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Abstract. Natural language interfaces to embodied AI are becoming
more ubiquitous in our daily lives. This opens up further opportunities
for language-based interaction with embodied agents, such as a user ver-
bally instructing an agent to execute some task in a specific location. For
example, “put the bowls back in the cupboard next to the fridge” or “meet
me at the intersection under the red sign.” As such, we need methods
that interface between natural language and map representations of the
environment. To this end, we explore the question of whether we can use
an open-set natural language query to identify a scene represented by a
3D scene graph. We define this task as “language-based scene-retrieval”
and it is closely related to “coarse-localization,” but we are instead search-
ing for a match from a collection of disjoint scenes and not necessarily
a large-scale continuous map. We present Text2SceneGraphMatcher, a
“scene-retrieval” pipeline that learns joint embeddings between text de-
scriptions and scene graphs to determine if they are a match. The code,
trained models, and datasets will be made public.

Keywords: Scene Graphs - Text-Based Localization - Scene Retrieval -
Cross-Modal Learning - Coarse-Localization

1 Introduction

3D scene graphs have emerged as powerful and efficient representations of spaces @,
and they are grounded in language. They often describe the semantic informa-
tion of a scene using natural language labels for the nodes and edges. Not only
can scene graphs efficiently capture the semantics and spatial relations between
objects, but they can also efficiently model the hierarchical relationship between
spaces, rooms, and buildings. This makes scene graphs well-representative maps
of the world.

Furthermore, traditional image-based localization methods often require ad-
ditional insight in knowing how to capture image queries that are better for the
system to localize. On the other hand, with scene graphs, invoking a text-query
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Fig. 1: Pipeline visualization. Given an open-set natural language query (left, red)
and a reference map of environments represented by a set of 3D scene graphs (right,
yellow), we establish text-to-scene-graph correspondences. The text and scene graph
correspondences are matched according to their embeddings in a joint embedding space
(blue). These embeddings are jointly learned by a joint embedding model (green). Addi-
tionally, the text-query content in brackets represent potential downstream applications
for our system, they are not part of the scene description.

is natural and simple for a human—one simply describes their environment. In
this wore bring scene graphs and language into the same paradigm, and propose
a method to match scene graphs and open-set language descriptions of the same
space. Trying to localize within scene graphs using language cues also expands
existing localization literature to the natural language domain.

Localization with scene graphs and

In particular, this work investigates the task of “language-based scene-retrieval.”
Given a text of a scene and a set of scene graphs, the task is to identify which
scene the text describes. Additionally, the text-queries are open-set natural lan-
guage descriptions, meaning they do not follow a specific template or structure.
We consider a scene to be a sub-portion of a larger environment such as an apart-
ment, house, or building. We also consider scene graphs without metric infor-
mation; they are “semantic scene graphs” where nodes and edges have semantic
labels, and represent objects and spatial relationships respectively. Compared to
point clouds or images, scene graphs naturally model the object relationships
and semantics within the environment. Tasks similar to this work have recently
been proposed for language-prompted retrieval of point clouds , or
images . While these works perform “fine-grained” localization and output a
six degrees-of-freedom (6DoF) pose, “scene-retrieval” is more in line with “coarse-
localization,” which include as an intermediary step in their pipeline.
We propose a method to match open-set text-queries to 3D scene graphs, and
compare results to “coarse-localization” methods that match based on point
clouds or image data of the same scenes.
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In our method, dubbed Text2SceneGraphMatcher (Text2SGM), we utilize
the close relation between scene graphs and language by first transforming the
text-query into a graph of objects and relationships using a large language model
(LLM). For the remainder of this paper, we will call these “text-graphs.” We then
train a joint embedding model, to jointly learn latent representations of the scene
graphs and text-graphs. At inference time, we transform the text-query again
into a “text-graph” and perform retrieval by calculating a matching score against
all scene graphs. The scene and text-query pair with the highest score is then
the match. In this work, we make the following main contributions:

1. We introduce a new task called language-based 3D scene retrieval, which is
comparable to coarse-localization using natural language descriptions.

2. We propose a method for “scene retrieval” which matches open-set natural
language text-queries to 3D scene graph representations of scenes.

3. We further develop a text-to-scene-graph dataset, leveraging scene graphs
from 3DSSG [67], and pairing these existing scene graphs with new human-
generated natural language descriptions of the scenes. We will make this
dataset publicly available.

2 Related Work

Localization refers to the task of determining a precise six degrees-of-freedom
(DoF) pose of an object or camera within an environment. Localization meth-
ods, such as image-retrieval-based methods [2829,/56,/57,[59,/63,/71] and pose
regression methods [36}/37,/47,48./60,/65] require map representations that are
either a database of images |10,48.(72}/73|, point clouds [39,/68,70|, or other ex-
plicit [28]29133,141H43},|56H59L61,163,|71] or implicit 3D representations [8}/11}-
13,[15}/36,137,/47,|64L/65]. Most of these aforementioned works primarily utilize
a two-step localization approach where they first coarsely localize within the
large-scale environment to narrow down the search space and then perform a
fine-grained localization step to output the precise 6DoF pose. We opt for per-
forming “coarse-localization” because it does not require geometric information,
which our scene-graphs lack by design, as we aim for a lightweight representation.
Scene Retrieval. Localizing in a large and dense map representation is typically
computationally expensive and memory intensive, which is why some methods
adopt a coarse-to-fine procedure [5}[22}|49|56]. To our knowledge, the closest
line of work to coarse-localization is scene retrieval. |67| proposes the task of
image-based 3D scene retrieval. Given a collection of scenes and a single image,
they identify the corresponding scene for that image, by calculating a graph
edit distance between graph representations of the image and the 3D scene. In
essence, they are coarsely localizing their query image in a map database with
disjoint scenes. We perform a similar task of language-based 3D scene retrieval.
Visual Place Recognition (VPR). Another similar line of work is VPR,
which aims to simply identify a place given some input query [9}[19}[25H27
31,34,[38]. However, image-based VPR requires high-quality images with suf-
ficient features for matching, while text-queries work better in featureless or
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low-bandwidth scenarios. Images can also pose privacy concerns. Also, with lan-
guage, it is easier to resolve ambiguities in place symmetry. For example, given
a building with symmetric wings, one can simply describe they are in the wing
to the right of the main entrance.

Language & Localization. Recent methods have started to explore the po-
tential use of natural language for identifying one’s location in an outdoor point
cloud map. Text2Pos [39] takes a text description as input, describing the sur-
roundings of the user, and determines the implied position in the point cloud.
Furthermore, Text2Pos utilizes a coarse-to-fine approach. We compare our work
against the “coarse-localizaton” module in their pipeline. Text2Loc [70] and
RET [68| improve upon the original Text2Pos method by enhancing the under-
lying network architecture, e.g., by using a Transformer. However, these works
do not generalize to indoor scenes. Additionally, they do not generalize to an
open-set of human-generated natural language inputs.

Scene Graphs. Scene representations aim to faithfully model the geometry, se-
mantics, and visual features of a 3D scene, and some focus on semantic represen-
tations. Most notably, Armeni et al. [6], combine both geometry and semantics
into a hierarchical scene graph representation. Additionally, scene graphs conve-
niently sit at the intersection of semantics and geometry, combining scene geome-
try with a more natural language-based representation of the environment. With
the rise of embodied Al, natural language is becoming the modality of choice
to interact with these AI agents [11[3}/4,/51,/52]. And already, scene graphs are
being used for embodied AI during navigation, task execution [3},/24}/35,40L[53],
and scene manipulation [21]. Particularly in [52], scene graphs facilitate a faster
semantic search over the entire scene for the objects and areas relevant to the
task at hand. This shows that compared to dense point clouds and meshes, scene
graphs can be lightweight while still encoding the general structure of the en-
vironment as well as the semantic information. As we hope to eventually build
systems where humans can interact with these embodied Al systems, the com-
munication channels between humans and these agents need to be grounded
within a shared environment, setting the stage for semantic scene graphs.

3D Vision-Language Models. Natural language has become a prevalent inter-
mediary between humans and intelligent agents with the rise of Large Language
Models (LLMSs) |1;|14] and powerful image-language embedding models [50].
Many 3D Vision-Language Models have emerged for a diverse set of language-
grounded tasks such as 3D object identification [2}/16}23}30}32}/54]. These works
learn mappings between text and objects in a scene [2,|231|30,/32,[54]. [23] per-
forms node matching between a language graph and a scene graph to find specific
object references. However, these works operate on a scene level and query for
specific objects within a scene. Other language-grounded tasks include 3D dense
captioning [17)69], visual question and answering |7], and situated reasoning [44].
All in all, these works pave the way for using language to identify scenes.
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3 Methodology

3.1 Problem Formulation

Scene Retrieval. We define “language-based scene-retrieval” as the task of
finding the correct scene given a natural language description of the scene. The
descriptions can vary in length, but they describe subsets of the objects in a
scene, as well as spatial relationships between the objects, such as “on top of,”
“next to,” “hanging from,” and “to the left of.” We propose to tackle the scene
retrieval task with a Graph Transformer network inspired by [62]. In short, we
jointly train the network using a contrastive loss inspired by [50] to output an
embedding for each text description and each scene graph input. The output
embeddings have a higher cosine similarity if they are from the same scene. To
reinforce the training signal, we also learn a matching probability between 0 and
1, supervised by whether or not the inputs belong to the same scene.

Scene Graph Definition. We define a scene graph G = (V, E) to be a collection
of nodes V, and edges E. The nodes are described by feature vectors I € R™,
representing the word2vec embedding [46] of the object label, and any existing
attributes. Each node may also have an associated matrix of object attributes,
A € R¥™™ gsuch as color, size, material, etc. More specifically, I = word2vec(l) +
%Zf word2vec(A,; .), which is simply the sum of the label word2vec embedding
and the average attribute word2vec embedding. Edges are described by edge
feature vectors r € R™, representing the word2vec embedding of the the spatial
relationship between two objects.

We specifically do not include 3D position, point clouds, or metric infor-
mation in our scene graph to minimize memory footprint and improve potential
scalability. A visual example of this semantic scene graph can be seen in Figure 2]
More examples can be found in the supp. m.

3.2 Data Processing

We first transform the text-queries into graph representations by extracting the
objects and relationships — we call these “text-graphs.” We also process the scene
graphs to only include edges within some distance threshold. Then, for both the
text-graphs and scene graphs, we vectorize the node and edge labels into fixed-
length feature vectors.

ScanScribe & Human Dataset to Graphs. We first transform the text-
queries into a “text-graph.” To create a text-graph from a description, we use a
large language model (LLM), GPT-4 [1], to extract the objects, attributes, and
relationships. A description may say, “There is a wooden chair next to a table,”
in which case the extracted graph would have nodes representing “chair” and
“table,” and an edge in between representing the relationship, “next to.” Edges
are only defined if a relationship is stated in the description. We prompt the
LLM to extract the relevant information from the text descriptions, and output
only JSON format. Examples of the prompt, inputs, and outputs are in the supp.
m. A visual example of a “text-graph” can be seen in Figure [
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“There is a large TV set with a large white TV cabinet.
There is a black curtain hanging. There is also a large
gray couch with some cushions and blanket on it. In
front of the couch stands a large white coffee table.
Besides, there are also several shelves and a lot of
fancy decorations in this room. It is a large gorgeous
living room and a little bit messy.”
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Fig. 2: Example of Scene and Text Graphs. In the top left is an image of a living
room scene. The bottom left is the corresponding semantic scene graph, where nodes
represent the objects, and edges represent a spatial relationship such as “contains,” “in
front of,” or “on.” The top right section shows a text description of the scene, from
the human-annotated dataset. The bottom right figure shows the corresponding “text-
graph” of the scene description. The left hand side represents our database of scene
graphs, while the right hand side represents an incoming text-query, which we first
transform into a “text-graph,” and then match with the scene graph.

3DSSG Graphs. The 3D scene graphs in our datasets are densely connected,
therefore we process our scene graphs to only include edges that are within some
distance threshold, set to 1.5m. This allows us to only consider relationships
between neighboring objects. The distance between two objects is calculated as
the nearest distance between the two object bounding boxes.

Node/Edge Label Vectorization. The last step involves transforming the
node and edge labels into feature vectors. For this we use word2vec to simply
encode each label, which is a string, into a feature vector of length 300.

3.3 Model Architecture

An overview of the pipeline is in Figure [3] After transforming our inputs into a
standardized graph format, we pass them into the joint embedding model. The
first step is an attention module with a self-attention and then a cross-attention
layer. The self-attention and cross-attention layers are implemented with the
graph transformer operator inspired by . In the self-attention module, the
message passing happens between edges that exist within the text- or scene-
graph. In the cross-attention module, if we have a text-graph with nodes A and
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Fig. 3: Pipeline Overview. The input to our method is a text-query and a 3D scene
graph potentially matching the text. Next, we independently process these inputs to
obtain graphs with word2vec embeddings as nodes for the objects. Our network then
performs self- and cross-attention with a final average pooling layer to obtain embed-
dings. These embeddings are concatenated, and a matching probability is predicted
by a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP). The joint embedding model is trained by jointly
optimizing a matching loss and cosine similarity loss.

B connected with an edge, and a scene-graph with C and D, then during cross-
attention, message passing would happen between nodes (A, C), (A, D), (B, C),
(B, D). After messaging passing, the nodes are aggregated by addition. Finally,
the graph nodes are average pooled across all node features, into a final graph
embedding vector for each text-graph and scene graph, Sie,+ and Sgeene. Then,
Stert and Sseene are concatenated into one long vector before being passed into a
3-layer MLP that outputs a matching probability between the two embeddings.
The overall loss is a combination of a “matching probability” loss and a “cosine
similarity” loss. The same architecture is used during training and inference.

We choose the number of self-attention/cross-attention modules N to be 1 for
our purposes because too many propagation iterations lead to over-smoothing
and the graph converges to the same feature vector everywhere—a known problem
in graph neural networks [18,55], especially detrimental when graph size is small.
Note that due to the cross attention module, the model requires a text-query
and a scene graph as input. But as we show in Sec. [£.4] regardless of the input
pair, the model outputs a sufficiently meaningful embedding.

3.4 Contrastive Loss

Our loss is the sum of the “matching probability” and “cosine similarity” terms.
The cosine similarity loss term is calculated as follows:

B exp(zik)
Lcossun - B2 ZZ —Wik IOg ( eXp(xU)> ) (1)
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where
x =1—cos_sim(Sscene; Stext)s (2)

and w;y, is the target (1 — cosine similarity) between the ' scene graph embed-
ding vector Sgeene, and k" text-graph embedding vector Sycy:. The matching
probability loss term is formulated as follows:

1 exp(mix)
Linaten = =5 3. —yir log | e ik)_1 0,1], 3
atch B2 e - Yik 108 Z] exp(m”) m e [ } ( )

where m is the output matching probability, and ¥, is the target matching
probability between the i*" scene graph and the k*" text-graph. B is the batch
size, and j indexes through the text-graphs. Our overall loss is the following:

1

L= i(Lmatch + Lcossim)~ (4)

This allows us the quantify how similar are a text and scene graph.

Table 1: The recall for matching the top k out of 10 scene candidates to our text-query.
These candidates are sampled from the ScanScribe (top) [74] and the collected Human
(bottom) datasets. Together with the baselines, Text2Pos and CLIP2CLIP, we show
three versions of our pipeline, “match-prob” and “cos-sim” employing different match-
ing score calculations, and “ret-based” (precomputing scene graph embeddings and
doing retrieval-based matching). Note that the underlying joint embedding models in
all three models are trained with the matching probability and cosine similarity in the
loss function. They differ in how they calculate the matching score.

Top k 1 2 3 5
ScanScribe

Text2Pos (from scratch) 11.63 £0.99 22.57 +£1.16 33.03 +1.36 52.80 + 1.67

Text2Pos (fine-tuning) 10.30 £0.93 20.74£1.32 31.65+£1.45 53.42+£1.68

CLIP2CLIP 33.09+£0.21 52.53+0.24 65.98 +0.21 82.69 +0.13

Text2SGM (match-prob) 63.70 £1.85 81.40 £+ 1.85 89.31 +£1.42 95.71 +0.93
Text2SGM (cos-sim) 68.27 +2.05 84.95+ 1.62 91.65 £ 1.23 97.14 £ 0.76
Text2SGM (ret-based) 68.61 + 0.04 85.00 + 0.02 91.57 + 0.01 96.99 £ 0.00

Human
Text2Pos (from scratch) 9.57+0.95 20.82+1.27 32.10 £ 1.44 52.93 £ 1.48
Text2Pos (fine-tuning) 7.38+0.75 15.41 +1.21 24.82+1.37 45.93 + 1.60
CLIP2CLIP 49.87+0.16 71.09 +0.13 83.07 = 0.09 95.11 + 0.03

Text2SGM (match-prob) 51.04 +2.27 70.86 £2.20 81.50+1.79 91.48 +£1.23
Text2SGM (cos-sim) 53.90 + 2.37 74.98 + 2.28 85.85 + 1.54 94.87 £ 0.94
Text2SGM (ret-based) 53.45 + 0.05 74.52+0.04 85.44 +0.03 94.60 + 0.01

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

ScanScribe Dataset. The ScanScribe dataset [74] is the first scene-text pair
dataset generated for pre-training a 3D vision-language grounding model. They
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source the underlying scenes from the ScanNet [20] and 3RScan [66] dataset,
and leverage the pre-existing text annotations from ScanQA [7], ScanRefer |16],
and ReferIt3D [2], as well as scene graph annotations from 3DSSG [67] to gen-
erate scene descriptions. The authors of the ScanScribe dataset generate these
scene descriptions by prompting GPT-3 [14], using templates, and compiling the
existing text annotations.

We only use a subset of this ScanScribe dataset, one that includes both
scene descriptions and scene graph representations from 3DSSG [67]|. For the
remainder of the paper, when we refer to the “ScanScribe dataset,” we refer to
this subset of the larger ScanScribe dataset [74].

For each scene in the ScanScribe dataset, there are on average 20 text de-
scriptions, leading to a total of 4472 descriptions that describe 218 unique scenes.
Descriptions in this ScanScribe dataset are generated using GPT-3 [14]. The text
descriptions also do not always describe the scene to its entirety, as the authors
first sample varying sizes of subgraphs from the scene graphs, and then generate
a description. Examples of these text descriptions and their corresponding text
graphs can be found in supp. m. We separate this ScanScribe dataset into a
training set and a testing set, where the testing set has 1116 descriptions from
55 unique scenes. This split will be made public for full reproducibility.
Human-Annotated Dataset. We ask human annotators to observe sequences
of images from a scene within the 3RScan dataset |66], and then write a short
description of what they see, focusing on objects and spatial relationships. These
scenes already have corresponding scene graphs from the 3DSSG [67] dataset.
The human annotators are asked to describe the scene in a natural, “human-
like” way. We collect 147 natural language descriptions of 142 unique scenes in
this way. We consider this human-annotated dataset as another testing set and
refer to it from now on as the “Human dataset.” These descriptions were not
generated from the scene-graph, thus there is no bias. Examples of these text
descriptions and their corresponding text graphs can be found in Figure [2}

4.2 Evaluation Setup

For all mentioned models, we first train on a training set. We also have a vali-
dation set that we use to determine the best model parameters. We then retrain
our model on the combined training and validation set to maximize the amount
of training data. Finally, we test on completely separate testing sets.

Text2Pos. We compare our method to the “coarse-localization” module from
Text2Pos [39]. This module performs coarse-localization in a large-scale outdoor
point cloud using a natural language query. Text2Pos does this by separating a
large scale point cloud into “cells” and identifies the top k most likely “cells.” The
“cells” and text-query are first individually embedded by a point cloud embedding
model and a text embedding model respectively, and then matched according
to their cosine similarity. Since Text2Pos takes point cloud inputs, we extract
the point clouds from the corresponding scenes in our datasets and consider
each scene as a single “cell.” Notably, other concurrent work, Text2Loc [70] and
RET [68] build off of Text2Pos, but their models are not available. We compare
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Table 2: The recall values for matching the top k scenes, out of all scenes, to our
text-queries. All scene candidates are from the ScanScribe (top) |74] and the collected
Human (bottom) datasets. Together with the baselines, Text2Pos and CLIP2CLIP, we
show three versions of our pipeline, “match-prob” and “cos-sim” employing different
matching score calculations, and “ret-based” (precomputing scene graph embed-
dings and doing retrieval-based matching). Note that the underlying joint embedding
models in all three models are trained with the matching probability and cosine simi-
larity in the loss function. They differ in how they calculate the matching score.

Top k 5 10 20 30

ScanScribe, 55 scenes
Text2Pos (from scratch) 10.27 £0.83 21.24 +1.17 39.36 +1.43 57.30 + 1.48
Text2Pos (fine-tuning) 9.21£0.92 18.27+£1.24 39.27+£1.61 58.63 £ 1.60
CLIP2CLIP 33.26 +£0.21 53.47+0.23 73.76 +£0.18 86.23 +0.11
Text2SGM (match-prob) 70.24 +£1.93 85.71 £1.38 93.36 + 1.06 97.25 4+ 0.65
Text2SGM (cos-sim) 76.34 + 2.06 87.83 + 1.55 95.40 + 0.89 98.24 + 0.57
Text2SGM (ret-based) 76.29 £0.16 87.77 £0.10 95.34 £ 0.05 98.18 £ 0.02

Top k 5 10 30 75

Human, 142 scenes
Text2Pos (from scratch) 2.03+£0.47 6.68+£0.85 21.69+1.32 54.30+ 1.59
Text2Pos (fine-tuning) 2.76 £0.45 540+£0.70 13.51+1.09 48.99 + 1.41
CLIP2CLIP 36.18 £ 0.08 47.56 £ 0.08 75.54 £ 0.06 98.64 + 0.00
Text2SGM (match-prob) 38.91 + 2.86 51.31 £2.74 78.16 +1.81 91.34 £ 0.39
Text2SGM (cos-sim) 34.81 £2.59 55.84 +2.52 83.03+4.71 95.87+0.88
Text2SGM (ret-based) 35.07 £ 0.20 56.85 £ 0.28 84.04 £0.14 95.88 + 0.04

against a fine-tuned and retrained version of the “coarse-localization” module
from Text2Pos, trained on a training set from ScanScribe dataset.

In order to encode the text-queries, Text2Pos trains a LanguageEncoder. This
LanguageEncoder requires, as input, a predefined mapping for all “known-words”
in the text-queries of the dataset to a unique number. Text2Pos first vectorizes
the text-queries with this mapping, and then feeds it into an LSTM for the
embedding. It is worth noting that the “coarse-localization” module needs to be
trained with this mapping. This is a disadvantage compared to our method in
that we do not require such a mapping. The Text2Pos method does not generalize
well to text-queries that are not yet previously mapped.

CLIP2CLIP. A second baseline we compare to is one that we implement our-
selves, and we call it CLIP2CLIP. The idea is as follows: we embed the text-
queries and images from the scenes using CLIP [50], and then attempt to match
text description to scenes via these CLIP embeddings. The context size of CLIP’s
text encoder only supports lengths up to 77, which is why we first separate the
sentences into phrases delimited by commas or periods. Then we encode each
smaller phrase, and take the average over all the phrases as the “text-query
encoding.” For the images, we simply encode each image using CLIP’s image
encoder. Then, in order to get a matching score between a “text-query” and a
scene of images, we calculate the cosine similarity between the text encoding and
all image encodings from the scene, and take the maximum score as the match-
ing score between that text and scene. During inference, given a “text-query,”
we encode it and calculate the cosine similarity between the text encoding and
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Table 3: Runtime and Memory. We show the evaluation runtime and memory
storage costs for different methods. The runtime is represented as time in seconds.
The memory storage is represented as MB. We calculate runtime as the time it takes
for one text-query to be embedded and matched against 10 pre-processed scene graph
embeddings to find a best match. And we calculate memory storage for the entire
database of scene graph embeddings (ScanScribe and Human Datasets). This simulates
the most efficient storage scenario where we store a reference map of embeddings,
computed offline, and run nearest-neighbors search for matches.

Runtime (s) Memory (MB)
Model ScanScribe Human ScanScribe Human
Text2Pos 0.00918 0.01652 0.11 0.29
CLIP2CLIP 0.03107 0.05623 5.63 14.54
Text2SGM 0.03639 0.01206 0.13 0.34

image encoding of each scene. The highest scoring pair is the match. The CLIP
model is not fine-tuned or retrained.

Text2SGM. We present two procedures for calculating the matching score.
The first (match-prob) uses the “matching probability” outputs from the model
as the matching scores between a text-query and a scene graph. The second one
(cos-sim) calculates a cosine similarity between the text-query and scene graph
embedding produced by the model. Both procedures use the same underlying
joint embedding model.

We also present a third retrieval-based procedure for finding text and scene
graph matches. Given that our pipeline requires an input pair of a text-query and
a scene graph—due to the cross attention module-we investigate how different
text-queries affect the resulting scene graph embeddings and vice versa. Detailed
results of this investigation are in the supplementary material, but we observe
that the embeddings are still consistently identifiable, despite being paired with
different inputs. As such, for the third version of our model, we fix the opposing
paired input using the same text-query or scene graph. This text-query or scene
graph is randomly sampled from the training dataset, and we embed all inputs
with this fixed counterpart. Given a text-query, we pass it to the model along
with a fixed scene graph input, and get the text-graph embedding. Then we find
the highest cosine similarity match in a database of pre-computed scene graph
embeddings. We call this our retrieval-based (ret-based) matching approach.

To reiterate, the underlying joint embedding model is the same across all
three “matching score” calculation procedures. The model is trained with both
the matching probability and cosine similarity loss as a part of the objective func-
tion. The “match-prob” procedure uses the matching probability as the matching
score. The “cos-sim” procedure uses the cosine similarity between embeddings as
the matching score. The “ret-based” procedure also uses the cosine similarity as
the matching score, but pre-computes a database of scene graph embeddings.
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4.3 Metrics

We measure two recall metrics, the first measures a “top k out of 10” recall.
We try to match one randomly sampled text-query against 10 scene graphs, out
of which 1 scene graph is the correct one. We measure if the correct pair is
matched within the top 1, 2, 3, and 5 matches out of 10. Similarly, we measure
a “top k out of the entire dataset” recall, where we try to retrieve the correct
graph from the entire dataset. We report recall values in Table[I]and Table 2} In
addition to recall, we also measure the inference time of matching 1 text-query
to a scene graph. We report these times in Table [3] Lastly, for each method,
we calculate the size of storing our datasets in memory. More specifically, we
calculate the embedding size of each method, since these scene embeddings can
be precomputed (ret-based method) and stored for later retrieval.

4.4 Results

We first present the recall values for the three versions of our pipeline compared
against baselines on the ScanScribe and the captured Human datasets [74].

Table [1| reports the recalls when performing top-k selection from 10 candi-
dates scenes. It also shows that our method outperforms Text2Pos as well as
CLIP2CLIP by a large margin on both datasets in almost all configurations.
Only in the Human dataset, for the top 5 out of 10 and the top 75 out of the
entire dataset (Table[2), does CLIP2CLIP outperform our method. For the most
part, using the embedding cosine similarity as the scoring mechanism performs
the best. We posit that this is due to the high-dimensional joint embedding
capturing the nuances in the graphs, something not achieved by using just the
matching probability (i.e., a single real number). We additionally recognize that
the requirement for a “known-words” mapping in Text2Pos severely limits its
ability to generalize to the open-set text-queries from the Human dataset. Fur-
thermore, these results show that Text2Pos does not generalize to indoor scenes.

Our retrieval-based pipeline performs almost as well as, and in some instances
better than, the pipeline (cos-sim) that jointly calculates the embeddings. This
suggests our joint embedding model learns an adequately meaningful embedding.
Also, we observe that the CLIP2CLIP performance is much more competitive
to our performance on the Human dataset, compared to the ScanScribe dataset.
Seeing as our training data is from the same distribution as the ScanScribe
dataset, our much better performance here is to be expected. However, given
that CLIP [50] is pre-trained on a much larger-scale dataset, we also see that it
generalizes better on the open-set text-queries from the Human dataset. Never-
theless, these recall values suggest that our method successfully retrieves scenes
given a text-query describing the scene.

Results when performing top-k selection from all candidates scenes are re-
ported in Table 2] Text2Pos performs on the level of random selection for both
scenes in all recall values. The proposed Text2SGM method improves upon this
significantly, achieving meaningful results across almost all datasets and config-
urations. The highest recall is achieved, again, by employing the cosine similar-
ity as the scoring mechanism. The retrieval-based approach does not lag much
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Table 4: The recall values from using text-queries generated by GPT-4 from images
of the 3DSSG scenes. We generate text-queries from images because the ScanScribe
test set in Tables [I] and [2 has queries generated from the scene graphs. The Human
dataset, in addition to this experiment, eliminates that bias. We measure top-k out of
10 recall on the ScanScribe test set, note that we generate 1 text-query per scene.

Top k 1 2 3 5

CLIP2CLIP 33.07 £ 0.21 52.52+ 0.23 66.00 + 0.21 82.78 +0.13
Text2SGM (cos-sim) 34.22 + 1.77 56.67 £+ 1.70 68.78 + 2.35 82.11 + 1.23

behind in terms of recall, suggesting that the obtained graph embeddings are
meaningful despite using the same input text-query, and thus, generalize well.
Additionally, we show results in Table [f] using text-queries that are generated by
GPT-4 |1] from images of the 3DSSG scenes. Even though we are now biasing
towards the CLIP2CLIP method since we generate our text-queries from images,
we still perform more accurately.

4.5 Runtime and Storage Requirements

The average runtime and storage requirements of the tested algorithms on both
datasets are reported in Table [3] All tested methods run in real time and ap-
proximately at similar speeds, i.e., in a few tens of milliseconds at most. The
reference map representation only takes a few hundred kilobytes for the proposed
method and Text2Pos, while CLIP2CLIP requires at least an order of magnitude
more storage. These results underscore the practicality of the proposed approach
in bandwidth-limited scenarios requiring real-time performance.

4.6 Ablation Studies

In this section, we perform several ablation studies in order to gain a more
nuanced understanding of the proposed method.

Table [f] reports the recall values together with their standard deviations on
both tested datasets, employing cosine similarity (), matching probability (m)
or both (6, m), in the loss objective, when training the proposed network. In-
terestingly, while training with only the matching probability lags behind other
losses on the ScanScribe dataset, it leads to the best performance on the Human
dataset. Conversely, a cosine similarity loss alone leads to the most accurate re-
sults on ScanScribe, while being marginally less accurate on the Human dataset.
Employing both losses leads to the best results by a large margin.

Table [0] reports the results when varying the number of self and cross-
attention modules in the proposed method. The best results are achieved with
only one module, with every additional one significantly reducing the recall. This
could be due to over-smoothing problem [18,/55] as previously mentioned. Thus,
we use a single module in all experiments.
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Table 5: Loss Ablation. Since our model outputs embedding vectors as well as a
matching probability, we run an ablation on the loss objective function. More specif-
ically, 0 represents using only the cosine similarity of the embedding vectors. m rep-
resents using only the matching probability as the loss. And 0, m represents using an
average of both the cosine similarity and matching probability as the loss. We show
recall values for the ScanScribe and Human datasets, at a top k£ out of 10 precision.

Top k ScanScribe Human

out of 10 1 2 3 5 1 2 3 5
ScanScribe

(4 65.17 £ 4.83 79.99 4+ 4.24 86.35 + 3.90 93.53 £ 2.69 44.88 4+ 4.97 64.63 + 4.82 76.12 £+ 4.02 89.52 £+ 2.91

m 54.16 £ 5.56 74.47 4+ 4.59 84.34 + 3.61 93.36 £ 2.53 47.92 4+ 4.67 68.54 + 4.67 79.60 £+ 4.31 91.52 4+ 2.72

0, m 62.70 £4.71 80.88 4= 3.81 88.07 £ 3.22 95.16 = 2.15 51.38 £ 4.98 73.79 &= 4.55 84.16 £ 3.60 92.02 &= 2.64

Table 6: Number N of Self-Attention/Cross-Attention Module Ablation.
We show recall values for adding multiple layers of the self-attention/cross-attention
module during training. These are recall values for the ScanScribe and Human datasets,
at a top k out of 10 precision.

Top k ScanScribe Human

out of 10 1 2 3 5 1 2 3 5

N=1 62.70 £ 4.71 80.88 4= 3.81 88.07 £ 3.22 95.16 = 2.15 51.38 £ 4.98 73.79 4= 4.55 84.16 £ 3.60 92.02 4 2.64
N=2 56.16 £ 5.12 76.58 4 4.14 84.90 + 3.88 92.96 + 2.87 45.05 4+ 4.76 66.13 + 4.03 77.40 £ 3.93 88.01 + 2.82
N=4 23.02 £ 4.30 44.16 £ 4.71 59.88 + 5.16 78.76 £ 3.80 16.31 £ 3.71 31.80 & 5.10 45.46 £ 5.37 66.52 £ 5.47

5 Conclusion

In conclusion, we present Text2SceneGraphMatcher for language-based scene re-
trieval. We demonstrate that open-set natural language text-queries are able to
retrieve the corresponding scene they describe. We do so by training a joint em-
bedding model on the text-queries and scene graph representations of the scenes,
and find matches using the embeddings. We also demonstrate our method’s gen-
eralizability on open-set human-annotated text-queries. We present a human-
annotated dataset of text-to-scene-graph pairs, and show that we are still able
to retrieve scene and text matches. Future work include extending the scene
graphs to larger-scale hierarchical environments and performing fine-grained lo-
calization. The code, trained models, and datasets will be made public.
Acknowledgements. This work was partially funded by the ETH RobotX re-
search grant, the Hasler Stiftung Research Grant via the ETH Zurich Founda-
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