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Abstract—Scene Graph Generation (SGG) as a critical task
in image understanding, facing the challenge of head-biased
prediction caused by the long-tail distribution of predicates.
However, current unbiased SGG methods can easily priori-
tize improving the prediction of tail predicates while ignoring
the substantial sacrifice in the prediction of head predicates,
leading to a shift from head bias to tail bias. To address
this issue, we propose a model-agnostic Head-Tail Collaborative
Learning (HTCL) network that includes head-prefer and tail-
prefer feature representation branches that collaborate to achieve
accurate recognition of both head and tail predicates. We also
propose a self-supervised learning approach to enhance the
prediction ability of the tail-prefer feature representation branch
by constraining tail-prefer predicate features. Specifically, self-
supervised learning converges head predicate features to their
class centers while dispersing tail predicate features as much
as possible through contrast learning and head center loss. We
demonstrate the effectiveness of our HTCL by applying it to
various SGG models on VG150, Open Images V6 and GQA200
datasets. The results show that our method achieves higher mean
Recall with a minimal sacrifice in Recall and achieves a new
state-of-the-art overall performance. Our code is available at
https://github.com/wanglei0618/HTCL.

Index Terms—Image understanding, scene graph generation,
head bias, tail bias, cooperative learning, self-supervised learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

S
Cene Graph Generation (SGG) is a critical image under-

standing task that involves detecting visual objects and

their relationships in an image, as illustrated in Figure 1(a).

The output is a structured 〈subject-predicate-object〉 triplet

that represents the semantic information present in the image.

This representation can facilitate various downstream tasks,

such as image captioning [1]–[5], visual question answering

[6]–[9], content-based image retrieval [10]–[15], human-object

interaction detection [16], and image generation [17], [18].

However, current SGG methods face a significant challenge

in terms of head-biased predictions, which arise from the long-

tailed distribution of predicates in the dataset. As shown in

Figure 1(b), commonly used datasets such as Visual Genome

(VG) [19] are heavily skewed toward a few head predicate

classes, while annotations for most tail predicate classes are

scarce. As a result, coarse-grained head classes tend to domi-
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Fig. 1. (a) Scene graph. (b) The long-tailed distribution of predicates in the
Visual Genome (VG) dataset. (c) The SGG model experiences a shift from
head bias to tail bias. With the fine-tuning of predicate classifier, the mRecall
of head-biased SGG model improves substantially, while Recall decreases
dramatically.

nate the predictions, while fine-grained tail classes that convey

more specific semantic information are difficult to predict.

Several techniques have been developed to mitigate head

bias in SGG, including causal analysis [20], loss re-weighting

[21], [22], data re-sampling [23], [24] and feature generation

[25]. Furthermore, the SGG evaluation metric has evolved

from total sample-based Recall to mean Recall (mRecall)

across all predicate classes. However, improvements in the

tail performance of SGG inevitably compromise head per-

formance. If the substantial decline in head performance is

overlooked while pursuing enhancements in the tail, SGG

may experience a shift from head bias to tail bias. To further

demonstrate this issue, we propose a simple trick that focuses

only on tail classes prediction (mRecall). Specifically, we fine-

tune the last layer of a head-biased SGG model, i.e., the linear

predicate classifier, on a class-balanced predicate sub-dataset

based on re-sampling. As depicted in Figure 1(c), this fine-

tuning improves the model’s mR@100 by 24.0, 15.2, and

12.2 for the three tasks, respectively, meeting or surpassing

many carefully designed unbiased SGG methods [20]–[28].

However, the model’s R@100 decreases by 30.9, 20.6, and

http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.12048v1
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19.0, respectively. The underlying cause of these high mRecall

but poor Recall methods is their tendency to allocate more

head samples to tail classes, leading to a shift from head bias

to tail bias. Hence, unbiased SGG methods should strive to

minimize bias in both head and tail classes and consider both

mRecall and Recall metrics when evaluating performance.

Therefore, this paper proposes a model-agnostic Head-Tail

Cooperative Learning (HTCL) network for unbiased SGG,

which aims to achieve higher mRecall while minimizing

the sacrifice of Recall. HTCL consists of two branches: a

Head-Prefer Branch (HP-Branch) and a Tail-Prefer Feature

Representation Branch (TPFR-Branch). The former is de-

signed to recognize head class predicates and given an initial

prediction, while the latter is responsible to represent the tail-

prefer predicate feature and classify tail class predicates. The

two branches of HTCL generate head-prefer and tail-prefer

predictions respectively, and collaboratively implement the

unbiased predicate prediction by a set of learnable class weight

parameters.

To enhance the classification of rare tail predicates in the

TPFR-Branch, we also propose a self-supervised learning ap-

proach to constrain tail-prefer predicate features. Specifically,

we employ self-supervised contrast learning to maximize the

dissimilarity between all predicate features, and then apply a

head class center loss to encourage the head predicate features

to converge to their respective class centers. This results in the

aggregation of head samples and dispersion of tail samples,

thereby reducing the difficulty of classifying tail predicates.

Our proposed model-agnostic HTCL network has been

integrated into various classic SGG models on VG150, Open

Images V6 and GQA200 datasets, including Motifs [29],

Vctree [30], Transformer, and PENet [31]. Among them, the

head-biased model termed HPC-ft, where we solely utilize

the HP-Branch and fine-tune the classifier, achieved the best

mRecall. Furthermore, our unbiased HTCL approach realized

excellent mRecall while maintaining a high Recall, reaching

a new state-of-the-art overall performance. This indicates that

the unbiased scene graph generated by our HTCL method is

not biased towards either head classes or tail classes. The main

contributions of this paper are summarized below:

• This work show that unbiased SGG methods focus on

boosting mRecall while ignoring the sacrifice of Recall,

which may lead to a shift of SGG model from head bias

to tail bias.

• A head-tail cooperative learning network is proposed

for unbiased SGG that cooperates with the predictions

of head-prefer and tail-prefer, achieving optimal overall

performance.

• A self-supervised learning approach is introduced to the

tail-prefer feature representation branch that improves the

classification of tail predicates by constraining predicate

features using self-supervised contrast learning and head

center loss.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Unbiased Scene Graph Generation

Early work [29], [30], [32]–[34] on scene graph generation

focused on developing model architectures and contextual
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Fig. 2. Illustration of the pipeline of classical SGG Models.

feature fusion strategies. However, these methods suffered

from head-biased predictions due to the inherent imbalance

of predicates. In recent years, several unbiased approaches

[20]–[24], [26]–[28], [35]–[41] have been proposed to address

this problem. For example, TDE [20] uses causal analysis to

eliminate prediction bias, Cogtree [22] employs cognitive tree

loss for unbiased prediction, while BGNN [24] balances head

and tail predicates through bi-level re-sampling. Moreover, the

evaluation metric has evolved from total sample-based Recall

to mRecall across all predicate classes. However, current

unbiased SGG methods can easily prioritize achieving high

mRecall over Recall, resulting in a significant decrease in

Recall. This implies that the scene graphs generated by them

are not truly unbiased, but rather shift from head bias to tail

bias. In this work, we propose a head-tail cooperative learning

network, with the aim of achieving higher mRecall while

minimizing the sacrifice of Recall. As a result, we enable head

and tail unbiased scene graph generation.

B. Imbalanced Learning

Imbalanced learning aims to tackle the long-tail recognition

problem [42]–[46] caused by imbalanced data distribution,

which can be mainly divided into data re-balancing and

loss re-weighting. Data re-balancing involves adjusting the

distribution of training data, typically by either oversampling

or undersampling. Oversampling can be implemented using

duplicate samples [43] or synthetic data [47]. In contrast,

loss re-weighting assigns higher weights to the less frequent

classes during training, allowing the classifier to focus more on

them. These weights can be determined using prior knowledge,

such as the class-balanced weight [48], which uses the inverse

effective number of samples. In this work, we implement

re-weighting of the final predicate prediction to offset the

imbalance in the training data. Additionally, we construct a

balanced predicate features set using data re-sampling and

fine-tune the tail-prefer classifier in the cooperative learning

network. With our proposed method, the recognition of tail

predicates in scene graphs can be improved.

III. BIASES IN SGG: MOTIVATION

The most current unbiased SGG research is dedicated to

addressing the bias towards head classes caused by imbalances
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in training data, with the aim of improving the predication of

tail samples. However, in an unbiased SGG, enhancing the

performance for tail classes inevitably compromises the head

classes. If an unbiased SGG only pursues improvement in tail

performance at the expense of head performance, the SGG bias

would shift from being head-biased to tail-biased, resulting in

the SGG model that is not genuinely unbiased.

As illustrated in Figure 2, the classical SGG pipeline can be

divided into three components: extraction of object proposals

from an image, representation of the predicate features, and

classification of the predicates. In the SGG training set, the

distribution of relationships across different classes is typically

imbalanced. As illustrated in Figure 1(b), there is a pronounced

skew toward a few head predicate classes, while the annota-

tions for the tail predicate classes are sparse. Consequently,

coarse-grained head classes are more likely to predominate in

predictions, making it challenging to predict fine-grained tail

classes that impart more specific semantics. This phenomenon

is called head bias in SGG.

However, in unbiased SGG, focusing solely on the per-

formance enhancement of tail classes while neglecting the

sharp decline of head classes could potentially lead to a

shift from head bias to tail bias. To validate this, we first

trained a head-biased model on the imbalanced VG150 dataset

using the classic SGG model. Subsequently, we constructed a

class-balanced training set based on predicate features by re-

sampling and fine-tuning the predicate classifier, resulting in

a tail-biased model.

In the results presented in Table I, the head-biased model

achieves the highest Recall representing head performance on

three SGG tasks. On the contrary, the tail-biased model excels

in two tasks, achieving the optimal mRecall indicative of tail

performance, outperforming many unbiased SGG methods. We

believe that fine-tuning on the predicate classifier corresponds

to adjusting the decision boundaries for predicate classifica-

tion. The tail-biased model assigns more samples to tail classes

to enhance tail performance, as depicted in Figure 3. This leads

to a significant number of head samples being misclassified as

tail samples, causing the SGG model to shift from head bias to

tail bias. Furthermore, we observed that DT2-ACBS [23] and

SHA+GCL [27] also showed high mRecall but low Recall,

indicating a risk of tail bias.

Thus, we argue that solely pursuing improvements in the

performance of tail classes cannot lead to a genuinely unbiased

SGG. An unbiased SGG should consider both the head and

tail classes’ performances. Therefore, we propose a head-

tail cooperative learning network for SGG, which improves

tail performance while minimally compromising head perfor-

mance.

IV. HEAD-TAIL COOPERATIVE LEARNING NETWORK

Figure 4 summarizes the architecture of our proposed

method. The classical SGG pipeline is used first to extract

object proposals and predicate feature representation. Then,

the predicate features are inputted into our proposed Head-

Tail Cooperative Learning (HTCL) network, where the head-

prefer branch and the tail-prefer feature representation branch

conduct unbiased predicate prediction by cooperating together.

TABLE I
RECALL@100 AND MRECALL@100 OF HEAD-BIASED AND TAIL-BIASED

MODELS ON VG150.

PredCls SGCls SGDet
Models Recall mRecall Recall mRecall Recall mRecall

Head-Biased 68.8 23.7 42.7 13.3 35.9 9.1
DT2-ACBS [23] 25.6 39.7 17.6 27.5 16.3 24.4
SHA+GCL [27] 44.5 42.7 22.2 21.3 17.9 20.1
Tail-Biased 37.9 47.7 22.1 28.5 16.9 21.3

Head-Biased 

   Boundary

Adjust

Tail-Biased

  Boundary

Head Samples
Tail Samples

Fig. 3. Illustration of the head-biased and tail-biased boundaries.

A. Problem Formulation

SGG aims to generate a scene graph G = {O,R} from an

input image I. The scene graph consists of a set of n objects

O = {oi}
n
i=1 and a set of m relationships R = {rk}

m
k=1

between pairs of objects. Each object oi is described by a

bounding box bi and a class label cli.The generation of a scene

graph G can be formulated as the joint probability distribution:

Pr(G|I) = Pr(B|I)Pr(C|I,B)Pr(R|I,B, C), (1)

where Pr(B|I) represents object proposals generation from

input image, Pr(C|I,B) and Pr(R|I,B, C) denote object

classification and predicate prediction, respectively.

B. Predicate Feature Representation

As illustrated in Figure 2, SGG methods typically employ a

pre-trained object detector to extract a set of object proposals

from the image I, which provides a visual feature v, bounding

box coordinates b, and an initial object label prediction c0 for

each object proposal.

With the object proposals, the object features f can be

encoded by Object Encoder (OE):

f = OE([v, pos(b), emb(c0)]), (2)

where [·, ·] denotes the concatenation operation, pos is a fully-

connected layer for object position encoding, emb is a pre-

trained Glove language model to acquire the word embedding.

To enhance the predicate feature, the Predicate Encoder

(PE) is used to obtain the context-aware object feature e as

follows:

e = PE([v, f, emb(ĉl)]), (3)

where ĉl is the predicted object label calculated by f.
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Fig. 4. Overall pipeline of our head-tail cooperative learning network, where the Head-Prefer Branch (HP-Branch) and the Tail-Prefer Feature Representation
Branch (TPFR-Branch) conduct unbiased predicate prediction by cooperating together. HPC is the head-prefer classifier, TPC is the tail-prefer classifier, and
TPFE is the tail-prefer feature encoder.

Then the predicate feature r between subject feature ei and

object features ej can be decoded by a Predicate Decoder

(PD) :

r = PD([ei, ej , uij ]), (4)

where uij is the union visual feature between subject oi and

object oj .

C. Head-Tail Cooperative Learning Network

Our head-tail cooperative learning network consists of two

branches: a Head-Prefer Branch (HP-Branch) and a Tail-Prefer

Feature Representation Branch (TPFR-Branch). HP-Branch

initially performs a head-prefer prediction of the predicate

features. Subsequently, both the initial predicate features and

the head-prefer prediction are inputted into TPFR-Branch for

a tail-prefer representation of the predicate features and a

tail-prefer prediction. Finally, an unbiased prediction of the

predicate is achieved by combining these two predictions using

learnable weight parameters.

HP-Branch: A Head-Prefer Classifier (HPC) is used to

classify the predicate features r from the predicate decoder.

The HPC generates head-prefer prediction zh as follows:

zh = Wh
clsr = [zh1 , z

h
2 , ..., z

h
C ]

T . (5)

Here, Wh
cls denotes the HPC parameters and C is the number

of classes.

TPFR-Branch: To obtain the semantic representation of

head-prefer prediction to input to TPFR-Branch based on

the 〈subject-predicate-object〉 structure, we use the following

formula:

s = [emb(ĉli), emb(σ(zh)), emb(ĉlj)], (6)

where σ is the softmax function.

Then, a Tail-Prefer Feature Encoder (TPFE) is proposed

to enhance the discriminability of the tail predicate features.

TPFE consists of stacked transformer encoders [49] that use

the self-attention mechanism to encode the relevance between

all predicates in an image, thereby generating tail-prefer pred-

icate features rt as follows:

rt = TPFE([[s1, r1], ..., [sm, rm]]). (7)

Based on the rt, a Tail-Prefer Classifier (TPC) is introduced

to identify predicate classes, where the tail-prefer prediction

zt are defined as:

zt = W t
clsrt = [zt1, z

t
2, ..., z

t
C ]

T , (8)

where W t
cls refers to the parameters of TPC.

Head-Tail Cooperative Prediction: To fully harness the

respective strengths of HP-Branch and TPFR-Branch, enabling

each to handle the classifications of head and tail classes they

excel at, this study defines a set of learnable class weight

parameters c, denoted as:

c = [c1, c2, ..., cC ]
T , (9)

Subsequently, the unbiased predicate prediction zo based on

the head-prefer prediction zh and tail-prefer prediction zt can

be expressed as:

zo = N(zh)Sigmoid(c)T +N(zt)(1− Sigmoid(c))T (10)

Here, N(·) represent normalization operation, Sigmoid(·) is

sigmoid function. Finally, the predicate label is calculated as

p̂ = σ(zo).
To validate that the class weight parameter c can harness

the strengths of both HP-Branch and TPFR-Branch, Figure

5 presents ci sorted in descending order according to the

frequency of class samples after training. As observed, for

high-frequency head classes, the class weight Sigmoid(ci)
approaches 1, indicating that the prediction of the head classes

in HTCL predominantly relies on the prediction of HP-Branch.

However, as the sample frequency of the classes decreases,

the class weight gradually declines, indicating an increasing

dependence of HTCL on TPFR-Branch for the prediction
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Fig. 6. Illustration of tail-prefer feature self-supervised learning. (a) Contrast
learning flow based on Tail-Prefer Feature Encoder (TPFE). (b) Description
of head center loss.

of tail classes. Consequently, HTCL achieves collaborative

prediction based on HP-Branch and TPFR-Branch through

learnable weight parameters c.

D. Tail-Prefer Feature Self-Supervised Learning

To enhance the discriminative capability of TPFR-Branch

for tail samples, we utilize TPFE to re-represent the predicate

features based on initial predicate features r and the seman-

tic information s predicted by HP-Branch, with the aim of

obtaining tail-prefer predicate features rt.

To differentiate the few tail samples from the abundant head

samples, we first introduce a self-supervised contrastive learn-

ing loss LCon that is not affected by class labels to increase

the distance between all samples, as illustrated in Figure 6(a).

Subsequently, we employ head center loss LHC to encourage

all head samples to converge toward their class centers, as

shown in Figure 6(b), thus improving the discriminability of

head samples in the feature space.

For each image, the set of all its predicate representations

G = {gk|gk = MLP[rk, sk]}
m
k=1 can be obtained by an MLP.

To implement contrast learning, an augmented set Gmask =

{pm(ḡk, gk)}
m
k=1 based on random perturbations is created

by masking each gk with probability pm to the mean feature
1
m

∑m

k=1 gk. Furthermore, the tail-prefer predicate feature set

and its augmented set are obtained by {rtk}
m
k=1 = TPFE(G)

and {r̄tk}
m
k=1 = TPFE(Gmask) respectively. These features

are then mapped to a hypersphere to calculate contrast loss,

resulting in a set of samples A = {qi}
2m
i=1. For each anchor

sample qi, the corresponding positive sample qj(i) describes

the same predicate as qi in the image. The remaining 2m− 2
samples describing other predicates are negative samples. The

self-supervised contrastive learning loss [50], [51] is defined

as follows:

LCon = −
∑

q
i
∈A

log
exp(qi · qj(i)/τ)∑

q
a
∈A(i) exp(qi · qa/τ)

. (11)

Here, the · symbol denotes the inner product, τ is a scalar

temperature parameter and A(i) ≡ A\{i}. As shown in Figure

6(a), qi · qj(i) in the numerator implies that the anchor and

the positive sample are brought closer together, while qi · qa

in the denominator implies that the anchor is kept away from

all negative samples.

Head center loss [52] LHC aims to reduce the volume

occupied by head samples in feature space by clustering them

toward their class centers, as illustrated in Figure 6(b). The

loss function is defined as follows:

LHC =
∑

i∈Dh

||rti − Cyi
||2, (12)

where Cyi
is the mean feature of corresponding class yi and

Dh is the head sample set in mini-batch.

Thus, the self-supervised loss to tail-prefer predicate fea-

tures is defined as follows:

LSSL = LCon + λLHC , (13)

where λ is a hyperparameter used to regulate LHC .

E. Training Loss

To offset the class imbalance in the dataset, we re-weight

cross entropy loss of the unbiased predicate prediction accord-

ing to the sample size of different classes as follows:

LRW = −
C∑

i=1

wipilog(p̂i), (14)

where p̂i and pi are prediction and label, respectively. The

weight of each class i is denoted by wi, which is used to adjust

the impact of that class on the model based on its frequency.

wi is calculated based on the effective number of samples in

each class [48] as follows wi = (1− β)/(1− βni), where ni

is the number of samples in class i and β is a hyperparameter.

We also employ LHPC to improve the classification of head

classes while allowing the predicate feature representation

model to learn robust feature representations from massive

head class samples. The loss of HPC is defined as

LHPC = CE(p, p̂
h), (15)

where CE is the standard cross-entropy function, the estimated

distribution of HPC is denoted by ph = σ(zh).
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In summary, the total training loss is

Ltotal = LSSL + LRW + LHPC + Lobj , (16)

where Lobj = CE(cl, ĉ
l) is the object classification loss in the

predicate feature representation.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset

Visual Genome (VG): Following previous works [20]–

[24], [26]–[30], [32]–[36], [53] , our proposed method and

recent methods are evaluated on the widely used subset of the

VG dataset (that is, VG150) [19], which consists of the most

frequent 150 object classes and 50 predicate classes. Then we

divide it into 70% training set, 30% testing set, and 5k images

selected from the training set for validation.

Open Images (OI): The Open Images dataset [54] is

a large-scale dataset proposed by Google, which provides

superior annotation quality for SGG. In this work, we conduct

experiments on Open Images V6 (OIv6), follow the data

processing and evaluation protocols in [24], [31], [55], [56].

OIv6 has 126,368 images used for training, 1813 and 5322

images for validation and test, respectively, with 301 object

classes and 31 predicate classes.

Generalized Question Answering (GQA): GQA [6] is

another vision and language benchmark with more than 3.8M

relation annotations. We conduct experiments on GQA200

following data processing in [27], which consists of Top-

200 object classes and Top-100 predicate classes. Similarly

to VG150, GQA200 uses 70% of the images for training, the

remaining 30% for testing and sample a 5K validation set from

the training set.

B. Task & Evaluation Metrics

The SGG involves three subtasks [33]: 1) Predicate Classifi-

cation (PredCls) predicts the pairwise predicates with ground-

truth object labels and bounding boxes. 2) Scene Graph

Classification (SGCls) predicts both the object labels and their

pairwise predicates with the ground-truth bounding boxes. 3)

Scene Graph Detection (SGDet) detects all objects in an image

and predicts their bounding boxes, labels, and predicates.

Although the initial evaluation metric used in SGG was total

sample-based Recall@K (R@K), it was found to be dominated

by head classes due to the imbalanced distribution of predi-

cates in the dataset. To address this issue, [20] proposed using

the mean Recall@K (mR@K) across all predicate classes

to evaluate SGG. However, focusing solely on mR@K and

neglecting R@K can result in a shift from head bias to tail

bias in SGG. Therefore, some work [31], [57]–[59] utilizes

the mean M@K of R@K and mR@K as an overall metric

to jointly evaluate SGG. However, M@K tends to overvalue

models with high R@K but low mR@K, often seen in models

with head biases (initial models). Consequently, this paper

adopts the harmonic mean F@K, which gives greater weight

to smaller values.

C. Implementation Details

We utilized the widely adopted pre-trained Faster RCNN

with ResNeXt-101-FPN [20] as the object detector. For the

HTCL, we select the top h = 10 classes as the head class set.

The hyperparameter β that governs the re-weight loss LRW

is set to 0.9999. The initial class weight parameter ci is the

logarithm of the number of predicates for the corresponding

class. For TPFE, we employ four transformer encoder layers,

set the probability threshold pm for the augmented set Gmask to

0.1, the scalar temperature parameter τ for contrast learning

loss LCon to 0.1, and the hyperparameter to regulate head

center loss LHC to 1 × 10−4. For classifier fine-tuning, the

number of resamples for each predicate class is set to 5,000.

The models are implemented on a NVIDIA 3090 GPU with

batch size 8 and learning rate 1× 10−3.

D. Comparison with State of the Arts

a) VG150: To evaluate our proposed method on VG150,

our approach combines four classical SGG models to represent

predicate features, namely Motifs [29], VCTree [30], Trans-

former [49] and PENet [31], as shown in Table II. The results

of the state-of-the-art methods that are being compared are

divided into various debiased methods [20], [22], [26]–[28],

[35], [57], [58], [60], [61] on classical models and specific

SGG models [21], [23], [24], [27], [32], [56], [59].

When comparing different SGG models using the R@K

metric, classical models that focus on feature representa-

tion and fusion, such as Motifs, VCTree, Transformer, and

PENet, achieve optimal results. For instance, VCTree achieves

66.3/68.4, 46.6/47.9 and 31.4/35.6 for R@50/100 on three

tasks, respectively. However, due to the imbalanced distri-

bution of predicates, R@K is dominated by head classes,

resulting in head-biased SGG by these models.

Therefore, current methods prefer to use mR@K to evaluate

SGG and ensure that the generated scene graphs are unbiased.

However, pursuing mR@K improvement can lead to a sacrifice

in R@K. For instance, DT2-ACBS and SHA+GCL have only

achieved 15.0/16.3 and 14.8/17.9 for R@50/100, respectively,

despite achieving 22.0/24.4 and 17.8/20.1 for mR@50/100 on

the SGDet task. This excessive sacrifice of R@K can shift

SGG from head bias to tail bias. To further illustrate this

issue, we fine-tuned the predicate classifier of the head-biased

models (Motifs, VCTree, and Transformer) on a balanced

training set, which substantially improved the mR@K. The

resulting model is called HPC-ft, which only has the HP-

Branch and fine-tunes the head-prefer classifier.

Comparing the experimental results, HPC-ft outperforms the

most carefully designed unbiased SGG methods on mR@K,

such as HPC-ft based on Transformer achieving 44.9/47.7,

27.0/28.5, and 18.2/21.3 for mR@50/100 on the three tasks,

respectively. However, this improvement comes at the expense

of R@K, with HPC-ft reducing R@50/100 by 30.8/30.9,

20.8/20.6, and 17.4/19.0. Therefore, unbiased SGG models

should consider both mR@K and R@K to ensure that the

generated scene graphs are unbiased in both head and tail. In

this paper, we prefer to use the harmonic mean value F@K of

R@K and mR@K to evaluate unbiased SGG models.
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TABLE II
COMPARISON BETWEEN OUR METHOD AND EXISTING METHODS ON THE VG150 DATASET. †DENOTES OUR REPRODUCED MODEL. HPC-FT IS THE

PREDICATE CLASSIFIER FINE-TUNING WITH ONLY THE HEAD PREFER BRANCH USING A PREDICATE CLASS-BALANCED TRAINING SET.

PredCls SGCls SGDet
Models R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100 R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100 R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100

KERN [32] 65.8/67.6 17.7/19.2 27.9/29.9 36.7/37.4 9.4/10.0 15.0/15.8 27.1/29.8 6.4/7.3 10.4/11.7
PCPL [21] 50.8/52.6 35.2/37.8 41.6/44.0 27.6/28.4 18.6/19.6 22.2/23.2 14.6/18.6 9.5/11.7 11.5/14.4
BGNN [24] 59.2/61.3 30.4/32.9 40.2/42.8 37.4/38.5 14.3/16.5 20.7/23.1 31.0/35.8 10.7/12.6 15.9/18.6
DT2-ACBS [23] 23.3/25.6 35.9/39.7 28.3/31.1 16.2/17.6 24.8/27.5 19.6/21.5 15.0/16.3 22.0/24.4 17.8/19.5
SHA+GCL [27] 42.7/44.5 41.0/42.7 41.8/43.6 21.4/22.2 20.6/21.3 21.0/21.7 14.8/17.9 17.8/20.1 16.2/18.9
DTrans+RTPB [26] 45.6/47.5 36.2/38.1 40.4/42.3 24.5/25.5 21.8/22.8 23.1/24.1 19.7/23.4 16.5/19.0 18.0/21.0
DCNET [59] 57.3/59.1 33.4/35.6 42.2/44.4 36.0/36.8 21.2/22.2 26.7/27.7 28.6/32.9 14.3/17.3 19.1/22.7

Motifs† [29] 65.7/67.9 17.4/19.3 27.5/30.0 41.3/42.5 10.9/12.0 17.3/18.8 32.0/36.3 7.3/8.6 11.9/14.0
+TDE [20] 46.2/51.4 25.5/29.1 32.9/37.2 27.7/29.9 13.1/14.9 17.8/19.9 16.9/20.3 8.2/9.8 11.0/13.2
+DeC [60] 59.2/60.6 18.3/20.3 28.0/30.4 34.6/35.9 11.8/12.3 17.6/18.3 27.7/30.8 9.0/10.4 13.6/15.5
+TDE+DeC [60] 49.5/51.3 25.1/28.9 33.3/37.0 25.3/28.7 14.2/16.1 18.2/20.6 21.4/25.2 12.0/13.6 15.4/17.7
+BA-SGG [28] 50.7/52.5 29.7/31.7 37.5/39.5 30.1/31.0 16.5/17.5 21.3/22.4 23.0/26.9 13.5/15.6 17.0/19.7
+CogTree [22] 35.6/36.8 26.4/29.0 30.3/32.4 21.6/22.2 14.9/16.1 17.6/18.7 20.0/22.1 10.4/11.8 13.7/15.4
+GCL [27] 42.7/44.4 36.1/38.2 39.1/41.1 26.1/27.1 20.8/21.8 23.2/24.2 18.4/22.0 16.8/19.3 17.6/20.6
+PPDL [35] 47.2/47.6 32.2/33.3 38.3/39.2 28.4/29.3 17.5/18.2 21.7/22.5 21.2/23.9 11.4/13.5 14.8/17.3
+RTPB [26] 40.4/42.5 35.3/37.7 37.7/40.0 26.0/26.9 19.4/20.6 22.2/23.3 19.0/22.5 13.1/15.5 15.5/18.4
+PCL [61] 55.0/57.3 33.6/35.8 41.7/44.1 34.2/35.2 18.2/19.1 23.8/24.8 29.0/33.4 14.2/16.6 19.1/22.2
+DBiased [58] 58.8/60.7 34.7/36.6 43.6/45.7 36.5/37.4 20.3/21.2 26.1/27.1 29.4/33.9 14.9/17.5 19.8/23.1
+DHL [57] 51.8/53.8 39.1/41.7 44.6/47.0 27.4/31.1 23.1/24.2 25.1/27.2 24.7/28.8 17.8/20.7 20.7/24.1
+HTCL (HPC-ft) 32.8/34.7 41.1/43.6 36.5/38.6 20.9/22.0 24.7/26.3 22.6/23.9 14.6/17.2 17.4/20.1 15.9/18.5
+HTCL (Full) 59.3/61.1 36.6/39.1 45.2/47.7 37.1/37.9 23.0/24.4 28.4/29.7 28.8/32.7 14.7/17.6 19.5/22.9

VCTree† [30] 66.3/68.4 18.0/19.7 28.3/30.5 46.6/47.9 12.1/13.2 19.1/20.7 31.4/35.6 7.2/8.5 11.7/13.7
+TDE [20] 47.2/51.6 25.4/28.7 33.0/36.9 25.4/27.9 12.2/14.0 16.5/18.6 19.4/23.2 9.3/11.1 12.6/15.0
+BA-SGG [28] 50.0/51.8 30.6/32.6 38.0/40.0 34.0/35.0 20.1/21.2 25.3/26.4 21.7/25.5 13.5/15.7 16.6/19.4
+CogTree [22] 44.0/45.4 27.6/29.7 33.9/35.9 30.9/31.7 18.8/19.9 23.4/24.5 18.2/20.4 10.4/12.1 13.2/15.2
+GCL [27] 40.7/42.7 37.1/39.1 38.8/40.8 27.7/28.7 22.5/23.5 24.8/25.8 17.4/20.7 15.2/17.5 16.2/19.0
+PPDL [35] 47.6/48.0 33.3/33.8 39.2/39.7 32.1/33.0 21.8/22.4 26.0/26.7 20.1/22.9 11.3/13.3 14.5/16.8
+RTPB [26] 41.2/43.3 33.4/35.6 36.9/39.1 28.7/30.0 24.5/25.8 26.4/27.7 18.1/21.3 12.8/15.1 15.0/17.7
+PCL [61] 53.4/56.2 32.9/35.7 40.7/43.7 38.4/39.5 25.2/26.3 30.4/31.6 27.6/31.9 14.8/17.4 19.3/22.5
+DBiased [58] 59.1/61.0 34.5/36.4 43.6/45.6 36.8/37.7 20.4/21.3 26.2/27.2 29.5/34.1 14.3/17.0 19.3/22.7
+DHL [57] 52.3/54.2 40.0/42.2 45.3/47.5 36.6/37.8 26.9/28.2 31.0/32.3 23.3/27.1 17.4/20.0 19.9/23.0
+HTCL (HPC-ft) 34.1/36.0 42.2/44.5 37.7/39.8 23.1/24.4 28.8/30.4 25.7/27.1 14.1/16.7 17.0/20.0 15.4/18.2
+HTCL (Full) 58.8/60.5 36.5/39.1 45.0/47.5 42.2/43.3 24.8/26.5 31.3/32.9 26.7/30.3 13.4/15.7 17.8/20.6

Transformer† 66.7/68.8 21.4/23.7 32.4/35.2 41.7/42.7 12.2/13.3 18.9/20.3 31.6/35.9 7.6/9.1 12.3/14.5
+PCL [61] 57.3/59.2 36.3/39.2 44.4/47.2 36.0/37.0 20.7/21.8 26.3/27.4 29.9/34.2 15.2/18.3 20.2/23.8
+DHL [57] 49.0/51.1 40.4/42.6 44.3/46.5 28.1/29.1 24.2/25.3 26.0/27.1 23.2/27.3 18.2/21.0 20.4/23.7
+HTCL (HPC-ft) 35.9/37.9 44.9/47.7 39.9/42.2 20.9/22.1 27.0/28.5 23.6/24.9 14.2/16.9 18.2/21.3 15.9/18.8
+HTCL (Full) 59.1/60.9 39.7/42.7 47.5/50.2 37.1/38.0 23.3/24.8 28.6/30.0 28.0/31.9 14.8/17.4 19.4/22.5

PENet [31] 64.9/67.2 31.5/33.8 42.4/45.0 39.4/40.7 17.8/18.9 24.5/25.8 30.7/35.2 12.4/14.5 17.7/20.5
+Reweight [31] 59.0/61.4 38.8/40.7 46.8/49.0 36.1/37.3 22.2/23.5 27.5/28.8 26.5/30.9 16.7/18.8 20.5/23.4
+HTCL (Full) 61.4/63.3 41.5/44.1 49.5/52.0 36.1/37.0 25.9/27.3 30.2/31.4 28.1/32.3 17.3/20.1 21.4/24.8

Considering the F@K metric, our HTCL achieved a con-

sistent improvement in all baselines, where PENet+HTCL

achieved 49.5/52.0, 30.2/31.4, and 17.3/20.1 on PredCls, SG-

Cls, and SGDet tasks with respect to F@50/100, respectively.

These results exceed almost all other methods. Therefore,

HTCL maintains a high R@50/100 while raising mR@50/100

to the state-of-the-art level, indicating that the scene graphs

generated by HTCL are unbiased towards both head and tail.

b) Open Image V6: To validate the generalizability of

HTCL, we performed experiments on Open Images V6 fol-

lowing the same evaluation protocols as in [24], [31], [55],

[56] on Table III. mR@50, R@50, weighted mean AP of

relationships (wmAPrel), and weighted mean AP of phrase

(wmAPphr) are used as evaluation metrics. Following standard

Open Images evaluation metrics, the weight metric scorewtd

is calculated as: scorewtd = 0.2 × R@50 + 0.4 × wmAPrel

TABLE III
COMPARISON BETWEEN OUR METHOD AND EXISTING METHODS ON

OPENIMAGES V6.

Models mR@50 R@50 F@50 wmAPrel wmAPphr scorewtd

RelDN [56] 34.0 73.1 46.4 32.2 33.4 40.8
G-RCNN [62] 34.0 74.5 46.7 33.2 34.2 41.8
GPS-Net [55] 35.3 74.8 48.0 32.9 34.0 41.7
BGNN [24] 41.7 75.0 53.6 33.8 34.9 42.5

Motifs [29] 32.7 71.6 44.9 29.9 31.6 38.9
+HTCL 42.7 76.4 54.8 37.1 38.0 45.1

VCTree [30] 33.9 74.1 46.5 34.2 33.1 40.2
+HTCL 36.4 75.2 49.1 37.8 38.7 45.3

Transformer 35.3 76.4 48.3 40.3 40.3 47.4
+HTCL 42.1 76.1 54.2 39.1 39.6 46.5

PENet [31] 39.3 76.7 52.0 37.1 38.0 45.2
+HTCL 44.6 76.4 56.3 37.0 38.0 44.9
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TABLE IV
COMPARISON BETWEEN OUR METHOD AND EXISTING METHODS ON GQA200.

PredCls SGCls SGDet
Models R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100 R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100 R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100

VTransE [63] 55.7/57.9 14.0/15.0 22.4/23.8 33.4/34.2 8.1/8.7 13.0/13.9 27.2/30.7 5.8/6.6 9.6/10.9
SHA+GCL [27] 42.7/44.5 41.0/42.7 41.8/43.6 21.4/22.2 20.6/21.3 21.0/21.7 14.8/17.9 17.8/20.1 16.2/18.9

Motifs [29] 65.3/66.8 16.4/17.1 26.2/27.2 34.2/34.9 8.2/8.6 13.2/13.8 28.9/33.1 6.4/7.7 10.5/12.5
+GCL [27] 44.5/46.2 36.7/38.1 40.2/41.8 23.2/24.0 17.3/18.1 19.8/20.6 18.5/21.8 16.8/18.8 17.6/20.2
+HTCL 54.5/56.3 34.1/35.4 42.0/43.5 28.8/29.6 17.2/17.7 21.6/22.2 23.5/27.1 16.0/18.0 19.0/21.6

VCTree [30] 63.8/65.7 16.6/17.4 26.3/27.5 34.1/34.8 7.9/8.3 12.8/13.4 28.3/31.9 6.5/7.4 10.6/12.0
+GCL [27] 44.8/46.6 35.4/36.7 39.5/41.1 23.7/24.5 17.3/18.0 20.0/20.8 17.6/20.7 15.6/17.8 16.5/19.1
+HTCL 56.6/58.3 32.6/33.9 41.4/42.9 28.9/29.7 15.7/16.3 20.3/21.0 22.6/25.8 14.0/15.8 17.3/19.6

Transformer 65.2/66.7 19.1/20.2 29.5/31.1 33.9/34.6 9.3/9.7 14.6/15.2 27.4/31.5 6.7/7.9 10.7/12.6
+HTCL 55.0/56.7 35.9/37.4 43.5/45.1 28.1/28.9 18.3/19.0 22.2/22.9 22.5/26.0 14.7/17.1 17.8/20.6

PENET [31] 54.5/56.2 27.3/28.1 36.4/37.5 27.3/28.1 12.2/12.6 16.9/17.4 22.1/26.1 11.1/12.8 14.8/17.2
+HTCL 55.2/56.9 37.9/39.3 45.0/46.5 26.6/27.4 18.9/19.9 22.1/23.1 21.0/24.7 15.1/18.1 17.6/20.9
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Fig. 7. Comparison of the Recall@100 between head-biased model (Trans-
former), tail-biased model (Transformer+HPC-ft) and our HTCL unbiased
model (Transformer+HTCL) for each predicate class of SGCls task on VG150.
The frequencies of predicates decrease from left to right.

+ 0.4 × wmAPphr. Besides, we also report F@50 like Visual

Genome as an overall metric for comprehensive comparison.

In line with VG150, when we applied HTCL to Motifs,

VCTree, Transformer, and PENet, there is a consistent sub-

stantial increase in their tail performance at mR@50, with only

a slight decrease in other metrics. For example, the values of

PENet+HTCL in R@50, wmAPrel, and scorewtd decreased by

0.3, 0.1 and 0.3, respectively, while mR@50 saw an increase

of 5.3. This demonstrates that HTCL significantly enhances

tail performance while maintaining competitive performance

at the head.

c) GQA200: We also applied HTCL to the more chal-

lenging GQA200, as shown in Table IV. Compared to the GCL

method [27], HTCL achieved a competitive mR@K while

maintaining a higher R@K, resulting in optimal overall per-

formance. For example, F@50 of PENet+HTCL for the three

tasks are 45.0/46.5, 22.1/23.1, and 17.6/20.9, respectively. This

confirms the generalizability of HTCL across different data

distributions.

E. Ablation Studies

a) Class-wise Performance Comparison: To analyze the

effectiveness of our proposed method in predicting each

predicate class, we present a comparison of the Recall@100

for the head-biased model (Transformer), tail-biased model

(Transformer+HPC-ft) and our HTCL unbiased model (Trans-

former+HTCL) on all 50 predicate classes in Figure 7, and

the predicate classes are sorted by frequency.

The results show that the head-biased model performs well

in head classes but struggles to accurately predict tail classes.

This is due to the imbalanced dataset, where the top 10

predicate classes with the highest frequency account for 88.6%

of all samples. As a result, head-biased model only needs to

accurately predict head predicates to achieve a high Recall. On

the other hand, the tail-biased model focuses on predicting tail

classes and ignores head classes, resulting in high mRecall but

poor Recall. However, our proposed HTCL unbiased model is

able to predict both head and tail classes effectively, achieving

high Recall and mRecall simultaneously. This ensures that the

generated scene graphs are not biased towards either the head

or tail classes.

b) Analysis of HTCL: To assess the effectiveness of each

component in HTCL, we performed ablation experiments in

HTCL and presented the results in Table V. For the component

analysis in Group A, the model with only HP-Branch and

HPC-ft after fine-tuning in the balanced set achieved optimal

results in R@50/100 and mR@50/100, respectively. However,

they have head bias and tail bias respectively, which do not

meet our demands. In contrast, TPFR-Branch, which only uses

the tail-prefer feature representation branch, produces poor

performance in head classes. Thus, both branches of HTCL

have made significant contributions to unbiased prediction.

The results without tail-prefer feature encoder (w/o TPFE)

perform poorly in tail classes, indicating that the tail-prefer

feature representation is crucial for HTCL to recognize tail

samples. When comparing HTCL with w/o TPC-ft, we find

that fine-tuning of the tail-prefer classifier helps improve the

tail and overall performance.

For the full HTCL model, we report the prediction results

of the head-prefer classifier PHPC and the tail-prefer classifier

PTPC in Group B. The results clearly demonstrate that HPC

and TPC are good at predicting head and tail classes, respec-

tively, which aligns with our expectation for both branches

of HTCL. Moreover, comparing PTPC w/o ft with PTPC, we can

see that fine-tuning TPC based on the predicate class-balanced
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TABLE V
ABLATION STUDIES. GROUP A IS BASED ON DIFFERENT COMPONENTS OF

HTCL, GROUP B IS BASED ON THE PREDICTIONS OF DIFFERENT

CLASSIFIERS IN HTCL AND GROUP C IS BASED ON THE DIFFERENT

COMPONENTS IN THE LOSS FUNCTION. HP-BRANCH IS HEAD-PREFER

BRANCH, TPFR-BRANCH IS TAIL-PREFER FEATURE REPRESENTATION

BRANCH, TPFE IS TAIL-PREFER FEATURE ENCODER, FT IS PREDICATE

CLASSIFIER FINE-TUNING, HPC IS HEAD-PREFER CLASSIFIER, TPC IS

TAIL-PREFER CLASSIFIER AND P IS DENOTED AS PREDICATE PREDICTION

BASED ON DIFFERENT CLASSIFIERS.

PredCls
Group Model R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100

A

HP-Branch 66.7/68.8 21.4/23.7 32.4/35.2
HPC-ft 35.9/37.9 44.9/47.7 39.9/42.2
TPFR-Branch 44.0/46.0 42.5/45.1 43.2/45.5
w/o TPFE 65.1/66.9 33.4/35.9 44.2/46.7
w/o TPC-ft 61.3/63.2 37.2/39.9 46.3/48.9
HTCL 59.1/60.9 39.7/42.7 47.5/50.2

B

PHPC 67.1/69.0 23.0/25.1 34.2/36.8
PTPC 9.8/11.5 39.4/42.1 15.7/18.1
PTPC w/o ft 12.7/14.9 38.1/40.1 19.0/21.8
PHTCL 59.1/60.9 39.7/42.7 47.5/50.2

C

w/o LSSL 62.2/64.2 35.9/38.4 45.5/48.0
w/o LCon 62.1/64.0 36.6/38.8 46.0/48.3
w/o LHC 59.7/61.5 39.1/41.5 47.2/49.5
w/o LHPC 57.9/59.9 39.5/41.7 47.0/49.2
w/o LRW 62.5/63.6 21.2/23.3 31.7/34.1
Ltotal 59.1/60.9 39.7/42.7 47.5/50.2

TABLE VI
PARAMETER ANALYSIS OF THE RE-WEIGHT HYPERPARAMETER β .

PredCls
β R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100

0.999 62.2/63.7 36.7/39.6 46.1/48.8
0.9995 61.5/63.1 39.5/42.4 48.1/50.7
0.9999 61.4/63.3 41.5/44.1 49.5/52.0
0.99995 59.2/61.0 41.6/45.0 48.9/51.8
0.99999 52.8/55.0 42.4/45.5 47.0/49.8

training set improves its tail prediction performance.

c) Component Analysis of Training Loss: To assess the

impact of different components of training loss, we performed

ablation tests in Group C of Table V. Comparing w/o LSSL

with Ltotal, the self-supervised loss LSSL improves the model’s

ability to predict the tail classes. Furthermore, the results

of w/o LCon and w/o LHC illustrate that contrast learning

loss and head center loss improve the prediction of tail

samples, respectively. The results of w/o LHPC confirm that

LHPC can assist the predicate feature representation model to

learn robust feature representations from massive head class

samples, contributing to overall performance. Moreover, the

results of w/o LRW suggest that the re-weighted loss LRW is

crucial for predicting the tail classes.

F. Hyperparameter Analysis

a) Re-weight Hyperparameter: The re-weighting loss

LRW plays a crucial role in offsetting the imbalanced training

set, and its hyperparameter β significantly affects the model’s

performance. The analysis experiments for β are presented in

TABLE VII
PARAMETER ANALYSIS OF THE WEIGHT OF HEAD CENTER LOSS λ

PredCls

λ (×10
−4) R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100

0.2 61.5/63.3 40.9/41.0 49.2/49.8
0.5 60.8/62.7 40.7/43.7 48.7/51.5
1 61.4/63.3 41.5/44.1 49.5/52.0
2 60.7/62.4 41.4/44.0 49.2/51.6
5 59.5/61.1 41.6/44.7 48.9/51.6

TABLE VIII
PARAMETER ANALYSIS OF THE NUMBER OF TPFE LAYERS.

PredCls
layers R@50/100 mR@50/100 F@50/100

2 62.2/64.1 40.2/43.2 48.9/51.6
3 60.6/62.4 41.4/43.9 49.2/51.5
4 61.4/63.3 41.5/44.1 49.5/52.0
5 60.4/62.1 41.4/44.2 49.1/51.6
6 60.1/61.4 41.6/44.6 49.2/51.7

Table VI. As the value of β increases, the weight of tail classes

increases, resulting in a rapid decrease in the performance of

head classes while improving the performance of tail classes.

Based on the results, the optimal β is chosen as 0.9999.

b) Weight of Head Center Loss: The TPFR-Branch of

HTCL utilizes the head center loss LHC to encourage the

clustering of head predicate features around their respective

class centers, thus improving the discriminability of head-

prefer predicate features. To evaluate the impact of the weight

parameter λ associated with LHC , we perform analysis exper-

iments and present the results in Table VII. As λ increases, the

weight of LHC increases, resulting in improved tail predicate

classification performance. However, optimal overall perfor-

mance is achieved when λ is set to 1 × 10−4. Consequently,

we set λ to this value in our experiments.

c) Number of the TPFE layers: In this study, we propose

a Tail-Prefer Feature Encoder (TPFE) to re-represent predicate

features and employ a self-supervised loss to reduce the clas-

sification difficulty of tail predicates. We conduct parameter

analysis for the number of TPFE layers, and the results are

summarized in Table VIII. Optimal overall performance is

achieved when the TBE has 4 layers.

VI. QUALITATIVE STUDY

Figure 8 shows the visualized results of HP-Branch, HPC-

ft, and HTCL on the PredCls task. The annotations of the

VG dataset are sparse, but scene graph generation models can

detect rich predicates. We can conclude the following:

• The head-biased prediction of HP-Branch struggles to

identify tail predicates. For example, fine-grained pred-

icates such as ”walking on,” ”on back of,” ”above,” and

”sitting on” are all predicted as the head predicate ”on.”

• In contrast, tail-biased HPC-ft tends to predict more tail

predicates than head predicates, such as <wheel-on back

of-motorcycle> and <laptop-sitting on-table> in Figures

8 (b) and (g), respectively. This confirms that the essence
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of HPC-ft is to divide more head predicates into tail

classes, which would shift the SGG from head bias to

tail bias.

• Our proposed HTCL can predict both coarse-grained

head predicates and fine-grained tail predicates, such

as <wheel-on-motorcycle> and <engine-on back of-

motorcycle> in Figure 8 (b), <laptop-on-table> and

<bird-sitting on-chair> in Figure 8 (g). This demon-

strates that our proposed HTCL is capable of generating

scene graphs that are neither head nor tail biased.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this study, a head-tail collaborative learning network is

proposed to achieve accurate recognition of head and tail

predicates. The network consists of head-prefer and tail-

prefer feature representation branches that collaborate with

each other. Additionally, our proposed self-supervised learning

approach improves the classification of tail samples by con-

straining the tail-prefer predicate features. The experimental

results demonstrate that our method achieves a higher mean

Recall with minimal sacrifice in Recall and delivers optimal

overall performance.

Limitation: In line with most SGG methods, a limitation

of our approach is its reliance on the performance of the

pre-trained object detector, particularly in detecting object

bounding boxes, which constrains the efficacy of HTCL in

the SGDet subtask. Therefore, we will explore the application

of HTCL in end-to-end SGG models in future work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study was funded by the National Natural Sci-

ence Foundation of China with grant numbers (U21A20485,

62311540022, 61976170).

REFERENCES

[1] S. Chen, Q. Jin, P. Wang, and Q. Wu, “Say as you wish: Fine-
grained control of image caption generation with abstract scene graphs,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and

pattern recognition, 2020, pp. 9962–9971.

[2] Y. Zhong, L. Wang, J. Chen, D. Yu, and Y. Li, “Comprehensive image
captioning via scene graph decomposition,” in European Conference on

Computer Vision. Springer, 2020, pp. 211–229.

[3] Y. Huang, J. Chen, W. Ouyang, W. Wan, and Y. Xue, “Image captioning
with end-to-end attribute detection and subsequent attributes prediction,”
IEEE Transactions on Image processing, vol. 29, pp. 4013–4026, 2020.

[4] M. Zhang, Y. Yang, H. Zhang, Y. Ji, H. T. Shen, and T.-S. Chua, “More is
better: Precise and detailed image captioning using online positive recall
and missing concepts mining,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing,
vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 32–44, 2018.

[5] N. Yu, X. Hu, B. Song, J. Yang, and J. Zhang, “Topic-oriented image
captioning based on order-embedding,” IEEE Transactions on Image

Processing, vol. 28, no. 6, pp. 2743–2754, 2018.

[6] D. A. Hudson and C. D. Manning, “Gqa: A new dataset for real-world
visual reasoning and compositional question answering,” in Proceedings

of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition,
2019, pp. 6700–6709.

[7] D. Teney, L. Liu, and A. van Den Hengel, “Graph-structured repre-
sentations for visual question answering,” in Proceedings of the IEEE

conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2017, pp. 1–9.

[8] W. Guo, Y. Zhang, J. Yang, and X. Yuan, “Re-attention for visual
question answering,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 30,
pp. 6730–6743, 2021.

[9] H. Li, J. Huang, P. Jin, G. Song, Q. Wu, and J. Chen, “Weakly-supervised
3d spatial reasoning for text-based visual question answering,” IEEE

Transactions on Image Processing, 2023.

[10] J. Johnson, R. Krishna, M. Stark, L.-J. Li, D. Shamma, M. Bernstein,
and L. Fei-Fei, “Image retrieval using scene graphs,” in Proceedings of

the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2015,
pp. 3668–3678.

[11] B. Schroeder and S. Tripathi, “Structured query-based image retrieval
using scene graphs,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on

Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Workshops, 2020, pp. 178–
179.

[12] J. Song, T. He, L. Gao, X. Xu, A. Hanjalic, and H. T. Shen, “Binary
generative adversarial networks for image retrieval,” in Proceedings of

the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, vol. 32, no. 1, 2018.

[13] W. Bian and D. Tao, “Biased discriminant euclidean embedding for
content-based image retrieval,” IEEE transactions on image processing,
vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 545–554, 2009.

[14] S. Murala, R. Maheshwari, and R. Balasubramanian, “Local tetra
patterns: a new feature descriptor for content-based image retrieval,”
IEEE transactions on image processing, vol. 21, no. 5, pp. 2874–2886,
2012.

[15] S. R. Dubey, S. K. Singh, and R. K. Singh, “Multichannel decoded local
binary patterns for content-based image retrieval,” IEEE transactions on

image processing, vol. 25, no. 9, pp. 4018–4032, 2016.

[16] T. He, L. Gao, J. Song, and Y.-F. Li, “Exploiting scene graphs for
human-object interaction detection,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF

International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), October 2021,
pp. 15 984–15 993.

[17] J. Johnson, A. Gupta, and L. Fei-Fei, “Image generation from scene
graphs,” in Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and

pattern recognition, 2018, pp. 1219–1228.

[18] Y. Li, T. Ma, Y. Bai, N. Duan, S. Wei, and X. Wang, “Pastegan: A semi-
parametric method to generate image from scene graph,” Advances in

Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[19] R. Krishna, Y. Zhu, O. Groth, J. Johnson, K. Hata, J. Kravitz, S. Chen,
Y. Kalantidis, L.-J. Li, D. A. Shamma et al., “Visual genome: Connecting
language and vision using crowdsourced dense image annotations,”
International journal of computer vision, vol. 123, no. 1, pp. 32–73,
2017.

[20] K. Tang, Y. Niu, J. Huang, J. Shi, and H. Zhang, “Unbiased scene
graph generation from biased training,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF

conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2020, pp. 3716–
3725.

[21] S. Yan, C. Shen, Z. Jin, J. Huang, R. Jiang, Y. Chen, and X.-
S. Hua, “Pcpl: Predicate-correlation perception learning for unbiased
scene graph generation,” in Proceedings of the 28th ACM International

Conference on Multimedia, 2020, pp. 265–273.

[22] J. Yu, Y. Chai, Y. Wang, Y. Hu, and Q. Wu, “Cogtree: Cognition
tree loss for unbiased scene graph generation,” in Proceedings of

the Thirtieth International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence,

IJCAI-21, Z.-H. Zhou, Ed. International Joint Conferences on Artificial
Intelligence Organization, 8 2021, pp. 1274–1280, main Track. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.24963/ijcai.2021/176

[23] A. Desai, T.-Y. Wu, S. Tripathi, and N. Vasconcelos, “Learning of visual
relations: The devil is in the tails,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF

International Conference on Computer Vision, 2021, pp. 15 404–15 413.

[24] R. Li, S. Zhang, B. Wan, and X. He, “Bipartite graph network with
adaptive message passing for unbiased scene graph generation,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and

Pattern Recognition, 2021, pp. 11 109–11 119.

[25] L. Wang, Z. Yuan, and B. Chen, “Learning to generate an unbiased scene
graph by using attribute-guided predicate features,” in Proceedings of

the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 37, no. 2, 2023, pp.
2581–2589.

[26] C. Chen, Y. Zhan, B. Yu, L. Liu, Y. Luo, and B. Du, “Resistance
training using prior bias: Toward unbiased scene graph generation,”
Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
vol. 36, no. 1, pp. 212–220, Jun. 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/19896

[27] X. Dong, T. Gan, X. Song, J. Wu, Y. Cheng, and L. Nie, “Stacked hybrid-
attention and group collaborative learning for unbiased scene graph
generation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer

Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 19 427–19 436.

[28] Y. Guo, L. Gao, X. Wang, Y. Hu, X. Xu, X. Lu, H. T. Shen, and
J. Song, “From general to specific: Informative scene graph generation
via balance adjustment,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International

https://doi.org/10.24963/ijcai.2021/176
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/19896


12

Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), October 2021, pp. 16 383–
16 392.

[29] R. Zellers, M. Yatskar, S. Thomson, and Y. Choi, “Neural motifs:
Scene graph parsing with global context,” in Proceedings of the IEEE

conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2018, pp. 5831–
5840.

[30] K. Tang, H. Zhang, B. Wu, W. Luo, and W. Liu, “Learning to compose
dynamic tree structures for visual contexts,” in Proceedings of the

IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2019,
pp. 6619–6628.

[31] C. Zheng, X. Lyu, L. Gao, B. Dai, and J. Song, “Prototype-based
embedding network for scene graph generation,” in Proceedings of the

IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2023, pp. 22 783–22 792.

[32] T. Chen, W. Yu, R. Chen, and L. Lin, “Knowledge-embedded routing
network for scene graph generation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF

Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2019, pp.
6163–6171.

[33] D. Xu, Y. Zhu, C. B. Choy, and L. Fei-Fei, “Scene graph generation by
iterative message passing,” in Proceedings of the IEEE conference on

computer vision and pattern recognition, 2017, pp. 5410–5419.

[34] M. Chen, X. Lyu, Y. Guo, J. Liu, L. Gao, and J. Song, “Multi-scale
graph attention network for scene graph generation,” in 2022 IEEE

International Conference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME). IEEE,
2022, pp. 1–6.

[35] W. Li, H. Zhang, Q. Bai, G. Zhao, N. Jiang, and X. Yuan, “Ppdl:
Predicate probability distribution based loss for unbiased scene graph
generation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer

Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), June 2022, pp. 19 447–19 456.

[36] M. Suhail, A. Mittal, B. Siddiquie, C. Broaddus, J. Eledath, G. Medioni,
and L. Sigal, “Energy-based learning for scene graph generation,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and

pattern recognition, 2021, pp. 13 936–13 945.

[37] X. Li, T. Wu, G. Zheng, Y. Yu, and X. Li, “Uncertainty-aware scene
graph generation,” Pattern Recognition Letters, vol. 167, pp. 30–37,
2023.

[38] X. Lyu, L. Gao, J. Xie, P. Zeng, Y. Tian, J. Shao, and H. T.
Shen, “Generalized unbiased scene graph generation,” arXiv preprint

arXiv:2308.04802, 2023.

[39] T. He, L. Gao, J. Song, and Y.-F. Li, “Towards open-vocabulary
scene graph generation with prompt-based finetuning,” in European

Conference on Computer Vision. Springer, 2022, pp. 56–73.

[40] X. Lyu, L. Gao, P. Zeng, H. T. Shen, and J. Song, “Adaptive fine-grained
predicates learning for scene graph generation,” IEEE Transactions on

Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 2023.

[41] L. Gao, X. Lyu, Y. Guo, Y. Hu, Y.-F. Li, L. Xu, H. T. Shen, and
J. Song, “Informative scene graph generation via debiasing,” arXiv

preprint arXiv:2308.05286, 2023.

[42] B. Kang, S. Xie, M. Rohrbach, Z. Yan, A. Gordo, J. Feng, and
Y. Kalantidis, “Decoupling representation and classifier for long-tailed
recognition,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.09217, 2019.

[43] B. Zhou, Q. Cui, X.-S. Wei, and Z.-M. Chen, “Bbn: Bilateral-branch
network with cumulative learning for long-tailed visual recognition,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and

pattern recognition, 2020, pp. 9719–9728.

[44] Y. Guo, L. Nie, Z. Cheng, Q. Tian, and M. Zhang, “Loss re-scaling vqa:
Revisiting the language prior problem from a class-imbalance view,”
IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 31, pp. 227–238, 2021.

[45] H. Xia, T. Jing, and Z. Ding, “Generative inference network for imbal-
anced domain generalization,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing,
vol. 32, pp. 1694–1704, 2023.

[46] K. Liu, K. Chen, and K. Jia, “Convolutional fine-grained classification
with self-supervised target relation regularization,” IEEE Transactions

on Image Processing, vol. 31, pp. 5570–5584, 2022.

[47] Y. Xian, S. Sharma, B. Schiele, and Z. Akata, “f-vaegan-d2: A feature
generating framework for any-shot learning,” in Proceedings of the

IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2019, pp. 10 275–10 284.

[48] Y. Cui, M. Jia, T.-Y. Lin, Y. Song, and S. Belongie, “Class-balanced loss
based on effective number of samples,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF

conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2019, pp. 9268–
9277.

[49] A. Vaswani, N. Shazeer, N. Parmar, J. Uszkoreit, L. Jones, A. N. Gomez,
Ł. Kaiser, and I. Polosukhin, “Attention is all you need,” Advances in

neural information processing systems, vol. 30, 2017.

[50] T. Chen, S. Kornblith, M. Norouzi, and G. Hinton, “A simple framework
for contrastive learning of visual representations,” in International

conference on machine learning. PMLR, 2020, pp. 1597–1607.
[51] P. Khosla, P. Teterwak, C. Wang, A. Sarna, Y. Tian, P. Isola,

A. Maschinot, C. Liu, and D. Krishnan, “Supervised contrastive learn-
ing,” Advances in neural information processing systems, vol. 33, pp.
18 661–18 673, 2020.

[52] Y. Wen, K. Zhang, Z. Li, and Y. Qiao, “A discriminative feature learning
approach for deep face recognition,” in Computer Vision–ECCV 2016:

14th European Conference, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, October 11–

14, 2016, Proceedings, Part VII 14. Springer, 2016, pp. 499–515.
[53] X. Li, P. Miao, S. Li, and X. Li, “Mlmg-sgg: Multi-label scene graph

generation with multi-grained features,” IEEE Transactions on Image

Processing, 2022.
[54] A. Kuznetsova, H. Rom, N. Alldrin, J. Uijlings, I. Krasin, J. Pont-Tuset,

S. Kamali, S. Popov, M. Malloci, A. Kolesnikov et al., “The open
images dataset v4: Unified image classification, object detection, and
visual relationship detection at scale,” International Journal of Computer

Vision, vol. 128, no. 7, pp. 1956–1981, 2020.
[55] X. Lin, C. Ding, J. Zeng, and D. Tao, “Gps-net: Graph property sensing

network for scene graph generation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF

Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2020, pp.
3746–3753.

[56] J. Zhang, K. J. Shih, A. Elgammal, A. Tao, and B. Catanzaro, “Graphical
contrastive losses for scene graph parsing,” in Proceedings of the

IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2019, pp. 11 535–11 543.

[57] C. Zheng, L. Gao, X. Lyu, P. Zeng, A. El Saddik, and H. T. Shen, “Dual-
branch hybrid learning network for unbiased scene graph generation,”
IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, 2023.

[58] X. Han, X. Song, X. Dong, Y. Wei, M. Liu, and L. Nie, “Dbiased-p:
Dual-biased predicate predictor for unbiased scene graph generation,”
IEEE Transactions on Multimedia, 2022.

[59] X. Han, X. Dong, X. Song, T. Gan, Y. Zhan, Y. Yan, and L. Nie,
“Divide-and-conquer predictor for unbiased scene graph generation,”
IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology,
vol. 32, no. 12, pp. 8611–8622, 2022.

[60] T. He, L. Gao, J. Song, and Y.-F. Li, “State-aware compositional learning
toward unbiased training for scene graph generation,” IEEE Transactions

on Image Processing, vol. 32, pp. 43–56, 2022.
[61] L. Tao, L. Mi, N. Li, X. Cheng, Y. Hu, and Z. Chen, “Predicate

correlation learning for scene graph generation,” IEEE Transactions on

Image Processing, 2022.
[62] J. Yang, J. Lu, S. Lee, D. Batra, and D. Parikh, “Graph r-cnn for

scene graph generation,” in Proceedings of the European conference

on computer vision (ECCV), 2018, pp. 670–685.
[63] H. Zhang, Z. Kyaw, S.-F. Chang, and T.-S. Chua, “Visual translation

embedding network for visual relation detection,” in Proceedings of the

IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2017, pp.
5532–5540.


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Unbiased Scene Graph Generation
	Imbalanced Learning

	Biases in SGG: Motivation
	Head-Tail Cooperative Learning Network
	Problem Formulation
	Predicate Feature Representation
	Head-Tail Cooperative Learning Network
	Tail-Prefer Feature Self-Supervised Learning
	Training Loss

	Experiments
	Dataset
	Task & Evaluation Metrics
	Implementation Details
	Comparison with State of the Arts
	Ablation Studies
	Hyperparameter Analysis

	Qualitative Study
	Conclusion
	References

