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Abstract

Change captioning aims to describe changes between a pair
of images. However, existing works rely on visual fea-
tures alone, which often fail to capture subtle but meaning-
ful changes because they lack the ability to represent ex-
plicitly structured information such as object relationships
and compositional semantics. To alleviate this, we present
CORTEX (COmpositional Reasoning-aware TEXt-guided),
a novel framework that integrates complementary textual
cues to enhance change understanding. In addition to cap-
turing cues from pixel-level differences, CORTEX utilizes
scene-level textual knowledge provided by Vision Language
Models (VLMs) to extract richer image text signals that re-
veal underlying compositional reasoning. CORTEX consists
of three key modules: (i) an Image-level Change Detector
that identifies low-level visual differences between paired im-
ages, (ii) a Reasoning-aware Text Extraction (RTE) mod-
ule that use VLMs to generate compositional reasoning de-
scriptions implicit in visual features, and (iii) an Image-Text
Dual Alignment (ITDA) module that aligns visual and tex-
tual features for fine-grained relational reasoning. This en-
ables CORTEX to reason over visual and textual features
and capture changes that are otherwise ambiguous in visual
features alone. The code is available at https://github.com/
VisualAIKHU/CORTEX.

Introduction
Change captioning aims to generate natural language de-
scriptions that explain the differences between two im-
ages captured at different time points (Jhamtani and Berg-
Kirkpatrick 2018). Unlike traditional image captioning,
which focuses on describing a single static image, change
captioning requires models to detect and clearly describe
meaningful differences between image pairs. This is espe-
cially important in applications where capturing fine-grained
visual differences is critical, such as in surveillance (Hoxha
et al. 2022) and medical imaging (Li et al. 2023).

Since it holds significant potential for various practical
applications, extensive research has been conducted to de-
velop algorithms that more effectively describe changes.
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red block.
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“The big blue rubber sphere 
to the left of the tiny brown 
cylinder is no longer there.”

“The big blue rubber sphere 
to the right of the tiny red 
block is no longer there.”

Figure 1: (a) Existing methods struggle to estimate changes
because compositional reasoning cues are not explicitly rep-
resented in the image (i.e., object relationships (yellow ar-
rows), spatial arrangements (blue circles)). (b) In contrast,
our method incorporates explicit textual compositional rea-
soning cues to enhance scene understanding, thereby en-
abling more accurate change description.

SCORER (Tu et al. 2023b) introduces self-supervised cross-
view contrastive alignment and cross-modal backward rea-
soning, which solely relies on visual features to distin-
guish true semantic changes from pseudo changes caused
by viewpoint shifts. SMART (Tu et al. 2024b) employs a
multi-aspect relation learning network with a POS-based
visual switch, relying on image data to capture semantic
and positional relations. In addition, DIRL (Tu et al. 2024a)
uses self-supervised channel correlation and decorrelation to
align captions with visual differences, effectively addressing
pseudo changes from viewpoint and illumination variations.

Despite these advances, existing methods adopt a visual-
only approach, relying on image-level features to describe
changes. While these features can capture low-level appear-
ance differences, they often fail to support compositional
reasoning−the ability to understand structured semantics
such as object relationships and spatial configurations. Since
this type of information is not directly encoded in images but
rather implicitly embedded (Hwang, Kim, and Kim 2023),
models often struggle to generate accurate descriptions of
changes. For example, as shown in Figure 1 (a), exist-
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ing methods often misinterpret spatial relations (‘left of ’)
or misidentify reference objects (‘a tiny brown cylinder’).
These limitations emphasize the need for a change caption-
ing model that can reason over compositional structures.

To address these limitations, we aim to enhance existing
visual-only methods through a simple yet effective strategy
that incorporates explicit textual cues conveying composi-
tional reasoning. Unlike visual information, text can explic-
itly depict the structured semantics embedded in an image
in a clear and interpretable form, serving as a strong sig-
nal for high-level reasoning (Hwang, Kim, and Kim 2023).
As shown in Figure 1 (b), incorporating such compositional
cues enables our model to better explain changes by captur-
ing their relational and contextual meanings.

Based on the aforementioned points, we propose a novel
COmpositional Reasoning-aware TEXt-guided (CORTEX)
framework for robust change captioning. It consists of three
modules. (i) We employ an image-level change detector
from visual-only approaches (Tu et al. 2024a, 2023b, 2024b)
to identify visual differences between the input image pairs.
(ii) To incorporate compositional understanding, we intro-
duce a Reasoning-aware Text Extraction (RTE) mod-
ule, which extracts explicit textual compositional reasoning
cues (e.g., object relationships and spatial configurations).
To this end, we leverage a widely adopted Vision-Language
Model (VLM) with structured prompts to generate compo-
sitional descriptions for each image, offering rich semantic
cues that enhance scene understanding. Also, (iii) we pro-
pose an Image-Text Dual Alignment (ITDA) module that
aligns visual and textual features via static alignment (within
the scene) and dynamic alignment (cross scene). This dual
alignment allows the model to embed the textual compo-
sitional reasoning into the visual features while preserving
their representational strengths, leading to richer scene rep-
resentations and improved structural change reasoning.

As a result, CORTEX generates more accurate captions
by effectively describing changes between two images. No-
tably, the core objective of this work is to overcome the lim-
itations of visual-only change captioning methods by intro-
ducing two plug-and-play modules, namely RTE and ITDA,
which can be seamlessly integrated into existing image-level
change detectors to enhance compositional reasoning.

The major contributions of our paper are as follows:

• We devise CORTEX, a new plug-and-play framework
that enhances the existing visual-only approaches by
incorporating explicit textual compositional reasoning,
which was previously embedded implicitly in images and
challenging for models to accurately infer.

• We propose RTE module that leverages a VLM to extract
structured textual cues that encode explicit compositional
reasoning elements from images. The extracted text will
be publicly released to facilitate future research.

• We introduce ITDA module, which aligns image and text
features through static (within the scene) and dynamic
(cross scene) alignment strategies to enable a more com-
prehensive understanding of both individual scenes and
their differences.

Related Works
Change Captioning
Change captioning aims to generate natural language de-
scriptions that capture semantic differences between two im-
ages, while filtering out irrelevant variations such as view-
point or illumination changes. Earlier methods address irrel-
evant variations using techniques such as view-invariant rep-
resentation learning, semantic alignment, and cross-modal
regularization (Tu et al. 2023a,b, 2024b,a).

Recent methods aim to suppress irrelevant variations and
enhance cross-modal alignment for more accurate change
descriptions. RDD (Li et al. 2025) mitigates noise from
global difference features and improves linguistic-visual
consistency through region-aware difference distillation and
attribute-guided contrastive learning. DECIDER (Zhong
et al. 2025) addresses the limitations of auto-regressive de-
coders, such as error accumulation and weak inter-modality
interaction. It adopts a contrastive diffusion framework with
adversarial perturbations to generate more robust and se-
mantically accurate change captions.

All visual-only methods struggle to capture fine-grained
compositional and relational dynamics between objects. Our
method addresses this gap by introducing textual composi-
tionality into the training process, enabling more accurate
and context-aware change descriptions.

Vision-Language Models in Vision Tasks
Vision-Language Models (VLMs) integrate visual and tex-
tual data to enable comprehensive image-text understanding
(Zhang et al. 2024a). As a result, they have been successfully
applied to various vision tasks—including image classifica-
tion and retrieval (Radford et al. 2021), VQA (Khan et al.
2023), image captioning (Chen et al. 2022), object detection
(Du et al. 2022), and segmentation (Yun et al. 2023)—bene-
fiting applications in autonomous driving (Park et al. 2024)
and medical imaging (Zhang et al. 2024b).

While VLMs bridge visual and textual domains, our work
leverages their strength in extracting relational and contex-
tual cues from single images. Trained on large-scale im-
age–text data, VLMs accurately capture semantics and ob-
ject layouts (Zhao et al. 2024). However, optimized for
single-image captioning, they struggle to compare two im-
ages and detect subtle relational nuances, as noted in prior
analyses (Lin et al. 2025).

Motivated by these limitations, our method leverages
VLMs to extract relational context from individual images,
supplementing visual-only change detectors. Instead of di-
rectly comparing paired images, we generate reasoning-
aware text as auxiliary information. This fusion of high-level
relational cues with low-level visual differences enables our
approach to capture subtle change details and overall scene
dynamics, leading to more accurate change captions.

Methodology
Figure 2 shows an overall architecture of CORTEX, a plug-
and-play framework designed to enhance visual-only change
captioning models by incorporating explicit compositional
reasoning signals in textual form. CORTEX is composed of



① Relation-aware Text Extraction (RTE) Module 

Before Sentences

Behind of the blue 
sphere, there is a 
yellow metallic cube.

To the left of the red 
cube, there is a small 
blue sphere.

⋮

After Sentences

In front of the yellow 
metallic cube, there 
is blue sphere.

To the right of the 
small blue sphere, 
there is a red cube

⋮
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② Image-Text Dual Alignment 
(ITDA) Module

… …

⋯ ⋯
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Static and Dynamic
Alignment

Generated Caption

“The big blue rubber sphere 
to the right of the tiny red 
block is no longer there.”
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1 ⨁⋯⨁𝑡𝑎𝑓𝑡
𝑚 )

Sentence Aggregation

Vision Language Model

(𝑛 = 1,… ,𝑁 , 𝑚 = 1,… ,𝑀)

Analyze the image thoroughly. For each distinct object in the scene,
generate at least one sentence that describes that object in detail
and includes its relationship to at least one other object….

Prompt

Figure 2: Overview of the proposed Compositional Reasoning-aware Text-guided (CORTEX) framework for change captioning,
which combines the three modules. We introduce (1) Image-level change detector, which captures change cues between the
two images; (2) RTE module, which extracts compositional reasoning sentence for each scene; and (3) ITDA module, which
reinforces same-scene understanding for static alignment and identifies changes in dynamic alignment in cross-scene.

three modular components: (1) Image-level Change Detec-
tor, (2) Reasoning-aware Text Extraction (RTE) module, and
(3) Image-Text Dual Alignment (ITDA) module. Given a
pair of input images, “before” image Ibef and “after” image
Iaft, a visual backbone (e.g., ResNet-101 (He et al. 2016))
extracts the corresponding visual features fbef , faft. Then,
the image-level change detector takes them as inputs and
encodes ficd, which captures low-level appearance differ-
ences between the two images. In parallel, the RTE module
utilizes a VLM (e.g., InternVL2 (Chen et al. 2024)) to ex-
tract N compositional reasoning sentences Tbef from Ibef
and M sentences Taft from Iaft. Each sentence contains
high-level compositional reasoning cues, such as relative at-
tributes (e.g., comparisons of size or brightness) and spa-
tial relations that are difficult to infer from pixel-level sig-
nal alone. A text encoder (e.g., BERT (Devlin et al. 2019))
embeds Tbef , Taft into sentence features tbef , taft. All the
sentence features are concatenated to generate the RTE fea-
ture frte. The ITDA module aligns visual features with the
textual cues at both within and across scenes, generating
the text-augmented feature fitda to support reasoning-aware
scene understanding. The combination of compositional rea-
soning cues from RTE-generated texts and pixel-level vi-
sual features enables the model to effectively capture scene
changes by complementing visual understanding with ex-
plicit textual reasoning. Finally, a transformer decoder gen-
erates change captions by integrating the outputs from all
modules. More details are in the following subsections.

Reasoning-aware Text Extraction (RTE) Module
While existing image-level change detectors effectively cap-
ture appearance differences between two images, they often
lack the ability to perform fine-grained contextual reasoning
based on relative attributes and spatial context. To address

this limitation, we introduce the RTE module, which extracts
structured, sentence-level descriptions specially designed to
support compositional reasoning.

In the RTE module, we leverage a frozen VLM (e.g., In-
ternVL2 (Chen et al. 2024)) to generate textual descriptions
from Ibef and Iaft.

Rather than generating generic descriptions, we prompt
the VLM to extract compositional reasoning cues that in-
clude semantic details, which are often missed by visual fea-
tures alone. To extract high-quality compositional-reasoning
sentences, we use the following prompt:

Prompt for Compositional Reasoning

Analyze the image thoroughly. For each distinct ob-
ject in the scene, generate at least one sentence that
describes that object in detail and includes its re-
lationship to at least one other object. Each sen-
tence should mention the object’s color, shape, size,
and relevant spatial relationships (such as distance,
proximity, or grouping).

This carefully crafted prompt encourages the generation
of compositional reasoning cues by guiding the model to de-
scribe each object with detailed attributes (e.g., color, shape,
size) and its spatial relationships (Qiu et al. 2025) with other
objects. It also ensures consistency and completeness, which
are crucial for structured analysis.

At this time, since each scene varies in object den-
sity and complexity, the number of extracted sentences is
determined dynamically based on the scene, denoted as
Tbef={Tn

bef}Nn=1, and Taft={Tm
aft}Mm=1 (N sentences for

‘before’ image and M sentences for ‘after’ image).
Subsequently, the generated sentences Tbef and Taft are



passed through a text encoder (Devlin et al. 2019) to pro-
duce the sentence features tbef , taft ∈ Rc (c denotes the
channel number). We will release all the generated sentences
to support advanced research in change captioning. Detailed
descriptions are provided in the supplementary materials.

Image-Text Dual Alignment (ITDA) Module
Although the RTE module extracts compositional-reasoning
text from individual images, these features are embedded
in a different latent space than visual features from the
image-level change detector. To unify image and text
modalities and fully exploit their complementary strengths,
we introduce the ITDA module. The ITDA module consists
of two components: (i) static alignment, which enhances
compositional understanding within each scene, and (ii) dy-
namic alignment, which emphasizes changes across scenes.

Static Alignment. First, we design the static alignment
to capture and refine intra-scene compositional structure.
To do this, we align visual features with compositional-
reasoning sentence features from the same scene (either “be-
fore” or “after”). As shown in Figure 3 (a), this process
takes a visual feature fbef or faft and the corresponding
compositional-reasoning sentence feature tbef or taft. For
the “before” scene, tbef provides compositional reasoning
cues that reflect relative attributes and spatial relationships.
We apply cross-attention between visual feature fbef and
each of the N compositional-reasoning sentence features,
then average the outputs, which can be formulated as:

f
s(t→i)
bef =

1

N

N∑
n=1

Attn(tnbef , fbef , fbef ), (1)

where Attn(Q,K, V ) = Softmax
(
QK⊤/

√
c
)
V . This yields

a text-augmented static feature for the “before” image. The
same process is applied to the “after” scene, where its M
compositional-reasoning sentence features are used to pro-
duce the text-augmented static feature f

s(t→i)
aft .

To ensure semantic consistency between f
s(t→i)
bef , fs(t→i)

aft

and the image-level change detector feature ficd, we com-
pute self-attended visual features as follows:

f
s(i→i)
bef = Attn(fbef , fbef , fbef ), (2)

f
s(i→i)
aft = Attn(faft, faft, faft). (3)

Then, we introduce a static alignment loss Lsa to encourage
both latent spaces to share common semantics, denoted as:

Lsa =
1

2
(∥fs(t→i)

bef − f
s(i→i)
bef ∥22 + ∥fs(t→i)

aft − f
s(i→i)
aft ∥22).

(4)
This loss guides the model to integrate compositional

details into visual representations, thereby improving scene-
level compositional reasoning through static alignment.

Dynamic Alignment. Further, to capture the cross-scenes
changes, we devise the dynamic alignment by applying
cross-attention between the visual features of one scene and

(a) Static Alignment (Intra-Scene)

(b) Dynamic Alignment (Cross-Scene)

𝑓𝑏𝑒𝑓 𝑡𝑎𝑓𝑡
𝑚

𝑚 = 1,… ,𝑀

𝑓𝑎𝑓𝑡 𝑡𝑏𝑒𝑓
𝑛

𝑛 = 1,… ,𝑁

Image Text

Alignment
(via Cross Attention)

Alignment
(via Cross Attention)

Image Text

𝑓𝑏𝑒𝑓 𝑡𝑏𝑒𝑓
𝑛

𝑛 = 1,… ,𝑁

𝑓𝑎𝑓𝑡 𝑡𝑎𝑓𝑡
𝑚

𝑚 = 1,… ,𝑀

Image Text

Alignment
(via Cross Attention)

Alignment
(via Cross Attention)

Image Text

𝑓𝑏𝑒𝑓
𝑠(𝑡→𝑖)

𝑓𝑎𝑓𝑡
𝑠(𝑡→𝑖)

𝑓𝑏𝑒𝑓
𝑑(𝑡→𝑖)

𝑓𝑎𝑓𝑡
𝑑(𝑡→𝑖)

AvgPool

𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑑𝑎

AvgPool

AvgPool

AvgPool

Figure 3: Overview of the ITDA module. (a) Static align-
ment matches each image with its corresponding compo-
sitional texts extracted by the RTE module. (b) Dynamic
alignment matches each image with texts from the cross-
scene to highlight the changes.

⊕
denotes concatenation.

the compositional-reasoning sentence features of the other.
As shown in Figure 3 (b), for the “before” scene, we use its
visual feature fbef with M “after” sentence feature taft.
Then the outputs are averaged to produce the final text-
augmented dynamic feature for the “before” scene:

f
d(t→i)
bef =

1

M

M∑
m=1

Attn(tmaft, fbef , fbef ), (5)

and “after” text-augmented dynamic feature f
d(t→i)
aft is

computed through a similar process. To ensure that these
text-augmented dynamic features align with the visual fea-
tures, we design the dynamic alignment loss Lda as:

f
d(i→i)
bef = Attn(faft, fbef , fbef ), (6)

f
d(i→i)
aft = Attn(fbef , faft, faft), (7)

Lda =
1

2
(∥fd(t→i)

bef − f
d(i→i)
bef ∥22 + ∥fd(t→i)

aft − f
d(i→i)
aft ∥22),

(8)
where fd(i→i) denotes cross-attended visual features.

The Lda enforces alignment between the visual features
from one scene and the text feature of another scene, facil-
itating more effective identification of scene differences by
leveraging complementary multimodal information.

Finally, fs(t→i)
bef , fs(t→i)

aft , fd(t→i)
bef and f

d(t→i)
aft are con-

catenated to generate the final feature fitda. We devise align-
ment loss Lalign which combines Lsa and Lda, denoted as:

Lalign = Lsa + Lda. (9)

As a result, ITDA module enables a unified understanding
of both intra-scene composition and cross-scene differences



Method
Total Performance Semantic Change

B M R C S B M R C S
DUDA (ICCV’19) 47.3 33.9 - 112.3 24.5 42.9 29.7 - 94.6 19.9
DUDA+ (CVPR’21) 51.2 37.7 70.5 115.4 31.1 49.9 34.3 65.4 101.3 27.9
MCCFormers-D (ICCV’21) 52.4 38.3 - 121.6 26.8 - - - - -
MCCFormers-S (ICCV’21) 57.4 41.2 - 125.5 32.4 - - - - -
PCL w/o Pre-training (AAAI’22) 32.7 27.7 57.2 89.8 - - - - - -
NCT (TMM’23) 55.1 40.2 73.8 124.1 32.9 53.1 36.5 70.7 118.4 30.9
I3N-TD (TMM’23) 55.8 40.6 73.9 125.6 32.8 - - - - -
VARD-Trans (TIP’23) 55.4 40.1 73.8 126.4 32.6 53.6 36.7 71.0 119.1 30.5
RDD+ACR (AAAI’25) 56.1 41.3 75.0 128.1 33.5 - - - - -
DECIDER (AAAI’25) 56.4 39.7 75.3 131.3 - - - - - -
SCORER (ICCV’23) 56.3 41.2 74.5 126.8 33.3 54.4 37.6 71.7 122.4 31.6
CORTEX (SCORER) 57.0 42.7 75.9 128.8 33.9 54.9 39.2 74.0 127.5 32.8
SMART (TPAMI’24) 56.1 40.8 74.2 127.0 33.4 54.3 37.4 71.8 123.6 32.0
CORTEX (SMART) 56.5 42.1 75.7 130.2 34.0 54.6 39.1 74.5 130.3 32.9
DIRL (ECCV’24) - - - - - 54.6 38.1 71.9 123.6 31.8
DIRL† (ECCV’24) 55.5 40.8 73.4 125.3 33.4 55.4 38.4 72.1 123.2 32.7
CORTEX (DIRL) 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2 55.4 39.6 74.6 131.1 33.5

Table 1: Performance comparisons on the CLEVR-Change dataset (BLEU-4 (B), METEOR (M), ROUGE-L (R), CIDEr (C),
and SPICE (S)). CORTEX consistently improves the performances of existing methods that provide publicly available source
code. † denotes reproduced results of the method, as DIRL does not report ‘total’ performance.

by leveraging compositional-reasoning sentences. This dual
alignment compensates for the limitation of visual-only ap-
proaches by providing semantically enriched and contextu-
ally grounded representations.

Building on this alignment, we define the total training
objective of CORTEX as follows:

Ltotal = Lcap + λLalign, (10)
where λ is balancing hyper-parameter, Lcap represents the
captioning loss that guides the overall caption generation
process of the transformer decoder (Tu et al. 2024a).

Experiments
Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
Datasets. In our experiments, we use three datasets: (i)
CLEVR-Change, (ii) CLEVR-DC, and (iii) Spot-the-Diff.
CLEVR-Change (Park, Darrell, and Rohrbach 2019) is a
large-scale synthetic dataset for controlled settings, consist-
ing of 79,606 image pairs and 493,735 captions. It is divided
into 67,660 training, 3,976 validation, and 7,970 test pairs.

CLEVR-DC (Kim et al. 2021) contains 48,000 image
pairs with additional dynamic viewpoint shifts as distractors.
We follow the official split: 85% training, 5% validation, and
10% testing.

Spot-the-Diff (Jhamtani and Berg-Kirkpatrick 2018)
consists of 13,192 well-aligned surveillance image pairs,
divided into 8:1:1 splits for training, validation, and testing,
providing a real-world benchmark for generalization.

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluate caption quality using stan-
dard metrics: BLEU-4 (B) (Papineni et al. 2002), METEOR
(M) (Banerjee and Lavie 2005), ROUGE-L (R) (Lin 2004),
CIDEr (C) (Vedantam, Lawrence Zitnick, and Parikh 2015),
and SPICE (S) (Anderson et al. 2016).

Method B M R C S
DUDA (ICCV’19) 40.3 27.1 - 56.7 16.1
M-VAM (ECCV’20) 40.9 27.1 - 60.1 15.8
VACC (ICCV’21) 45.0 29.3 - 71.7 17.6
NCT (TMM’23) 47.5 32.5 65.1 76.9 15.6
VARD-Trans (TIP’23) 48.3 32.4 - 77.6 15.4
SCORER (ICCV’23) 49.4 33.4 66.1 83.7 16.2
CORTEX (SCORER) 52.2 34.0 67.3 88.7 16.5
SMART† (TPAMI’24) 47.9 32.7 65.4 82.9 15.6
CORTEX (SMART) 53.2 32.9 66.6 86.6 16.9
DIRL (ECCV’24) 51.4 32.3 66.3 84.1 16.8
CORTEX (DIRL) 55.3 32.9 67.8 89.7 17.0

Table 2: Performance comparisons with state-of-the-art
methods on the CLEVR-DC dataset.

Implementation Details
We adopt three state-of-the-art baselines with publicly avail-
able code: SCORER, SMART, and DIRL (Tu et al. 2023b,
2024b,a) as our image-level change detectors. At this stage,
following the standard protocol in change captioning, we use
a pre-trained ResNet-101 (He et al. 2016) to extract features
from image pairs. We use InternVL2-8B (Chen et al. 2024)
as the VLM to generate compositional reasoning texts.

We set the number of attention heads to h = 8 and λ =
10−3 for SCORER and λ = 10−4 for both SMART and
DIRL in Eq. (10). CORTEX is trained using Adam optimizer
(Kingma and Ba 2017) on a single RTX 4090 GPU.

Comparison with Existing Methods
Results on the CLEVR-Change Dataset. We compared
our method with SOTA methods on the CLEVR-Change



Method B M R C S
DUDA+ (CVPR’21) 8.1 12.5 - 34.5 -
MCCFormers-D (ICCV’21) 10.0 12.4 - 43.1 18.3
MCCFormers-S (ICCV’21) - 12.3 - 41.6 16.3
I3N-TD (TMM’23) - 13.0 31.5 42.7 18.6
VARD-Trans (TIP’23) - 12.5 29.3 30.3 17.3
RDD+ACR (AAAI’25) 9.2 13.9 31.0 43.6 -
DECIDER (AAAI’25) 10.7 14.2 41.6 39.9 -
SCORER (ICCV’23) 10.2 12.2 - 38.9 18.4
CORTEX (SCORER) 10.5 12.6 33.2 40.3 19.4
SMART (TPAMI’24) - 13.5 31.6 39.4 19.0
CORTEX (SMART) 9.5 12.2 32.7 41.0 19.0
DIRL (ECCV’24) 10.3 13.8 32.8 40.9 19.9
CORTEX (DIRL) 11.6 13.9 33.4 49.5 21.4

Table 3: Performance comparisons with state-of-the-art
methods on the Spot-the-Diff dataset.

RTE ITDA
Total

B M R C S
Baseline (DIRL) 55.5 40.8 73.4 125.3 33.4
✓ - 55.8 41.6 74.8 128.5 33.9
✓ ✓ 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2

Table 4: Effect of the proposed modules (RTE and ITDA) on
the CLEVR-Change dataset.

dataset. We evaluated performance for both ‘total’ and ‘se-
mantic change’ settings (Tu et al. 2024a), where ‘semantic
change’ refers to cases with actual changes, and ‘total’ in-
cludes both changed and unchanged cases.

As shown in Table 1, incorporating compositional
reasoning through CORTEX into three SOTAs (SCORER,
SMART, DIRL) consistently improves performance. This
shows that CORTEX effectively complements visual-only
methods by injecting explicit compositional reasoning into
the change captioning process. The consistent gains across
baselines confirm its effectiveness and the importance of
compositional understanding.

Results on the CLEVR-DC Dataset. We evaluated per-
formance on the CLEVR-DC dataset to assess robustness
under extreme viewpoint changes. As shown in Table 2,
integrating CORTEX into three SOTA methods consistently
achieved the best results across all metrics. By incorporating
VLM-extracted textual cues, CORTEX enhances image-text
understanding and enables robust compositional reasoning
even under drastic viewpoint shifts.

Results on the Spot-the-Diff Dataset. Further, to validate
the generalization ability of our method in real-world scenes,
we conducted experiments on the Spot-the-Diff dataset,
which consists of image pairs from surveillance cameras.
In Table 3, applying CORTEX yields superior performance
across most metrics. These results emphasize the robustness
of our architecture, showing its ability to generalize across
diverse real-world scenes and change contexts.

Lalign Total
Lsa Lda B M R C S
✗ ✗ 56.6 41.5 75.1 127.9 33.5
✓ ✗ 56.3 41.8 75.5 128.4 34.0
✗ ✓ 56.6 41.8 75.6 128.9 33.7
✓ ✓ 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2

Table 5: Effect of the proposed static loss (Lsa) and dynamic
loss (Lda) on the CLEVR-Change dataset.

Prompt Type B M R C S
Generic descriptions 56.5 41.6 75.3 129.5 33.5

Compositional reasoning 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2

Table 6: Effect of different VLM prompt types on the
CLEVR-Change dataset.

Ablation Studies
We conducted ablation studies to analyze the effect of (i)
the proposed modules, (ii) the proposed losses, and (iii)
different VLM prompt types. All variants were evaluated
under the ‘total’ setting on the CLEVR-Change dataset,
using DIRL (Tu et al. 2024a) as the baseline.

Effect of the Proposed Modules. We evaluated the impact
of the two proposed modules, RTE and ITDA. Table 4
shows that applying the RTE module, which leverages
compositional reasoning text significantly outperforms
the visual-only baseline (DIRL). The best performance is
achieved by using both modules. Note that ITDA was not
tested alone, as it requires the compositional reasoning text
generated by the RTE module.

Effect of the Proposed Losses. Table 5 shows the effect of
the two losses, Lsa and Lda, used in Lalign of the ITDA
module. Adding either loss individually led to improve-
ments over the baseline without both losses. We achieved
the highest performance when both losses were considered.

Effect of Prompt Types for VLM. To investigate the impact
of reasoning cues on the visual-only method, we compare
two types of VLM-generated text: (1) generic descriptions
prompted with “Analyze the image and list sentences that
describe the scene.” and (2) compositional reasoning sen-
tences guided to include relative attributes and inter-object
relationships. In Table 6, compositional reasoning consis-
tently yields better performance, highlighting the impor-
tance of structured cues for inferring fine-grained relational
and attribute information essential to describing changes.

Qualitative Results
We compared CORTEX with DIRL in Figure 4. CORTEX
better captures compositional structures, generating outputs
more closely aligned with the ground truth (see blue / red
parts). This demonstrates the strength of compositional rea-
soning, where textual guidance enables the model to produce



After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:

After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:

the large purple rubber sphere that is behind 
the small rubber ball changed its location.

the large purple rubber ball that is to the left 
of the yellow rubber object changed its location.

the big purple rubber ball that is behind 
the yellow rubber object changed its location.

the tiny yellow rubber sphere to the right 
of the big rubber cylinder has disappeared.

the tiny yellow matte cylinder that is 
behind the large blue cylinder is no longer there.

the small yellow rubber sphere that is on the 
right side of the large green cylinder is missing. 

Figure 4: Visualization examples in the CLEVR-Change dataset ( Blue / red : correct/incorrect compositional reasoning cues).

VLM B M R C S
Baseline 55.5 40.8 73.4 125.3 33.4

LLaVA (Liu et al. 2024) 56.9 42.3 75.7 130.0 34.1
InternVL2 (Chen et al. 2024) 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2

Table 7: Comparison of different VLMs used in our method
on the CLEVR-Change dataset. The top row shows the
visual-only baseline (DIRL) without text-based guidance.

VLM Usage B M R C S
Direct Prediction

(VLM for Paired Images) 2.7 10.7 21.0 12.3 12.5

Auxiliary Context (Ours)
(VLM for Single Image) 11.6 13.9 33.4 49.5 21.4

Table 8: Comparison of VLM usage strategies on the Spot-
the-Diff dataset. Our method enhances visual-only change
captioning with compositional reasoning from single-image
captions, outperforming direct paired-image approach.

more precise and context-aware change descriptions.

Discussion
Effect of VLM Variants on CORTEX. While InternVL2
is our primary VLM, we also evaluated CORTEX with
LLaVA (Liu et al. 2024). As shown in Table 7, CORTEX
consistently outperforms the baseline, effectively leveraging
image-text understanding across different VLMs.

Comparison of VLM Usage Strategies. As VLMs are
trained to understand semantics and spatial layouts from sin-
gle images, they often struggle to compare two images and
detect subtle differences, as noted in (Lin et al. 2025).

To investigate this issue, we compared two VLM usage
strategies on the Spot-the-Diff dataset (Table 8). The first
approach directly infers changes by feeding paired “before”
and “after” images into the VLM with a prompt to identify
changes (in the supplementary). In contrast, second ap-
proach (Ours) leverages the single-image reasoning ability
of VLMs by extracting compositional reasoning sentences

Method
Offline Online
VLM

(per img)
Train.

(per iter)
Infer.

(per img)
#Learnable

params
DIRL (ECCV’24) - 0.77s 0.007s 14.4M
CORTEX (DIRL) 3.94s 0.79s 0.008s 18.2M

Table 9: Offline/online time analysis with baseline DIRL.

from individual images and incorporating them as auxiliary
cues into visual-only methods (Tu et al. 2024a). These
sentences provide fine-grained semantic cues (e.g., object
attributes and spatial relations) often missed by visual-only
models, enabling CORTEX to better capture subtle changes
and compositional context.

Computational Costs. Table 9 compares offline captioning
time, online training/inference times, and learnable param-
eters. Following (Wei et al. 2024), captions are generated
with the VLM (InternVL2) offline before training, reducing
runtime overhead. While VLM-based captioning adds one-
time preprocessing step, its impact on efficiency is minimal,
keeping our method lightweight and compositional-aware.

Limitations. While our framework achieves strong per-
formance by utilizing compositional reasoning cues from
VLM-generated text, the use of VLMs incurs computational
overhead. For more practical applications, our future work
will aim to reduce this overhead.

Conclusion
We introduced CORTEX, a new framework for change cap-
tioning that incorporates textual compositional reasoning
cues while preserving the strengths of image-level change
detectors. To this end, we devise two modules: RTE for ex-
tracting compositional cues and ITDA for aligning image-
text features to capture both static and dynamic changes.
Designed as a plug-and-play component, CORTEX can be
seamlessly integrated into existing methods. Experimental
results highlight the importance of explicit compositional
reasoning in accurately describing scene changes.
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Leveraging Textual Compositional Reasoning for Robust Change Captioning
– Supplementary Material –

In this supplementary material, we provide an in-depth
exploration of the various components and experimental
analyses that complement the main paper as follows:

Table of Contents

1. Detailed Description of Relation-aware Text Em-
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This document provides additional insights, detailed anal-
yses, and additional visualization results for deeper under-
standing of our proposed method and its significant contri-
butions to the change captioning task.

Detailed Description of Relation-aware Text
Embedded (RTE) Dataset

We introduce the Relation-aware Text Embedded (RTE)
dataset, which consists of generated textual descriptions that
explicitly capture compositional relationships between ob-
jects in the scene. We adopt the recent state-of-the-art VLM,
InternVL (Chen et al. 2024), to generate RTE dataset. Our
RTE dataset can provide the enriched textual context for
three widely-used datasets in the change captioning do-
main: CLEVR-Change (Park, Darrell, and Rohrbach 2019),
CLEVR-DC (Kim et al. 2021), and Spot-the-Diff (Jhamtani
and Berg-Kirkpatrick 2018) datasets. We refer to these aug-
mented versions of the datasets as CLEVR-Change-RTE,
CLEVR-DC-RTE, and Spot-the-Diff-RTE, respectively.

Figures S.5, S.6, and S.7 provide visual examples of the
RTE datasets for CLEVR-Change-RTE, CLEVR-DC-RTE,
and Spot-the-Diff-RTE, respectively. The RTE dataset con-
sists of N compositional reasoning sentences for the “be-
fore” scene and M for the “after” scene. As mentioned in
the main paper, N and M are determined through prompt
tuning, enabling the VLM to autonomously analyze each
scene and select the optimal number of sentences per image.
Each compositional reasoning sentence contains specific
compositional reasoning cues, such as relative attributes
(e.g., comparisons of size or brightness) and spatial rela-
tions, ensuring a detailed breakdown of scene components.

This structure enables model to focus on compositional rea-
soning within the images, fostering a more comprehensive
understanding of changes.

Note that, in the Figures S.5, S.6, and S.7, the lower sec-
tion illustrates the ground truth (GT) captions and the re-
sult generated captions by our CORTEX. The compositional
reasoning elements in the captions predicted by CORTEX,
which perfectly match the GT captions, are highlighted in
blue to visualize the alignment.

CLEVR-Change-RTE Dataset
Figure S.5 visualize an example from the CLEVR-Change-
RTE dataset. Each scene is accompanied by individual sen-
tences, each focusing on a specific object attributes and its
relations within the scene. CLEVR-Change-RTE demon-
strates the effectiveness of incorporating textual information
in synthetic scenarios where controlled changes occur across
various attributes, including color, size, and spatial position-
ing. In this dataset, the maximum number of captions per
image is 15.

CLEVR-DC-RTE Dataset
Figure S.6 illustrates an example from the CLEVR-DC-
RTE dataset. This dataset extends the textual enhancement
of CLEVR-Change to scenarios involving drastic viewpoint
changes, which pose significant challenges for change detec-
tion. By embedding compositional reasoning cues into the
text, CLEVR-DC-RTE provides a stable reference for under-
standing object arrangements and relative attributes despite
extreme viewpoint variations. This feature makes it a valu-
able resource for evaluating model performance under chal-
lenging spatial conditions, where pure visual features often
struggle to maintain consistency. In this dataset, the maxi-
mum number of captions per image is 13.

Spot-the-Diff-RTE Dataset
Figure S.7 presents an example from the Spot-the-Diff-RTE
dataset, which focuses on real-world surveillance scenarios.
This dataset incorporates textual descriptions that provide
detailed reasoning context for each object within complex,
natural scenes. By capturing compositional reasoning cues,
the Spot-the-Diff-RTE dataset aids in distinguishing mean-
ingful changes (e.g., an object being added or removed) from
irrelevant variations caused by lighting or background noise.
This textual grounding significantly improves the robustness
and interpretability of change captioning models in real-
world applications. In this dataset, the maximum number of
captions per image is 16.

Significance of the RTE Dataset
The RTE dataset is a significant contribution to the field
of change captioning, as it bridges the gap between purely



EXAMPLES:
1. there are people on the stairs now
2. there is a person walking now
3. the person is not there anymore
4. the person walking is no longer there
5. person sitting at table far left moved slightly
6. there is a group of people in between the two buildings
7. the people in the previous picture are gone
8. there is not a person near the red car
9. there are 2 people in the last one that were not in the first one
10. the white car is not there anymore
11. the grey car in the back is not there anymore
12. there white car by the truck is not there anymore
13. there is a car in the middle now
14. there is a black car behind the red car in the middle
15. there is a black car in the middle row missing that was next to a silver car
16. black car is parked in after image and still driving in before image
17. there is less tables
18. shadow on umbrella at bottom left has changed a little bit
19. the before picture has a lady in front of the blue awning
20. the after picture contains two people walking towards the left

REQUIREMENTS:
1. Generate the caption describing the difference between the two images in ONE SINGLE SENTENCE ONLY.
2. DO NOT include any numbering, such as “1.”, “2.”, etc., or any bullet points.
3. DO NOT generate multiple sentences or paragraphs. The output MUST be one concise sentence.
4. If there are no changes, output must be “there are no differences” or “no change”.
5. Recheck the output to confirm that it is ONLY ONE SENTENCE and follows the style of the EXAMPLES above.

Table S.1: Guiding prompt for generating captions by describing changes between paired images using a Vision Language
Model (VLM), with 20 GT caption examples provided to learn the style.

visual understanding and explicit compositional reasoning.
By embedding compositional reasoning into text, the RTE
dataset provides a structured and interpretable layer of in-
formation that complements visual features. This additional
textual guidance enhances the ability of models to detect and
describe complex changes accurately, especially in scenar-
ios with viewpoint shifts or cluttered backgrounds. More-
over, the availability of RTE-augmented versions of popu-
lar datasets enables researchers to benchmark their methods
more effectively and explore novel approaches that leverage
multi-modal representations.

Detailed Prompts for Direct Input of Paired
Images into Vision Language Model

We provide further details about the experiments described
in subsection “Comparison of VLM Usage Strategies” of
“Experiments” section in the main paper, which compare
different VLM usage strategies. In one experiment, the
VLM is directly fed two images to generate a caption that
describes the differences between them. This experiment
was conducted on the Spot-the-Diff (Jhamtani and Berg-
Kirkpatrick 2018) dataset, which reflects real-world scenar-
ios. Paired images are simultaneously input into the VLM,
and a carefully designed prompt is used to generate a cap-

tion that highlights the differences between the images.
As shown in Table S.1, the prompt we used was constructed
using an in-context learning approach. The EXAMPLES
contains 20 sentences taken from the ground truth (GT) of
the Spot-the-Diff dataset, which helps familiarize the VLM
with the GT caption style. The REQUIREMENTS then di-
rects the model to generate a caption that describes the dif-
ferences between the two images in the same style as the GT
captions.

While this direct inference approach provides a simple
and intuitive way to utilize VLMs, it has inherent limita-
tions. In particular, relying solely on VLM-generated text
often leads to difficulty in capturing fine-grained or ambigu-
ous differences, especially in complex scenarios involving
multiple similar objects or changes in viewpoint. Since the
textual descriptions are sparse and do not explicitly encode
low-level visual variations, such cases tend to result in in-
complete or misleading captions.

To address these challenges, our proposed CORTEX
framework incorporates visual cues extracted from an
image-level change detector, and aligns them with VLM-
generated textual features. This dual-modality integration
enables more robust scene understanding by compensating
for the limitations of either modality alone. This allows



Figure 5 – SCORER vs. Ours (CLEVR-Change)

After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:

After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:the small gray matte cylinder that is on the 
left side of the cyan matte block changed to yellow.

the tiny gray rubber cylinder to the left of the 
cyan matte block became yellow.

the tiny gray rubber cylinder that is on the 
right side of the small cyan matte block turned yellow.

the large cyan rubber sphere that is to the 
left of the small gray cylinder became metal. 

the large cyan rubber ball left of the gray 
metallic cylinder turned shiny.

the large cyan matte ball that is behind 
the large purple cylinder changed to shiny.

Change Type: Color Change Type: Texture

Figure S.1: Qualitative results of the CLEVR-Change dataset. Correct and incorrect predictions are highlighted using blue
and red , respectively.

Method
Total Performance Semantic Change

B M R C S B M R C S
Baseline (DIRL) 55.5 40.8 73.4 125.3 33.4 55.4 38.4 72.1 123.2 32.7

CORTEX (λ = 10−1) 57.0 42.8 76.0 130.2 34.3 54.9 39.3 74.2 130.2 33.7
CORTEX (λ = 10−2) 56.2 41.7 75.2 130.7 34.2 54.6 39.1 74.3 131.1 33.4
CORTEX (λ = 10−3) 56.3 41.2 75.2 130.5 33.9 54.7 38.4 74.2 130.0 32.7
CORTEX (λ = 10−4) 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2 55.4 39.6 74.6 131.1 33.5

Table S.2: Performance comparison between the baseline visual-only method (DIRL) and our plug-and-play CORTEX with
different λ values on the CLEVR-Change dataset. The parameter λ controls the alignment loss weight in the total objective
function. Results show that CORTEX consistently improves performance over the baseline regardless of λ, with optimal results
achieved at λ = 10−4.

CORTEX to perform more effective compositional reason-
ing and to generate change captions that are both more ac-
curate and more detailed.

Effect of the Hyper-parameter

In this section, we investigate the impact of varying the
hyper-parameter λ on the performance of our CORTEX
framework. Note that, λ controls the weight of the align-
ment loss Lalign in our total loss (Eq. (10)). To see the ef-
fect, we conducted experiments by varying λ with values of
10−1, 10−2, 10−3, and 10−4 on the CLEVR-Change dataset
(Park, Darrell, and Rohrbach 2019).

As shown in Table S.2, our method outperforms most ex-
isting methods regardless of the variation in λ, highlighting
the robustness of our approach. Specifically, the best perfor-
mance is achieved when λ is set to 10−4. Even with λ val-
ues of 10−1, 10−2, and 10−3, CORTEX consistently outper-
forms most previous methods, emphasizing the effectiveness
of incorporating reasoning text guidance. This demonstrates
the adaptability of our framework to different hyperparame-
ters while maintaining superior performance.

Text Encoder B M R C S
Baseline 55.5 40.8 73.4 125.3 33.4

CLIP 55.5 41.3 75.1 128.3 33.6
BERT 57.4 43.0 76.2 130.7 34.2

Table S.3: Comparison of different text encoders (CLIP and
BERT) in our method on the CLEVR-Change dataset. The
top row represents the baseline DIRL (Tu et al. 2024a),
which is an visual-only method without text encoder.

Effect of the Text Encoder
To investigate the effect of text encoders in CORTEX, we
conducted experiments on the CLEVR-Change dataset by
additionally introducing CLIP (Radford et al. 2021), in addi-
tion to BERT (Devlin et al. 2019) that was used as our main
text encoder. As shown in Table S.3, both text encoders out-
performed the baseline, DIRL (Tu et al. 2024a), which did
not use text information. Also, BERT outperformed CLIP
by demonstrating a deeper understanding of the sentences,
which allowed BERT to better capture the compositional
context.



the other yellow object that is the same shape as 
the tiny red object changed its location.

the other yellow object that is the same shape 
as the small red thing is in a different location. 

the other purple thing that is the same shape 
as the large yellow thing moved.

Figure 5 – SCORER vs. Ours (CLEVR-dc)

After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:

Change Type: Move

DIRL:

GT:

CORTEX:

After ImageBefore Image

the other gray metal thing the same shape as the 
big brown rubber object is no longer there.

the other gray thing that is the same size as 
the gray block is no longer there.

the other gray thing that is the same shape 
as the yellow rubber thing is gone.

Change Type: Drop

Figure S.2: Qualitative results of the CLEVR-DC dataset, which has moderate viewpoint change. Correct and incorrect predic-
tions are highlighted using blue and red , respectively.
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DIRL:DIRL:
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After ImageBefore Image
Change Type: Color Change Type: Texture

After ImageBefore Image
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GT:GT:

CORTEX:

the other yellow thing that is the same size as
 the yellow rubber sphere is in a different location.

the other thing that is the same shape as the 
yellow matte thing turned cyan.

the other green object the same shape as the 
big yellow thing became cyan.

the large red thing that is in front of the 
small red cylinder in the before image changed to matte.

the other red thing that is the same size as 
the brown matte block became matte.

the red thing behind the small purple cylinder 
and in front of the large blue rubber thing in the 
perspective of the before image changed to matte.

Figure S.3: Qualitative results of the CLEVR-DC dataset, which has drastic viewpoint change. Correct and incorrect predictions
are highlighted using blue and red , respectively.

Qualitative Results
This section provides additional comparisons of the change
captioning results between our CORTEX and the state-of-
the-art method with publicly available source code, DIRL
(Tu et al. 2024a), which has the latest publicly avail-
able code. We present the results on the CLEVR-Change,
CLEVR-DC, and Spot-the-Diff datasets.

Figure S.1 shows qualitative results from the CLEVR-
Change dataset (Park, Darrell, and Rohrbach 2019), where
CORTEX consistently outperforms DIRL (Tu et al. 2024a)
in identifying fine-grained relative attributes and relation-
ships, as well as in generating accurate change descriptions.
These examples further validate the effectiveness of reason-
ing text guidance in improving compositional understand-
ing.

Figure S.2 and Figure S.3 extend this comparison to the

CLEVR-DC dataset (Kim et al. 2021), which includes vari-
ous viewpoint changes. Even in these scenarios, our method
successfully captures object relationships and accurately de-
tects changes, demonstrating the ability to effectively handle
extreme viewpoint shifts. This emphasizes a key strength:
the capability to leverage compositional reasoning cues to
adapt to drastic viewpoint changes. Unlike DIRL (Tu et al.
2024a), which often struggles in such scenarios, CORTEX
leverages its reasoning abilities to maintain strong perfor-
mance, producing accurate and detailed captions.

Figure S.4 presents additional results from the Spot-
the-Diff dataset (Jhamtani and Berg-Kirkpatrick 2018),
a real-world dataset with diverse and complex changes.
Our method demonstrates strong generalization to natu-
ral scenes, outperforming DIRL by effectively identifying
meaningful changes while filtering out irrelevant variations.



Figure 5 – SCORER vs. Ours (Spot-the-Diff)

After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:

After ImageBefore Image

GT:

DIRL:

CORTEX:

Example 1 Example 2

the two people in the parking lot are gone.

there is a person walking in the parking lot.the person in the white shirt is gone.

two people are not outside the parking lot.

the person in the middle of the lot is no 
longer there. 

there is no person standing in the driving area 
where the yellow arrow is pointing forward.

Figure S.4: Qualitative results of the Spot-the-Diff dataset. Correct and incorrect predictions are highlighted using blue and
red , respectively.

Discussion on Mitigating VLM Dependency
Although our method uses a Vision-Language Model
(VLM) to generate compositional reasoning sentences,
we mitigate potential scalability concerns through an of-
fline preprocessing step to generate textual descriptions.
To further reduce computational overhead, future studies
could adopt knowledge distillation techniques, training a
lightweight network to mimic the compositional reasoning
capabilities of the original VLM. This distilled model can
then perform inference efficiently without repeated heavy
computations, significantly improving applicability of the
model in large-scale, real-world scenarios.

Human Evaluation of VLM-generated
Compositional Reasoning Text

Since the quality of VLM generated compositional reason-
ing sentences critically affects the performance of our COR-
TEX framework, we conducted a human evaluation to as-
sess their reliability. A total of 60 image sets were ran-
domly sampled, comprising 20 sets from each of the three
datasets (CLEVR-Change (Park, Darrell, and Rohrbach
2019), CLEVR-DC (Kim et al. 2021), and Spot-the-Diff
(Jhamtani and Berg-Kirkpatrick 2018)). 25 independent an-
notators participated in the evaluation, including both indi-
viduals with relevant domain expertise and individuals with-
out prior knowledge. No example sentences were shared in
advance, ensuring a fair assessment based solely on the nat-
uralness and appropriateness of the sentences from a human
perspective.

Each VLM generated sentence was evaluated according
to three criteria: Accuracy, which measures whether the sen-
tence correctly describes object attributes (e.g., color, shape,
and material) and spatial relationships; Relevance, which as-
sesses whether the described relational information is ap-
propriate and meaningful for the given scene; and Fluency,
which evaluates grammatical correctness and the natural
flow of the sentence. Each criterion was scored on a scale

Dataset Accuracy Relevance Fluency
CLEVR-Change 4.05 3.78 4.41
CLEVR-DC 4.22 3.98 4.51
Spot-the-Diff 3.90 3.78 4.34

Table S.4: Human evaluation results for VLM-generated
compositional reasoning sentences. Scores range from 1
(poor) to 5 (excellent) and reflect three aspects: Accuracy,
relevance, and fluency.

from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), and the average scores across
the 25 annotators are reported in Table S.4.

• Accuracy: Does the sentence correctly describe objects’
attributes (e.g., color, shape, material) and spatial rela-
tionships?

• Relevance: Does the described relational information ac-
curately reflect the relationships between objects within
the image (e.g., size, position)

• Fluency: Is the sentence grammatically correct and nat-
ural?

Building on these results, we observe consistently strong
scores on the two CLEVR datasets, while Spot-the-Diff
dataset shows slightly lower Accuracy and Relevance, likely
due to its more diverse scenes, clutter, and lighting variation.
Nevertheless, the overall evaluation confirms that these sen-
tences provide a reliable and high-quality textual basis for
multimodal reasoning process of CORTEX.

Detailed Error Analysis
We analyzed the captions generated by the VLM within
CORTEX to identify common error types present in the ex-
tracted compositional reasoning sentences. From 200 sam-
pled erroneous sentences, we categorized errors into three
types:



(1) Spatial Relation Errors: Incorrect understanding of
spatial relations (e.g., left-right or front-back misinterpre-
tations).

(2) Attribute Identification Errors: Incorrect descriptions
regarding object attributes (e.g., wrong color, size, or
shape).

(3) Missing or Extra Object Errors: Errors related to in-
correctly identifying objects that appear or disappear be-
tween scenes.

Examples of these error types are illustrated in Figure S.8
(CLEVR-Change (Park, Darrell, and Rohrbach 2019)), Fig-
ure S.9 (CLEVR-DC (Kim et al. 2021)), and Figure S.10
(Spot-the-Diff (Jhamtani and Berg-Kirkpatrick 2018)). Each
figure shows representative cases where captions extracted
from images contain such errors, along with the correspond-
ing ground truth (GT) captions and the final captions gener-
ated by CORTEX.

While VLM-generated captions can contain the above
three types of errors, our method mitigates them through
two key mechanisms: First, instead of extracting only a sin-
gle caption per scene from the VLM, we generate multi-
ple dynamic captions for each scene. These captions pro-
vide complementary perspectives, allowing the model to
form a deeper and more robust understanding of the scene.
Second, CORTEX incorporates visual cues extracted from
the image-level change detector, which encode visual dif-
ferences between the “before” and “after” images. By inte-
grating both the textual modality (compositional reasoning
sentences) and the visual modality (image-level change de-
tected features), our framework performs a more compre-
hensive scene understanding. This multimodal fusion en-
ables more precise compositional reasoning and ultimately
leads to the generation of more specific and accurate change
captions.

Code Availability
To support reproducibility, we have uploaded the implemen-
tation of our model architecture, including key components,
as part of the supplementary materials during the review pro-
cess. The full source code, including training and evaluation
scripts, will be made publicly available after the review is
complete.
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Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

A metallic brown cylinder stands centrally in the scene, with a smaller
red cylinder directly in front of it.

2
To the left of the brown cylinder, a purple cylinder is positioned
closer to the viewer, with a gray sphere further back.

M
A large brown sphere is positioned to the right of the brown cylinder, 
slightly distanced from other objects.

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

A brown metal cylinder is prominent in the center, with a red metal
cylinder positioned slightly to its right and closer to the foreground.

Behind the brown metallic objects is a green rubber cylinder, positioned
near a green metal cube.

Near the metallic cylinder, a smaller purple cylinder and a red cylinder
can be found close together.

1

#

2

N

GT: the tiny red matte block to the right of the small green metallic object has disappeared

CORTEX: the tiny red matte cube that is on the right side of the tiny green metallic thing is missing

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

In the foreground of the image, there is a small brown cylinder.

2 To the right of the brown cylinder, there is a small green cylinder.

⋯ ⋯

4 To the behind of the purple cylinder, there is a large blue cylinder.

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

In the foreground of the image, there is a small brown cylinder.

To the right of the brown cylinder, there is a small green cylinder.

⋯
To the behind of the purple cylinder, there is a large cyan cylinder.

1

#

2

⋯

4

GT: the big cyan matte cylinder behind the small purple cylinder became blue

CORTEX: the large cyan matte cylinder that is behind the small purple cylinder changed to blue

Before Image After Image

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

2

4

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

1

#

2

4

There is a large green cube positioned to the left side of the image.

A sizable purple sphere stands in front of the green cube.

The three objects form a triangle with the purple sphere at the vertex 
and the cube and cylinder on the sides.

A large green cube is positioned to the left in the scene.

There is a large metal sphere in front of the green cube.

The purple sphere and the green cube are equidistant from each other.

GT: the large green matte cube that is behind the small cylinder moved

CORTEX: the large green matte block that is behind the small yellow matte cylinder changed its location

⋯⋯ ⋯⋯

⋯⋯ ⋯⋯

Figure S.5: Examples of CLEVR-Change-RTE dataset, which provides compositional reasoning text before and after image,
with both ground-truth (GT) and predictions generated by CORTEX.



Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

There are six distinct objects in the image: a purple sphere, three cubes, 
a yellow sphere, and a cyan sphere.

2
Two of the cubes are brown, one is blue, and the cubes are grouped 
together in the upper right corner.

M
The blue cube is positioned closest to the purple sphere, and is located 
to the behind of cyan sphere.

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

The image contains a purple metal sphere located in the upper left corner.

A yellow metal sphere is situated in the lower left quadrant, slightly left 
of center.

A brown rubber cube can be found to the right of the blue cube.

1

#

2

N

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

To the left, there is a blue sphere close to three different cylinders: a 
small red cylinder, a large cyan cylinder, and a purple cylinder.

2
In the center, a brown cube is situated near both a blue rubber sphere 
and the red rubber cylinder.

M At the back, a red rubber cylinder stands beside the brown cube.

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

There is a blue rubber sphere, placed centrally in the scene, next to a 
small red cylinder and a brown cube.
To the left of the blue sphere, a large cyan cylinder and a small purple 
metal sphere can be seen.

A gray metal cube is situated to the left of the blue sphere, near the 
center of the image.

1

#

2

N

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

The image features five distinct objects arranged on a flat surface.

2
There are two large yellow cubes positioned at opposite ends of the 
image.

M A small green cylinder is positioned between the two yellow cubes, 
closer to the left yellow cube.

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

The image features five distinct objects arranged on a flat surface.

There are two large yellow cubes positioned at opposite ends of the 
image.

A small green cylinder is positioned between the two yellow cubes, 
closer to the right yellow cube.

1

#

2

N

GT: the other small metal thing that is the same shape as the large purple shiny object has been newly placed

CORTEX: the other cyan thing that is the same shape as the big purple thing has been newly placed

GT: the red thing behind the small purple cylinder and in front of the large blue rubber thing in the perspective of 

    the before image changed to matte

CORTEX: the large red thing that is in front of the small red cylinder in the before image changed to matte

GT: the object both behind the big cyan matte ball and in front of the cyan cylinder in the before image is in a

    different location

CORTEX: the rubber thing that is both in front of the big yellow rubber block and behind the big yellow rubber block 

        in the before image is in a different location

⋯⋯ ⋯⋯

⋯⋯ ⋯⋯

⋯⋯ ⋯⋯

Figure S.6: Examples of CLEVR-DC-RTE dataset, which provides compositional reasoning text before and after image, with
both ground-truth (GT) and predictions generated by CORTEX.



Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

2

M

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

1

#

2

N

A metallic gray sedan is parked on the left side of the empty parking lot.

A slender building with a red brick facade stands in the background.

Sparse grass stretches out to the sides, providing contrast to the concrete and 
asphalt surfaces.

A grey car is parked in a small parking lot, adjacent to a curb painted in yellow.

The car is located close to a red brick building with several windows on its 
exterior.

The car is parked near the building, with a small green tree on its right and a 
bicycle rack on the building's left.

Before Image After Image

1

# After Compositional Reasoning Text

2

M

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

1

#

2

N

Some white cars are neatly aligned in a row on the left side of the parking lot, 
each parked close to the curb.
To the right, a single white-colored SUV is parked further back in the lot, distinct 
from the rows of white cars.

Large white trucks, including one truck with a covered top, are grouped together 
near a grassy area on the right, distinguished from the other parked vehicles.

The image shows a parking lot with multiple cars parked in rows, with the 
vehicles primarily being sedans and SUVs.

On the left is a building with a white facade, and near the wall are various objects, 
including a blue barrel and some equipment.

The parking lot displays yellow diagonal lines, indicating the parking spaces 
orientation.
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# After Compositional Reasoning Text

2

M

Before Compositional Reasoning Text

1

#

2

N

A beige building with a brick facade is prominently featured, with an entrance 
marked by a dark green awning and a sign with white text on a red background.

To the right of the building entrance, a blue trash bin and a blue recycling bin are 
placed on the sidewalk, separated by a short distance.

Next to the entrance, a gray, curved ramp provides accessibility, flanked by staircases 
with white railings and a large, square green awning above the doorway.

Two individuals are walking down a paved sidewalk, with one wearing a striped shirt and 
the other in a white shirt, both facing away from the camera, indicating their movement 
towards the building.

A blue recycling bin is positioned to the left of the path, partially obstructing the 
view of the building's entrance.

A large red banner with white lettering is displayed above the entrance to indicate 
direction.

GT: the people walking are no longer there

CORTEX: the people walking are no longer there

GT: the person has moved

CORTEX: the people in the parking lot have moved

GT: before there is a person walking in the parking lot but after there isn’t

CORTEX: the person in the parking lot is no longer there

⋯ ⋯⋯⋯

⋯ ⋯⋯⋯

⋯ ⋯⋯⋯

Figure S.7: Examples of Spot-the-Diff-RTE dataset, which provides compositional reasoning text before and after image, with
both ground-truth (GT) and predictions generated by CORTEX.



Before Caption:
The cyan rubber cylinder is large and is 
placed slightly in front of the blue cube.

After Caption:
The small brown cylinder is situated to 
the right of the green rubber cube.

GT: The big purple metal tcylinder in front of he red object changed to gray.

CORTEX: The big purple metallic cylinder that is in front of the small red cylinder turned gray.

2. Attribute Identification Errors

Before Caption:
The small purple cube is located to the 
left of the cyan cube, and both are 
close to the center of the image.

After Caption:
The large red cube, which is metal, is 
located to the right of the large green 
cube.

GT: The large brown object has been newly placed.

CORTEX: The big brown matte block that is left of the big green matte object has been newly placed.

1. Spatial Relation Errors

Before Caption:
There is a large purple object is in the scene.

After Caption:
The rubber object that is blue does not 
appear in the scene.

GT: The small blue shiny thing moved.

CORTEX: The small blue metal block that is in front of the small brown matte block moved.

3. Missing or Extra Object Errors

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Figure S.8: Examples of error analysis on the CLEVR-Change dataset.



Before Caption:
The yellow metallic cube is positioned 
to the right of the red rubber sphere.

After Caption:
The blue metallic sphere is situated to 
the left of the large green cylinder.

GT: The other gray object that is made of the same material as the blue thing is gone.
CORTEX: The other gray thing that is the same shape as the blue thing is gone.

2. Attribute Identification Errors

Before Caption:
The green metal sphere, situated to 
the right of the brown rubber cube, Is 
a large sphere and has metallic texture.

After Caption:
The brown cube is located to the right 
of the green sphere, which is metallic 
and spherical.

GT: The other gray object that is the same shape as the green metal thing became matte.

CORTEX: The other gray object that is the same shape as the large green object changed to rubber.

1. Spatial Relation Errors

Before Caption:
The small blue metallic object is in the 
scene.

After Caption:
The tiny yellow sphere is positioned in 
the foreground of the image.

GT: The scene is the same as before.

CORTEX: The scene is the same as before.

3. Missing or Extra Object Errors

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Figure S.9: Examples of error analysis on the CLEVR-DC dataset.



Before Caption:
Both people are wearing blue clothes.

After Caption:
The red brick building with yellow trim 
is prominently positioned towards the 
center-right of the image.

GT: There are more people in the right photo than there were previously.

CORTEX: There are more people in the after image.

2. Attribute Identification Errors

Before Caption:
The gray storage container is located 
in the upper right corner of the 
parking lot.

After Caption:
A blue compact car is parked near the 
far left edge of the parking lot, isolated 
from other vehicles.

GT: In the after photo there is a new car.

CORTEX: There is a black car in the center of the parking lot.

1. Spatial Relation Errors

Before Caption:
The back of the lot consists of black 
and silver sedans parked in a scattered 
arrangement.

After Caption:
A blue pickup truck is parked near the 
center of the lot, close to a row of 
white sedans.

GT: In the after image there is an additional person not displayed in the first image.

CORTEX: There is a person walking in the parking lot.

3. Missing or Extra Object Errors

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Before Image After Image

Figure S.10: Examples of error analysis on the Spot-the-Diff dataset.


