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Abstract

While text-to-image generation has been extensively stud-
ied, generating images from scene graphs remains relatively
underexplored, primarily due to challenges in accurately
modeling spatial relationships and object interactions. To
fill this gap, we introduce Scene-Bench, a comprehensive
benchmark designed to evaluate and enhance the factual
consistency in generating natural scenes. Scene-Bench
comprises MegaSG, a large-scale dataset of one million im-
ages annotated with scene graphs, facilitating the training
and fair comparison of models across diverse and complex
scenes. Additionally, we propose SGScore, a novel evalu-
ation metric that leverages chain-of-thought reasoning ca-
pabilities of multimodal large language models (LLMs) to
assess both object presence and relationship accuracy, of-
fering a more effective measure of factual consistency than
traditional metrics like FID and CLIPScore. Building upon
this evaluation framework, we develop a scene graph feed-
back pipeline that iteratively refines generated images by
identifying and correcting discrepancies between the scene
graph and the image. Extensive experiments demonstrate
that Scene-Bench provides a more comprehensive and ef-
fective evaluation framework compared to existing bench-
marks, particularly for complex scene generation. Further-
more, our feedback strategy significantly enhances the fac-
tual consistency of image generation models, advancing the
field of controllable image generation.

1. Introduction
“If you can’t measure it, you can’t improve it.”

– Peter Drucker

Generating realistic images coherent with natural scenes
is important in numerous applications such as photo edit-
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Figure 1. A comparison of CLIPScore [18] and the proposed
SGScore for evaluating factual consistency. SGScore can dis-
tinguish such relationship discrepancies, while CLIPScore often
overlooks them.

ing [21, 25, 61], content creation [4, 24, 44], etc. Early gen-
erative models like Variational Autoencoders (VAE) [26]
produced blurry images due to limitations in modeling com-
plex data distributions. Generative Adversarial Networks
(GAN) [16] improved image quality but faced issues like
training instability and mode collapse. Recently, diffu-
sion models like Stable Diffusion [44] have proven effec-
tive for generating visually appealing images with realis-
tic objects and high-resolution details [11, 20, 38, 40]. Al-
though diffusion models have achieved significant success,
they still face challenges in generating complex scenes in-
volving multiple objects [34, 55], particularly in ensuring
factual consistency, such as the accurate presence of mul-
tiple objects and the correct relationship between objects
within a natural image.

Recent efforts have aimed to address these limitations,
focusing on compositional objects [14, 35, 36], improving
text-image alignment [12, 29], and enhancing spatial con-
sistency [6]. For instance, methods like Composable Dif-
fusion [35] compose multiple concepts by explicitly opti-
mizing the defined energy functions, and Structured Diffu-
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sion [14] combines multiple objects by manipulating cross-
attention layers. These methods improve the accuracy of
multiple objects occurring in a single scene. Additionally,
Chatterjee [6] proposed a benchmark to evaluate and en-
hance the capability of modeling spatial relationships.

Despite this progress, how to evaluate the factual con-
sistency between the condition (e.g., text, image, etc.)
and the generated image remains challenging. The dif-
ficulty lies in standard metrics like Fréchet Inception Dis-
tance (FID) [19] and CLIPScore [18] primarily evaluate im-
age quality but fall short in capturing factual consistency in
complex scenes. FID, widely used to assess the visual fi-
delity of generated images, focuses on feature distribution
matching between real and generated datasets. However, it
overlooks spatial relationships and object interactions. For
instance, images depicting a dog “under a table” and “on a
table” may receive similar FID scores, despite their vastly
different relationships. Similarly, CLIPScore measures se-
mantic alignment between images and text by emphasiz-
ing global themes but cannot assess specific object relation-
ships. CLIPScore may assign high scores to images that
include all relevant objects but incorrectly depict their rela-
tionships, such as confusing “a cat sitting on a couch” with
“a cat standing near a couch” (see Fig. 1). The drawback
of FID and CLIPScore highlights the need for more spe-
cialized evaluation metrics to assess objects’ presence and
precise interactions between them.

To evaluate the factual consistency, we employ a struc-
tured representation known as a Scene Graph, which has
been demonstrated to outperform pure text in image re-
trieval [22, 27]. A scene graph encodes objects as nodes
and their relationships as edges. For textual conditions,
scene graphs can be parsed using natural language process-
ing tools such as Scene Parser [37] or large language models
(LLMs). For image conditions, scene graphs are generated
via Scene Graph Generation (SGG) models [10, 48, 52, 58]
or multimodal LLMs. Leveraging this structured represen-
tation, we introduce a novel evaluation metric, SGScore,
which quantifies the factual consistency between generated
images and their corresponding scene graphs. SGScore
evaluates Object Recall by verifying the presence of nodes
and Relation Recall by assessing the accuracy of edges
within the scene graph. To adapt different domains and
handle the extensive vocabulary inherent in generated im-
ages, we utilize a multimodal LLM to perform these eval-
uations instead of relying on a pre-trained SGG model to
convert images into scene graphs. Thanks to the chain-of-
thought reasoning and zero-shot capabilities of the multi-
modal LLM, SGScore can effectively distinguish between
images depicting subtle differences, as shown in Fig. 1.

When applying the new metric to benchmark different
generative models, a critical bottleneck is the lack of large-
scale datasets annotated with scene graphs, which are es-

sential for fair and comprehensive comparisons. Existing
datasets, such as Visual Genome (VG) [27] and COCO-
Stuff [5], are relatively small (e.g., only 5k and 2k images
for testing, respectively), and their inherent long-tail distri-
butions lead to unfair and biased evaluations. As a result,
we develop MegaSG, a large-scale dataset comprising one
million images richly annotated with scene graphs that cap-
ture a wide range of objects and their complex relationships.
MegaSG enables models to be trained and evaluated on di-
verse scenarios, from simple to highly intricate scenes, thus
overcoming the limitations of previous datasets that were
constrained by small-scale and biased distributions.

By combining the proposed SGScore and MegaSG, we
introduce a novel benchmark, Scene-Bench. To provide
a comprehensive and fair benchmark, we sample images
from MegaSG based on Scene Diversity and Scene Com-
plexity. Scene Diversity sampling aims to evaluate model
performance across diverse scene scenarios, while Scene
Complexity sampling aims to evaluate model performance
at different complexity levels. To our knowledge, Scene-
Bench is the first benchmark to evaluate generative models
on a large-scale natural scene dataset using scene graphs.

Building upon this scene graph-based evaluation, we de-
sign a scene graph feedback pipeline that leverages mul-
timodal LLMs for iterative refinement. The process be-
gins with generating an initial image from a scene graph,
followed by assessing factual consistency using the Scene-
Bench metrics. When discrepancies are detected, such as
missing objects or incorrect relationships, a missing graph
is created to highlight these errors. A reference image is
generated based on this missing graph to address the identi-
fied issues. By integrating this new image with the initial
one, we refine the output, resulting in a final image that
more accurately matches the intended scene described by
the original scene graph.

In short, our contribution can be summarized as
• We introduce Scene-Bench, a comprehensive and large-

scale benchmark for evaluating factual consistency using
scene graphs. Scene-Bench includes MegaSG, a dataset
with one million images annotated with scene graphs, and
a novel evaluation metric, SGScore, which explicitly mea-
sures factual consistency by assessing the accuracy of ob-
ject presence and relationships in generated images.

• We propose a scene graph feedback strategy that iter-
atively refines generated images by detecting and cor-
recting discrepancies in object presence and relationship
accuracy, thereby enhancing the factual consistency be-
tween the generated image and the intended scene.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that Scene-Bench
provides a more comprehensive and effective evaluation
benchmark for factual consistency in natural scenes. Fur-
thermore, our proposed feedback pipeline significantly
improves the factual consistency of generated images,
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particularly in complex scene scenarios.

2. Related Work
Text-to-Image Generation. The field of text-to-image gen-
eration has seen significant advancements with the transi-
tion from GANs [17] to diffusion models. Early GAN-
based methods like StackGAN [59] and AttnGAN [53] gen-
erated images from textual descriptions but often struggled
with image quality and diversity. The introduction of dif-
fusion models marked a substantial improvement. Mod-
els such as DALL-E [42], GLIDE [38], and Stable Diffu-
sion [44] have achieved high-quality image synthesis with
better text-image alignment by iteratively refining images
from noise, conditioned on text prompts. Despite their suc-
cess, these models face challenges in generating complex
scenes involving multiple objects and ensuring consistency
in object relationships.
Scene Graph-to-Image Generation. Scene graphs offer a
structured representation of objects and their relationships,
providing a promising scheme for controllable image gen-
eration. Johnson et al. [23] introduced SG2Im, a model that
generates images from scene graphs using graph convolu-
tional networks (GCN) and conditional GANs. Ashual and
Wolf [3] extended this approach by incorporating more de-
tailed scene representations and object attributes. Recent
methods have integrated scene graphs with diffusion mod-
els to enhance compositionality [33, 35]. However, these
approaches often require large-scale scene graph datasets
and rely on additional guidance like bounding boxes [13]
or specialized graph encoders, which cannot be adapted to
open vocabulary. The evaluation of these models remains a
challenge due to the lack of metrics that capture the fidelity
of object relationships in generated images.
Large Language Models in Image Generation. The in-
tegration of LLMs has opened new possibilities in image
generation. Recent works have leveraged LLMs to en-
hance compositionality and controllability in image syn-
thesis. For example, LayoutGPT [15] utilizes LLMs as
visual planners to generate layouts from textual descrip-
tions, improving user controllability. Similarly, methods
like RPG [55] and Complex Diffusion [34] leverage the
chain-of-thought reasoning capabilities of LLMs to decom-
pose complex prompts into simpler tasks, aiding in the gen-
eration of complex scenes with multiple objects and rela-
tionships. However, their potential for providing feedback
to iteratively refine scene graph-based generation has not
been fully explored.
Improving Relationship Consistency. Addressing the
limitations in capturing object relationships, several ap-
proaches have been proposed. Feng et al. [14] focused on
improving compositional generalization in diffusion mod-
els through a modulated cross-attention mechanism. Park et
al. [39] introduced benchmarks specifically targeting com-

positional understanding in generative models. Chatterjee
et al. [6] designed a benchmark to evaluate the capability of
modeling spatial relationships. Despite these efforts, ensur-
ing accurate depiction of relationships in complex scenes
remains a significant challenge, and existing methods often
do not provide mechanisms for iterative refinement based
on explicit relationship feedback.

3. Scene-Bench
Scene-Bench is designed for evaluating and enhancing the
factual consistency in generating natural scenes, in terms of
objects and relationships. Specifically, Scene-Bench con-
sists of a large-scale dataset of scene graphs, and an au-
tonomous evaluation pipeline.

3.1. MegaSG: a large-scale dataset of scene graphs

Creation of the Dataset. Due to the complexity and high
cost of manual annotation, existing scene graph datasets,
such as Visual Genome [27], are relatively small in scale
(e.g., only 5k images are prepared for the test set [23]). The
limited size and inherent long-tail distribution make these
datasets inadequate for studying diffusion models across di-
verse scene scenarios. To address this limitation and build
a large-scale scene graph dataset, we leverage the chain-
of-thought reasoning capabilities of multimodal large lan-
guage models (LLMs) in combination with pre-existing ob-
ject detection datasets. Specifically, we collect 1 million
images from COCO [8], Object365 [46], and Open Images
v6 [28], which offer rich object categories and bounding
boxes. These datasets are ideal for generating large-scale
scene graphs efficiently.

As shown in Fig. 2, the multimodal LLM takes an im-
age with object categories and bounding boxes as input
and generates a scene graph that describes the relationships
between objects. For instance, in the provided example,
the model identifies a “person” kicking a “sports ball” and
another “person” nearby, resulting in the following scene
graph: {“source”: “person.2”, “target”: “sports ball.1”,
“relation”: “kicking”}, {“source”: “person.2”, “target”:
“person.3”, “relation”: “near”}. This structured repre-
sentation captures both the objects and their spatial and re-
lational interactions.
Scene Diversity. To better understand the behavior of dif-
fusion models in diverse scene scenarios, we utilized an
LLM (e.g., Gemini 1.5 Flash [43]) to classify the MegaSG
dataset into two main themes: People-Centric and Non-
People-Centric. The People-Centric theme includes fine-
grained categories such as Social Interaction, Individual
Activities, Work / Occupation, Travel / Exploration, Sports
& Recreation, Performance / Entertainment, Daily Life. For
the Non-people-Centric theme, we identified categories like
Nature, Urban / Built, Objects, and Abstract / Artistic. The
hierarchical distribution of these categories is illustrated in
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Figure 2. Overview of the Scene-Bench. (a) Scene graphs are generated from images using a multimodal LLM (M-LLM), capturing object
relationships and interactions. Scene Diversity and Scene Complexity guide sampling to ensure dataset balance. (b) Scene distribution
across categories highlights the diversity in People-Centric and Non-People-Centric themes. (c) Scene graph-based evaluation and feedback
leverages the M-LLM to calculate object and relationship recall, generating an SGScore metric that quantifies factual consistency between
the generated image and the intended scene. The feedback identifies and corrects discrepancies, iteratively refining the generated image.

Dataset Images Vocabulary Diversity Test
Samples Triplets Complexity Balanced

VG [27] 108k 179 objects, 49 relations 5,096 12.8k ✗
COCO-Stuff [5] 4.5k 171 objects, 6 relations 2,048 22.7k ✗
MegaSG 1M 775 objects, 122 relations 50,000 275k ✓

Table 1. Comparison of MegaSG with existing scene graph datasets.

Fig. 2 (b). And samples are shown in the figure (see Sup-
plementary materials), showcasing the diversity and range
of scenarios covered in the dataset.

Scene Complexity. In addition to categorizing natural
scenes, measuring scene complexity is crucial for evalu-
ating the performance of diffusion models. While simple
scenes are generally easier for these models to handle, com-
plex scenes pose greater challenges. This raises an impor-
tant question: How can we quantitatively define the com-
plexity of a natural scene?

In this work, we define the complexity of a scene based
on its scene graph G = (V,E), where V represents the set

of nodes (objects) and E represents the set of edges (rela-
tionships). The complexity is calculated as

C(G) = γ · |V |+ (1.0− γ) · |E|, (1)

where γ ∈ [0, 1] is a weighting factor that balances the in-
fluence of the number of nodes and edges.

The scene graph representation provides a straightfor-
ward way to quantify complexity, making it possible to an-
alyze the performance of diffusion models across a range
of difficulty levels, from simple to highly complex scenes.
In contrast, defining the complexity of a text prompt is in-
herently more challenging due to the lack of explicit struc-
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tural information. By leveraging this graph-based approach,
we can better understand how diffusion models respond to
varying levels of scene complexity, offering insights into
their strengths and limitations across different scenarios.
Dataset Comparison. We compare the MegaSG with ex-
isting scene graph datasets, specifically Visual Genome
(VG) [27] and COCO-Stuff [5], as summarized in Tab. 1.
MegaSG significantly outperforms VG and COCO-Stuff in
terms of scale, encompassing 1 million images compared to
VG’s 108k and COCO-Stuff’s 4.5k. Additionally, MegaSG
offers a substantially richer vocabulary with 775 object cat-
egories and 122 relations, enhancing the diversity and com-
plexity of scene annotations. Importantly, MegaSG’s test
set is complexity balanced, ensuring an even distribution of
simple, medium, and hard scenes, whereas VG and COCO-
Stuff lack this balanced composition.

To quantitatively verify the quality of MegaSG, we eval-
uate Scene Graph Generation (SGG) models trained on dif-
ferent datasets. For instance, the OvSGTR (Swin-B) [10]
model trained on MegaSG achieves a zero-shot perfor-
mance recall of 45.71% (R@50, PredCls mode) on the
VG150 test set, outperforming models trained on smaller
datasets like COCO Caption data (see Supplementary Ma-
terials). This improvement reflects the high-quality scene
graph annotations of MegaSG, enabling further exploration
of training SGG models on MegaSG or generating images
from scene graphs on MegaSG.

3.2. Evaluation Strategy

To quantify the factual consistency, we utilize a multimodal
LLM (M-LLM) to assess the recall of objects and relation-
ships, as shown in Fig. 2 (c).
Recall of Objects. Given a generated image I and its in-
tended scene graph G = (V,E) , where V represents the
set of objects (nodes) and E represents the relationships
(edges), we prompt the M-LLM with specific queries about
the existence of each object. For example, for a scene graph
containing the relationships: {“source”: “person.2”, “tar-
get”: “sports ball.1”, “relation”: “kicking”}, {“source”:
“person.2”, “target”: “person.3”, “relation”: “near”},
we would prompt the M-LLM with questions such as “Is
there a sports ball in the image?”. The M-LLM, based on
its multimodal capabilities, examines the generated image
and responds with a binary answer (Yes / No) to indicate
whether the specified object is present. We define the ob-
ject recall as the fraction of correctly identified objects in
the generated image:

ObjectRecall(G, I) =
|V pred ∩ Vgt|

|Vgt|
, (2)

where Vpred is the set of objects the LLM identifies as
present in the image, and Vgt is the set of ground-truth ob-
jects from the original scene graph.

Recall of Relationships. To further assess the quality of
the generated scene, we evaluate the recall of relationships
between objects in the image. For each relationship r ∈
E, we check whether the predicted relationship rpred exists
between the corresponding objects in the generated image.
The relationship recall is defined as:

RelationRecall(G, I) =
|Epred ∩ Egt|

|Egt|
, (3)

where Epred represents the predicted relationships between
objects in the generated scene, and Egt represents the
ground-truth relationships from the original scene graph.
To obtain Epred, we prompt the LLM with multiple-choice
questions such as: “What is the relationship between the
person and the sports ball in the image? A) kicking; B)
throwing; C) holding; D) no visible relationship.”
SGScore. In addition to individual recalls of objects and re-
lationships, we introduce a comprehensive metric, SGScore,
which evaluates the overall quality of the scene graph in
terms of both objects and relationships. SGScore is com-
puted as a weighted combination of object recall and rela-
tionship recall:

SGScore(G, I) = α · ObjectRecall(G, I)+

(1.0− α) · RelationRecall(G, I),
(4)

where α ∈ [0, 1] is a hyperparameter that controls the rel-
ative importance of object recall versus relationship recall.
By adjusting this weight, we can tune the evaluation to place
more emphasis on either the objects or the relationships,
depending on the task requirements. SGScore provides a
holistic evaluation of how well the generated scene aligns
with the scene graph, offering a balanced measure that re-
flects both object accuracy and relationship consistency.

4. Scene Graph Feedback
Building on the scene graph-based evaluation, we propose
a scene graph feedback to iteratively refine the generated
image based on identified discrepancies between the image
and the input scene graph. This process leverages multi-
modal LLMs to analyze the generated scene and provide
targeted feedback for refinement.

Specifically, given a scene graph G = (V,E), we first
perform scene composition using an LLM, in which nodes
and edges are seamlessly integrated into a prompt for an
exact scene. This prompt results in an initial image I0
through the diffusion model fD. With the input scene graph
G and the generated image I0, a multimodal LLM fM has
been applied to evaluate the presence of objects and rela-
tionships. The missing objects and relationships are con-
structed as a missing graph Gmiss. If discrepancies exists,
e.g., Gmiss ̸= (∅, ∅), we will generate a reference image
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I1 conditioned on the Gmiss as does in generating I0 con-
ditioned on G. To generate the final output image, we use
IP-Adapter [56] to integrate prompt, I0, and I1, in which
the cross attention process can be formulated as

Z =Attention(Q,Kprompt, Vprompt)+

λ0 ·Attention(Q,KI0 , VI0)+

λ1 ·Attention(Q,KI1 , VI1),

(5)

where Q is the query features of the latent variable,
Kprompt / Vprompt, KI0 / VI0 , KI1 / VI1 , are the projected
features of prompt, I0, I1, respectively. The Attention

is defined as Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax(QKT

√
d
)V as

does in [49]. λ0, λ1 are weight factors.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experimental Setup

Models. We evaluate several popular diffusion models on
Scene-Bench, including variants of Stable Diffusion and
other state-of-the-art methods.
Datasets. We use the Visual Genome dataset [27] following
the data splits from SG2Im [23], and the proposed MegaSG
dataset. For a fair comparison, we balance samples for test-
ing based on Scene Diversity and Scene Complexity (see
supplementary materials).
Metrics. We employ common metrics such as Inception
Score (IS) [45], Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [19], and
CLIPScore [18]. Additionally, we introduce ObjectRecall,
RelationRecall, and SGScore (see Sec. 3.2 and supplemen-
tary materials for details).
Scene Graph Representation and Complexity. For text-
to-image models, we format the scene graphs as “{subject}
{predicate} {object}” (e.g., cat sitting on desk, dog near
chair). Based on Scene complexity defined as Eq. (6), we
categorize the scene complexity into three levels: simple,
medium, and hard (details in supplementary materials).
LLM. We use Gemini 1.5 Flash [43] (cutoff Novem-
ber 2024) as the multimodal LLM in our experiments.
We also report results using local multimodal LLMs like
LLaVA [32] in supplementary materials.

5.2. Evaluation of Scene-Bench

Performance on Visual Genome. Table 2 presents the re-
sults on the VG test set. The first finding is that SGScore
provides much more distinguishability than other metrics
like FID and CLIPScore. For instance, SD v1.5 has a bet-
ter FID score than SD v2.1 (42.8 vs. 46.6), yet its SGScore
is lower than that of SD v2.1 (52.5 vs. 54.4), indicating
there are more missed objects and relationships in the im-
ages generated by SD v1.5. Another finding is that due to
the VG test set being biased towards simple scenes, the per-
formance on medium and hard scenes is counterintuitive:

Nature

Urban /
 Built

Objects

Abstract /
 Artistic

Social
 Interaction

Indivisual
 Activities

Work /
 Occupation

Travel /
 Exploration

Sports &
 Recreation

Performance /
 Entertainment

Daily Life

30

50

70

90

Composable
SD v1.5
SD 3
SDXL
Ours

Figure 3. Comparison of model performances using SGScore
across various scene categories.

the performance should decrease as scene complexity in-
creases, but this trend is not consistently observed, largely
because of the limited number of complex scenes in the test
set. This counterexample justifies why we need a new large-
scale benchmark to evaluate models comprehensively.
Performance on MegaSG. To fairly assess models’ abili-
ties to handle more complex scenes, we evaluated them on a
large-scale subset of the MegaSG dataset, sampled by Scene
Complexity (γ = 0). As shown in Tab. 3, we observe a gen-
eral decline in performance across all models. For example,
SD v1.5’s SGScore drops from 64.9 (simple scenes) to 44.7
(hard scenes), indicating they struggle more with accurately
modeling the relationships in complex scenes.
Performance Across Scene Diversity. We evaluated model
performance across diverse scene categories identified in
our Scene Diversity analysis (see Section 3.1). Fig. 3
presents results for categories like Social Interaction, Na-
ture, and Urban Environments. Models generally perform
better in categories like Individual Activities, Performance /
Entertainment, and Daily Life, but face challenges in Social
Interaction (where scenes often include multiple people)
and Abstract / Artistic (due to style discrepancies), etc. This
variation underscores the importance of evaluating models
across a broad range of scenarios to comprehensively assess
their strengths and limitations.
Impact of Scene Complexity. Beyond the three coarse lev-
els of scene complexity, we analyze the effect of scene com-
plexity ranging from 1 to 10 on model performance. For
more details, please see Supplementary materials.

5.3. Evaluation of Scene Graph Feedback

We evaluated our scene graph feedback pipeline using two
diffusion models: SD v1.5 [44] and SDXL [40]. For each
model, we compared three settings: baseline (without scene
composition or feedback), with scene composition only, and
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Method Resolution IS ↑ FID ↓ CLIPScore ↑ SGScore ↑
Overall Simple (# 3993) Medium (# 930) Hard (# 173)

SGDiff [54] 256x256 16.0 29.6 - 64.5 64.2 66.3 61.5
SceneGenie [13] 256x256 20.2 42.2 - - - - -
Composable [35] 512x512 20.5 47.5 22.0 48.0 48.9 45.0 44.5
Structured [14] 512x512 23.0 42.2 22.0 52.5 51.8 54.6 56.1
SD v1.5 [44] 512x512 23.1 42.8 22.0 52.5 51.9 54.7 53.9
SD v2.1 [44] 768x768 20.8 46.6 22.1 54.4 53.5 57.8 57.9
PixArt-α [7] 1024x1024 20.8 52.9 22.1 59.8 58.5 64.1 67.0
SD3.5 [11] 1024x1024 21.5 45.6 22.1 60.5 59.4 64.1 65.9
SD3 [11] 1024x1024 23.4 44.5 22.1 62.1 60.9 66.3 66.7
SDXL [40] 1024x1024 23.1 43.4 22.1 60.7 59.6 64.0 69.6
RPG [55] (SDXL) 1024x1024 22.9 44.2 19.3 69.3 (+14.2%) 69.4 (+16.4%) 68.7 (+7.3%) 70.5 (+1.3%)
Ours (SD v1.5) 512x512 20.7 41.6 19.1 65.1 (+24.0%) 65.1 (+25.4%) 65.1 (+19.0%) 66.8 (+23.9%)
Ours (SDXL) 1024x1024 21.0 42.7 19.3 74.1 (+22.1%) 74.2 (+24.5%) 73.3 (+14.5%) 75.3 (+8.2%)

Table 2. Model Comparison on the VG test set. Models including SGDiff and SceneGenie are trained on VG train set. Since SceneGe-
nie [13] does not release the code, we only present the reported IS and FID.

Method Resolution IS ↑ FID ↓ CLIPScore ↑ SGScore ↑
Overall Simple (# 15k) Medium (# 20k) Hard (# 15k)

Composable [35] 512x512 20.3 41.0 22.9 42.0 61.0 39.0 28.3
Structured [14] 512x512 28.6 26.2 23.0 53.9 65.1 53.9 46.0
SD v1.5 [44] 512x512 27.0 29.1 22.8 54.2 64.9 53.4 44.7
SD v2.1 [44] 768x768 24.9 34.0 22.9 57.8 68.2 56.4 49.2
PixArt-α [7] 1024x1024 24.3 43.9 23.0 59.5 68.4 58.2 52.7
SD3.5 [11] 1024x1024 25.9 34.5 23.0 63.4 73.1 61.9 55.7
SD3 [11] 1024x1024 27.2 35.5 23.0 65.2 74.2 63.8 58.0
SDXL [40] 1024x1024 25.3 31.6 23.0 65.6 72.9 64.6 59.6
RPG [55] (SDXL) 1024x1024 23.4 37.5 20.0 71.0 (+8.2%) 76.5 (+4.9%) 70.5 (+9.1%) 66.1 (+10.9%)
Ours (SD v1.5) 512x512 23.1 28.9 19.9 62.0 (+14.4%) 71.0 (+9.4%) 61.3 (+14.8%) 53.9 (+20.6%)
Ours (SDXL) 1024x1024 21.6 34.1 20.0 77.1 (+17.5%) 81.8 (+12.2%) 76.6 (+18.6%) 73.1 (+22.7%)

Table 3. Model comparison on a 50,000-image subset of the MegaSG dataset, sampled with a Scene Complexity of γ = 0. Scene graph-
based methods such as SGDiff [54], which are limited by the vocabulary of the VG dataset, were excluded from testing.

with both scene composition and feedback.
Results and Analysis. Table 4 summarizes the results. For
SD v1.5, the baseline achieved an ObjectRecall of 64.93%
and a RelationRecall of 44.19% (SGScore 54.56%). In-
corporating scene composition improved these metrics to
75.45% and 48.84% (SGScore 62.14%), demonstrating that
detailed prompts help the model better capture specified
objects and relationships. Applying our feedback strategy
further increased ObjectRecall to 79.93% and RelationRe-
call to 53.97% (SGScore 66.95%), indicating effective cor-
rection of discrepancies. A similar trend was observed in
SDXL, where improvements after applying scene composi-
tion and feedback increased the SGScore from 65.50% to
77.25%.

Compared with LLM-based methods like RPG [55],
the performance gain on VG or MegaSG is significant.
RPG [55] utilizes an LLM as an agent to perform re-
captioning, region planning and merging, while it lacks a
feedback for ensuring factual consistency.

These results demonstrate that our scene graph feedback
effectively enhances factual consistency by identifying and
correcting discrepancies between generated images and the

Model ObjectRecall ↑ RelationRecall ↑ SGScore ↑
SD v1.5 [44]

Baseline 64.93± 0.31 44.19± 0.09 54.56± 0.12
+ Scene Composition 75.45± 0.19 48.84± 0.39 62.14± 0.25
+ Feedback 79.93± 0.34 53.97± 0.20 66.95± 0.23

SDXL [40]
Baseline 77.22± 0.22 53.78± 0.36 65.50± 0.19
+ Scene Composition 88.07± 0.17 60.37± 0.14 74.22± 0.14
+ Feedback 91.30± 0.24 63.20± 0.10 77.25± 0.21

Table 4. Effectiveness of the scene graph feedback on 5,000 im-
ages sampled from MegaSG.

intended scene graphs.

5.4. Qualitative Evaluation

We present qualitative results to demonstrate the effective-
ness of Scene-Bench and the proposed scene graph feed-
back. Fig. 4 compares images generated by various mod-
els using the same scene graphs. Most of models of-
ten struggle with complex scenes, leading to images with
missing objects or incorrectly depicted relationships. For
example, when generating a scene from the scene graph
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Figure 4. Comparison of Scene Graph-based Image Generation across Different Models. Each row displays a unique scene graph used as
input for image generation. We present the SGScore below each generated image to quantify the consistency between the scene graph and
the generated output.

<person.2, holding, baseball glove.1>, <person.3, wear-
ing, helmet.4>, previous models may omit the helmet or
fail to represent person wearing helmet.

With the proposed scene graph feedback, the generated
image more faithfully represents the intended scene graph.
The feedback process identifies missing elements and cor-
rects relational inaccuracies, resulting in the image where
one person is wearing a helmet and another is holding a
baseball glove. This demonstrates the model’s improved
ability to handle complex object interactions and spatial ar-
rangements, highlighting the benefits of our approach.

5.5. Human Evaluation

We perform a human evaluation to demonstrate how
SGScore enhances factual consistency verification. To this
end, annotators are tasked with answering 1,000 four-to-one
questions (examples can be found in Supplementary mate-
rials). Each question presents an original image alongside
four generated images from different models, and annota-
tors are asked to choose the image that best aligns with the
original in terms of object presence and relationships. The
results, as shown in Fig. 5, demonstrate a clear preference
for our model over others, both by human annotators and
machine selections. This preference indicates a higher fac-
tual consistency of images generated by our model, as de-
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Figure 5. Confusion matrix showing the comparison of human
choices against machine choices based on SGScore.

termined by SGScore.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we introduced Scene-Bench, a comprehen-
sive and large-scale benchmark designed to evaluate fac-
tual consistency in the generation of natural scenes. Scene-
Bench includes the large-scale MegaSG dataset and a novel
evaluation metric, SGScore, which assesses object pres-
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ence and relationship accuracy using multimodal large lan-
guage models. The proposed scene graph feedback lever-
ages explicit evaluations to iteratively refine generated im-
ages, significantly improving factual consistency. Extensive
experiments demonstrate that Scene-Bench provides a rig-
orous evaluation framework, particularly excelling in com-
plex scene scenarios where traditional metrics fall short. By
effectively addressing the challenges of accurately model-
ing spatial relationships and object interactions, the pro-
posed scheme advances the field of controllable generation
and sets a new benchmark for future research.
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Algorithm 1 Generate Scene Graph

import google.generativeai as genai

generation_config = {
"temperature": 0.7, "top_p": 0.95,
"top_k": 64, "max_output_tokens": 8192,
"response_mime_type": "application/json",

}
# Load the generative model
model = genai.GenerativeModel(

"gemini-1.5-flash",
generation_config=generation_config

)

prompt_template = """Given a set of detected
objects in an image, each object is
characterized by a name, a bounding box in "(
xmin, ymin, xmax, ymax)" format. Please
generate a scene graph to describe this image.
The scene graph should describe relationships
in the format "source -> relation -> target".
Example Output:\n{"relationships": [{"source":
"object_id1", "target": "object_id2", "relation
":\n"relation_type"}, ... ]}\n Now, objects are
{OBJECTS}. The original width and height of
the provided image are {IMG_WH}. Please output
the scene graph in JSON style without any
comments."""

def annotate(image_name):
"""
image_name: file path of the image
"""
# Load image and get its dimensions
image = Image.open(image_name)
image_wh = (image.width, image.height)

# Load objects in the image,
# e.g., {["sports ball.1:[312, 360, 370,
417]", "person.2:[116, 49, 309, 491]", "
person.3:[367, 108, 550, 477]"]}

image_objects = load_objects(image_name)

# Construct text prompt
text_prompt = prompt_template.replace(

"OBJECTS", str(image_objects)).replace(
"IMG_WH", str(image_wh))

# Generate scene graph using generative model
response = model.generate([

image, text_prompt])
return response

A. MegaSG: a large-scale dataset of scene
graphs

Creation of the Dataset. We create MegaSG by utilizing
three object detection datasets: COCO [8], Object365 [46],
and Open Images v6 [28]. The annotation prompt used to
generate scene graphs from images is shown in Algorithm 1.
Scene Diversity. To classify the scene categories, we uti-
lize an LLM (e.g., Gemini 1.5 Flash [43]) to perform such

classification. The prompt used here is Now, we have a list
of image information like {IMAGE INFO} , where each im-
age information contains “xyxy” bounding boxes and “re-
lationships” depicting the relation between the “source”
object and the “target” object. Please classify the scene
in **each image** using the following hierarchy: Level
1: - People-Centric, - Non-People Centric. Level 2: If
People-Centric: [Choose one: Social Interaction, Individ-
ual Activities, Work/Occupation, Travel/Exploration, Sports
& Recreation, Performance/Entertainment, Daily Life]; If
Non-People Centric: [Choose one: Nature, Urban/Built,
Objects, Abstract/Artistic]. Please provide the classifica-
tion for each image in the list, and present your answer as
a **JSON-formatted** list of dictionaries, where each dic-
tionary corresponds to an image and contains the following
keys: “image id”, “file name”, “level 1”, “level 2”.

Fig. 6 illustrates examples of categorized scenes in
MegaSG, showcasing the diversity and range of scenarios
covered in the dataset.
Dataset Comparison. To verify the quality of MegaSG, we
trained two state-of-the-art SGG models, i.e., VS3 [60] and
OvSGTR [10]. Table 5 reports the zero-shot performance
of these two models trained on MegaSG. From the result,
MegaSG significantly improved the performance recall of
OvSGTR from 22.79% to 45.71% (R@50, PredCls), offer-
ing a strong baseline to scale up SGG models. Beyond the
SGG task, the vast and diverse scenes offer a valuable re-
source for training and evaluating diffusion models based
on scene graphs.

We compare the word cloud of VG and MegaSG in
Fig. 7. From the comparison in the word clouds, both the
VG and MegaSG datasets contain similar high-frequency
objects like “person”, “tree”, and “man”, as well as com-
mon relationships such as “on” and “near”. However, the
MegaSG dataset shows a wider variety of object types and
relationship terms, suggesting it captures a wider range of
visual semantics than the VG dataset.

B. Experiments

B.1. Experimental Setup

Models. We evaluate several popular open-source diffu-
sion models, including Composable [35], Structured [14],
SD v1.5 [44] (checkpoint: runwayml/stable-diffusion-v1-
5), SD v2.1 [44] (checkpoint: stabilityai/stable-diffusion-
2-1), PixArt-α [7] (checkpoint: PixArt-alpha/PixArt-XL-
2-1024-MS), SD3 [11] (checkpoint: stabilityai/stable-
diffusion-3-medium-diffusers), SD3.5 [11] (checkpoint:
stabilityai/stable-diffusion-3.5-large), SDXL [40] (check-
point: stabilityai/stable-diffusion-xl-base-1.0), and LLM-
based methods such as RPG [55]. We use diffusers [50]
or official code to benchmark these models.
Datasets. We benchmark models on the widely used Visual
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Figure 6. Illustration of scene categories in the MegaSG dataset. The image shows various themes, such as People-Centric (e.g., social
interaction, individual activities) and Non-People-Centric (e.g., nature, urban environments). The caption is provided for illustrative pur-
poses and generated using BLIP-2 [30], and the scene graph is constructed as described in Section 3.1.

(a) VG Objects (b) MegaSG Objects

(c) VG Relationships (d) MegaSG Relationships

Figure 7. Word clouds of objects and relationships in the Visual Genome (VG) and MegaSG datasets. (a) and (b) illustrate the diversity of
objects, while (c) and (d) highlight the relationships. The comparison demonstrates MegaSG’s broader vocabulary and richer representation
of object-relationship semantics.
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SGG model Training Data SGDet PredCls
R@20/50/100 mR@20/50/100 R@20/50/100 mR@20/50/100

LSWS [57] - 3.28 3.69 - - -
MOTIFS [58] 5.02 6.40 7.33 - - -
Uniter [9] COCO [8] 5.42 6.74 7.62 - - -
VS3

(Swin-T) [60] Caption 4.56 5.79 6.79 2.18 2.59 3.00 12.30 16.77 19.40 3.56 4.79 5.51
VS3

(Swin-L) [60] (104k) 4.82 6.20 7.48 2.29 2.70 3.09 12.54 17.28 19.89 3.57 4.83 5.56
OvSGTR(Swin-T) [10] 6.61 8.92 10.90 1.09 1.53 1.95 16.65 22.44 26.64 2.47 3.58 4.41
OvSGTR(Swin-B) [10] 6.85 9.33 11.47 1.28 1.79 2.18 16.82 22.79 27.04 2.94 4.24 5.26
VS3

(Swin-T) [60] 5.56 8.19 10.17 1.15 1.71 2.20 23.81 29.64 32.18 4.70 5.96 6.57
VS3

(Swin-L) [60] MegaSG 9.74 14.80 18.80 1.57 2.71 3.75 31.88 38.77 41.76 5.32 6.88 7.58
OvSGTR(Swin-T) [10] (644k) 9.94 13.92 17.17 3.05 4.03 4.76 37.12 44.10 47.09 8.49 10.22 11.07
OvSGTR(Swin-B) [10] 10.63 14.93 18.36 3.01 4.10 4.99 38.72 45.71 48.51 8.38 10.31 11.07

Table 5. Zero-shot performance of state-of-the-art methods on the VG150 test set. For the COCO Caption dataset, a language parser [37]
has been used for extracting triplets from the caption. To prevent information leakage, we sampled 644k images from MegaSG, ensuring
that the CLIP similarity of each sampled image with the VG test set remained below 0.9.

Genome (VG) and the proposed MegaSG dataset.
• VG consists of 108k images annotated by human. Fol-

lowing SG2Im [23], it has been split into training set (
62,565), validation set (5,506), and test set (5,0881) im-
ages for scene graph-based image generation.

• MegaSG comprises 1 million images annotated using
Gemini 1.5 Flash. Relationships with a frequency below
100 are filtered out, and synonyms are merged by a large
language model (LLM).

Metrics. We employ common metrics and the proposed
SGScore.
• Inception Score (IS) [45]: Measures the realism of gen-

erated images using a pre-trained Inception-V3 [47] net-
work.

• Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [19]: Assesses the sim-
ilarity between generated and real images by measuring
the distance between the distributions of their feature rep-
resentations.

• CLIPScore [18]: Evaluates the semantic alignment be-
tween generated images and corresponding text using the
CLIP model [41].

• SGScore measure the factual consistency in terms of ob-
ject recall and relation recall. We use α = 0.5 in Eq. (4)
of Section 3.2 to give a balanced measurement.

Scene Graph Representation and Complexity. We define
the scene complexity of a scene graph G = (V,E) as:

C(G) = γ · |V |+ (1− γ) · |E|, (6)

where γ is a weighting factor. The three levels of complex-
ity are defined as follows:
• Simple: 1 ≤ C(G) ≤ 3, typically involving 2–3 objects

and no more than 3 relationships in the scene.
• Medium: 4 ≤ C(G) ≤ 7, characterized by a denser

arrangement of objects and relationships.
1we use official code to obtain 5,096 images for test.

• Hard: C(G) ≥ 8, representing the most challenging
cases with highly dense objects and intricate relation-
ships.

LLM. In addition to utilizing Gemini 1.5 Flash, we also
present results using GPT-4o [1], Qwen-VL-Max [51], and
LLaVA 1.5 [31] to evaluate the robustness of the proposed
SGScore.
IP-Adapter. We use the official implementation in
diffusers [50], with λ0 and λ1 (in Eq. (5) of Sec. 4)
empirically set to 0.5.

B.2. Evaluation of Scene-Bench

Impact of Scene Complexity. To examine how scene com-
plexity affects model performance, we analyzed FID and
SGScore for SD v1.5, SD v2.1, SDXL, and our model
across various complexity levels (see Fig. 8).

As scene complexity increases (i.e., with more ob-
jects and relationships), we observe a consistent decline in
SGScore across all models. This suggests that, with greater
complexity, the models struggle to accurately represent the
expected scene graphs. The decreasing SGScore highlights
the challenge of maintaining factual consistency in complex
scenes. However, our model demonstrates a notable im-
provement over the other models by consistently achieving
a higher SGScore across all complexity levels, particularly
through maintaining stable and high object recall. This sug-
gests that our model is more effective at preserving factual
consistency even in complex scenes.

Interestingly, FID scores remain stable across complex-
ity levels, indicating that image quality does not degrade
significantly with complexity. This stability implies that
while models retain visual fidelity, they encounter diffi-
culties modeling intricate object relationships and interac-
tions in complex scenes. Therefore, even as images ap-
pear visually coherent, the factual accuracy, as measured
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Figure 8. Comparison of FID, ObjectRecall, RelationRecall, and SGScore for models SD v1.5, SD v2.1, SDXL, and Ours across different
scene complexity levels. (a) FID scores show relatively stable image quality, while (b) ObjectRecall and (c) RelationRecall indicate
a consistent decline in factual consistency with increasing scene complexity. (d) SGScore demonstrates the overall advantage of our
approach in maintaining higher factual consistency, particularly in complex scenes.

by SGScore, declines with increased scene complexity.

B.3. Evaluation of Scene Graph Feedback

Additional Ablation Study. To evaluate the effective-
ness of the scene graph feedback, particularly considering
the additional parameters introduced by the IP-Adapter, we
conducted another ablation study. In this experiment, we
set λ1 = 0 in Eq. (5) of Sec. 4, meaning the IP-Adapter
processes only the initial generated image, without incorpo-
rating the reference image derived from the missing graph.

As shown in Tab. 6, introducing the IP-Adapter alone
(row 2 vs. row 1) does not improve the factual consistency
of generated images. However, incorporating the reference
image (row 3) significantly enhances ObjectRecall, Rela-
tionRecall, and SGScore, demonstrating the importance of

IP-Adapter Reference Image ObjectRecall RelationRecall SGScore

✗ ✗ 75.45 48.84 62.14
✓ ✗ 70.91 49.83 60.37
✓ ✓ 79.93 53.97 66.95

Table 6. Comparison of ObjectRecall, RelationRecall, and
SGScore with and without the reference image in the IP-Adapter
setup.

scene graph feedback.

B.4. Human Evaluation

We conducted a human evaluation to assess the effective-
ness of SGScore in verifying factual consistency. Specifi-
cally, three human annotators were instructed to select the
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Figure 9. Example questions presented to human annotators.

candidate image that best aligns with the original image re-
garding object presence and relationship accuracy. We ran-
domly sampled 1,000 images and selected corresponding
generated images from four models: SD v1.5, SD v2.1,
SDXL, and Ours (SDXL). Model identities were hidden
from the annotators to avoid bias. Fig. 9 illustrates the an-
notation interface.

C. Additional Results
C.1. Multimodal LLMs for SGScore

We evaluate the performance of different multimodal LLMs
on SGScore, including Gemini 1.5 Flash [43], GPT-4o [1],
Qwen-VL-Max [51], and LLaVA 1.5 [31], as shown in
Fig. 10. The results show minimal discrepancies across
models, indicating that SGScore is insensitive to the spe-
cific choice of state-of-the-art multimodal LLMs for the
same evaluation. However, the visual reasoning capabil-
ity of these models remains important. Considering cost-
effectiveness, we recommend Gemini 1.5 Flash, which of-

fers excellent multimodal reasoning performance at a sig-
nificantly lower price [2].

0 10 20 30 40 50
SGScore

Qwen-VL-Max

LLaVA-1.5-13B

Gemini 1.5 Flash

GPT-4o

51.8

52.0

52.5

55.7

Figure 10. Performance comparison of M-LLMs on VG test set
(images are generated by SD v1.5).
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C.2. Sensitivity Analysis of SGScore

To test the scalability and sensitivity of SGScore, we ran-
domly sample subsets (e.g., with size 500, 1k, 2k, 4k, · · · ,
32k, etc.) from the MegaSG to compute the SGScore on im-
ages generated by SD v1.5. As shown in Fig. 11, the mean
SGScore remains relatively stable across sample sizes, with
only slight variations observed. Additionally, the standard
deviation decreases as the sample size increases, demon-
strating that the metric becomes more reliable and less sen-
sitive to random fluctuations with larger subsets. This in-
dicates that SGScore is both scalable and robust, providing
consistent evaluations of factual consistency regardless of
the dataset size.

103 104
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Figure 11. Mean and standard deviation (std.) of SGScore across
varying numbers of samples. For each sample size, the image gen-
eration process is repeated with different random seeds using SD
v1.5 to compute the mean and std. of SGScore.
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