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Abstract
Visual Commonsense Reasoning, which is regarded as one challeng-
ing task to pursue advanced visual scene comprehension, has been
used to diagnose the reasoning ability of AI systems. However, reli-
able reasoning requires a good grasp of the scene’s details. Existing
work fails to effectively exploit the real-world object relationship
information present within the scene, and instead overly relies on
knowledge from training memory. Based on these observations, we
propose a novel scene-graph-enhanced visual commonsense rea-
soning generation method named G2, which first utilizes the image
patches and LLMs to construct a location-free scene graph, and then
answer and explain based on the scene graph’s information. We
also propose automatic scene graph filtering and selection strate-
gies to absorb valuable scene graph information during training.
Extensive experiments are conducted on the tasks and datasets of
scene graph constructing and visual commonsense answering and
explaining, respectively. Experimental results and ablation analysis
demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed framework.

CCS Concepts
• Computing methodologies → Natural language processing;
Computer vision.

Keywords
Multimodal fusion; Visual commonsense reasoning; Scene graph
generation

1 Introduction
Deep learning has greatly advanced in vision-language tasks, and
has exhibited impressive performance, e.g., Image Captioning [18,
59], ScienceQA [30, 61]. This advancement can help enhance the
understanding and question-answering capabilities of web multi-
media content, thereby more effectively processing and interpret-
ing complex web visual information. Due to the black-box nature,
models’ explainability is receiving increasing attention. Visual Com-
monsense Reasoning (VCR) [55] is a task that focuses on visual
reasoning, requiring a model to simultaneously engage in reason-
ing from both recognition-level and cognition-level. At the same
time, the Vision-language Natural Language Explanation (VL-NLE)
[15, 21, 35, 39, 48] task has extended traditional Natural Language
Explanation (NLE) [2, 4, 5] into the vision-language setting, aiming
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Question what are person1, person3 , and person6 doing？

AE without
scene graph

person1, person3 and person6 are having a conversation. 
Because: person1 is smiling and person2 is looking up at person3.

AE with scene
graph

they are eating dinner together.
Because: they are sitting at a table and have drinks on the table.

Ground Truth
they are eating and drinking together. 
Because: they are all sitting at the same table and they have food
and drinks in front of them.
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Figure 1: An example of visual commonsense reasoning. (a)
is the image of the scene. (b) is a scene graph generated from
(a). In the table of (c), the first row is the Question, the second
row is the Answer and Explanation (AE) without scene graph,
the third row is the Answer and Explanation (AE) with scene
graph, and the fourth row is the Ground Truth.
to help models generate clear answers and fine-grained explana-
tions. Recently, VCR has also been incorporated into VL-NLE, trans-
formed from a multiple-choice problem into a generation problem
[21, 35, 48].

Through observation, we find an encouraging phenomenon that
a large number of specific objects and their relationships are con-
tained in the questions, answers, and explanations. As shown in
Table 1, 99.7%, 97.6%, and 98.8% of questions, answers, and ex-
planations in the VCR dataset contain both the objects and their
relationships. Each sentence of question, answer, and explanation
in the VCR dataset contains more than 1 object and more than 2
relationships. In particular, each explanation contains an average
of 4 objects and 3.8 relationships. For example, “He is sitting in a
cushioned piece of furniture. He has his briefcase on his lap and he is
engrossed in a book.” contains relationships: “He is sitting in furni-
ture”, “briefcase on lap”, and “he is engrossed in a book”. It is obvious
that understanding the objects and their relationships well plays
a crucial role in visual commonsense answering and explaining.
Taking Figure 1 as an example, when asked “what are person1 and
person3, and person6 doing?”, a model that does not take object
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Question Answer Explanation

#Objects 1.2 2.0 4.0
#Relations 2.1 2.1 3.8

Proportion 99.7% 97.6% 98.8%
Table 1: A statistical analysis of the VCR dataset. The second
and third rows show the average number of objects and rela-
tions contained in each question, answer, and explanation.
The fourth row shows the proportion of questions, answers,
and explanations that contain goals and relationships, re-
spectively.
relationships into consideration generates the following: “person1
and person3, and person6 are having a conversation. Because: person1
is smiling and person2 is looking up at person3.”. However, in the
ground truth explanation, critical factors such as “dining table” and
“cup” explicitly contribute to identifying the scenario as a dining
event rather than a mere conversational setting. It is evident that
this prediction overly emphasizes the role of human factors and ne-
glects other objects in the surrounding environment. Consequently,
the statement generated with considering the object relationships
“they are eating dinner together. Because: they are sitting at a table
and have drinks on the table.” is more precise.

Based on the above observations, we argue that current VCR
models should additionally incorporate object relationships when
making visual commonsense reasoning. Scene graph, as defined in
the Scene Graph Generation (SGG) task [22, 36, 41, 42], is known
as a valuable means to model object relationships. A scene graph
is a graph structure composed of nodes and edges, where each
node represents an object, and each directed edge denotes the rela-
tionship between the objects at both ends. For example, as shwon
in Figure 1 (b), in the triplet “⟨person, holding, cup⟩”, “person” and
“cup” are objects, and “holding” is the relationship. By extracting
various positional and semantic relationships among the objects,
the potential of the scene graph has already been demonstrated
in certain tasks [47, 53]. Considering that the images provided by
VCR are insufficient to offer such detailed location and relationship
information, the scene graph is well-suited to serve as a bridge to
fill this gap during the reasoning process.

A good scene graph is the key to the visual commonsense reason-
ing task. When constructing scene graphs, the most common ap-
proach is to first use an off-the-shelf detector such as Faster-RCNN
[38]) for object detection, followed by predicting relationships be-
tween the detected objects. However, the majority of contemporary
SGG methods depend on object locations and bounding box data,
which is not necessary for most downstream tasks [12, 13, 20], re-
sulting in intricate mechanisms and pipelines. Taking the aforemen-
tioned shortcomings into account, we suppose that Large Language
Models (LLMs), when endowed with visual understanding capa-
bilities, can better distinguish the potential spatial relationships
between two objects under a location-free setting.

To address the above-mentioned issues, we propose a framework
named G2, which represents for Generative visual commonsense
answering and explaining with Generative scene graph construct-
ing. In order to obtain more comprehensive visual information, we
use the patch sequence from CLIP [37] as input. To achieve a more
reliable perception of reasoning, we first train our model with LLMs

on the Visual Genome (VG) dataset [22] and generate a series of
scene graphs for the VCR dataset. Meanwhile, to identify the most
advantageous scene graphs for VCR generation, we also develop
an automated selection mechanism, which assigns weights to the
input based on the confidence score of the scene graph, thereby
affecting the subsequent attention computation. This mechanism
enables the model to seamlessly sift through highly reliable and
valuable scene graphs throughout the generation process. During
the VCR generation process, we implement an early fusion between
the image patches and the text input. Extensive experimental re-
sults on the VCR dataset demonstrate our method outperforms the
strong baselines with both automatic and human evaluation met-
rics. To further validate the performance, we conduct experiments
on VQA-X [34] and e-SNLI-VE [21]. The results provide additional
confirmation of the effectiveness of our method.

To summarize, our contributions are three-fold:

• We systematically explore how to combine patch sequences
and LLMs for location-free scene graph construction, then
utilize the explicit information of scene graph triplets for
generating answers and explanations.

• Wepropose an automatic scene graph selectionmethod at the
VCR generation stage, which introduces confidence scores
of scene graphs to weigh the input. The empirical results
suggest the automatic selection approach has the best per-
formance, compared to threshold-based approaches.

• Extensive experimental results show that our proposed G2
framework is superior to the strong baselines and is capable
of generating more well-founded and rational explanations.

2 Related Work
2.1 Scene Graph Generation
A scene graph contains semantic information detailing the objects,
attributes, and relationships. To be specific, it is a graph structure
composed of nodes and edges, where each node represents an object,
and each directed edge denotes the relationship between the nodes
at both ends. The predominant representation of scene graphs is
triplets, in which the subject and object embody the endpoints,
while the relationship signifies the directed edge. The Scene Graph
Generation task (SGG) is to extract such semantic representations
from images. Current approaches can be divided into two categories.
The first category comprises two stages: first, object detection, such
as using Faster-RCNN [38], followed by relationship prediction
[11, 26, 29]. Considering that elements in an image serve as the
context for others, the second method jointly predicts objects and
object relationships [24, 25, 51]. Some work has also focused on the
long-tail problem in scene graphs [9, 54, 58] and proposed unbiased
SGG [45, 52]. In addition, aiming to generate without using location
information such as bounding boxes, location-free SGG [31] has
recently been proposed. Although existing work has been able
to generate relatively high-quality scene graphs, there is still a
long way to go before it becomes truly practical. In light of this
situation, we want to utilize LLMs’ powerful understanding ability
for generation without positional information.
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Scene Graph:
“person4 hold cup;
person1 sit in chair;

person5 hold handbag ... ...”

Prompt
Create a scene graph based on an image
that includes multiple objects. Your task is
to identify the key elements and
relationships between these objects in the
image, as well as their spatial arrangement
within the scene ...   
Objects: person0 cup; ...

Prompt
Context: person4 hold cup; person1
sit in chair; person1 sit by dining table;
cup on dining table; dining table
behind handbag; person5 carring
handbag ... ...
Question: what are person1 and
person3, and person6 doing？

Answer + Explanation: 
“they are eating dinner together. 

Because: they are sitting at a table and
have drinks on the table.”

Objects 
“person0, person1, ... , cup, chair,

handbag, tie, dining table”

Question: 
“what are person1, person3 and

person6 doing？”

C
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Figure 2: An overview of our proposed G2. It first generates a scene graph based on the patch sequence and object prompt of
the image. Then, combined with the question and image, it automatically selects the scene graph during training, and then
generates answers and explanations that are consistent with commonsense.

2.2 Visual Commonsense Reasoning
Visual Commonsense Reasoning [55] is a recently proposed multi-
modal task. The VCR dataset provides a large number of images
and related questions, requiring answers and explanations to be
inferred based on them. Each piece of data contains four alterna-
tive answers and four alternative reasoning options. Unlike the
classic Visual Question Answering task, the options provided by
VCR usually involve a comprehensive description of a set of object
relationships or an event. Since it necessitates a thorough grasp of
scene information and object relationships, as well as a profound
understanding of the commonsense information provided by the
images, making the correct choice simultaneously is challenging.
In the past few years, many works have adopted different meth-
ods. R2C [55] initially proposes a three-stage pipeline model. Later,
much work adopts different pre-training models [10, 40, 56, 57]
to solve the deep understanding problems of VCR. At the same
time, some work attempts to use knowledge distillation [46] and
adversarial training [17], aiming to enhance performance with ad-
ditional knowledge. However, these works only limit this reasoning
approach to classification problems, making it challenging to apply
to more general application scenarios.

2.3 Vision-language Natural Language
Explanation

VL-NLE is an extension of Natural Language Explanation in the
multi-modal domain. It aims to explain the decision-making pro-
cess of black-box models by generating natural language sentences
that are human-friendly and fine-grained. The e-ViL [21] is a re-
cent evaluation benchmark for VL-NLE tasks, which contains three
datasets, including VQA-X [33], VCR, and e-SNLI-VE. It should
be noted that this benchmark transforms the VCR task from a
multiple-choice problem into a generation problem. So far, much

work [15, 21, 35, 39, 48] has been devoted to improving the expla-
nation ability of models. For example, The e-UG [21] uses UNITER
[10] as a prediction module to make explanation prediction, NLX-
GPT [39] combines answer and explanation generation by training
a distilled GPT-2. While existing methods still have difficulty captur-
ing accurate object relationships in the scene to facilitate reasoning,
and this is the problem our work attempts to address.

3 The Proposed G2 Framework
3.1 Overview
The task investigated in this work is to generate reasonable answers
and explanations for Visual Commonsense Reasoning (VCR) based
on the input images and questions, as well as the generated scene
graphs from images. We illustrate our G2 framework in Figure 2.
Let 𝐼 be the given image, 𝑄 be the corresponding question, and
𝑂 = (𝑜1, 𝑜2, . . . , 𝑜𝑛) be a set of objects, where 𝑛 indicates the num-
ber of objects. During the location-free scene graph constructing
stage, take the patch sequence 𝑃 = (𝑝1, 𝑝2, . . . , 𝑝𝑚) of image 𝐼 as the
visual input 𝑋v, and the prompt template containing objects as the
text input𝑋t. The goal is to predict a scene graph𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), where
𝑉 and 𝐸 represent entity nodes and relationships, respectively. Sub-
sequently, when generating VCR answers and explanations, with
an image 𝐼 , a question 𝑄 , and a scene graph 𝐺 . The target is to
generate the answer and explanation (𝐼 ,𝐺,𝑄) → (𝐴, 𝑅), where 𝐴
represents the answer and 𝑅 denotes the explanation. We expect
that the generated 𝐴, 𝑅, with the assistance of 𝐺 is reasonable and
conforms to commonsense.

3.2 Location-free SGG
The location-free scene graph generation model is trained on the
Visual Genome (VG) dataset. In VG, each image contains a different
number of scene graphs, and the objects in these scene graphs also
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vary in size. In general perception, small objects, such as “hair” and
“hand”, can provide less information in their associated scene graphs,
while larger objects often play a more critical role in inference.
Therefore, we have performed a certain degree of cleaning on the
VG dataset. We sort all scene graphs corresponding to each image
according to the average size of objects and subjects and select
the top 50 for training. These scene graphs can already include
most of the valid objects and effectively exclude triples with less
information.

Since large language models cannot locate objects by location
data such as bounding boxes, we do not use these data as input.
In order to train the model to obtain the ability to generate scene
graphs without bounding boxes, the object sets provided by the
dataset are applied as part of the input with the necessary object
information. However, in order to prevent the presence of similarly
named objects in the image scene from affecting the prediction
effect of the model, an ordinal number is given based on where the
selected object appears from left to right in the image. For example,
if there are multiple “person” objects in the scene, we define the
first person on the left as “person0”, the second as “person1”, and
so on. At the same time, we also add individual objects with no
specific relationship to form a triplet of “⟨subject, None, object⟩” to
train the model to deal with irrelevant objects.

We use a decoder-only large language model Llama-3.2 [16] as
our backbone. Inspired by the recent success of Vision Transformers
[14, 28], we first employ an off-the-shelf CLIP 1 to extract a patch
sequence of the image. Since our visual input is patch sequence, and
Llama-3.2 is a text LLM, it is necessary to explicitly provide object
information to help with modality alignment. Concretely, to get a
predicted scene graph 𝐺 = {𝑠𝑢𝑏1 𝑜𝑏 𝑗1 𝑟𝑒𝑙1; . . . ; 𝑠𝑢𝑏𝜎 𝑜𝑏 𝑗𝜎 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝜎 },
where 𝜎 represents the number limit of generated scene graphs, we
combine the subjects and objects from𝑄 into a textual input format
𝑋o = {𝑠𝑢𝑏1 𝑜𝑏 𝑗1; 𝑠𝑢𝑏2 𝑜𝑏 𝑗2; . . . ; 𝑠𝑢𝑏𝜎 𝑜𝑏 𝑗𝜎 }. As shown on the left
side of Figure 2, we use the text prompt: “[Create a scene graph based
on an image that includes multiple objects. The task is to identify the
key elements and relationships between these objects in the image,
as well as their spatial arrangement within the scene. Objects:{𝑋o}
Scene:]”. We take this prompt as text input 𝑋t and patch sequence 𝑃
as vision input 𝑋v, then feed them into the scene graph generation
model.

In order to better help our model improve multimodal seman-
tic understanding capability during training, we execute modality
fusion prior to the Llama-3.2. So, contrary to previous work [61],
we first apply a learnable projection matrix to project the visual
feature into textual representation space before the LLM. Then a
single-head cross-modal attention and gated mechanism [23, 49]
are used to fuse the embeded vision input Hv and the embeded text
input Ht. We apply HtWQ as query, HvWK as key and HvWV as
value for cross-attention calculation. Upon obtaining cross-modal
embedding Hc, we concatenate WtHt with WvHc and employ a
sigmoid function to derive the gating parameter 𝜆. Subsequently,
the gating parameter 𝜆 is utilized to fuse Ht and Hc for the fused
embedding Hf. This process can be represented by the following
formulas:

Hc = Attention
(
HtWQ,HvWK,HvWV

)
, (1)

1https://github.com/jianjieluo/OpenAI-CLIP-Feature

𝜆 = Sigmoid (Wt · Ht +Wc · Hc) , (2)

Hf = (1 − 𝜆) · Ht + 𝜆 · Hc, (3)

whereWQ,WK,WV,Wt andWc are learnable parameters.
Finally, we use the hidden states of the last layer from the fusion

block as the input for the LLM to generate our prediction 𝐺 . The
scene graph generation loss is defined as follows:

L𝑆𝐺 = −
𝐿∑︁
𝑙

log 𝑃 (𝑔𝑙 | 𝑔<𝑙 , 𝑋t;𝑋v) , (4)

where 𝑔 is the generated token, 𝑋t is the text prompt containing
𝑋o, and 𝑋v is the vision input.

3.3 Scene Graph Triplets Selection
After the scene graph generation stage, each image obtains a corre-
sponding scene graph, consisting of a series of triplets. However,
not all triplets are accurate, and some even present situations that
contradict commonsense. Erroneous triplets not only provide no
assistance to the generation process but may also introduce addi-
tional noise, causing adverse effects. To ensure more accurate and
reasonable inference, the assisting triplets must be as precise as pos-
sible. Therefore, it is essential to select the high-quality generated
triplets. Below are the scene graph selection methods we propose:

Threshold Based Selection. With the original image 𝐼 and
the generated scene graph𝐺 , we use CLIP model to compute the
normalized similarity score for each triplet and image region. The
output scores are sorted in descending order, with higher scores rep-
resenting higher similarity, which means they better fit the image
scene. We set different thresholds for the selection process and then
continuously select triplet with the highest confidence score from
the ordered set. When the sum of accumulated confidence scores
is less than the threshold, another triplet will be chosen until the
threshold is reached. In order to find a better threshold, we conduct
corresponding selection experiments, and the experimental results
are shown in Section 5.3.

Confidence Score Based Selection. Although threshold-based
selection can help select higher-quality scene graphs to some extent,
it remains challenging to choose a better scale, even with constant
refinement of thresholds. Therefore, we regard that it as a better
approach, allowing the model to select more effective scene graphs
by itself during training. Thus, we propose the confidence score
based selection method, allowing the confidence scores to guide
the model in scene graph selection. We first input each triplet from
the generated scene graph along with the image 𝐼 into the CLIP
model to obtain their respective confidence scores:

𝑐𝑘 = CLIP(𝐼 , 𝜏𝑘 ), ∀𝜏𝑘 ∈ 𝐺, (5)

where 𝜏𝑘 is the k-th generated triplet in scene graph 𝐺 and 𝑐𝑘 is
the corresponding confidence score. Upon acquiring the normal-
ized confidence scores for the scene graph from the CLIP, these
values are subsequently expanded to match the dimensions of the
text input embedding. More precisely, the segment of input tokens
associated with each scene graph triplet consists of identical corre-
sponding scores, whereas the segments external to the scene graph
are assigned a default value of 1. Then, the confidence-weighted
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e-ViL Scores n-gram Scores Learned Sc

VCR 𝑆𝑂 𝑆𝑇 𝑆𝐸 B1 B2 B3 B4 M R-L C S BS

e-UG 19.3 69.8 27.6 20.7 11.6 6.9 4.3 11.8 22.5 32.7 12.6 79.0
OFA-XVCR 23.0 71.2 32.4 24.5 14.4 9.1 6.1 12.2 25.1 48.5 18.8 79.8
OFA-XMT 19.2 62.0 30.9 22.3 13.0 8.0 5.2 11.3 24.3 44.6 17.8 79.3
NLX-GPT - - 32.6 24.7 15.0 9.6 6.6 12.2 26.4 46.9 18.8 80.3
UMAEVCR 22.5 56.6 39.8 - - - 12.3 16.7 28.9 48.2 27.4 81.8
UMAEMT 22.8 56.6 40.2 31.4 22.9 17.6 13.4 17.5 29.5 47.3 26.5 81.9
G2(ours) 30.8 65.2 47.3 42.3 27.1 18.5 13.3 21.9 37.5 57.7 28.3 91.1

VQA-X

e-UG 36.4 80.5 45.3 57.3 42.7 31.4 23.2 22.1 45.7 74.1 20.1 87.0
OFA-XMT 45.5 92.6 49.2 64.0 49.4 37.6 28.6 23.1 51.0 110.2 22.6 86.8
NLX-GPT 40.6 83.0 49.0 64.2 49.5 37.6 28.5 23.1 51.5 110.6 22.1 86.9
UMAEMT 31.5 77.6 40.6 47.5 31.4 21.4 14.6 20.2 35.1 50.3 19.1 85.4
G2(ours) 45.2 90.1 50.3 66.3 49.5 38.1 28.8 24.0 49.4 108.8 24.1 86.6

e-SNLI-VE

e-UG 36.0 79.5 45.3 30.1 19.9 13.7 9.6 19.6 27.8 85.9 34.5 81.7
OFA-XMT 35.6 78.9 45.1 32.4 21.8 15.2 10.8 17.9 31.4 108.2 32.8 80.4
NLX-GPT 34.6 73.9 46.9 37.0 25.3 17.9 12.7 18.8 34.2 117.4 33.6 80.8
G2(ours) 45.3 75.2 60.2 43.3 29.0 20.5 13.9 29.5 41.6 114.5 45.6 90.4

Table 2: Filtered scores on VCR, VQA-X, and e-SNLI-VE dataset. B, M, R-L, C, S, and BS are abbreviations for BLEU, METEOR,
ROUGE-L, CIDEr, SPICE, and BERTScore, respectively. VCR stands for training only on VCR, while MT represents the multitask
setting. Note that the code for [48] is not publicly available.

text representation is obtained by the following function:

𝛼𝑖 𝑗 =


𝑒𝑖 𝑗𝑐𝑖 𝑗∑
𝑗
𝑒𝑖 𝑗𝑐𝑖 𝑗

, if 𝑐𝑖 𝑗 in 𝐺,

𝑒𝑖 𝑗 , otherwise,
(6)

where 𝑒𝑖 𝑗 represents the i-th token of j-th input , 𝑐𝑖 𝑗 denotes the
confidence score generated by CLIP with the image and the cor-
responding triplet, and 𝛼𝑖 𝑗 is corresponding to the j-th weighted
input. The 𝛼𝑖 𝑗 , encapsulating confidence scores, facilitates the pro-
vision of insights regarding scene graph quality throughout the
training process. This enables the model to focus more on triplets
with higher confidence while concurrently reducing the likelihood
of selecting those with lower scores. As a result, the model indepen-
dently acquires the capacity to opt for higher-quality scene graphs
as its foundation for explanation.

3.4 VCR Answer and Explanation Generation
In the VL-NLE setup, the focus of VCR shifts from multiple-choice
problem-solving to a generative approach, which aims to generate
corresponding answers and explanations. We combine these two
discrete tasks into a single one, generating both the answer and
explanation simultaneously. As a result, we use the text prompt:
“[Context:{𝐺} Question:{𝑄}]” as our text input 𝑋t. In detail, 𝐺 =

{𝑠𝑢𝑏1 𝑜𝑏 𝑗1 𝑟𝑒𝑙1; . . . ; 𝑠𝑢𝑏𝜎 𝑜𝑏 𝑗𝜎 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝜎 }, which is the scene graph
triplets generated in Section 3.2. The question 𝑄 is represented as
𝑄 = {𝑞1, 𝑞2, . . . , 𝑞ℎ},ℎ is the length of the input question. For visual
input 𝑋v, we use the same patch sequence as in the scene graph
construction. We also apply a single-head cross-modal attention
and gated mechanism for modality fusion. During the training and

inference process, as described in Section 3.3, the confidence scores
of the scene graph triplets are combined with the input embedding
and participate in the following attention computation. In this way,
the model is able to learn how to select more accurate scene graph
triplets without increasing computational complexity. Meanwhile,
we combine the ground truth answer and explanation in the form of
“[{𝐴} Because:{𝑅}]” as our training label for (𝑄 → 𝐴𝑅) generation.
Considering the original design of VCR, which encompasses two
sub-tasks, (𝑄 → 𝐴) and (𝑄𝐴 → 𝑅), we also provide correspond-
ing prompt templates. Be more specific, we provide “[Context:{𝐺}
Question:{𝑄} Answer:]” for (𝑄 → 𝐴) sub-task and “[Context:{𝐺}
Question:{𝑄} Answer:{𝐴} Because:]” for (𝑄𝐴 → 𝑅) sub-task. Their
corresponding labels are “[Answer:{𝐴}]” and “[Explanation:{𝑅}]”
respectively. The loss is defined as the following cross-entropy loss:

L𝐸 = −
𝐼∑︁
𝑖

log 𝑃 (𝑦𝑖 | 𝑦<𝑖 , 𝑋t;𝑋v) , (7)

where 𝑦 is the generated token, 𝑋t is the text input containing 𝑄
and 𝐺 , and 𝑋v is the vision input.

4 Experimental Setup
4.1 Datasets
Visual Genome (VG). VG [22] dataset is the most frequently used
scene graph dataset. It contains over 100K images, where each
image has an average of 21 objects, 18 attributes, and 18 relation-
ships. Its intention is to Promote research in advanced semantic
understanding of images.
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Method BBox R@20 R@50 R@100

SGTR ! 23.62 30.38 34.85
Pix2SG % 21.51 24.81 26.66
ours % 23.22 29.93 44.76

Table 3: LF-SGG results of current models at R@k on Visual
Genome dataset.

Visual Commonsense Reasoning (VCR). VCR [55] is a visual
understanding dataset, including 290k pairs of questions, answers,
and rationales, over 110k unique movie scenes. The intention is to
uncover the deep relationships among the objects and to correctly
choose answer and explanation. Under the NLE setting, we adopt
the changed VCR dataset provided by NLX-GPT 2. The training,
validation, and testing split consist of 191,657, 21,326, and 26,534
samples respectively. Each data sample consists of a question, an
image and a pair of ground truth answer and explanation.

VQA-X. The VQA-X [34] dataset contains human written expla-
nations for a subset of questions from the VQA v2 dataset [19]. The
image-question pairs are split into train, dev, and test with 29.5k,
1.5k, and 2k instances, respectively. The original task is formulated
as a multi-label classification task of 3,129 different classes. Under
the NLE setting, this task is turned into a generation task, with each
data sample consists of a question, an image and several pairs of
ground truth answer and explanation.

e-SNLI-VE. The e-SNLI-VE [21] dataset contains over 430k
instancess, the currently largest dataset for VL-NLE. It is con-
structed by merging the explanations from e-SNLI [6] and the
image-sentence pairs from SNLI-VE [50]. The validation and test
sets were relabelled by hand.

4.2 Baseline Methods
We compare our method to the following baselines:

e-UG. e-UG [21] Combines GPT-2 with UNITER, using visual
features of regions with Faster R-CNN, and encodes location fea-
tures as vision input. With the embeddings of the image regions
and question words prepended to the textual question and pre-
dicted answer, it leverages UNITER’s contextualized embeddings
to condition GPT-2.

OFA-X. OFA-X [35] takes the OFA [44] model as the backbone,
which is a standard encoder-decoder Transformer architecture.
Prompting the model with the question followed by four differ-
ent choices, it chooses the right answer and explanation by their
possibilities.

NLX-GPT. NLX-GPT [39] is an encoder-decoder model, which
is composed of a visual backbone that encodes the image and a
distilled GPT-2. It first pretrains the Distilled GPT-2 on image cap-
tioning, then fine-tunes it on VL-NLE datasets.

UMAE. UMAE [48] is also based on the OFA model. It designs
corresponding prompts for multiple datasets and conducts multi-
task training on VL-NLE tasks.

2https://github.com/fawazsammani/nlxgpt

Method B4 M R-L C S BS

G2 (𝑤/𝑜 SG) 11.8 19.7 36.0 51.7 24.8 89.9
G2 (0.7) 12.3 20.5 36.6 53.3 26.5 90.3
G2 (0.8) 13.1 21.7 37.0 56.1 27.9 90.5
G2 (0.9) 12.4 20.6 36.8 52.1 26.5 89.9
G2 (automatic) 13.3 21.9 37.5 57.7 28.3 91.1

Table 4: Ablation study on using varying scene graph se-
lection methods. 0.7/0.8/0.9 represents different manually
selection thresholds. Automatic means our automatic selec-
tion method.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics
To assess the quality of the generated scene graphs and ascertain
their contribution to the generation of explanations, we conduct
evaluations separately on scene graph generation and VCR answer
and explanation generation under their corresponding metrics.

For location-free scene graph generation, we adopt Heuristic
Tree Search (HTS) [31] to evaluate generation quality, which is
used to calculate the degree of overlap between graphs and obtain
recall scores. The generated scene graphs are presented in the
form of sequences during the prediction stage. We first convert the
predicted sequences and label sequences into graph structure, and
then use this tree-based search algorithm to calculate Recall@20,
50, and 100.

For VCR answer and explanation generation, we adopt different
evaluation methods, including automatic evaluation and human
evaluation. For automatic evaluation, we use metrics for natural lan-
guage generation: BLEU [32], METEOR [3], ROUGE-L [27], CIDEr
[43], SPICE [1], and BERTScore F1 [60]. We also use the e-ViL
score [21] for evaluation. The e-ViL score consists of 𝑆𝑇 , 𝑆𝐸 , and
𝑆𝑂 , which represent task accuracy, n-gram explanation score, and
the total score (product of 𝑆𝑇 and 𝑆𝐸 ), respectively. 𝑆𝐸 is obtained
by calculating the harmonic mean of ROUGE-L, METEOR, CIDEr,
SPICE, and additional BERTScore. To compare our method with
previous works [35, 39, 48, 53], we similarly assess the performance
of our model using filtered generation results. During the filtering
process, we employ a BERTscore threshold of 0.92 to determine
the correctness of the answers. Answers with a BERTscore below
0.92 are considered incorrect, while those reaching 0.92 are deemed
correct and further evaluated for their explanations. Furthermore,
we also adopt human evaluation, and the method is identical to
[21]: Randomly selecting 300 examples with correct answers from
the test set, and the annotators need to choose one from (yes, weak
yes, weak no, and no) as a response for whether the explanation
justifies the answer. It should be noted that we only evaluate the
explanations with correct answers.

4.4 Implementation Details
We use 8 ×NVIDIA 3090 24Gb for our experiments. For scene graph
generation, we train models for 25K steps, with a batch size of 8. For
explanation generation, we train models for 20K steps, with a batch
size of 16. We both use AdamW as our optimizer, and the learning
rate is 5𝑒−5. The warm-up steps are 1K and 2K, respectively, and
the trained models are both evaluated every 5,000 steps. We chose
the best model for evaluation. We use the patch sequence generated
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Figure 3:Human evaluation of the ground-truth explanations
for the VCR dataset. Filtered refers to the evaluation with
correct answers. Unified refers to the assessment of both
answers and explanations.

by CLIP as our vision input, and we initialize our model using the
Llama-3.2-1B 3.

5 Results and Analysis
5.1 Results of Scene Graph Constructing
Unlike most SSG models, our method adopts a location-free setting,
where explicit location information is not provided. Consequently,
we only compare our model with those under the same configura-
tion, and the results are shown in Table 3. Pix2SG [31] is the earliest
and currently the only model proposing SGG in a location-free
setting. It is Based on the Pix2Seq backbone [8], which is a multi-
modal model capable of representing the object detection task as
sequence prediction. Our framework does not incorporate location
information, resulting in a small amount of noise during generation.
Consequently, its performance appears to be rather mediocre in
Recall@20. However, the text prompts we provided are able to offer
information hints and G2 surpasses Pix2SG in R@50 and R@100.

5.2 Results of Answer and Explanation
Generation

VCR. Table 2 shows that previous work (e.g., e-UG, OFA-X, and
NLX-GPT) achieves similar performances on VCR. They display a
lower score on n-grammetrics like BLEU and SPICE. UMAE obtains
significant performances compared with previous ones, including
an increase in BLEU-4 from 6.6% to 13.4%. However, compared with
other models, it experiences a decrease of about 10% in score on the
𝑆𝑇 metric. This suggests that there are deficiencies in the accuracy
of his generated results.

Our proposed method achieves impressive performance compa-
rably to previous work. Specifically, after employing the confidence
score based selection method, G2 is able to reach scores of 21.9 on
METEOR, 37.5 on ROUGE-L, 57.7 on CIDEr, and 91.1 on BERTScore,
respectively. These findings further illustrate that patch sequence
and object relationships provided by scene graphs aid in generating

3https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.2-1B

Method Dimension R@20 R@50 R@100

DETR (100, 256) 20.62 27.01 43.86
CLIPglobal (1, 512) 10.26 15.82 27.56
CLIPpatch (49, 2048) 23.22 29.93 44.76

Table 5: Ablation study on using different vision features for
scene graph generation on VG dataset.

more reasonable explanations. At the same time, on the e-ViL met-
rics, we achieve better scores on 𝑆𝑂 and 𝑆𝐸 , but the performance
on 𝑆𝑇 does not surpass the existing SOTA. In order to better evalu-
ate the generation quality, this paper randomly select test samples
from the test set that are filtered and unfiltered by BERTScore for
human evaluation, which is shown in Figure 3. 63.1% of the filtered
examples are considered to have well demonstrated and explained
the answer part, and only 5.4% of them fail entirely in reasoning
and explanation. This indicates that from the perspective of human
cognition, the vast majority of samples are in line with common-
sense and are explanatory. This finding suggests that, despite the
discrepancies observed between generated sentences and ground
truth during the automatic evaluation process, the annotators re-
gard these sentences as accurate and, in some instances, superior
to the ground truth. In the unfiltered set, the proportions of “weak
no” and “weak yes” increases, while the proportion of “no” is still
small. This also shows that the quality of reasoning can maintain
stability even when the answer is not completely correct.

VQA-X. As shown in Table 2, our framework achieves relatively
high scores in n-gram and BERTScore metrics. Among these, ME-
TEOR and SPICE receive the highest scores of 24.0 and 24.3 and
surpass previous work in 𝑆𝐸 scores. However, the answers and
explanation sentences provided in the VQA-X dataset are relatively
short (usually composed of words or phrases), while our proposed
framework tends to generate more extended and detailed explana-
tions, resulting in a reduced overlap with the ground truth, which
will indirectly lead to a decrease in these evaluation scores. There-
fore, the method proposed in this paper is slightly lower than the
baseline model in individual indicators. However, from a compre-
hensive perspective, G2 still demonstrates good performance.

e-SNLI-VE. The experimental results on the e-SNLI-VE dataset
also exhibit the effectiveness of our proposed framework. According
to the results in Table 2, G2 obtains relatively high scores across all
metrics, particularly surpassing previous work in metrics such as
METEOR and ROUGE-L. Additionally, compared to prior work, it
achieves a 7% improvement in the comprehensive score 𝑆𝑂 . This
further corroborates that our proposed framework is capable of
generating explanations that conform to the scene information,
ultimately allowing for a more precise determination of whether
the textual description aligns with the image.

5.3 Ablation Analysis
Different Vision Features. We perform the ablation study to
figure out the effect of using different vision features. The results are
displayed in Table 5. DETR [7] is an end-to-end Transformer-based
model for object detection. CLIP is used to extract patch features
and the global feature separately. It can be observed that DETR only
shows a slight lag on these metrics compared to the patch sequence.



Conference’25, 2025, Yuan et al.

Q: what are person0 and person2 about to enter?

SG: book on bookcase; person standing next to chair; person
next to chair.
A+R: they are about to enter a library. 
Because: they are walking towards a bookcase that has a lot of
books.
GT: person0 and person2 are about to enter a library. Because:
person0 and person2 are approaching an area filled with books.

Q: what does person1 do for a living?

SG: person has tie; person holding book; person next to chair;
book on chair; person in uniform.

A+R: she is a police officer. 
Because: she is wearing a badge on her uniform.
GT: she is a police officer. 
Because: she is wearing a police uniform.

(b)(a)

Figure 4: Case study of G2 on VCR dataset. “Q”, “SG”, “A+R”, and “GT” denote the question, generated scene graph, predictive
answer and rationale, and ground truth answer & explanation, respectively.

Meanwhile, the encoded global feature shows obvious shortcomings
in Recall. We conjecture that this is because of the compression
during encoding, which causes the information loss, while the patch
feature can provide more complete visual information for LLMs.

Different Scene Graph Selection Methods. We also conduct
ablation experiments on different scene graph selection methods.
The results are displayed in Table 4. It can be observed that when
the threshold is set to 0.8, the filtered results can achieve optimal
performance. However, when the threshold is reduced or increased,
the performance shows a declining trend, even falling below the
level of not using scene graphs. According to this result, it can be
seen that the quality of the generated scene graphs is not consistent.
Therefore, providing fewer scene graphs will result in a loss of
information, while providing more scene graphs of poor quality will
result in an increase in noise. Compared with the threshold-based
selectionmethod, the overall performance of confidence score based
selection is much better. This indicates that the confidence score
based selection method can avoid selecting a suitable threshold and
better assist the model in selecting effective scene graphs.

5.4 Case Study
Finally, we present the case study and provide analysis for cases,
so that we can have a clear insight into the proposed approach.
Our visualization results on the VCR dataset are shown in Figure 4.
It can be seen that the sequence of scene graph generated by G2
provides detailed relationship information among essential objects.
In the case of Figure 4 (a), the generated “book on bookcase” indicates

that this is in a library, and G2 correctly applies it to generate the
explanation. The example shown in Figure 4 (b) also demonstrates a
stronger reasoning ability of our model. With the generated “person
has tie” and “person in uniform”, G2 generates an explanation that
closely matches the ground truth. It is also worth noting that the
generated rationale mentions the “badge”, an object not referred
to in the scene graph, but is very important for inference. This
shows that the scene graph and the model’s scene understanding
can complement each other, jointly enhancing the credibility of the
explanation. More cases can be seen in the Appendix.

6 Conclusion
In this work, we formally study the problem of VCR explanation
generation. To address the issue of lacking perception of scene
relationships in a commonsense reasoning process, we propose a
scene graph-based generation framework. The decoupled frame-
work separates the scene graph generation and explanation gener-
ation into two stages. We show that generated scene graphs help
produce more reasonable rationales that contribute to more ac-
curate answers. Consequently, our approach achieves impressive
performance comparably to other advanced methods. We also con-
duct ablation studies to verify the effectiveness of the automatic
scene graph selection method on the VCR benchmark. We will
explore more comprehensive visual information mining methods
and enhance the application of logical reasoning methodologies in
future work.
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A Visualization cases
We showcase more visualization cases in Figure 5, 6, 7, and 8.
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Q: what are person10 and person0 doing?

        
         

       

         
      

G2w/o SG: they are drinking alcohol at a bar.Because
: they are in a restaurant and person10 is 

holding a bottle of alcohol in his hand.

         
             

   

GT: they are having a conversation. Because: they are
seated at the same table , are looking at each other , and
have their mouths open

G2: they are having a conversation. Because: they are
both sitting together and facing each other.
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Baseline: they are coming from school Because: 
they are all walking together from one spot to the other.

G2: they are coming from a funeral. Because: they are 
all walking together and are wearing black.

GT: they are coming from a funeral. Because: they are 
all wearing black clothes which is what people wear to 
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Figure 5: Representative visualization cases of the proposed G2. “G2 w/o SG”, “G2”, and “GT” denote the answer and explanation
of G2 without scene graph, G2, and ground truth respectively.
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have their mouths open.

cup

tie

vase

chairperson

dining 
table

at

on

sitting in

has

potted 
plant

beside
contain

scene graph

Q: where is everyone coming from?

       
          

G2: they are coming from a funeral. Because: they are 
all walking together and are wearing black
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Figure 6: Representative visualization cases of the proposed G2. “G2 w/o SG”, “G2”, and “GT” denote the answer and explanation
of G2 without scene graph, G2, and ground truth respectively.
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Q: what are person0 and person3 doing with person4?

         
          

      
       
          

       
        

           
  

GT: person0 and person3 are interviewing person4
Because: there is a microphone on diningtable12 pointed
at person4 , and there is a video camera between person0
and person3

G2: person0 and person3 are interviewing
person4. Because: person0 is interviewing the man.

G2w/o SG: they are talking to her. Because: person4 

is sitting at a desk with her hands on her hips.

person3 is in the front of the room with a microphone.
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Q: are person0 and person1 safe standing in the middle 
of the street?

Baseline:  no, they don't have any protection. 
Because: there is no way to get a life jacket.

GenGen: no they are not. Because: they are walking 
in the opposite direction of the road and there is a large 
amount of traffic in the middle.

GT: no they are not. Because: the car behind person1 is 
moving fast which makes it seem dangerous .
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Figure 7: Representative visualization cases of the proposed G2. “G2 w/o SG”, “G2”, and “GT” denote the answer and explanation
of G2 without scene graph, G2, and ground truth respectively.
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Baseline:  they are talking to her. Because: person4 
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person4. Because: person0 is interviewing the man. 
person3 is in the front of the room with a microphone.
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Figure 8: Representative visualization cases of the proposed G2. “G2 w/o SG”, “G2”, and “GT” denote the answer and explanation
of G2 without scene graph, G2, and ground truth respectively.
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