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Fig. 1: Cropper is a unified framework for various cropping tasks, including free-form
cropping, subject-aware cropping, and aspect ratio-aware cropping built on top of a
pretrained large vision-language model through in-context learning. Given the input
image, top-K semantically similar images are retrieved as in-context learning prompt,
and fed to pretrained vision-language model to generate crops. The crop candidates
are iteratively refined to yield the final visually pleasing output crop.

Abstract. The goal of image cropping is to identify visually appealing
crops within an image. Conventional methods rely on specialized ar-
chitectures trained on specific datasets, which struggle to be adapted to
new requirements. Recent breakthroughs in large vision-language models
(VLMs) have enabled visual in-context learning without explicit train-
ing. However, effective strategies for vision downstream tasks with VLMs
remain largely unclear and underexplored. In this paper, we propose an
effective approach to leverage VLMs for better image cropping. First,
we propose an efficient prompt retrieval mechanism for image crop-
ping to automate the selection of in-context examples. Second, we in-
troduce an iterative refinement strategy to iteratively enhance the pre-
dicted crops. The proposed framework, named Cropper, is applicable to
a wide range of cropping tasks, including free-form cropping, subject-
aware cropping, and aspect ratio-aware cropping. Extensive experiments
and a user study demonstrate that Cropper significantly outperforms
state-of-the-art methods across several benchmarks.
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1 Introduction

Existing cropping methods [4–8,18,20,26,30,31,34,35,42,43,46] typically train
neural networks on images and ground-truth crops to automatically localize aes-
thetic crops. However, these approaches often depend on specially designed net-
works or features, which struggle to generalize effectively when confronted with
new requirements or diverse datasets. Additionally, for specialized cropping tasks
such as subject-aware cropping with subject masks or aspect ratio-aware crop-
ping with target aspect ratio, unique networks must be developed and retrained,
further complicating the process. This limitation underscores the need for more
generalizable and versatile techniques in the field of image cropping.

Recent advancements in large vision-language models (VLM), such as GPT-
4V [1] and Gemini [12], have unlocked new potential for various vision tasks.
Unfortunately, in a lot of cases, users are not be able to fine-tune the VLM for
downstream tasks. Effectively adapting large blackbox models for downstream
tasks is very difficult. Luckily, in-context learning (ICL) ability is observed in
large models [28]. Given a test instance and a few in-context example demon-
strations as input, the model directly infers the output without any parameter
update or explicit training for the unseen task. ICL originates from natural lan-
guage processing (NLP), and it has only recently been explored in the vision
realm, mainly in image-to-image tasks [2,33,41,45]. In this paper, we undertake
an investigation aimed at harnessing the power of VLMs through ICL for image
cropping, which, to our knowledge, has not been explored before.

Despite the remarkable capabilities of VLMs, challenges persist. First, the
effectiveness of visual ICL heavily relies on the quality of the in-context examples
(i.e. prompts) [41, 45]. Manual selection of these examples would be laborious
and difficult to scale. Moreover, how to incorporate aesthetics in VLM for image
cropping is not straight forward. Leveraging VLM in-context learning for image
cropping presents a novel research area requiring effective strategies.

To address these challenges, we propose an effective framework to adapt VLM
for image cropping through in-context learning, referred to as Cropper. It not
only addresses the inherent challenges in traditional image cropping methods but
also demonstrates versatility across various cropping tasks, including free-form
cropping, subject-aware cropping, and aspect ratio-aware cropping. Illustrated
in Fig. 1, our approach begins with an efficient prompt retrieval mechanism for
image cropping tasks, automating the selection of relevant in-context examples
to enhance efficiency. To further improve the performance, we introduce an iter-
ative refinement strategy designed to enhance the quality of the predicted crops
produced by the VLM. To validate the efficacy of Cropper, we conduct extensive
experiments on various benchmark datasets and supplement our findings with
user studies. Our results demonstrate that Cropper significantly outperforms
existing state-of-the-art methods across various performance metrics. Notably,
with only a few in-context examples, Cropper achieves superior performance
without the need for training. It also provides a unified framework for various
cropping tasks, a milestone previously unattained by existing methods. The main
contributions of this work are:
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– We introduce a unified visual in-context-learning framework Cropper for
image cropping tasks, including free-form, subject-aware, and aspect ratio-
aware cropping.

– Our prompt retrieval strategy automates the effective selection of ICL ex-
amples for cropping tasks.

– The proposed iterative refinement strategy enables the model to progres-
sively enhance the output crop.

– With a few in-context examples and no explicit training, Cropper surpasses
the existing supervised learning methods across various benchmarks and user
studies.

2 Related Work

Image Cropping. Image cropping is a critical operation for various photography-
related applications. From the perspective of constraints, there are three com-
monly studied types of cropping problems. The first category is free-form crop-
ping, where the objective is to directly identify the best crop without imposing
additional constraints. Numerous techniques have been explored to tackle this
problem, including saliency maps [31], learning-based methods [5,6,8,11,13,14,
16, 20, 22, 24, 31, 34, 38, 39], and reinforcement learning [18]. Another cropping
task is subject-aware image cropping [15,37], where an additional subject mask
is provided to indicate the subject of interest. The third cropping task is aspect
ratio-aware cropping [9], where the crops are expected to adhere to a specified
aspect ratio. Most existing image cropping approaches rely on training neu-
ral networks on specific datasets, requiring retraining to accommodate different
data distributions and requirements. In contrast, our method requires only a
few in-context examples and does not need explicit training. Moreover, none of
the methods are flexible enough to handle all three cropping tasks in a unified
manner, while our method can do so.
In-Context Learning. In-context learning is a recent paradigm originating
from NLP, where large-scale models perform inference on unseen tasks by con-
ditioning on a few in-context examples and the test instance. This paradigm
is effective because users can directly adapt the model to different downstream
tasks without the hassle of fine-tuning or changing the model parameters in
any way. Numerous methods based on ICL have been developed for various
tasks such as text classification [44] and machine translation [40]. ICL is still
relatively new in computer vision, and most visual ICL works focus on using
large-scale image-to-image vision models for tasks such as image inpainting [2]
and segmentation [33,41]. Empowered by recent breakthroughs in VLMs such as
OpenAI GPT-4V [1] and Google Gemini [12], we investigate effective strategies
for in-context learning for cropping for the first time.
Prompt Retrieval. NLP researchers have discovered that the selection and
arrangement of in-context examples, also known as prompts, significantly im-
pacts the output performance [21, 23]. These findings have sparked interest in
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Fig. 2: Cropper Overview. Cropper consists of two main steps: visual prompt re-
trieval and iterative crop refinement. Through visual prompt retrieval, top-K ICL ex-
amples are retrieved using an image similarity metric. In the iterative crop refinement
stage, the VLM generates candidate crops based on these ICL examples and then these
crops are subsequently scored by an aesthetic scorer. The VLM iteratively refines the
crop candidates using the feedback from the scorer N times.

prompt retrieval, where in-context learning examples are retrieved based on sim-
ilarity metrics given a test instance. Liu et al . [21] have demonstrated success
in selecting semantically similar in-context examples based on nearest neighbors
measured by embeddings from a pretrained languages model. Rubin et al . [29]
propose selecting examples using a supervised prompt retriever to maximize
downstream performance. For visual ICL for image-to-image tasks, Zhang et
al . [45] utilize CLIP [28]-based unsupervised embedding similarity measure, and
demonstrate further improvement with a supervised prompt retrieval approach.

3 Method

3.1 Overview

Figure 2 illustrates the structure of Cropper, which consists of two main steps:
visual prompt retrieval on the left and feedback-based iterative refinement on the
right. Given the input image, Cropper automatically retrieves the top-K suitable
context-learning examples along with their ground-truth crop coordinates. Both
the input image and the retrieved in-context learning examples are then fed into
the vision-language model. The model is prompted to propose several potential
crop candidates represented by their coordinates. In the iterative refinement
process, crops are generated based on the output of the vision-language model.
These candidate crops are then evaluated using an off-the-shelf aesthetic scorer,
which provides feedback guidance for the vision-language model. The model
then iteratively refines the crop candidates based on this feedback. The iterative
refinement process repeats N times, and the final top-ranked result is selected
as the ultimate crop.
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3.2 Visual Prompt Retrieval for Cropping
The simplest method for retrieving in-context learning examples is random se-
lection, where one or multiple samples are randomly chosen from the training
dataset. However, previous studies have demonstrated that the ICL performance
of such random selection is highly sensitive to the chosen samples [21,23,45]. In
our experiments on image cropping (detailed in Sec. 4), we empirically confirm
that random prompt selection often leads to suboptimal results. Therefore, our
objective is to explore an effective strategy for automatically selecting the most
suitable examples for various cropping tasks.

Intuitively, images that are similar are more likely to be cropped similarly.
Thus, we aim to retrieve the top-K images and their most relevant ground-truth
crops based on some similarity metric. Formally, given an image query zq and a
dataset D = (zi, Ci)

M
i=1 containing M pairs of image zi and crop ground-truth

Ci, where Ci contains multiple crops c1, . . . , cs for some datasets, we seek to
retrieve the most relevant in-context examples and crop ground-truth as:

Z = argmax
zi∈D

Q(zq, zi), |Z| = K (1)

H = argmax
cj∈Cj

G(zq, cj), zj ∈ Z (2)

where Z represents the set of top-K relevant images selected from the dataset D
based on the similarity metric Q(zq, zi). H = (zj , cj)

K
j=1 represents the selected

in-context images zj along with their most relevant crop ground-truths based
on metric G(zq, cj). Q and G are designed differently to accommodate different
cropping tasks, including free-form cropping, subject-aware cropping, and aspect
ratio-aware cropping.
Free-form cropping aims to identify the best crop without additional con-
straints regarding aspect ratio or target subject. For this cropping task, we use
the CLIP [28] image embeddings as an off-the-shelf image feature extractor, and
Q corresponds to the cosine similarity between the input image zq and each
training example zi ∈ D. In free-form cropping datasets, such as GAICD [39],
each image zi is associated with multiple ground-truth crops ci, each with its
mean opinion score (MOS) aggregated from human evaluation. We use the MOS
score as G for selecting the ground-truth crops. Therefore, after obtaining Z, we
select the top-ranked crops based on their MOS. Each crop ground-truth ci is
represented five tuples, (s, x1, y1, x2, y2), indicating the MOS and the leftmost,
top, rightmost, and bottom positions, respectively.
Subject-aware cropping intends to identify an aesthetic crop containing the
subject of interest, which is represented by binary masks provided by users. In
this task, the query image zq is accompanied by a binary mask mq indicating
the subject of interest. Similarly, we first use CLIP image embedding similarity
as Q for retrieving the top-K relevant images. Since each image in this task is
associated with multiple target subject masks and their corresponding ground-
truth crops, we further refine it by choosing the most similar mask areas to
provide better guidance. G is defined as −L2 distance between the center points
of the target mask mq and the masks from image z ∈ Z to select the crop
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Prompt & Output Instruction

Initial Prompt “Localize the aesthetic part of the image. (s, x1, y1, x2, y2) represents the re-
gion. x1 and x2 are the left and right most positions, normalized into 0 to
1, where 0 is the left and 1 is the right. y1 and y2 are the top and bottom
positions, normalized into 0 to 1 where 0 is the top and 1 is the bottom. s is
MOS score. We provide several images here.
{image 1} (s11, x
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2 ), (s21, x
1,2
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2 ), ...,
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...
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2 ),
{Query image},

Output (ŝ1, x̂
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1
1 , x̂

1
2, y

1
2),(ŝ2, x̂

2
1, ŷ

2
1 , x̂

2
2, ŷ

2
2),...,(ŝ5, x̂

5
1, ŷ

5
1 , x̂

5
2, ŷ

5
2)

Iterative Crop Initial Prompt + {Cropped image 1} (ŝ1, x̂
1
1, ŷ

1
1 , x̂

1
2, ŷ

1
2), Score is {VILA score

1}
Refinement Prompt {Cropped image 2} (ŝ2, x̂

2
1, ŷ

2
1 , x̂

2
2, ŷ

2
2), Score is {VILA score 2}

...
{Cropped image 5 } (ŝ5, x̂

5
1, ŷ

5
1 , x̂

5
2, ŷ

5
2), Score is {VILA score 5}

Please propose new region (s, x1, y1, x2, y2); Score is high as much as possible.
Output (ˆ̂s, ˆ̂x1, ˆ̂y1, ˆ̂x2, ˆ̂y2)

Table 1: VLM prompt used for free-form cropping. The goal is to achieve accurate co-
ordinates of the crop (ˆ̂s, ˆ̂x1, ˆ̂y1, ˆ̂x2, ˆ̂y2). In the initial prompt, we use ten in-context (ICL)
examples for image cropping. Using five crops for our task, the format of image i’s j-th
crop is defined as (sji , x

i,j
1 , yi,j

1 , xi,j
2 , yi,j

2 ). Intermediate results of initial prompt are co-
ordinates of five crops. Subsequently, the crop is iteratively refined by accumulating the
context into prompts, using refinement prompt. Note that {ViLAscore} is calculated
with the aesthetic scorer.

with the closest masks. As a result the ground-truth crop for the closest mask is
provided as the in-context learning example label, and each crop ground-truth
ci is represented (x1, y1, x2, y2).
Aspect ratio-aware cropping requires the generated crop to conform to a
specified aspect ratio rq given the query image zq. Each image in the dataset for
this task is associated with ground-truth crops using different aspect ratios, such
as 16:9, 3:4, and 1:1. Similarly, CLIP-based image similarity is adopted as Q.
G is defined as the similarity between the crop ci’s aspect ratio and the target
aspect ratio rq. In other words, for each image z ∈ Z, only the crop that has
the similar target aspect ratio is used as in-context learning ground-truth. To
enforce the aspect ratio constraint in VLM output, we represent the example
crops as (x, y, w) instead, denoting the top left corner x, y and the width w of
the crop. The height of the crop can subsequently be calculated by the target
aspect ratio.

3.3 Iterative Crop Refinement

Without explicit supervision, VLM lacks a deep understanding of the context
of the cropping task, such as the provided coordinate system and intended aes-
thetics. Consequently, it often produces nonsensical outputs even when provided
with good in-context learning cropping examples. Empirically, we observe that
the initial crop candidates generated by the VLM lack diversity and sometimes
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fail to make sense (e.g . being too small or too large). Yang et al. [36] have shown
that large language models can optimize the output by iteratively incorporating
feedback. Motivated by this, we propose an iterative crop refinement mechanism
to further guide the VLM in generating aesthetic crops. Concretely, the VLM is
prompted to generate several crop candidates (we use 5 in experiments) based
on the in-context learning examples retrieved using the method described in
Sec. 3.2. Subsequently, we crop the image according to each proposal and feed
the cropped image into an off-the-shelf aesthetic scorer to obtain corresponding
scores. In the refinement phase, we iteratively provide such feedback to the VLM
by scoring the crop candidates and prompting it to generate new candidates to
improve the aesthetic score. This iterative process is repeated N times, and the
top output is selected as the final result. Table 1 shows the prompt design for
free-form cropping with the two phases of Cropper. In terms of subject-aware
cropping and aspect ratio aware cropping, the only difference depends on whether
MOS is predicted together.

4 Experimental Results

We first describe the implementation details and experimental setups before
presenting quantitative and qualitative results with comparisons to state-of-the-
art schemes as well as ablation studies.

4.1 Implementation Details

Dataset. We assess the effectiveness of Cropper across four cropping bench-
marks, comprising two free-form cropping datasets (GAICD [39] and FCDB [5]),
one subject-aware cropping dataset (SACD [37]), and one aspect ratio-aware
cropping dataset (GNMC [9]).

GAICD dataset has 3,336 images, with 2,636 for training, 200 for validation,
and 500 for testing, containing 288,069 densely annotated crops. For evaluation,
we retrieve in-context learning examples from the GAICD training set (the vali-
dation set is not used). Among the 90 annotations available for each retreived im-
age, we select the top 5 crops ranked by MOS. Additionally, employing the same
retrieval strategy on the GAICD training set, we further evaluate the perfor-
mance on 348 test images from the FCDB dataset, measuring the out-of-domain
performance.

The subject-aware cropping dataset SACD contains 2,906 images, with 2,326
for training, 290 for validation, and 290 for testing. The aspect ratio-aware
dataset GNMC provides bounding box with different aspect ratios (16:9, 3:4,
4:3, 2:2, 1:1), containing over 8,000 images for training, over 1,000 images for
validation and over 2,000 images for testing.
Metrics. We use standard metrics widely used in the image cropping commu-
nity [39], including the Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficient (SRCC),
the Pearson correlation (PCC), and AccK/N . These metrics quantify the align-
ment of the generated crops with aesthetic preferences, using the ground-truth
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mean opinion score (MOS). Specifically, PCC assesses the linear correlation be-
tween the predicted MOS and the ground-truth MOS, whereas SRCC measures
the correlation of ranking order. Given that Cropper generates five candidate
crops per each iteration step on the GAICD dataset, we compute SRCC and
PCC using the best five crops instead of considering all crops. AccK/N indicates
whether top-K from predictions could be involved among top-N crops from the
ground-truth based on MOS. Acc1/5, Acc2/5, Acc3/5, Acc4/5, Acc1/10, Acc2/10,
Acc3/10, Acc4/10 are measured with N ∈ {5, 10} and K ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} to return
K of top-N accuracy. Additionally, we use Intersection-over-Union (IoU) and
Boundary-displacement-error (Disp) metrics to compare with other approaches
on the FCDB, SACD, and GNMC datasets. Disp represents the average L1 dis-
tance between the ground-truth coordinates and the predicted values.
Visual Prompt Retrieval for Cropping. Similarity measurement Q in Eq. 1
is implemented using cosine similarity between image embeddings extracted from
the ViT-B/32 variant of CLIP [28]. Unless otherwise specified, we set K to 10 by
default, meaning that the top 10 similar in-context learning images are retrieved.
Iterative Crop Refinement. By default, we employ the Gemini-pro-vision [12]
model via the Vertex AI API for the VLM. This model stands out as it can
process up to 16 images as input, unlike other vision-language models that have
a more limited capacity. We also experiment with the GPT-4V [1] chat API.
The number of candidate crops is set to 5 during the iterative refinement stage.
Aesthetic Scorer. For evaluating the aesthetics of each crop, we utilize the
VILA-R [17] model as our aesthetic scorer. Trained on the AVA [25] dataset, this
model specializes in image aesthetic assessment, providing evaluations based on
factors such as perspectives, compositions, and color contrast.

4.2 Comparison with Baselines

Free-form Image Cropping. Tab 2 presents a quantitative comparison on the
GAICD dataset of Cropper with other training-based baselines (top section),
which require supervised training on all available training data in the dataset.
Remarkably, Cropper outperforms the training-based methods by a large mar-
gin with only a few in-context learning examples and no training. In the bot-
tom section of Tab 2, we additionally assess the performance of two ablated
variants of Cropper, labeled as “Cropper w/ Random Retrieval”, and “Crop-
per w/o Iterative Refinement”. “Cropper Random Retrieval” uses randomly se-
lected in-context examples without further iterative refinement. The variant
“Cropper w/o Iterative Refinement” employs visual prompt retrieval but without
iterative refinement, meaning that the initial inference from the VLM based on
the in-context learning examples is directly used as the output. Moreover, com-
pared to “Cropper w/ Random Retrieval”, “Cropper w/o Iterative Refinement”
shows a notable improvement, indicating that visual prompt retrieval cropping
is effective. Additionally, the gap between Cropper and “Cropper w/o Iterative
Refinement” highlights the advancement of iterative refinement. These variations
demonstrate the effectiveness of visual prompt retrieval and iterative refinement.
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Model Acc1/5 Acc2/5 Acc3/5 Acc4/5 Acc5 Acc1/10 Acc2/10 Acc3/10 Acc4/10 Acc10 SRCC PCC

A2RL [18] 23.2 - - - - 39.5 - - - - - -
VPN [34] 36.0 - - - - 48.5 - - - - - -
VFN [6] 26.6 26.5 26.7 25.7 26.4 40.6 40.2 40.3 39.3 40.1 0.485 0.503
VEN [34] 37.5 35.0 35.3 34.2 35.5 50.5 49.2 48.4 46.4 48.6 0.616 0.662
GAIC [39] 68.2 64.3 61.3 58.5 63.1 84.4 82.7 80.7 78.7 81.6 0.849 0.874
CGS [20] 63.0 62.3 58.8 54.9 59.7 81.5 79.5 77.0 73.3 77.8 0.795 -
TransView [26] 69.0 66.9 61.9 57.8 63.9 85.4 84.1 81.3 78.6 82.4 0.857 0.880
Chao et al. [32] 70.0 66.9 62.5 59.8 64.8 86.8 84.5 82.9 79.8 83.3 0.872 0.893

Cropper w/ Random Retrieval 80.0 76.5 72.0 65.5 73.5 88.0 87.0 85.5 85.0 86.4 0.877 0.848
Cropper w/o Iterative Refinement 87.0 82.0 78.0 75.0 80.5 95.0 92.5 91.5 89.5 92.1 0.892 0.851
Cropper (Ours) 89.2 86.2 81.8 77.0 83.5 96.2 94.4 92.8 92.4 94.0 0.900 0.858

Table 2: Quantitative comparison to existing methods on the GAICD [39] dataset.
Cropper demonstrates significant superiority over other baselines despite using only a
few in-context learning examples and no explicit training.

Model Training-Free Training Set IoU ↑ Disp ↓

A2RL [18] ✗ AVA 0.663 0.089
A3RL [19] ✗ AVA 0.696 0.077
VPN [34] ✗ CPC 0.711 0.073
VEN [34] ✗ CPC 0.735 0.072
ASM [31] ✗ CPC 0.749 0.068
GAIC [39] ✗ GAICD 0.672 0.084
CGS [20] ✗ GAICD 0.685 0.079
TransView [26] ✗ GAICD 0.682 0.080
Chao et al. [32] ✗ GAICD 0.695 0.075

Gemini-pro-vision [12] ✓ - 0.554 0.121
Cropper w/ Random Retrieval ✓ GAICD 0.635 0.092
Cropper w/o Iterative Refinement ✓ GAICD 0.736 0.070
Cropper (Ours) ✓ GAICD 0.752 0.062

Table 3: Quantitative comparison of free-form image cropping on the
FCDB [5] dataset. Cropper is only training-free for image cropping.

Tab 3 shows quantitative comparison on the FCDB [5] dataset, where Crop-
per achieves the best performance. The variants of Cropper in the bottom section
utilize the training split of GAICD as the prompt retrieval dataset. Addition-
ally, we include the zero-shot cropping performance from Gemini-pro-vision [12],
which is unsatisfactory. Without good in-context learning examples and the it-
erative crop refinement, its IoU score and Disp are very low. This highlights
that although VLMs are trained on large-scale data and have strong generaliza-
tion ability, proper guidance is still necessary to enhance performance in specific
vision tasks. Our proposed Cropper demonstrates its value in addressing this
challenge.

Fig 3 shows a visual comparison between Cropper and other free-form image
cropping baselines, namely A2RL [18], VPN [34], GAIC [39], CGS [20]. The im-
ages are generated using the released codes of these methods. Overall, we observe
that our generated results more closely resemble the ground truth (indicated by
the yellow bounding box) compared to the cropping results from other baselines.
Particularly noteworthy is the fourth row, where only our method successfully
excludes the right side of the tree from the crop, resulting in better composition.
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Source Image VPN OursA2RL CGS GAIC

Fig. 3: Qualitative comparison of Cropper on the GAICD [39] test set. We show the
annotated best crop (yellow bounding box) in the source image in the left column and
top-1 crops obtained by different methods in the rest of the columns.

Model Training-Free IoU ↑ Disp ↓

A2RL [18] ✗ 0.6674 0.0887
VFN [6] ✗ 0.6690 0.0887
VPN [34] ✗ 0.7036 0.0699
VEN [34] ✗ 0.6911 0.0765
LVRN [22] ✗ 0.6962 0.0765
GAIC [39] ✗ 0.7124 0.0696
SAC-Net [37] ✗ 0.7665 0.0491

Cropper (Ours) ✓ 0.7727 0.0483

Table 4: Quantitative comparison on the
SACD [37] dataset for subject-aware crop-
ping task.

Model Training-Free IoU ↑ Disp ↓

GAIC [39] ✗ 0.723 0.058
GNMC [9] ✗ 0.867 0.023

Cropper (Ours) ✓ 0.879 0.022

Table 5: Quantitative comparison on the
GNMC [9] dataset for aspect ratio-aware
cropping task.

Subject-aware Image Cropping. Tab 4 shows the quantitative comparison
on the SACD dataset, where Cropper surpasses other training-based baselines.
The reported numbers are directly taken from the baseline papers. To visu-
ally demonstrate the effectiveness of Cropper, we provide visual samples from
Cropper in Fig 4. Additionally, we display the zero-shot inference results from
GPT-4V [1] and Gemini-pro-vision [12]. Both GPT-4V and Gemini-pro-vision
are prompted with chain-of-thoughts to crop out the main subject within the
image, such as “Think step-by-step about finding visually pleasing crops .” How-
ever, both models struggle to generate good crops. For example, the crop from
GPT-4V in the first row fails to capture the main subject "clock" and instead
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Source Image GPT-4V OursGemini-pro-visionMask

191583

279576
50373

275995

Fig. 4: Visual comparisons on the subject-aware image cropping dataset SACD [37].
Yellow bouding box shows the ground-truth.

crops a completely different area. Conversely, our cropped image exhibits better
symmetry and successfully captures the subject of interest.
Aspect Ratio-aware Image Cropping. Tab 5 shows quantitative comparison
results on the GNMC [9] dataset for the aspect ratio-aware cropping task. Crop-
per outperforms other baselines in both IoU and Disp, indicating that Cropper
is more adept at cropping the image according to the desired aspect ratio. Fig 5
displays example crops from Cropper for each aspect ratio, along with the cor-
responding ground-truth (yellow bounding box), illustrating qualitatively that
Cropper can generate crops that possess both good aesthetics and adhere to the
specified aspect ratio.

4.3 Ablation Study

Number of ICL Samples and Candidate Crops. We conduct an ablation
study to empirically determine the optimal combinations of two key parameters:
1) the number of retrieved in-context learning examples and 2) the number of
candidate crops during iterative refinement. Fig 6 illustrates the mean IoU score
on the GAICD test set with different combinations. Empirically, we find that
using 10 in-context examples and 5 candidate crops yields the best result.
Analysis of Iterative Crop Refinement. Fig 7 (a) illustrates the effect of
the number of iterative crop refinement iterations. As the number of iterations
increases, the mIoU scores gradually converge, and the performance saturates
after approximately 10 steps. Consequently, we choose 10 iterations as the default
in our experiments. Additionally, Fig 7 (b) demonstrates the effect of the number
of in-context learning (ICL) examples while holding other parameters constant.
The performance also gradually converges as the number of examples increases to
10. Fig 7 (c) presents the effect of the number of candidate crops, indicating that
using five crops is more advantageous than using fewer than five. Fig 8 provides
visual examples of how the crop candidates change throughout the iterative
refinement process, with the best crop gradually converging. Fig 9 compares the
scores from the aesthetic scorer before and after the iterative refinement process,
showing significant improvement in the aesthetic score for both the GAICD [39]
and FCDB [5] datasets. This confirms the feasibility of employing the VLM



12 Lee, Seung Hyun et al.

16:9 4:3 1:12:13:4

O
ur

s
So

ur
ce

 Im
ag

e
O

ur
s

So
ur

ce
 Im

ag
e

16:9 4:3 1:12:13:4

Fig. 5: Example crops from Cropper for aspect ratio-aware cropping on the GNMC [9]
dataset. Yellow bounding box denotes the ground-truth.

(mIOU)

Fig. 6: Ablation study on the combinations of 1) the number of ICL examples and 2)
the number of candidate crops on the GAICD [39] test dataset. The IoU score of the
top-1 crop is reported to evaluate the effectiveness of each combination.

(a) Feedback iterations (b) The number of visual samples

(mIOU)
(mIOU) (mIOU)

(c) The number of candidate crops

Fig. 7: Ablation study on (a) the number of iterative crop refinement iterations, (b)
the number of ICL examples, and (c) the number of candidate crops on the GAICD [39]
test dataset. For each experiment, we measure the mean IoU score of Top-1 crop.

as an optimizer and validates the effectiveness of the proposed iterative crop
refinement process.
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Source Iteration 2 Iteration 6 OutputIteration 0 Iteration 4

Fig. 8: Visual changes according to iterative crop refinement. As the number of itera-
tions increases, the crop is close to the ground truth (yellow box).(b) Color Enhancement

Fig. 9: Ablation study of our main compo-
nents. We calculate the VILA-R [17] score
on the in-domain GAICD [39] and the out-
domain FCDB [5] dataset.

Ours
29%

25%
GAIC

20%
CGS

A2RL

VPN
11%

15%

Fig. 10: User study on
the GAICD [38] dataset
shows that Cropper pro-
duces the most preferred
crop.

4.4 User Study

To further assess the effectiveness of Cropper, we conduct a user study using
Amazon MTurk [10] on a sample of 100 images randomly selected from the
GAICD [39] dataset. Five models are compared: A2RL [18], VPN [34], CGS [20],
GAIC [39], and Cropper. In the questionnaire, ten different raters were asked
to select the best image from the set of five cropped images generated from all
methods, with the images shuffled. Fig 10 shows the ratio of times each method
was chosen as the best one. The results demonstrates that Cropper generates
crops that are most preferred by the users.

5 Other Vision Applications

To assess the versatility of our method, we briefly explore its application to
other vision tasks. Specifically, we test its effectiveness in color enhancement,
using the MIT-Adobe FiveK [3] dataset. Similar to the approach in Distort-and-
recover [27], we aim to predict a sequence of image processing operations, such
as contrast, brightness, and color saturation adjustments. Since the dataset lacks
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Source Ours Distort & DiscoverHuman GPT-4V

Fig. 11: Visual demonstration of applying Cropper on the color enhancement task on
the MIT-Adobe FiveK [3] dataset.

ground-truth editing operations, we first construct a retrieval database. This in-
volves randomly sampling 30 operation sequences for each training image and
selecting the editing sequence that achieves the highest VILA-R [17] score as the
ground truth. With this retrieval database in place, we apply Cropper to predict
the image processing sequence. Visual comparisons in Fig 11 against GPT-4V
and Distort-and-recover [27] show that Cropper demonstrates visible improve-
ment. Notably, while Distort-and-recover still relies on a fine-tuning scheme with
manually edited images to minimize pixel-wise differences between image pairs,
our method operates in a ground-truth-free manner using in-context learning.
This demonstrates that Cropper can effectively enhance images without relying
on ground-truth annotations, highlighting the broad utility and generalization
capability of the proposed framework.

6 Conclusion
The paper presents Cropper, a novel approach to image cropping that lever-
ages in-context learning and vision-language models to achieve superior perfor-
mance across various cropping tasks. It presents a novel training-free unified
approach for tasks like free-form cropping, subject-aware cropping, and aspect
ratio-aware cropping. Through extensive experimentation and comparison with
existing baselines, Cropper demonstrates remarkable effectiveness and efficiency,
outperforming counterparts with only a few in-context learning examples. Fur-
thermore, the user study confirms the preference of Cropper-generated crops,
highlighting its practical applicability. Ablation studies show that the proposed
visual prompt retrieval strategy and iterative crop refinement approach effec-
tively harness the power of VLMs for effective ICL for cropping. The versatility
of Cropper is showcased through successful application to additional vision tasks
beyond cropping, underscoring its broad utility and generalization ability. Over-
all, Cropper represents a significant advancement in image cropping, offering a
state-of-the-art solution with wide-ranging potential for practical use in diverse
visual applications.
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Cropper: Vision-Language Model for
Image Cropping through In-Context Learning

Supplementary Material

In Section 7, we provide a detailed description of various prompts, including
free-form cropping, subject-aware cropping, aspect ratio-aware cropping, and
color enhancement. We further explain the details of a straightforward chain-
of-thought process using GPT-4V [1] for comparison with the Cropper, as men-
tioned earlier in the main paper. Section 8 showcases additional cropping exam-
ples. Finally, Section 9 discusses the limitations of the Cropper.

7 Details of Prompts

Fig 12 and Fig 13 show examples of our prompt used for free-form cropping.
As shown in Fig 12, initial prompts consist of in-context learning examples and
a query image. Given the query image, visual prompt retrieval selects ten in-
context examples where each sample has top-5 crop annotations. In other words,
total 50 crops are used for free-from cropping. The vision-language model (VLM)
predicts text-based five crops, then we make crops by parsing the text outputs,
which are used for iterative crop refinement stage. Fig 13 shows the example
prompt for iterative crop refinement. The first row is the crops preprocessed
from Fig 12’s text-based output. Note that we put text-based coordinates and
images together for refinement process. With the prepanded prompts, this pro-
cess continously traverse the optimal crop for higher VILA-R [17] score. Finally,
we observe that the crop is converged after refinement.

Fig 14 and Fig 15 show the prompt for subject-aware cropping and aspect
ratio-aware cropping, respectively. Different thing from free-form cropping is that
subject-aware cropping supports one crop per the image. For aspect ratio-aware
crop, as shown in Fig 15, we predict only width of the crop and re-calculate the
coordinate based on the given aspect ratio. We added more details about prompts
for subject-aware cropping (see Table 6) and aspect ratio aware cropping (see
Table 7).

Since these cropping setting starts with one crop, we accumulate to five crop
for iterative refinement. We also provide further details of GPT-4V [1]’s chain-
of-thoughts process in Fig 16. Even if the GPT-4V is basically good at vision-
language reasoning, we observe that their actual crop doesn’t involve anything
about their language-based cues.

Fig 17 shows examples of the color enhancement prompt. As described in
the paper, we utilize a brute-force approach to create ground-truth trajectories,
selecting the one that results in the highest VILA-R score. The trajectory length
is set to 8, including various image operations like +contrast, -contrast, +bright-
ness, -brightness, +saturation, and -saturation. These adjustments are performed
using the PILImageEnhance, a popular image processing library. For contrast
and saturation, "+" increases the value by a factor of 1.05, and "-" decreases
it by 0.95. Brightness adjustments are similar, with "+" making the image 1.03
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Query image Output

Fig. 12: Example of initial prompt for free-form cropping.

times brighter and "-" reducing brightness by a factor of 0.97, resulting in a
darker image. Iterative refinement for color enhancement is optional.
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Prompt & Output Instruction

Initial Prompt “Localize the aesthetic part of the image. (x1, y1, x2, y2) represents the region.
x1 and x2 are the left and right most positions, normalized into 0 to 1, where
0 is the left and 1 is the right. y1 and y2 are the top and bottom positions,
normalized into 0 to 1 where 0 is the top and 1 is the bottom. We provide
several images here.
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2), Score is {VILA score 2}

...
{Cropped image 5 } (x̂5
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2, ŷ

5
2), Score is {VILA score 5}

Please propose new region (x1, y1, x2, y2); Score is high as much as possible.
Output (ˆ̂x1, ˆ̂y1, ˆ̂x2, ˆ̂y2)

Table 6: VLM prompt used for subject-aware cropping. The goal is to achieve accurate
coordinates of the crop (ˆ̂x1, ˆ̂y1, ˆ̂x2, ˆ̂y2). In the initial prompt, we use ten in-context (ICL)
examples for image cropping. First, we accumulate five crops because this task supports
one crop per one image. Using five crops for our task, the format of image i’s crop is
defined as (xi

1, y
i
1, x

i
2, y

i
2). Intermediate results of initial prompt are coordinates of five

crops. Subsequently, the crop is iteratively refined by accumulating the context into
prompts, using refinement prompt.

Prompt & Output Instruction

Initial Prompt “Find visually appealing crop. Each region is represented by (x, y, w). x is the
left most position. y is the top position. w is the width
{image 1} (x1, y1, w1)
{image 2}, (x2, y2, w2)
...
{image 10}, (x10, y10, w10)
{Query image},

Output (x̂1, ŷ1, ŵ1)

Iterative Crop Initial Prompt + {Cropped image 1} (x̂1, ŷ1, ŵ1), Score is {VILA score 1}
Refinement Prompt {Cropped image 2} (x̂2, ŷ2, ŵ2), Score is {VILA score 2}

...
{Cropped image 5 } (x̂5, ŷ5, ŵ5), Score is {VILA score 5}
Please propose new region (x, y, w); Score is high as much as possible.

Output (ˆ̂x, ˆ̂y, ˆ̂w)

Table 7: VLM prompt used for aspect ratio aware cropping. The goal is to achieve
coordinates of the crop (ˆ̂x, ˆ̂y, ˆ̂w). In the initial prompt, we use ten in-context (ICL)
examples for image cropping. We also accumulate five crops because this task supports
one crop per one image. Using five crops for our task, the format of image i’s crop
is defined as (xi, yi, wi). Intermediate results of initial prompt are coordinates of five
crops. Subsequently, the crop is iteratively refined by accumulating the context into
prompts, using refinement prompt. Likewise, {ViLAscore} is measured with the aes-
thetic scorer.
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(4.79,41,41,958,958),(4.16,208,41,9
58,958),(3.97,208,125,958,958),(3.8
4,41,125,958,958),(3.57,125,125,958
,958)

Query Image

…

Ground Truth

… Initial Prompt + 

(4.86,0.12,0.04,0.95,0.87) 
Score is 0.562

(4.81,0.04,0.12,0.95,0.79) 
Score is 0.562

(4.84,0.04,0.04,0.95,0.87) 
Score is 0.564

(4.82,0.04,0.12,0.95,0.87) 
Score is 0.569

(4.85,0.04,0.04,0.95,0.95) 
Score is 0.583
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Score is 0.564

(4.82,0.04,0.12,0.95,0.87) 
Score is 0.569

(4.85,0.04,0.04,0.95,0.95) 
Score is 0.583
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Score is 0.584
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Score is 0.569
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Score is 0.583
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Score is 0.583

(4.85,0.04,0.04,0.95,0.95) 
Score is 0.583

Final Output

Ite
r 1

Ite
r 2

Ite
r 3

Ite
r 1

0

…
(4.54,0.04,0.04,0.95,0.95) (4.51,0.04,0.04,0.87,0.95) (4.47,0.04,0.04,0.87,0.87) (4.46,0.04,0.04,0.79,0.87) (4.44,0.04,0.04,0.79,0.95)

(4.77,0.12,0.04,0.95,0.79) (4.70,0.12,0.04,0.95,0.87) (4.68,0.12,0.04,0.87,0.87),(4.67,0.12,0.04,0.87,0.95),(4.65,0.12,0.04,0.87,0.79)

(4.85,0.04,0.04,0.95,0.95) 
Score is 0.583

Fig. 13: Visualization of iterative crop refinement for free-form cropping. Yellow
bounding box (left column) represents the ground truth and the blue bounding boxes
(from the second to the last column) illustrate predictions through iterative refinement.
Notably, with each iteration, the VILA [17] score increases, indicating improved aes-
thetics.

8 More Results

We added more uncurated free-form cropping examples in Fig. 18.

9 Limitation

Similar to other in-context learning techniques, the effectiveness of Cropper re-
lies on the quality of the prompt retrieval database. Future studies should aim
to enhance model performance using unsupervised data. Additionally, like other
in-context learning methods, the VLM lacks precise context comprehension and
may misinterpret task schemas. As the context length increases, the ability to
process and understand long contexts becomes crucial. Further research to en-
hance the foundational vision-language model will greatly benefit Cropper.
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(0.16,0.11,0.59,0.60) (0.06,0.09,0.91,0.60)

“Localize the aesthetic part of the image. (x1,y1,x2,y2) represents the region. x1 and x2 are the left and right most positions, 
normalized into 0 to 1, where 0 is the left and 1 is the right. y1 and y2 are the top and bottom positions, normalized into 0 to 1 
where 0 is the top and 1 is the bottom. We provide several images here. ”

(0.20,0.20,1.00,0.90)

(0.24,0.60,1.00,1.00)

(0.11,0.20,0.74,0.76)

(0.13,0.27,0.80,0.80)

(0.10,0.10,0.60,0.67)

(4.79,41,41,958,958),(4.16,208,41,9
58,958),(3.97,208,125,958,958),(3.8
4,41,125,958,958),(3.57,125,125,958
,958)

(0.20,0.04,0.99,0.93)

Query Image

(0.42,0.04,0.99,0.93)

(0.22,0.21,0.80,0.80)

(0.00,0.09,0.96,0.90)

Fig. 14: Example of initial prompt for subject-aware cropping.
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(0.00,0.00,0.94) (0.03,0.02,0.95)

“Find visually appealing crop. Each region is represented by (x,y,w). x is the left most position. y is the top position. w is the 
width.”

(0.03,0.15,0.71)

(0.00,0.14,0.84)

(0.04,0.01,0.36)

(0.00,0.08,0.71)

(0.01,0.09,0.83)

(4.79,41,41,958,958),(4.16,208,41,9
58,958),(3.97,208,125,958,958),(3.8
4,41,125,958,958),(3.57,125,125,958
,958)

(0.36,0.07,0.64)

Query image

(0.01,0.02,0.98)

(0.01,0.02,0.96)

(0.01,0.01,0.96)

Fig. 15: Example of initial prompt for aspect ratio-aware cropping (16:9).
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“Think step-by-step about finding visually pleasing crops.”

(4.79,41,41,958,958),(4.16,208,41,9
58,958),(3.97,208,125,958,958),(3.8
4,41,125,958,958),(3.57,125,125,958
,958)

To find visually pleasing crops of this image, consider applying the rule of thirds, which involves dividing 
the image into nine equal segments by two equally spaced horizontal lines and two equally spaced vertical 
lines. Then, you position the important compositional elements along these lines or their intersections. For 
this image, some crops that might be visually pleasing are:

 A wide crop that keeps the boat and the sun's reflection on the water in alignment with the rule of 
thirds' lines or intersections.

 A tighter crop focusing on the boat and the flag, positioning them along one of the vertical lines, 
which can give the image a sense of direction and movement.

 A vertical crop that captures the reflection of the sun in the water, creating a pathway leading to the 
boat.

You can also look for symmetry, leading lines, or framing elements to create other crops that might be 
appealing to the eye. Would you like me to create a crop using one of these suggestions?

“Yes.”

I've created a cropped version of the image focusing on the boat and the sun's reflection along the 
horizontal line of thirds, which should be visually pleasing. You can view and download the cropped 
image using the link below:

Fig. 16: Diagram of chain-of-thoughts process using GPT-4V [1] which is used for
visual comparison of subject-aware cropping in the main paper. The process automat-
ically identifies the main object denoted as focal points. Despite their strong reasoning
ability regarding aesthetics, the crop output is far from visual appealing by missing
the main object, a boat.
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(+contrast,-contrast,-contrast,
-contrast,-contrast,-contrast,
-contrast,-contrast)

(+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,+saturation,+saturation,
+saturation,-brightness)

“Create a new path for image post-processing by combining adjustments in +contrast,+saturation,+brightness,-contrast,
-saturation,-brightness.”

(4.79,41,41,958,958),(4.16,208,41,9
58,958),(3.97,208,125,958,958),(3.8
4,41,125,958,958),(3.57,125,125,958
,958)

['+brightness', '+brightness', '+brightness', 
'+brightness', '+brightness', '+brightness', 
'+brightness', '-contrast']

Query Image

(+brightness,+contrast,+contrast,+
contrast,+saturation,+saturation,+
saturation,-saturation)

(+brightness,+brightness,+brightness,
+contrast,-brightness,-brightness,
-brightness,-saturation)

(+brightness,+brightness,+contrast,
+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,+saturation)

(+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,-saturation)

(+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
-brightness,-contrast)

(+brightness,+brightness,+brightness,
+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,-brightness)

(+contrast,+contrast,+contrast,
-brightness,-saturation,-saturation,
-saturation,-saturation)

(+brightness,+contrast,+contrast,
+contrast,+contrast,+saturation,
+saturation,+saturation)

Fig. 17: Example of prompts for color enhancement.
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Source Image Ours

Fig. 18: Uncurated examples of image cropping.
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