedding layer.

3.2. Self-supervised Cross-view Representation Re-
construction

The core module of SCORER is the multi-head token
wise matching (MTM). MTM aims to model relationships
between cross-view images by performing fine-grained in-
teraction between different feature subspaces, which plays
a key role in view-invariant representation learning. In the
following, we first elaborate MTM and then describe how
to use it for view-invariant representation learning. Finally,
we introduce how to reconstruct the representations of un-
changed objects for difference representation learning.

3.2.1 Multi-head Token-wise Matching.

We first introduce the single-head token-wise matching
(TM) and then extend it into the multi-head version. For-
mally, given a query Q € RV*P andakey K € RV*P we
first compute the similarity of ¢-th query token with all key
tokens and select the maximum one as its token-wise maxi-
mum similarity with K. Then, we perform average pooling
over the token-wise maximum similarity of all query tokens
to obtain the similarity of ) to K. By analogy, we com-
pute the average token-wise maximum similarity of K to



@, which ensures capturing correct relationships between
them. The above computation is formulated as follows:

M(Q, K) =

2
Further, we extend TM into a multi-head version to jointly
match different feature subspaces of () and K, so as to per-
form fine-grained interaction between them:

MTM(Q, K) = Concat ;;—;1._ 5 (head ;) ,

head ; = TM (QWﬁ KW;;) . 3)

3.2.2 View-invariant Representation Learning

In a training batch, we sample B image pairs of “before”
and “after”. For k-th “before” image X7, k-th “after” im-
age X & is its positive, while other “after” images will be the
negatives in this batch. First, we reshape X € RP*H*W o
X € RVXD where N = HW denotes the number of fea-
tures. Then, we use MTM to compute similarity (B x B ma-
trix) of “before” to “after” and “after” to “before”, respec-
tively. Next, we maximize cross-view contrastive alignment
between X » and Xxa & while minimizing the alignment of
non-similar images, by the InfoNCE loss [20]:

exp (MT™ (X7, X7) /7)

527 exp (MM (Xp, X¢) /7))
| B exp (MT™ (X2, X2) /7)

Fan="p zk: o > exp (MTM (K¢, X2) /7 )

Ecv =

»CbZa =07 Zlog

%(EbZa + £a2b)7

“4)
where 7 is the temperature hyper-parameter. In this self-
supervised way, we can make the representations of Xe ¥
and X, ¢ invariant to pseudo changes, so as to facilitate the
following cross-view representation reconstruction.

3.2.3 Cross-view Representation Reconstruction

Based on the two view-invariant representations Xpe ¢ and
Xa t¢» we use a multi-head cross-attention (MHCA) [33] to
mine their common features for reconstructing the repre-
sentations of unchanged objects in each image. Here, rep-
resentation reconstruction indicates that the unchanged rep-
resentations of each image are distilled from the other one,
e.g., the unchanged representations of Xte ¢ are computed

by transferring similar features on X, ¢ back to the corre-
sponding positions on Xp. . In this way, we reconstruct the
unchanged representations for each image, respectively:

Xglef = MHCA (XbEfa Xafta Xaft)a

. . 5)
gft = MHCA(Xaft,Xbef,Xbef).

Then, instead of subtracting them from image representa-
tions [25, 31, 30], which leads to information (e.g., refer-
ents) loss, we integrate them into image representations to
highlight the unchanged objects and deduce the difference
information, so as to learn the stable difference representa-
tion in each image:

X¢=LN(X, + X"). (6)

Herein, o € (bef,aft) and LN is short for LayerNorm
[2]. Finally, we obtain the difference representation be-
tween two images by fusing X¢ be p and X ¢ ¢4» which is imple-
mented by a fully-connected layer with the ReL U function:

X, = ReLU ([Xb e ngt} Wi + bh) )
where [;] is a concatenation operation.
3.3. Caption Generation

After leaning X, € RV*P| we use a transformer
decoder [33] to translate it into a sentence. First, the
multi-head self-attention takes the word features E[W] =
{EJw1], ..., E[wy]} (ground-truth words during training,
predicted words during inference) as inputs and computes
a set of intra-relation embedded word features, denoted
as E[W]. Then, the decoder utilizes E[IV] to query the
most related features H from X, via the multi-head cross-
attention. Afterward, the His passed to a feed-forward net-
work to obtain an enhanced representation H. Finally, the
probability distributions of target words are calculated by:

W = Softmax (HW n bc) , ®)

where W, € RP*V and b, € RV are the parameters to be
learned; U is the dimension of vocabulary size.

3.4. Cross-modal Backward Reasoning

To improve the quality of generated sentence, we devise
the CBR to first reversely model a “hallucination™ repre-
sentation with the sentence and “before” image. Then, we
push it closer to the “after” representation to enforce the
sentence to be informative about the difference. Concretely,
we first fuse H € R"*P by the mean-pooling operation to
obtain a sentence feature 7. Then, we broadcast ' € R
as T € RP*HXW and concatenate it with Xp. ¢, 50 as to

obtain the “hallucination” X hal:

Xnat = conva([Xpef; T1), Xpar € RPHW 0 (9)



Xhal and Xbe ¢ are kept as the same shape to ensure that
spatial information is not collapsed. Next, we capture the
relationships between different locations in X hal based on
the multi-head self-attention (MHSA), which is essential for
backward reasoning and computed by:

Xhat = conva[MHSA (Xpar, Xnat, Xnat)], (10)

Since the “hallucination” representation is produced based
on the viewpoint of “before” representation, it is less effec-
tive to directly match it with the “after” representation.

To this end, we sample unrelated representations of “hal-
lucination” and “after” from different pairs, which are as
erroneous candidates for CBR. Similarly, in each batch,
for k-th “hallucination” X I, k-th “after” X & 1s its posi-
tive, while the other “after” images will be the negatives.
Also, we use MTM to capture relationships between posi-
tive/negative pairs. Subsequently, we maximize cross-view
contrastive alignment of positive pairs by the InfoNCE loss
[20], which is similar to Eq. (4):

1
Ecm = §(£h2a + [fa2h)- (1 1)

Through this self-supervised manner, we make the sentence
sufficiently describe the difference information.

3.5. Joint Training

The proposed overall network is trained in an end-to-end
manner by maximizing the likelihood of the observed word

sequence. Given the ground-truth words (w7, ..., w,), we
minimize the negative log-likelihood loss:
Loap(0) = = logpe (wf |wly),  (12)

t=1

where pg (w; | wk,) is computed by Eq. (8), and 6 are
the parameters of the network. Besides, the network is
self-supervised by the losses of two contrastive alignments.
Hence, the final loss function is optimized as follows:

L= Ecap + )\u‘Ccv + )\mccm7 (13)

where )\, and \,, are the trade-off parameters, which are
discussed in the supplementary material.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets

CLEVR-Change is a large-scale dataset [22] with mod-
erate viewpoint change. It has 79,606 image pairs, in-
cluding five change types, i.e., “Color”, “Texture”, “Add”,
“Drop”, and “Move”.We use the official split with 67,660
for training, 3,976 for validation and 7,970 for testing.

CLEVR-DC is a large-scale dataset [| 1] with extreme
viewpoint shift. It includes 48,000 pairs with same change
types as CLEVR-Change. We use the official split with 85%
for training, 5% for validation, and 10% for testing.

Image Editing Request dataset [27] includes 3,939
aligned image pairs with 5,695 editing instructions. We use
the official split with 3,061 image pairs for training, 383 for
validation, and 495 for testing.

Spot-the-Diff dataset [10] includes 13,192 aligned im-
age pairs from surveillance cameras. Following SOTA
methods, we mainly evaluate our model in a single change
setting. Based on the official split, the dataset is split into
training, validation, and testing with a ratio of 8:1:1.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

Following the current state-of-the-art methods, five met-
rics are used to evaluate the generated sentences, i.e.,
BLEU-4 (B) [21], METEOR (M) [3], ROUGE-L (R) [16],
CIDEr (C) [34], and SPICE (S) [1]. The results are com-
puted based on the Microsoft COCO evaluation server [4].

4.3. Implementation Details

For a fair comparison, we follow the SOTA methods to
use a pre-trained ResNet-101 [6] to extract grid features of
an image pair, with the dimension of 1024 x 14 x 14. We
first project these features into a lower dimension of 512.
The hidden size in the overall model and word embedding
size are set to 512 and 300. The proper head and layer
numbers of SCORER are discussed below. The head and
layer numbers in the decoder are set to 8 and 2 on the four
datasets. During training, We use Adam optimizer [12] to
minimize the negative log-likelihood loss of Eq. (13). Dur-
ing inference, the greedy decoding strategy is used to gener-
ate captions. Both training and inference are implemented
with PyTorch [23] on an RTX 3090 GPU. More implemen-
tation details are described in the supplementary material.

4.4. Performance Comparison

4.4.1 Results on the CLEVR-Change Dataset.

We compare with the state-of-the-art methods in: 1) to-
tal performance under both semantic and pseudo changes;
2) semantic change; 3) different change types. The com-
parison methods are categorized into 1) end-to-end train-
ing: DUDA [22], DUDA+ [7], R®Net+SSP [31], VACC
[11], SRDRL+AVS [32], SGCC [15], MCCFormers-D [24],
IFDC [9], BDLSCR [26], NCT [30], and VARD-Trans
[28]; 2) reinforcement learning: M-VAM+RAF [25]; 3)
pre-training: PCL w/ pre-training [38].

In Table 1, our method achieves the best results on all
metrics against the end-to-end training methods. Besides,
our method performs much better than these two meth-
ods augmented by pre-training and reinforcement learning.



Total

Semantic Change

Method B M R C S B M R C S
PCL w/ Pre-training (AAA12022) [38] | 51.2 362 71.7 [ 1289 - | - - - - -
M-VAM+RAF (ECCV 2020) [25] | 51.3 378 704 1158 307 | - - - - -
DUDA (ICCV 2019) [22] 473 339 - 1123 245|429 297 - 946 199
DUDA+ (CVPR 2021) [7] 512 377 705 1154 31.1 | 499 343 654 1013 279
R3Net+SSP (EMNLP 2021) [31] 547 39.8 73.1 1230 326|527 362 69.8 1166 30.3
VACC (ICCV 2021) [11] 524 375 - 1142 310 | - - - - -
SGCC (ACM MM 2021) [15] 51.1 406 739 1218 322 | - - - - -
SRDRL+AVS (ACL 2021) [32] 549 402 733 1222 329|527 364 69.7 1142 308
MCCFormers-D (ICCV 2021) [24] 524 383 - 121.6 268 | - - - - -
IFDC (TMM 2022) [9] 492 325 69.1 1187 - | 472 293 637 1054 -
NCT (TMM 2023) [30] 55.1 402 73.8 1241 329531 365 707 1184 309
VARD-Trans (TIP 2023) [28] 554 40.1 738 1264 326 | - - - - -
SCORER (Ours) 558 40.8 740 1260 33.0 | 541 374 715 1220 312
SCORER+CBR (Ours) 563 412 745 1268 333|544 376 71.7 1224 316

Table 1. Comparison with the state-of-the-art methods on CLEVR-Change under the settings of total performance and semantic change.

CIDEr
Method CL T A D MV
PCL w/ PT 1312 101.1 1333 1165 81.7
M-VAM+RAF 122.1  98.7 1263 115.8 82.0
DUDA 1204 86.7 108.2 1034 564
DUDA+ 120.8  89.9 119.8 1234 62.1
R3Net+SSP 139.2 1235 1227 1219 88.1
SRDRL+AVS 136.1 1227 121.0 126.0 789
BDLSCR 136.1 1227 121.0 126.0 789
IFDC 1332 99.1 1282 1185 82.1
NCT 1402 128.8 1284 129.0 86.0
SCORER 1432 1352 1294 1326 91.6
SCORER+CBR | 146.2 133.7 131.1 1339 92.2

Table 2. A detailed breakdown of evaluation on CLEVR-Change
with different change types: “(CL) Color”, “(T) Textur”, “(A)
Add”, “(D) Drop”, and “(MV) Move”. PT is short for pre-training.

We note that SCORER outperforms MCCFormers-D by a
large margin. MCCFormers-D is a classic match-based
method that directly correlates two image representations
to learn a difference representation, which is then fed into
a transformer decoder for caption generation. Different
from it, our SCORER first learns two view-invariant image
representations by maximizing their cross-view contrastive
alignment. Then, SCORER reconstructs the representations
of unchanged objects, so as to learn a stable difference rep-
resentation under pseudo changes for caption generation.
In Table 2, under the detailed change types, our method
surpasses the current methods by a large margin in almost
every category. Under the most difficult type “Move”, our
SCORER+CBR achieves the relative improvement of 4.7%

against R3Net+SSP. This validates the necessary of view-
invariant representation learning. Moreover, under differ-
ent settings, CBR helps yield an extra performance boost,
which shows it does improve captioning quality.

4.4.2 Results on the CLEVR-DC Dataset

On CLEVR-DC with extreme viewpoint changes, we com-
pare SCORER/SCORER+CBR with several state-of-the-art
methods: DUDA/DUDA+CC [22], M-VAM/M-VAM+CC
[25], VA/VACC [1 1], MCCFormers-D [24], NCT [30], and
VARD-Trans [28]. For fair-comparison, we compare them
based on the usage of cross-modal consistency constraint.
We implement MCCFormers-D based on the released code
on CLEVR-DC and Image Editing Request datasets.

The results are shown in Table 3. Our SCORER
achieves the best results on most metrics. This bene-
fits from learning two view-invariant representations to re-
construct representations of unchanged objects, thus learn-
ing a stable difference representation under extreme view-
point changes. When we implement CBR, the performance
of SCORER+CBR is further boosted, especially achieving
16.7% improvement against VACC on CIDEr. This shows
that our CBR can calibrate the model to generate a linguistic
sentence describing the change and its referent.

4.4.3 Results on the Image Editing Reques Dataset

To validate the generalization of our method, we conduct
the experiment on a challenging dataset of Image Editing
Request (IER). We compare with the following SOTA meth-
ods: DUDA [22], Dyn rel-att [27], MCCFormers-D [24],
BDLSCR [26], NCT [30], and VARD-Trans [28].



Method | B M C S

DUDA [22] 40.3 27.1 56.7 16.1
M-VAM [25] 409 27.1 60.1 158
VA[l1] 445 292 700 @ 17.1
MCCFormers-D [24] | 469 31.7 71.6 14.6
NCT [30] 475 325 769 15.6
VARD-Trans [28] 483 324 776 154
SCORER 49.5 334 824 158

DUDA+CC [22] 417 275 620 164
M-VAM+CC [25] 41.0 272 620 15.7

VACC [11] 45.0 293 71.7 17.6
SCORER+CBR 494 334 83.7 16.2

Table 3. Comparison with the SOTA methods on CLEVR-DC.

Method /| B M R C

DUDA [22] 65 124 373 228
Dyn rel-att [27] 6.7 128 375 264
MCCFormers-D [24] | 83 143 39.2 30.2

BDLSCR [26] 69 146 385 27.7
NCT [30] 81 15.0 388 342
VARD-Trans [28] 10.0 14.8 39.0 35.7
SCORER 96 146 39.5 31.0

SCORER+CBR 10.0 15.0 39.6 334

Table 4. Comparison with the SOTA methods on IER.

Table 11 shows SCORER+CBR outperforms the SOTA
methods on most metrics.  Especially on BLEU-4,
SCORER+CBR obtains the relative improvement of 23.5%
against the latest method NCT (TMM 2023). The edited ob-
jects are usually inconspicuous. This indicates that the pro-
posed method can fully mine the common features by max-
imizing cross-view contrastive alignment between two im-
ages, so as to accurately describe which part of the “before”
image has been edited. Further, the generated sentence is
refined in the process of cross-modal backward reasoning.

4.4.4 Results on the Spot-the-Diff Dataset

To further validate the generalization, we conduct the ex-
periment on Spot-the-Diff that includes aligned image pairs
from the surveillance cameras. The following SOTA meth-
ods are compared: DUDA+ [7], M-VAM/M-VAM+RAF
[25], VACC [1 1], SRDRL+AVS [32], MCCFormers-D [24],
IFDC [9], BDLSCR [26], and VARD-Trans [28].

In Table 5, our method achieves superior results on most
metrics, which shows its generalization on different sce-
narios. Besides, our method performs lower on METEOR
and SPICE when implementing CBR. Our conjecture is that
image pairs on this dataset actually contain one or more

Method | B M C S
M-VAM+RAF [25] | 11.1 129 435 171
M-VAM [25] 10.1 124 381 140
DUDA+ [7] 81 125 345 -
VACC [11] 97 126 415

SRDRL+AVS [32] - 13.0 353 18.0
MCCFormers-D [24] | 10.0 124 43.1 183

IFDC [9] 87 11.7 37.0 -
BDLSCR [26] 6.6 106 422 -
VARD-Trans [28] - 125 303 173

SCORER 94 138 385 193

SCORER+CBR 10.2 122 389 184

Table 5. Comparison with the SOTA methods on Spot-the-Diff.

Ablation ‘ B M R C S
Subtraction 533 388 721 119.7 31.8
RR 551 405 73.6 123.8 325

SCORER 55.8 408 740 126.0 33.0
RR+CBR 55.8 41.0 742 1255 329
SCORER+CBR | 56.3 41.2 745 1268 333

Table 6. Ablation on CLEVR-Change under Total Performance.

changes. For fair-comparison, we conduct experiments
mainly based on the single-change setup. This makes the
“hallucination” representation, which is reversely modeled
by the “before” representation and single-change caption,
not fully matched with the “after” representation. As such,
SCORER+CBR does not gain significant improvement.

In short, compared with the state-of-the-art methods in
different change scenarios, our method achieves the im-
pressive performance. The superiority mainly results from
that 1) SCORER learns two view-invariant image represen-
tations for reconstructing the representations of unchanged
objects, so as to learn a stable difference representation for
generating a linguistic sentence; 2) CBR can further im-
prove the quality of generated sentence.

4.5. Ablation Study and Analysis

Ablation Study of Each Module on CLEVR-Change.
Table 6 shows ablation study of each module under total
performance. Subtraction indicates directly subtracting two
images; RR means vanilla representation reconstruction.
We find that RR is much better than Subtraction, showing
that match-based strategy is more reliable than direct sub-
traction under pseudo changes. When we maximize cross-
view contrastive alignment of two images, SCORER yields
a further performance boost. This shows that it is important
to learn the representations invariant under pseudo changes,
which is key to learn a stable difference representation.



‘ Semantic Change ‘ Only Pseudo Change
Method | B M R C S| B M R C S
Subtraction 502 341 67.1 108.0 28 | 573 484 747 113.8 34.0
RR 533 371 70.8 119.1 304 | 61.1 50.7 764 1149 34.6
SCORER 543 375 715 1220 312 | 614 506 765 1164 347
RR+CBR 54.1 374 715 1224 312 | 60.7 512 769 1149 34.6
SCORER+CBR | 544 37.6 71.7 1224 31.6 | 62.0 51.7 774 1179 35.0

Table 7. Ablation study on CLEVR-Change under the evaluation of semantic change and only pseudo change.
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Besides, when we augment RR and SCORER with CBR,
both RR+CBR and SCORER+CBR achieve better perfor-
mances. This not only validates that CBR improves cap-
tioning quality, but also proves that CBR is generalizable.

Table 7 shows the ablation study of each module under
semantic change and only pseudo change, separately. We
can obtain observations similar to the total performance.
Besides, we find that SCORER is much better than RR
under semantic change, but under only pseudo change,
SCORER brings less gain. This results from that in this
case, the learned difference representation contains less in-
formation, making SCORER difficult to align it with words.
By contrast, SCORER+CBR significantly improves RR on
both settings, which shows that SCORER and CBR supple-
ment each other. More ablation studies on the other datasets
are in the supplementary material.

Ablation Study of MTM. Instead of using MTM to per-
form fine-grained matching between different feature sub-
spaces of cross-view images, we use max/mean-pooling to
obtain the global feature of each image and compute their
similarity. Besides, we implement TM without multi-head
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Figure 6. Captioning and change localization of varied viewpoints.

operation. The results in Fig. 3 show that MTM achieves
the best results, which demonstrates that it plays a critical
role in view-invariant representation learning. Besides, only
implementing token-wise matching is not better than simple
mean-pooling. Our conjecture is that the changed object
commonly appears in a local region with weak feature, so
it is insufficient to reveal this slight difference by only in-
teracting features at token level. As such, it is necessary to
match two image features at finer level, i.e., subspace level.
Effect of Head Number of SCORER. We further in-
vestigate the effect of head number for SCORER, i.e., the
head number of MTM and MHCA (Eq. (5)). The results are
shown in Fig. 4. We find that the best results are achieved
on the four datasets when setting the head number as 8.
Effect of Layer Number of SCORER. We investigate
the effect of layer number for SCORER in Fig. 5. On four
datasets, we find that increasing the layer number does not
bring better performance, because deeper layers could result
in the problem of over-fitting. Besides, the layer number is
the deepest on Spot-the-Diff. Our conjecture is that objects
have no good postures and background information is more
complex in a surveillance scenario. As such, we empirically
set proper layer number of 2, 1, 3, and 2 on four datasets.

4.6. Captioning and change localization results with
varied viewpoints

To intuitively evaluate the efficacy of our method to han-
dle pseudo changes, we show the captioning (Fig. 6 (a)) and
change localization (Fig. 6 (b)) results of SCORER+CBR
and SOTA method MCCFormers-D [24] with varied view-
points. The amount of viewpoint change is measured by
the IoUs of objects’ bounding boxes across an image pair
(lower IoU means higher difficulty). For change localiza-
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Figure 8. Visualization of the alignment of unchanged objects
computed by MCCFormers-D [24] and our SCORER.

tion, the pioneer work DUDA [22] tried Pointing Game
to evaluate attention maps of change localization, where
maps are computed by using the captured difference to di-
rectly query related regions on each image. In contrast, we
consider simultaneously evaluating change localization and
cross-modal alignment, i.e., attention maps of cross-modal
alignment, to check whether the model can locate changed
regions when generating corresponding words. This is more
challenging but more reasonable. In Fig. 6, we find that our
method outperforms MCCFormers-D and shows better ro-
bustness with varied viewpoint changes on both evaluations,
which benefit from view-invariant representation learning
and cross-modal backward reasoning.

4.7. Qualitative Analysis

To intuitively evaluate our method, we conduct qualita-
tive analysis on the four datasets. Fig. 7 illustrates three
cases in different change scenarios. For each case, we visu-
alize the generated caption along with the attention weight
at each word. When the weight is higher, the region is
brighter. We observe that when generating the words about
the changed object or its referents, SCORER+CBR can
adaptively locate the corresponding regions. In Fig. 8, we
visualize the alignment between unchanged objects under

different change scenes. The compared method is the SOTA
method MCCFormers-D [24]. We implement it based on
the released code. We find that when directly correlating
two image features, MCCFormers-D only aligns salient ob-
jects between two images. Instead, our SCORER first learns
two view-invariant representations in a self-supervised way.
Based on these, SCORER can better align and reconstruct
the representations of unchanged objects, so as to facilitate
subsequent difference representation learning. More quali-
tative examples are shown in the supplementary material.

5. Conclusion

This paper proposes a novel SCORER to learn a stable
difference representation while resisting pseudo changes.
SCORER first learns two view-invariant image represen-
tations in a self-supervised way, by maximizing the cross-
view contrastive alignment of two images. Based on these,
SCORER mines their common features to reconstruct the
representations of unchanged objects. This helps learn a
stable difference representation for caption generation. Fur-
ther, we design the CBR to improve captioning quality by
enforcing the yielded caption is informative about the dif-
ference in a self-supervised manner. Extensive experiments
show that our method achieves the state-of-the-art results on
four public datasets with different change scenarios.
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6. Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we will show more ex-
perimental results. First, we show the implementation de-
tails on the four datasets. Second, we provide the discussion
of trade-off parameters on the four datasets. Next, we show
more ablation studies on the four datasets. Finally, we show
more qualitative examples on the four datasets.

6.1. Implementation Details

We provide more implementation details of our method.
During training, the batch sizes and learning rates of our
method on the four datasets are shown in Table 8. We train
the model to convergence with 10K iterations in total. Both
training and inference are implemented with PyTorch on an
RTX 3090 GPU. The used resources on the four datasets
are shown in Table 9. We can find that our method does
not need much training time and GPU memory, so it can be
easily reproduced by other researchers.

6.2. Study on the Trade-off Parameters

In this section, we discuss the trade-off parameters A,
and )\, in Eq. (13) of the main paper on the four datasets.

Batch Size | Learning Rate
CLEVR-Change 128 2x 1074
CLEVR-DC 128 2x 1074
Spot-the-Diff 32 2x 1074
Image Editing Request 16 1 x107%

Table 8. The training parameters on the four datasets.

Training Time | GPU Memory
CLEVR-Change 3 hours 20G
CLEVR-DC 1.5 hours 15.6G
Spot-the-Diff 20 minutes 5G
Image Editing Request 15 minutes 4.3G

Table 9. Used training time and GPU memory on the four datasets.
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Both parameters are to balance the contributions from the
caption generator, SCORER, and CBR. In Figure 9, We first
analyze the effect of A, on the CLEVR-Change dataset. We
find that the performance of SCORER changes under differ-
ent values, because the model will focus much on one part
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Figure 12. The effects of A, and A, on Spot-the-Diff.

Ablaton | B | M | R | C | S
Subtraction | 46.2 | 31.5 | 63.4 | 685 | 13.9
RR 46.9 | 31.7 | 642 | 71.6 | 14.6
SCORER 49.5 | 33.4 | 66.0 | 824 | 15.8
RR+CBR 472|323 | 644 | 73.0 | 15.0
SCORER+CBR | 49.4 | 33.4 | 66.1 | 83.7 | 16.2

Table 10. Ablation study on CLEVR-DC.

Ablaton | B | M | R | C | S
Subtraction 6.7 | 13.7 | 374 | 22.1 | 8.7

RR 83 | 143 392 | 302 | 124
SCORER 96 | 146 | 395 | 31.0 | 12.6

RR+CBR 7.1 | 14.6 | 40.6 | 31.9 | 123
SCORER+CBR | 10.0 | 15.0 | 39.6 | 334 | 12.6

Table 11. Ablation study on Image Editing Request.

Ablation | B | M | R | C | S
Subtraction | 7.2 | 11.9 | 289 | 294 | 13.0

RR 74 | 120 | 27.6 | 26.2 | 142
SCORER 94 | 13.8 | 32.0 | 385 | 19.3
RR+CBR 8.1 | 11.7 | 30.6 | 324 | 15.6

SCORER+CBR | 10.2 | 12.2 | 31.9 | 38.9 | 184

Table 12. Ablation study on Spot-the-Diff.

but ignore the supervision from the other. We empirically
set A\, to 0.1. Then, we fix A, to discuss the effect of \,,, for
SCORER+CBR and set it as 0.001. In Figure 10, we also
first analyze the effect of A, on the CLEVR-DC dataset. We
empirically set A\, to 0.01. Then, we fix A, to discuss A,,.
We find that the CIDEr scores are identical when setting A,,,
as 0.002 and 0.004. Thus, we further compare their SPICE
scores (16.0 vs. 16.2) and set A\, to 0.004. By that analogy,
we discuss the effect of A, and A, on the Image Editing
Request and Spot-the-Diff datasets. We empirically set A,
and A, as 0.003 and 0.06 on Image Editing Request; 0.3
and 0.5 on Spot-the-Diff.

6.3. Ablation Study

We carry out ablation studies to validate the effective-
ness of our method. (1) Subtraction is a transformer-based
baseline model which computes difference features by di-
rect subtraction. (2) RR refers to vanilla representation re-
construction without cross-view contrastive alignment. (3)
SCORER is the proposed self-supervised cross-view repre-
sentation reconstruction network. (4) CBR means the pro-
posed module of cross-modal backward reasoning.

Results on CLEVR-DC. Table 10 shows the ablation
studies of our method on the CLEVR-DC dataset, which are
evaluated in terms of total performance. We can draw the
same conclusion from the ablative variants. Compared with
the baseline model of Subtraction, it is effective to first com-
pute the aligned properties and then deduce the difference
features. The proposed SCORER first learns the represen-
tations that are invariant under extreme viewpoint changes
for a pair of similar images, by maximizing their cross-view
contrastive alighment. Then, SCORER can fully mine their
common features to reconstruct the representations of un-
changed objects, thereby learning a stable difference repre-
sentation for caption generation. Besides, CBR is helpful
to improve the quality of generated sentences, which shows
that it does enforce the yielded sentence to be informative
about the learned difference.

Results on Image Editing Request. Table 11 shows the
ablation studies of our method on the Image Editing Re-
quest dataset, where two images in the pair are aligned and
the edited objects on this dataset are usually inconspicuous.
We can obtain the same observations. Match-based strategy
(RR) performs better than the strategy of direct subtraction.
The proposed SCORER can fully align and mine the com-
mon features between two images, so as to reconstruct reli-
able unchanged representations for learning a stable differ-
ence representation. When we implement CBR, the perfor-
mance of SCORER+CBR is further boosted, which shows
that CBR is helpful to improve captioning quality.

Results on Spot-the-Diff. Table 12 shows the ablation
studies of our method on the Spot-the-Diff dataset. We
can find that compared with the baseline model of Sub-
traction, the improvement is not significant when using the
model of representation reconstruction. Our conjecture is
that image pairs on this dataset are well-aligned, so direct
subtraction also can capture some salient changes. When
we perform cross-view contrastive alignment, the perfor-
mance of SCORER is significantly boosted, which shows
that it facilitates correct alignment between unchanged ob-
jects, so as to help locate fine-grained changes. When in-
troducing CBR, we observe that the results of RR+CBR
and SCORER+CBR are not improved significantly. As
we discussed in the main paper, the image pairs on this
dataset actually contain one or more changes. For fair-
comparison, we conduct experiments mainly based on the
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Figure 13. Effect of cross-view contrastive alignment on four
datasets.

single-change setup. This makes the “hallucination” repre-
sentation, which is reversely modeled by the “before” rep-
resentation and single-change caption, not fully matched
with the “after” representation. In this situation, the perfor-
mances of RR+CBR and SCORER+CBR do not gain sig-
nificant improvement.

Effect of Cross-view Contrastive Alignment. We
study the effect of cross-view contrastive alignment, which
is key to learn view-invariant image representations. Be-
sides, we try Lo distance metric to achieve this goal by
only maximizing alignment of similar images. Fig. 13
shows comparison results among RR (without alignment
constraint), RR+L,, and SCORER. We find that SCORER
achieves the best result, while the performance of RR+Ly
is the worst. The comparison results validate that it is
necessary to build contrastive alignment between simi-
lar/dissimilar images, which helps the model focus more on
the change of feature and resist feature shift. As a result,
the model can capture the stable difference representation
between two images for caption generation.

Study of Different Fusion Strategies to Model Dif-
ference Representation. In the Eq. (7) of main paper,
we obtain the difference representation between two im-
ages by concatenating the changed features of each im-
age. In order to validate whether concatenation is a good
choice in the case of extreme viewpoint changes, besides
concatenation (“cat”), we try to use other fusion strate-
gies to model the difference representation between two
images: sum, hadamard product, and respective interaction
with words and then “cat”. The experiment is conducted on
the CLEVR-DC dataset with extreme viewpoint changes.
Here, we report the comparison results under CIDEr metric:
“cat” (82.4), sum (61.9), hadamard product (61.6), respec-
tive interaction with words and then “cat” (81.3). The re-
sults validate the effectiveness of our choice: using “cat” to
construct an omni-representation of change between cross-
view images. With this omni-representation, our model can
accurately locate changed regions on two images during
word generation, even under extreme viewpoint changes.
This benefits from view-invariant representation learning
and cross-modal backward reasoning.

6.4. Qualitative Analysis

In this section, we provide more visualization results
about the alignment of unchanged objects, and the gener-

ated captions along with the attention weight at each word
on the four datasets.

In Figure 14 - 17, we visualize the alignment be-
tween unchanged objects under different change types
on CLEVR-Change, CLEVR-DC, Image Editing Request,
and Spot-the-Diff, respectively. The compared method
is MCCFormers-D that is a state-of-the-art method based
on transformer. To fully match cross-view images, both
SCORER and MCCFormers-D respectively use one im-
age to query the shared objects on the other one, so ob-
taining two attention maps about cross-view alignment.
We find that when directly matching two image features,
MCCFormers-D mainly attends to some salient objects. In-
stead, our SCORER first learns two view-invariant image
representations in a self-supervised way, by maximizing
their cross-view contrastive alignment. Based on these,
SCORER can better align and reconstruct the representa-
tions of unchanged objects, so as to facilitate subsequent
difference representation learning.

In Figure 18 - 21, we visualize the generated captions
along with the attention weight at each word under differ-
ent change types on CLEVR-Change, CLEVR-DC, Image
Editing Request, and Spot-the-Diff, respectively. When pre-
dicting the next word, the decoder uses generated words to
compute attention over the learned difference representa-
tion, which yields a single attention map about cross-modal
alignment. We interpolate it on each image to show the lo-
calization of before- and after-changed object during word
generation. When the attention weight is higher, the lo-
calized region is brighter. We observe that when gener-
ating the words about the changed object or its referent,
SCORER+CBR can adaptively attend to the correspond-
ing regions. This superiority mainly results from the facts
that 1) SCORER learns two view-invariant image represen-
tations for reconstructing the representations of unchanged
objects, so as to learn a stable difference representation for
caption generation; 2) cross-modal backward reasoning can
improve the quality of generated captions by enforcing the
caption to be informative about the learned difference.
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Figure 14. Visualization of the alignment of unchanged objects on CLEVR-Change, computed by MCCFormers-D and our SCORER.
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Figure 15. Visualization of the alignment of unchanged objects on CLEVR-DC, computed by MCCFormers-D and our SCORER.
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Figure 16. Visualization of the alignment of unchanged objects on Image Editing Request, computed by MCCFormers-D and our SCORER.
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Figure 17. Visualization of the alignment of unchanged objects on Spot-the-Diff, computed by MCCFormers-D and our SCORER.
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Figure 18. Three cases about “Color Change”, “Add”, and “Move” from CLEVR-Change, where the generated captions along with the

attention weight at each word are visualized.
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Figure 19. Three cases about “Drop”, “Add”, and “Move” from CLEVR-DC, where the generated captions along with the attention weight
at each word are visualized.
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Figure 20. Three cases about “Drop”, “Color Change”, and “Add” from Image Editing Request, where the generated captions along with
the attention weight at each word are visualized.



<before>

<aﬂer> .Ei“---..

|

SCORER+CBR: the ca is  missing from the right  image
(a) Object Drop
N B ‘
<before> &
- . #3
-
<after> —
: ?:ﬂ
SCORER+CBR: there two people in the after image

(b) Object Add

<before>

bac
SCORER+CBR: the  people  are in different places i after image
(c) Object Move

Figure 21. Three cases about “Drop”, “Add”, and “Move” from Spot-the-Diff, where the generated captions along with the attention weight
at each word are visualized.



