
DiagramQG: A Dataset for Generating Concept-Focused Questions
from Diagrams

Xinyu Zhang1, Lingling Zhang1†, Yanrui Wu1, Muye Huang1, Wenjun Wu1, Bo Li1,
Shaowei Wang1, Basura Fernando 3, Mike Zheng Shou 2, Jun Liu1

1Xi’an Jiaotong University
2Show Lab, National University of Singapore

3Institute of High-Performance Computing, A*STAR
zhang1393869716@stu.xjtu.edu.cn

Abstract

Visual Question Generation (VQG) has gained significant
attention due to its potential in educational applications.
However, VQG researches mainly focus on natural images,
largely neglecting diagrams in educational materials used
to assess students’ conceptual understanding. To address
this gap, we construct DiagramQG, a dataset containing
8,372 diagrams and 19,475 questions across various sub-
jects. DiagramQG introduces concept and target text con-
straints, guiding the model to generate concept-focused
questions for educational purposes. Meanwhile, we present
the Hierarchical Knowledge Integration framework for Di-
agram Question Generation (HKI-DQG) as a strong base-
line. This framework obtains multi-scale patches of di-
agrams and acquires knowledge using a visual language
model with frozen parameters. It then integrates knowledge,
text constraints and patches to generate concept-focused
questions. We evaluate the performance of existing VQG
models, open-source and closed-source vision-language
models, and HKI-DQG on the DiagramQG dataset. Our
novel HKI-DQG consistently outperforms existing methods,
demonstrating that it serves as a strong baseline. Fur-
thermore, we apply HKI-DQG to four other VQG datasets
of natural images, namely VQG-COCO, K-VQG, OK-VQA
and A-OKVQA, achieving state-of-the-art performance.

1. Introduction
Visual Question Generation (VQG), a crucial research area
in computer vision and natural language processing, aims
to automatically generate meaningful questions from input
images. The evolution of VQG approaches has witnessed
a significant shift from traditional rule-based and template-
based methodologies to sophisticated neural network archi-

Question: If the number of Bivalves suddenly decreases, 

what will happen to the number of Geese and Mute 

Swans?

Text constraints:

(1) Answer: Decrease

(2) Answer & Answer type: Decrease, Relationship

(3) Region: the bounding box of Bivalves

(4) Question type: Relationship

(5) Knowledge triple: (Bivalves, impact, [mask])

(6) Input & Concept: Bivalves & Ecological interactions

Question: What kind of food that is on the plate and it is 

used to make sandwich?

Text constraints:

(1) Answer: Bread

(2) Answer & Answer type: Bread, UsedFor

(3) Region: the bounding box of Bread

(4) Question type: What

(5) Knowledge triple:  [mask], UsedFor, Sandwiches

(a)

(b)

Figure 1. Comparison of different types of text constraints in vi-
sual question generation on natural images (a) and on the Dia-
gramQG dataset (b).

tectures, encompassing both unconstrained [27] and con-
strained [11, 14, 34, 35] paradigms. While early VQG re-
search focused primarily on generating questions using only
image inputs [27], contemporary research has expanded to
incorporate various guiding information to enhance ques-
tion generation specificity, including answers [14, 16], an-
swer types [11, 36], image region [35], question types [7],
and knowledge triple [34], thereby significantly improv-
ing the quality and relevance of generated questions. We
demonstrate various existing text constraints as inputs for
visual question generation, as shown in (a) of Figure 1.

However, current VQG research focuses on natural im-
ages, neglecting diagrams commonly popular in educa-
tional materials. This fails to meet educational requirements
for assessment. Diagrams play a vital role in education by
presenting information in a structured engaging manner, en-
abling students to understand complex concepts more effec-
tively [4]. Moreover, these concept-focused questions based
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on diagrams assess students’ ability to explain, analyze, and
apply the information presented in diagrams using concepts
[12] on diverse subjects. Therefore, generating questions
based on diagrams is crucial for assessing students’ ability
to apply the learned concepts in a practical context.

To bridge the gap between current research and edu-
cational requirements, we have constructed DiagramQG,
the first dataset containing 8,372 diagrams and 19,475
questions, covering 4 subjects, 15 courses, and 169 con-
cepts, by integrating existing diagram question-answering
datasets [10, 23, 40, 49] with secondary school curricu-
lum materials. These questions provide a more compre-
hensive evaluation of students’ understanding of the con-
cepts across different subjects. Meanwhile, the DiagramQG
dataset introduces concept and target text constraints, guid-
ing the model to generate questions that meet educational
requirements and include the target text, as shown in (b)
of Figure 1. The target text serves as guidance to con-
trol question diversity, as each diagram can generate mul-
tiple concept-focused questions. Related research shows
that answer-based constraints tend to generate context-
independent questions [18]. Question-type constraints of-
ten deviate from the intended assessment objectives [34].
Moreover, knowledge triple-based constraints frequently
result in mere triple expansions rather than meaningful
questions [25]. This demonstrates the importance of our
proposed text constraint for diagram question generation.

Compared to natural images, diagrams require a sig-
nificant amount of subject-specific background knowledge
for understanding [41], and they typically contain a higher
number of objects [9]. Thus, tackling the Diagram Ques-
tion Generation (DQG) task requires a framework that can
incorporate subject-specific knowledge, comprehend ob-
ject relationships within diagrams, and generate meaning-
ful questions accordingly. We propose a novel Hierarchical
Knowledge Integration framework for Diagram Question
Generation (HKI-DQG). The framework leverages CLIP to
identify relevant multi-scale diagram patches, from which
vision-language models like BLIP and Qwen2-VL extract
knowledge. After T5 filters the extracted knowledge to en-
sure relevance to text constraints, the framework integrates
these filtered insights with text constraints and multi-scale
diagram patches to generate questions. Notably, this ap-
proach doesn’t require training the vision-language model,
which improves scalability and reduces costs. We evaluate
HKI-DQG against current VQG and vision-language mod-
els on our DiagramQG dataset. Additionally, we conduct
experiments with HKI-DQG on four natural image VQG
datasets, validating HKI-DQG’s generalizability and effec-
tiveness. Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• We introduce the comprehensive DiagramQG dataset, the

first question generation dataset specifically designed for
diagrams, and develop a novel text constraint that guides

the model in generating concept-focused questions.
• We propose an adaptable framework based on differ-

ent frozen-parameter vision-language models, addressing
DQG tasks at a lower cost, and conduct experiments on
both DiagramQG and four natural image VQG datasets.

• We thoroughly evaluate the performance of current main-
stream VQG models, various open-source and closed-
source vision-language models, and our proposed frame-
work on the newly constructed DiagramQG dataset.

2. Related Work
2.1. Visual Question Generation
VQG task has progressed from rule-based and template-
based methods to advanced neural network architectures,
including both unconstrained and constrained approaches.
The unconstrained approach, while implement, often pro-
duces generic questions with insufficient image specificity,
restricting the development of constrained VQG methods
[1, 27]. Researchers have explored various text constraints
to improve question generation quality, including answer-
guided methods [11, 20, 43, 46], question types [7], an-
swer categories [38], and knowledge-enhanced approaches
[2, 44]. Recent works have proposed cross-topic VQG
models [19] and dual contrastive learning approaches [25]
to address unseen topics and improve visual-textual align-
ment. However, current methods face challenges in balanc-
ing question diversity and effective utilization of visual in-
formation, emphasizing the need for innovative text con-
straints and methods that ensure constraint validity, ques-
tion naturalness, and diversity the use of visual information.

2.2. Diagram Question Answering
Diagram Question Answering (DQA) requires higher rea-
soning ability and background knowledge compared to Vi-
sual Question Answering (VQA). Previous research has fo-
cused on enhancing diagram understanding through pre-
training approaches [8, 24, 45]. Additionally, studies inves-
tigate the use of prompting methods with Large Language
Models to harness their extensive prior knowledge for DQA
[23, 41, 47, 50]. Aligning the information in the diagram
with background knowledge is crucial for understanding the
diagram and achieving effective DQA performance.

3. The DiagramQG Dataset
The DiagramQG is a dataset of questions covering 4 sub-
jects, 15 courses, and 169 concepts, consisting of 19,475
unique questions and 8,372 diagrams. These components
form 44,472 combinations of tuples (target & concept text
constraint, diagram, question). We provide examples from
four subjects in the DiagramQG dataset, as shown in Fig-
ure 2. The diagram list annotates objects appearing in the
diagram, which will be used in later evaluation metrics.



⚫ Subject: Natural Science

⚫ Course: Biology

⚫ Concept: Ecological interactions

⚫ Target Text: Bivalves

⚫ Question: If the number of Bivalves suddenly 

decreases, what will happen to the number of 

Geese and Mute Swans?

⚫ Diagram List: Osprey, Tertiary Consumers, …

⚫ Subject: Earth Science

⚫ Course: Climate Science

⚫ Concept: Climate zones and biomes

⚫ Target Text: Negative acceleration

⚫ Question: In which biome is tree growth stunted 

by low temperatures and a short growing season?

⚫ Diagram List: Steady Speed, Deceleration,…

⚫ Subject: Social Science

⚫ Course: World History

⚫ Concept: Age of exploration

⚫ Target Text: Columbian Exchange

⚫ Question: Based on the definition of the 

Columbian Exchange, which arrow could 

show a part of the Columbian Exchange?

⚫ Diagram List: North America, Africa, …

⚫ Subject: Applied Science

⚫ Course: Computer Science

⚫ Concept: Network topology

⚫ Target Text: Topology

⚫ Question: What is the type of topology in 

the graph?

⚫ Diagram List: Node 1, Bus, …

Figure 2. Four different examples of different subjects in DiagramQG dataset.
Biology

Adaptations

Adaptations and natural selection

Animals

Cell biology

Cell division

Cell structures

Cells

Classification

Classification and scientific names

Conservation

Echinoderms and invertebrate 

Ecological interactions

Ecosystems

Evolution and classification of plants

Fish

Flatworms and roundworms

Flow of energy

Fungi

Genes to traits

Insects and other arthropods

Introduction to plants

Nucleic acid classification

Overview of the cardiovascular system

Photosynthesis

Plant reproduction

Plants

Protists

Reproduction and life stages

Scientific names

The integumentary system

The microscope

Physics

Acceleration

Changes of state

Earth as a magnet

Force and motion

Inside the atom

Law of reflection

Magnets

Materials

Measuring waves

Nuclear energy

Optics

Particle motion and energy

Solids liquids gases and plasmas

States of matter

Thermal energy

Transfer of thermal energy

Velocity, acceleration, and forces

Wave interference

Chemistry

Atoms and molecules

Biochemical reactions

Chemical reactions

Covalent bonds

Cycles of matter

How elements are organized

Hydrocarbons

Introduction to chemical bonds

Ionic bonds

Solutions

World History

20th century american history

Age of exploration

Ancient egypt and kush

Ancient mesopotamia

Ancient south asia

Colonial america

Early 19th century american history

Early americas

English colonies in north america

Greece

Islamic empires

Medieval asia

Reconstruction

Rome and the byzantine empire

Social studies skills

The american revolution

The antebellum period

The civil war and reconstruction

The early republic

The silk road

World religions

Astronomy

Astronomy

Eclipses

Introduction to the solar system

Revolutions of earth

Rotation of earth

The sun

The sun and the earth moon system

Economics

Asia society

Economic principles

Government

Language Science

Context clues

Descriptive details

Reading comprehension

Informational texts level 1

Persuasive strategies

Visual elements

Geology

Continental drift

Earth's features

Erosion and deposition by water

Erosion and deposition by glaciers

Fossils

Groundwater

History of life on earth

Inside earth

Plate tectonics

Radioactive decay

Relative ages of rocks

Rocks and minerals

Soils

Stress in earth crust

Theory of plate tectonics

Types of rocks

Types of volcanoes

Geography

Cities

Earth events

Geography

Maps

Natural resources and human 

impacts

Oceania geography

Oceans and continents

Physical geography

States

State Capitals

The americas geography

Topographic maps

Oceanography

Introduction to the oceans

Ocean movements

Seafloor spreading

Surface ocean currents

The ocean floor

Environmental Science

Air pollution

Effects of air pollution

Water cycle

Climate Science

Climate and its causes

Climate zones and biomes

Clouds

Greenhouse effect

Layers of the atmosphere

Seasons

Weather and climate

Computer Science

Array list

Binary tree

Deadlock

Directed graph

Flowchart

Linked list

Logic circuit

Network topology

Nonbinary tree

Queue

Stack

Undirected graph

Human Physiology

Excretion

First two lines of defense

Immune system defenses

Male reproductive system

The digestive system

The muscular system

The nervous system

The respiratory system

The senses

The skeletal system

Vision and the eye

Engineering

Designing experiments

Electric circuits

Engineering practices

Simple machines

The electromagnetic spectrum

Using electromagnetism

Figure 3. Domain diversity in DiagramQG. Each color corresponds to one subject: Natural Science (blue), Earth Science (yellow), Applied
Science (green), and Social Science (orange).

3.1. Data Collection

The data collection process is divided into four distinct
phases. This process begins by gathering content from
well-established datasets [10, 23, 40, 49], supplemented by
searching for relevant images on Hugging Face, GitHub,
and Roboflow, with all data following CC BY-SA 4.0, CC
BY-NC-SA, and MIT licenses. This initial phase yields a
substantial raw dataset containing over 20,000 diagrams and
40,000 questions spanning multiple subjects.

Subsequently, the collected materials are organized into
four primary subjects and further categorized into 15 spe-
cific courses. This structuring process involves mapping
questions to their corresponding concepts, resulting in the
identification of 169 distinct concepts.

The third phase involves comprehensive annotation work
conducted by trained crowd workers, who annotate target
text constraints for each diagram-question pair. This anno-

tation effort produces more than 70,000 unique combina-
tions, as some questions are associated with different target
& concept text constraints, such as the same concept but dif-
ferent targets. Additionally, they annotate diagram elements
and texts to evaluate models’ diagram understanding.

The final phase employs crowd workers to evaluate com-
binations using a 100-point scale for educational utility,
with a passing threshold of 60 points. The resulting Di-
agramQG dataset contains 8,372 diagrams, 19,475 ques-
tions, and 44,472 complete combinations, sourced from Sci-
enceQA (34.1%), TQA (24.3%), CSDQA (10.8%), ADE
(9.2%), and our collection (21.6%).

3.2. Data Analyse
3.2.1. Domain & Question diversity.
The DiagramQG dataset encompasses a broad spectrum of
academic domains, categorized into four primary subjects:
Natural Science (blue), Earth Science (yellow), Applied



Num. of Q Num. of I Object on I Images Text Constraint Knowledge types
VQAv2.0 1.1M 20k 3.5 natural answer N/A

FVQA 5,826 2k 2.9 natural answer common-sense
VQG-COCO 25,000 5k 3.3 natural image, caption common-sense

K-VQG 16,098 13K 2.7 natural knowledge triple common-sense
DiagramQG 19,475 8,372 11.2 diagram target, concept subject knowledge

Table 1. Comparing core characteristics of major VQG Datasets and DiagramQG

Figure 4. Question distribution in DiagramQG.

Figure 5. Distribution of diagrams, questions, and questions per
diagram ratios across different concepts in DiagramQG.

Science (green), and Social Science (orange), as shown in
Figure 3. The dataset is structured hierarchically, with sam-
ples first classified by subject, then further divided into spe-
cific courses (e.g., Biology), and ultimately categorized into
detailed concepts (e.g., Ecological interactions). Figure 3
presents a treemap visualization illustrating the dataset’s
breadth and depth, encompassing 4 subjects, 15 courses,
and 169 concepts across several academic domains.

The DiagramQG dataset is distinguished by its diverse
range of scientific questions, which exhibit significant vari-
ation in both question formulation and complexity. As de-
picted in Figure 4, an analysis of the first four words in
question texts reveals a wide array of question types and
structures. The diversity is further exemplified by the varia-

tion in question length, ranging from 4 to 50 words, with an
average length of 9.52 words, underscoring the comprehen-
sive nature of the dataset.

An in-depth analysis of the distribution of diagrams and
questions across different concepts reveals a distinct long-
tail distribution pattern. As shown in Figure 5, the ratio of
questions per diagram for each concept also exhibits a pro-
nounced long-tail phenomenon. This skewed distribution
indicates that while certain concepts are well-represented, a
considerable number of concepts have limited coverage—a
common challenge in educational datasets, representative of
a typical occurrence in educational environments.

3.2.2. Comparisons to Other Datasets.
Table 1 presents a comprehensive comparison between the
DiagramQG dataset and existing visual question generation
datasets. The comparative analysis reveals that DiagramQG
distinguishes itself by focusing on specialized concepts
across multiple subjects, in contrast to other datasets that
primarily emphasize general diagram descriptions and com-
mon sense reasoning. Moreover, DiagramQG stands out as
the first large-scale multimodal scientific question genera-
tion dataset that incorporates non-answer words or phrases
and concepts across different subjects as text constraints. A
notable aspect of our analysis involves the examination of
object density per diagram across the five datasets. This
is particularly significant considering that diagrams inher-
ently contain more complex and information-rich content
compared to natural images.
3.2.3. Challenges in DiagramQG dataset
Based on our comparative analysis, DiagramQG presents
three unique challenges that differentiate it from existing
visual question generation datasets:
• Domain-specific knowledge requirement: Unlike other

existing VQG datasets that rely on general common
sense, DiagramQG encourages models to possess and ap-
ply different concepts across various subjects to generate
meaningful and practical questions.

• Long-tail distribution phenomenon: The inherent long-
tail distribution in DiagramQG, where concept coverage
ranges from abundant to limited, challenges models to
generalize and optimize performance across both well-
represented and underrepresented concepts.

• High object information density: The high density of
object information in the diagrams complicates content



interpretation and risks overlooking critical details, de-
manding models to possess capabilities in capturing and
processing complex visual information.

4. Baseline

4.1. Problem Definition
The Diagram Question Generation (DQG) task aims to gen-
erate a reasonable question q given a diagram d, a target
text t, and a concept text c. The generated question should
contain the target text t and effectively assess students’ un-
derstanding of the specified concept c. This task can be for-
mulated as a conditional generation problem, represented
as p(q|d, t, c), where a multimodal model maps visual and
textual information into a joint embedding space before de-
coding questions that satisfy both the text constraint and the
conceptual assessment requirement.

4.2. Architecture
We propose the Hierarchical Knowledge Integration (HKI-
DQG) framework as a baseline for the DQG task. This
framework is designed to be compatible with any vision-
language foundation model and implements a three-
stage pipeline for question generation: HierKnowExtract,
KnowSelect, and KnowFusionQG, as shown in Figure 6.
The HierKnowExtract stage extracts knowledge Ks from
multi-scale diagram patches Ps using vision-language mod-
els with frozen parameters. The KnowSelect stage selects
the m most relevant knowledge sentences K(t,c) based on
text t and concept c. The KnowFusionQG stage integrates
t, c, Pd, and K(t,c) to generate the final question q̂.

4.2.1. HierKnowExtract
The HierKnowExtract stage obtains diagram patches Ps

of different scales related to the target & concept text
constraints and uses vision-language models to extract the
knowledge Ks contained in all patches. This process begins
with a hierarchical decomposition of diagram d into ordered
patches Pd across an n-layered pyramid structure, followed
by visual encoding using the CLIP Image Encoder [32] to
get F l, as formulated in Equation 1.

Fd = {F l}nl=1

Pd = {pli,j | l ∈ [1, n], i, j ∈ [1, l]}
F l = {f l

i,j = CLIP(pli,j) | pli,j ∈ Pd}

pli,j = d

[
i− 1

l
H :

i

l
H,

j − 1

l
W :

j

l
W

] (1)

where H and W denote the height and width of the input
diagram, respectively.

For textual components, the T5 Encoder [33] is em-
ployed to process both the target text t and concept text c

independently. We introduce a learnable linear transforma-
tion Wh to ensure compatibility between the CLIP Image
Encoder [32] and T5 Encoder [33] feature spaces. This fa-
cilitates unified similarity computation and subsequent op-
erations in the KnowFusionQG phase. The process cul-
minates in the selection of the most semantically relevant
patch from each hierarchical layer to form the set Ps, as
shown in Equation 2.

et = T5enc(t), ec = T5enc(c)

sli,j = sim(Whf
l
i,j , et) + sim(Whf

l
i,j , ec)

Ps = {pli∗,j∗ | (i∗, j∗) = argmax
i,j

sli,j , l ∈ [1, n]}
(2)

Selected patches Ps, target text t, and concept text c are
fed into a large-scale vision-language model (VLM) like
Qwen-VL or BLIP to obtain diverse patch-specific knowl-
edge. The resulting knowledge set Ks is generated accord-
ing to Equation 3.{

Ks = {kl | l ∈ [1, n]}
kl = VLM(pli∗,j∗ , t, c), ∀pli∗,j∗ ∈ Ps

(3)

where kl is the text paragraph retrieved by the VLM, con-
taining several knowledge sentences. To optimize the learn-
ing process, the CLIP Image Encoder [32], T5 Encoder
[33], and the linear transformation Wh employed in this
phase share parameters with their counterparts in the third
phase, where gradient updates are effectively propagated.

4.2.2. KnowSelect
The KnowSelect stage selects the n most relevant knowl-
edge sentences K(t,c) from the extensive knowledge set Ks

based on target text t and concept text c. The process begins
with encoding the knowledge set Ks and the text constraints
using the T5 Encoder [33], as formulated in Equation 4.{

HK = T5enc(Ks)

Ht,c = T5enc(Prompt(t, c))
(4)

where Prompt(t, c) synthesizes t and c into a coherent
prompt following the template: Given the target text t, iden-
tify key knowledge related to the concept c.

To quantify the semantic relevance between the knowl-
edge set (K(t,c)) and text constraints (t and c), we employ a
scaled dot-product attention mechanism. This process com-
putes attention scores between the knowledge tokens and
the text constraint, followed by knowledge selection, as for-
mulated in Equation 5:A = softmax

(
HKHT

t,c√
dk

)
K(t,c) = top-m(AHK)

(5)



(a) Pyramid Layout

CLIP

𝑡:Bivalves

𝑐:Ecological 

interactions

(b) Framework

𝑃𝑠

VLM

…

𝐾𝑠

cos

T5 Enc

T5 Enc

cos

𝐾(𝑡,𝑐)

𝑃𝑠 CLIP

T5 EncPrompt

𝑡 & 𝑐

W Attention

+

𝑡𝑎𝑛ℎ(𝛾)

T5 Dec

ො𝑞

HierKnowExtract KnowSelect KnowFusionQG

𝐻(𝑡,𝑐)𝑒𝑡 , 𝑒𝑐

Figure 6. (a) Process the diagram into a pyramid structure of patches. (b) Our DiagramQA baseline, HKI-DQG, consists of three distinct
stages: HierKnowExtract, KnowSelect, and KnowFusionQG. In this framework, orange modules indicate trainable parameters, blue mod-
ules represent fixed parameters, and gray modules denote components without learnable parameters.

where dk denotes the dimensionality of the hidden rep-
resentations. The top-m operator selects the m most se-
mantically relevant knowledge sentences based on attention
scores, creating a knowledge set K(t,c) that best matches
the text constraints.
4.2.3. KnowFusionQG
The KnowFusionQG stage integrates the selected diagram
patches Ps, target text t, concept text c, and knowledge set
K(t,c) to generate the concept-focused question through a
multimodal fusion mechanism. The process begins with
encoding inputs into language and vision representations,
as shown in Equation 6.{

Ht = T5enc(Prompt[t; c;K(t,c)])

Hv = Wh · CLIP(Ps)
(6)

where Wh is also used in HierKnowExtract phase. This
Prompt[t; c;K(t,c)] synthesizes t, c and K(t,c) into a coher-
ent prompt following the template: Generate the question
including Target: t to assess Concept: c with the knowl-
edge: K(t,c). To capture the intricate relationships be-
tween textual and visual representations, a cross-modal at-
tention mechanism followed by a gated fusion network is
employed, as formulated in Equation 7.

Hattn
v = Softmax(

HtH
T
v√

dk
)Hv

λ = WtHt +WvH
attn
v

Hfuse = Ht + tanh(λ) ·Hattn
v

(7)

Finally, the fused output Hfuse is fed into the T5 decoder
[33] to predict the target question q̂. This integration of
visual and textual information through cross-modal atten-
tion and gated fusion enables the model to generate ques-
tions that are both contextually relevant and conceptually
focused.

5. Experiments
5.1. Implementation Details
The experimental framework uses T5 Base and Large archi-
tectures along with the CLIP (ViT-B/32) model. Optimiza-

tion is performed with the AdamW optimizer, applying a
learning rate of 1e-5 for CLIP and 5e-5 for other compo-
nents, running through 20 epochs of fine-tuning. Key pa-
rameters include a maximum input sequence length of 256,
an output sequence length of 32, and a batch size of 32, with
experiments conducted on one NVIDIA A800 80G GPU.

5.2. Split
The DiagramQG dataset is split into training, validation,
and testing sets with a ratio of 70:5:25, ensuring no overlap
of diagrams and questions across these sets. Additionally,
each concept is represented in both validation and testing
sets, despite some concepts having relatively few samples.

5.3. Baselines
VQG approaches can be classified into two main categories:
Fine-tuned and In-Context Learning methods. Fine-tuned
methods use models like BERT [6], T5 [33], or GPT-2
[31] for question generation, with examples including K-
VQG [34], Patch-TRM [22], ConVQG [25], and KC-VQG
[18]. In-Context Learning methods utilize large vision-
language models to extract relevant information from dia-
grams and generate questions using three reference ques-
tions. This includes open-source models like Qwen2-VL
[39], MiniCPM-V [48], DeepSeek-VL [21], and InternVL2
[3], as well as closed-source models such as GLM4-V pro,
Claude-3.5 Sonnect, and GPT-4o. Models such as BLIP2
[13], Llava 1.5 [17], and CogVLM [42] do not perform sat-
isfactorily on the DiagramQG dataset, likely caused by lim-
ited exposure to diagram datasets.

5.4. Evaluation metrics
We evaluate our model using established language genera-
tion metrics, including BLEU [28], Bert Score, METEOR
[5], CIDEr [37], and ROUGE [15]. We evaluate model
performance using the pycocoevalcap package to measure
alignment between generated and ground truth questions. In
addition to traditional question metrics, we propose the Di-
agram Element Hit Number (DEHN) to measure the utiliza-
tion of diagram elements in the generated questions. Due to
the uneven distribution of elements across diagrams, with



Method BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 Bert-Score METEOR CIDEr ROUGE-L DEHN
In-Context Learning
InternVL2 (8B) [3] 25.57 14.48 8.76 4.54 75.18 12.78 0.25 22.12 0.37
InternVL2 (26B) [3] 27.84 16.54 10.76 7.64 78.72 15.56 0.37 24.12 0.45
InternVL2 (40B) [3] 28.40 17.78 11.85 8.63 79.72 16.91 0.39 25.35 0.46
MiniCPM-V2(8B) [48] 24.25 12.51 7.86 4.89 74.64 11.49 0.28 21.96 0.45
DeepSeek-VL(7B) [21] 23.96 14.14 8.53 5.51 76.12 14.96 0.30 23.42 0.47
Qwen2-VL(2B) [39] 26.87 15.53 9.35 5.59 75.16 12.76 0.29 23.21 0.34
Qwen2-VL(7B) [39] 28.64 17.71 11.51 8.59 76.68 15.18 0.45 24.79 0.36
Qwen2-VL(72B) [39] 35.82 25.17 18.94 15.21 82.19 19.84 0.71 31.76 0.42
GLM4-V pro 31.89 20.05 13.87 10.68 81.16 16.52 0.62 27.41 0.37
Claude-3.5-Sonnet (T) 22.76 13.01 8.05 5.16 78.77 13.26 0.45 20.51 0.02
GPT-4o (T) 19.31 10.22 6.17 3.65 80.54 11.02 0.36 20.7 0.02
Claude-3.5-Sonnet 41.86 35.15 30.14 26.20 83.54 30.39 1.78 39.67 0.20
GPT-4o 43.72 37.22 32.26 28.13 84.16 31.50 1.91 43.39 0.23
Fine-tuned
K-VQG [34] 22.37 16.97 13.51 11.05 73.88 27.48 0.45 28.55 0.25
Patch-TRM [22] 23.02 17.63 14.08 11.67 74.68 28.74 0.47 30.50 0.28
ConVQG (BLIP) [25] 31.21 23.42 18.47 15.06 74.71 29.89 0.56 31.24 0.43
KC-VQG (BLIP) [18] 33.13 26.56 21.75 17.52 79.84 31.59 1.03 34.26 0.45
KC-VQG (Q-2B) [18] 36.11 28.74 23.59 19.72 83.54 33.93 1.32 37.54 0.54
Ours
HKI-DQG(BLIP, T5-B) 47.98 40.25 35.31 31.87 84.27 41.68 2.91 46.31 0.29
HKI-DQG(Q-2B, T5-B) 58.76 52.64 48.52 46.94 88.74 52.44 4.15 58.21 0.51
HKI-DQG(Q-7B, T5-B) 60.62 54.68 50.54 47.48 89.52 53.09 4.19 59.97 0.57
HKI-DQG(BLIP, T5-L) 50.63 43.61 38.94 35.69 85.44 43.84 3.11 49.75 0.31
HKI-DQG(Q-2B, T5-L) 60.03 54.14 50.07 47.05 89.28 53.21 4.21 59.62 0.54
HKI-DQG(Q-7B, T5-L) 61.63 55.62 51.46 48.41 89.81 54.26 4.32 60.69 0.59

Table 2. Results on DiagramQG, where GPT-4o (T) and Claude-3.5-Sonnet (T) are meant to generate questions using only text constraints,
where, Q-2B, Q-7B, T5-B, T5-L mean, Qwen2-VL-2B, Qwen2-VL-7B, T5-Base and T5-Large.

Dataset Model BLEU-4 CIDEr METEOR

K-VQG

IM-VQG [11] 11.44 17.07 0.26
K-VQG [34] 18.84 22.79 1.31

ConVQG [25] 20.01 22.66 1.53
HKI-DQGB 55.49 48.89 4.81
HKI-DQGQ 62.69 52.42 5.48

Table 3. Evaluation results on K-VQG dataset.

Figure 7. The solid line represents concept-wise BLEU scores,
while the dotted line indicates the mean performance.

some containing over 30 elements, a single question can-
not cover all elements. Thus, we define DEHN as the count

of diagram elements present in the generated question, pro-
viding a complementary metric to assess the model’s ability
to incorporate relevant diagram information. The DEHN is
calculated as follows: DEHN = 1

|Q|
∑

q∈Q

∑
i=1 ⊮(ei ∈

q) where |Q| represents the total number of generated ques-
tions, q is a single question from the set of generated ques-
tions Q, and ⊮(ei ∈ q) is an indicator function that equals
1 if the diagram element ei is present in the question q and
0 otherwise. This metric quantitatively measures how well
the model incorporates relevant diagram elements into the
generated questions, complementing traditional metrics.

5.5. Results
We evaluate various models on our DiagramQG dataset, as
shown in Table 2. Among the in-context learning meth-
ods that utilize Vision-Language Models (VLMs), mod-
els with larger parameter counts generally perform better,
indicating their abundant knowledge across different spe-
cialized scientific domains. Interestingly, Qwen2-VL 2B
achieves impressive and competitive results despite hav-
ing fewer parameters, making it a suitable base model for
further comprehensive experiments. Tests conducted with
GPT-4o and Claude-3.5 Sonnet using only text inputs result
in both lower DEHN scores and reduced generation perfor-



Dataset Model BLEU-1 CIDEr METEOR

VQG-COCO

MDN [30] 36.0 23.4 0.51
MC-BMN [29] 40.7 22.6 0.50
ConVQG [25] 50.2 26.4 0.56
HKI-DQGB 55.6 43.4 0.74
HKI-DQGQ 58.1 46.3 1.06

OK-VQA

IM-VQG [11] 36.47 30.25 0.15
KVQG [34] 27.18 55.38 0.13

LV2-Net [20] 29.90 92.17 0.15
HKI-DQGB 31.51 112.61 0.20
HKI-DQGQ 33.24 126.42 0.23

A-OKVQA

IM-VQG [11] 39.30 22.11 0.12
KVQG [34] 30.56 40.97 0.13

LV2-Net [20] 32.11 60.06 0.14
HKI-DQGB 33.21 78.42 0.18
HKI-DQGQ 34.57 92.36 0.20

Table 4. Evaluation results on VQG-COCO, OK-VQA and A-
OKVQA datasets.

mance, highlighting the critical importance of incorporating
diagrams in the question generation process. Among the
fine-tuned methods, KVQG and Patch-TRM do not leverage
VLMs for additional knowledge, while ConVQG and KC-
VQG do. The latter models demonstrate superior perfor-
mance, with KC-VQG showing improved results as VLM
parameters scale up. HKI-DQG framework achieves the
best performance across all quantitative evaluation metrics,
regardless of whether it is based on T5-base or T5-large,
particularly when using the larger-scale Qwen2-VL model.
These impressive results validate HKI-DQG as an effective
baseline for future research by demonstrating the value of
incorporating subject knowledge in the DQG task. We fur-
ther analyze the performance of HKI-DQG across differ-
ent concepts, as illustrated in Figure 7. The results exhibit
a long-tail distribution, where concepts with more training
samples consistently and significantly perform better.

5.6. Results on Other Dataset
We thoroughly evaluate HKI-DQG’s generalizability on
four VQG datasets of natural images, namely VQG-COCO,
OK-VQA, A-OKVQA, and K-VQG. Our proposed HKI-
DQG model consistently outperforms previous state-of-the-
art methods on both VQG-COCO and K-VQG datasets, as
shown in Table 4 and 3. According to the results, HKI-
DQG achieves the best performance on most metrics, par-
ticularly on CIDEr and METEOR, indicating that the model
can better grasp the semantic content of questions and gen-
erate more contextually appropriate questions.

5.7. Parameter Sensitive Study
Our comprehensive laboratory experiments carefully in-
volve two manually set key parameters: dividing the dia-
gram into an n-layer pyramid of patches and selecting m
sentences of background knowledge for question genera-
tion. Based on our analysis, Table 5 clearly shows the de-

Setting BLEU-4 METEOR CIDEr DEHN
n=1,m=4 40.69 45.93 3.31 0.35
n=2,m=4 43.76 50.68 3.64 0.43
n=4,m=4 46.12 51.95 4.02 0.53
n=3,m=0 42.82 49.14 3.72 0.42
n=3,m=1 43.63 49.81 3.82 0.46
n=3,m=2 44.59 50.26 3.88 0.49
n=3,m=3 45.65 51.70 4.05 0.51
n=3,m=5 46.69 52.28 4.12 0.52
n=3,m=4 46.94 52.44 4.15 0.51

Table 5. Results on DiagramQG under different settings. We em-
ploy HKI-DQG (Qwen2-VL 2B & T5-Base) to obtain the results.

GT

Our

If the number of Bivalves suddenly decreases, what 

will happen to the number of Geese and Mute Swans?

If Bivalves suddenly decline in numbers, what 

would happen to the populations of Sea Ducks?

Input Target: Bivalves; Concept: Ecological interactions

GPT-4o What kinds of organisms do bivalves eat?

GT

Our

Which represents the part that is used 

to filter food out of water?

Which represents the part used to filter 

food from the water?

Input

GPT-4o What is the function of the filter?

Target: Filter; Concept: Echinoderms 

and invertebrate chordates

Figure 8. Two different cases in DiagramQG dataset.

tailed results with n ranging from 1 to 4, with the model per-
formance consistently peaking at n = 3, strongly suggest-
ing that overly fine diagram division leads to noisy knowl-
edge extraction by VLM, significantly affecting model per-
formance. Regarding the second important parameter, Ta-
ble 5 systematically shows experimental results for m rang-
ing from 1 to 5, definitively peaking at m = 4. While
excessive background knowledge notably affects the per-
formance of HKI-DQG, the relatively minor overall impact
clearly demonstrates the framework’s impressive resilience
to redundant input information.

5.8. Case Study
The comprehensive evaluation of the HKI-DQG framework
on the DiagramQG dataset (Figure 8) reveals good overall
capability in question generation. While advanced models
like GPT-4o can generate coherent and fluent question texts,
those questions often fail to effectively test students’ deeper
understanding of concepts. Compared to GPT-4o, HKI-
DQG consistently demonstrates significant advantages in
generating questions with stronger concept relevance. For
a more detailed case study analysis and results, please refer
to the supplementary materials.

6. Conclusion

This study introduces DiagramQG dataset, the first dataset
for diagram question generation. We propose Hierarchical



Knowledge Integration for Diagram Question Generation
(HKI-DQG) framework to generate concept-focused ques-
tions, supporting interactive and personalized learning [26].
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DiagramQG: A Dataset for Generating Concept-Focused Questions
from Diagrams

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we provide more details
on our implementation and experiments as follows:
• Section A: More details on implementation;
• Section B: More details on baselines;
• Section C: More details on DiagramQG;
• Section D: More experiments on other VQG datasets;
• Section E: More case studies on Diagram.

A. More details on implementation
In our experimental setup, we developed a framework based
on the T5 architecture, utilizing both its Base and Large
variants with 220M and 770M parameters respectively,
alongside CLIP (ViT-B/32) for visual understanding capa-
bilities. The framework’s trainable parameters, excluding
pre-trained components, were initialized following a nor-
mal distribution (µ = 0, σ = 0.02). For optimization,
we implemented the AdamW optimizer with a dual learning
rate strategy: a conservative 1e − 5 for CLIP components
to maintain visual feature integrity, and a higher 5e − 5 for
remaining components. The training process spanned 20
epochs, incorporating linear learning rate warmup during
the initial 2 epochs followed by cosine decay. Our imple-
mentation featured specific configurations including 256 to-
kens for maximum input sequence length, 32 tokens for out-
put sequence length, a batch size of 32, 4 gradient accumu-
lation steps, 0.01 weight decay, and 0.1 dropout rate, with
FP16 mixed precision training enabled. All experimental
procedures were executed on a hardware setup consisting
of two NVIDIA Tesla A100 80G GPUs, utilizing CUDA
11.8 and PyTorch 1.13.1.

B. More details on baselines
Visual Question Generation (VQG) approaches can be clas-
sified into two main categories: fine-tuning-based methods
and large vision-language models.

For Fine-tuning-based methods, using the same data
split approach as our method, the dataset is divided into
training, validation, and test sets in a ratio of 7:1:2. Models
are trained on the training set, validated on the validation
set, and final results are reported on the test set.

K-VQG [34] integrates UNITER, a multi-modal trans-
former, to encode both visual features (extracted via Faster
R-CNN) and masked knowledge triplets. The model
processes visual region features with positional informa-
tion and combines them with tokenized knowledge triplets
through a BART-based decoder, generating questions

Patch-TRM [22] employs a hierarchical patch-based

transformer that processes diagrams by decomposing them
into meaningful patches through a pyramid layout. The
model combines ResNet and vision Transformer for visual
processing, using attention mechanisms to fuse visual and
textual features, enabling effective capture of both local de-
tails and global relationships for diagram-focused question
generation.

ConVQG [25] introduces a contrastive learning frame-
work with dual modality-specific objectives for visual ques-
tion generation. By contrasting image-specific and text-
guided features, the model generates diverse questions that
are both image-specific and controllable through flexible
textual constraints such as answers, captions, or knowl-
edge triplets, enabling precise control over question content
while maintaining visual grounding.

KC-VQG [18] presents a knowledge-guided framework
that combines topic-aware visual attention and Large Lan-
guage Model (LLM) generated knowledge for question gen-
eration. The model integrates three components: a topic-
aware visual feature extractor, a knowledge extractor with
discriminative filtering, and a GPT-2 based decoder, en-
abling it to generate questions that incorporate both explicit
visual information and implicit commonsense knowledge
about specified topics.

For large vision-language models (VLMs), whether
open-source or closed-source, we selected three reference
questions for each concept. These reference questions,
along with target and concept textual constraints, are incor-
porated into the prompt during the VLM’s question genera-
tion process to obtain final outputs.

Open-Source Large vision-language models:
Qwen2-VL [39] introduces two key architectural innova-

tions in vision-language modeling: a Naive Dynamic Reso-
lution mechanism that processes arbitrary image resolutions
by mapping them to dynamic visual tokens, and a Multi-
modal Rotary Position Embedding (M-ROPE) that decom-
poses positional information to capture 1D textual, 2D vi-
sual, and 3D video dimensions. Available in 2B, 7B, and
72B parameter versions, it employs a streaming architecture
that enables efficient processing of varying input formats
while maintaining strong performance on diagram-related
tasks.

MiniCPM-V [48] presents a compact yet effective
vision-language model that combines SigLip-400M visual
encoder with Qwen2-7B language model, totaling 8B pa-
rameters. The model offers efficient multi-image and video
understanding capabilities while maintaining competitive



Statistic Number

Total unique diagrams 8,372
Total unique questions 19,475

Total combinations 44,472
Total Subject 4
Total Course 15

Total Concept 169

Train unique diagrams 5,610
Train unique questions 13,271

Train combinations 30,531

Val unique diagrams 922
Val unique questions 2,015

Val combinations 4,350

Test unique diagrams 1,839
Test unique questions 4,189

Test combinations 9,591

Table 6. Main statistics in DiagramQG

performance on vision-language tasks through its stream-
lined architecture and parameter-efficient design.

DeepSeek-VL [21] introduces a balanced approach to
vision-language modeling that builds upon the DeepSeek
language model series. The model emphasizes maintaining
strong language capabilities while developing visual under-
standing, featuring high-resolution processing capabilities
and a carefully curated training strategy. Through its sys-
tematic scaling methodology from 1B to 7B parameters, it
achieves competitive performance in practical applications
while maintaining efficiency in multi-modal processing.

InternVL2 [3] introduces a progressive alignment train-
ing strategy that scales efficiently from small to large lan-
guage models while supporting diverse input modalities
(text, images, video, and medical data). Built upon In-
ternVL 1.5, the model incorporates an expanded training
dataset covering multiple tasks (captioning, VQA, detec-
tion, grounding, and OCR) and employs VisionLLMv2
technology to enable various output formats including im-
ages, bounding boxes, and masks. This comprehensive
approach allows the model to handle hundreds of vision-
language tasks while maintaining expert-level performance.

Closed-Source Large vision-language models:
GLM4-V is a large-scale multimodal language model

developed by ZhiPu, featuring outstanding visual under-
standing and language generation capabilities. It employs
a unified pre-training framework, capable of handling mul-
tiple modalities such as text, images, and audio. GLM4-V
demonstrates strong performance in tasks like visual ques-
tion answering, image description, and cross-modal reason-
ing, and can quickly adapt to new scenarios through few-
shot learning. The model supports both Chinese and En-

glish, excelling in multilingual understanding and genera-
tion.

Claude 3.5 Sonnect is a next-generation multimodal as-
sistant developed by Anthropic, exhibiting exceptional per-
formance in both visual and language understanding. It uti-
lizes an innovative neural network architecture that allows
for deep comprehension of image content and complex rea-
soning. The model has strict controls in terms of safety
and ethics, capable of identifying and filtering inappropri-
ate content. A notable feature is its strong contextual un-
derstanding and coherent conversational abilities.

GPT-4 is the latest large language model developed by
OpenAI, possessing powerful multimodal understanding
and generation capabilities. It can process image and text
inputs and perform complex reasoning and knowledge inte-
gration. This model showcases remarkable few-shot learn-
ing abilities, quickly mastering new tasks with only a few
examples. GPT-4 also excels in creativity, generating high-
quality text, code, and other creative content.

Other Large vision-language models:
BLIP2 [13], Llava 1.5 [17], and CogVLM [42], despite

their strong performance in general vision-language tasks,
showed limitations in diagram-specific question generation,
possibly due to insufficient training on diagram-focused
datasets.

C. More details on DiagramQG
The DiagramQG dataset is a comprehensive collection of
questions covering 4 subjects, 15 courses, and 169 con-
cepts, consisting of 19,077 unique questions and 8,372 di-
agrams. These components form 44,074 combinations of
(target & concept text constraint, diagram, question). This
dataset aims to encourage models to generate questions that
assess students’ conceptual understanding by leveraging the
provided target & concept text constraints and diagrams, as
shown in Figure 2. Accomplishing this task requires two
key capabilities from computational models. First, they
must demonstrate sophisticated visual comprehension abil-
ities. Second, they need comprehensive domain knowledge
across multiple academic disciplines. Following established
methodological practices in machine learning, we imple-
mented a stratified partitioning of the dataset, allocating
70% for training, 10% for validation, and 20% for testing
purposes. The comprehensive statistical distribution across
these partitions, along with the aggregate dataset metrics, is
presented in Table 6.

D. More experimental details on other VQG
datasets
We evaluated our baseline model’s generalizability in vi-
sual question generation on two datasets of natural images,
namely VQG-COCO and K-VQG.

VQG-COCO contains 2,500 training images and 1,250



GT

Pred.

Please judge whether  it is a hybrid structure.

What is the difference between the wired and 

wireless structure?

Input
Target text: hybrid structure

Concept text: Network topology

How many years passed between the signing of the Treaty 

of Versailles and the beginning of World War II in Europe?

What happened after Theory of Versailles?

Target text: World War II

Concept text: 20th century american history

Which of these causes light to converge?

What causes the meniscus to curvature?

Target text: converge

Concept text: Optics

GT

Pred.

Input

GT

Pred.

Input

Figure 9. Three different cases (Text Constraint Lost) in DiagramQG dataset.

GT

Pred.

Which part controls the diameter and size of pupil?

What is the function of the pupil?

Input
Target text: Bivalves

Concept text: Vision and the eye

Which has more energy Kr or Ba?

During this process, what energy is emitted 

from the nucleus?

Target text: energy

Concept text: Nuclear energy

In terms of altitude, what are clouds that is in between 

Stratus and Cirrostratus?

What is the top layer of the Stratus?

Target text: Stratus

Concept text: Clouds

GT

Pred.

Input

GT

Pred.

Input

Figure 10. Three different cases (Diagram Interpretation Bias) in DiagramQG dataset.

Method BLEU-1 METEOR CIDEr
MDN [30] 36.0 23.4 0.51

MC-BMN [29] 40.7 22.6 0.50
ConVQG [25] 50.2 26.4 0.56
HKI-DQGB 55.3 43.4 0.74
HKI-DQGQ 58.1 46.3 1.06

Table 7. Results on VQG-COCO, using captions as text constraint.
We report BLEU-1 instead of BLEU-4 to be consistent with the
comparison methods.

Method BLEU-4 METEOR CIDEr
IM-VQG [11] 11.44 17.07 0.26
K-VQG [34] 18.84 22.79 1.31

ConVQG [25] 20.01 22.66 1.53
HKI-DQGB 55.49 48.89 4.81
HKI-DQGQ 62.69 52.42 5.48

Table 8. Results on the K-VQG dataset. The results of IM-VQG
are reproduced based on the official code.

validation and test images each, designed for generating
natural image-based questions. Each image is accompanied
by five natural questions and five ground truth captions. Un-
like other datasets, answers are not always provided.

K-VQG is a knowledge-aware VQG dataset that

uniquely combines visual content with structured knowl-
edge triplets. It is a large-scale, human-annotated dataset
containing around 13,000 images, 16,000 question-answer
pairs, and 6,000 knowledge triplets. Each sample con-
sists of an image, a question, an answer, and a knowledge
triplet. K-VQG allows the use of both answers or knowl-
edge triplets as text constraints.

Our proposed HKI-DQG consistently achieves substan-
tial improvements over previous state-of-the-art methods
across both VQG-COCO and K-VQG datasets, as shown
in Table 7 and 8. These results demonstrate the strong gen-
eralization capability of our approach and prove that using a
more advanced vision-language model as a foundation can
significantly enhance performance in visual question gener-
ation tasks.

E. More case studies on Diagram

Addressing the three bottlenecks in DQG task previously
mentioned, Text Constraint Lost, Diagram Interpreta-
tion Bias, and Concept Ambiguity, we present additional
reference cases in Figures 9, 10, and 11.

In the first case (Text Constraint Lost), as shown in Fig-
ure 9, the generated questions fail to incorporate the target
text, leading to inconsistent question generation. Regarding



During a total lunar eclipse, the moon is 

in what part of the Earth's shadow?

Where does the Earths shadow fall?

Target text: Earth's shadow

Concept text: Eclipses

GT

Pred.

Input

What connects the larynx to windpipe in lungs?

How many windpipes are there?

Target text: windpipe

Concept text: Optics

GT

Pred.

Input

Where is eroded intertidal beach sediment deposited 

in a storm weather beach system?

How many storm weather beach system are there?

Target text: storm weather beach system

Concept text: Erosion and deposition by flowing water

GT

Pred.

Input

Figure 11. Three different cases (Concept Ambiguity) in DiagramQG dataset.

Which organ helps to filter blood and form 

urine?

What is filter blood?

Target text: filter blood

Concept text: Nuclear energy

GT

Pred.

Input

(1) The diagram shows the anatomy of the urinary 

system.

(2) It includes the renal artery, renal vein, ureter, bladder, 

and urethra. 

(3) The renal artery supplies blood to the kidneys, and 

the renal vein carries waste products from the 

kidneys.

(4) The ureter transports urine from the kidneys to the 

bladder. 

Knowledge from the diagram

Figure 12. Three different cases in DiagramQG dataset.

the cause of this issue, we hypothesize that the model’s in-
struction processing capabilities are not fully refined, result-
ing in the loss of target text during the generation process.

In the second case (Diagram Interpretation Bias), as

GT

Pred.

What is the content of the element that in the 

pop operation?

Please judge whether 2 and 1 are popped by 

the pop operation is correct.

Input
Target text: pop operation

Concept text: Nuclear energy

Knowledge from the diagram

(1) The diagram represents a stack data structure. 

(2) It shows a stack with two elements: 2 and 1. 

(3) The stack is being popped, and the popped element 

is 3. 

(4) The diagram represents a stack with a series of 

numbers.

Figure 13. Three different cases in DiagramQG dataset.

shown in Figure 10, while the generated questions as-
sess students’ concept comprehension to some extent, they
show simplified concept application compared to ground
truth questions, indicating room for improvement. In re-
sponse to this issue, we visualize the selected relevant back-
ground knowledge during the question generation process,
as shown in Figure 10. It can be observed that these back-
ground knowledge entries do not contain any content related
to the text “filter blood,” making it difficult for the model to



generate questions related to this concept.
In the third case (Concept Ambiguity), as shown in Fig-

ure 11, the generated questions fail to reflect concept-related
content, merely providing simple extensions of the target
text. Similarly, for this issue, we visualize the selected rele-
vant background knowledge during the question generation
process, as shown in Figure 13. The questions generated in
this case demonstrate basic concept awareness but fail to in-
teract with the specific details presented in the background
knowledge. This indicates that the model tends to adopt
generic question patterns, lacking sufficient in-depth analy-
sis of the specific content within the diagram, which may be
related to the long-tail phenomenon present in the training
samples.
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