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Abstract

Panoptic Scene Graph Generation (PSG) aims at achieving a comprehensive im-
age understanding by simultaneously segmenting objects and predicting relations
among objects. However, the long-tail problem among relations leads to unsatisfac-
tory results in real-world applications. Prior methods predominantly rely on vision
information or utilize limited language information, such as object or relation
names, thereby overlooking the utility of language information. Leveraging the
recent progress in Large Language Models (LLMs), we propose to use language in-
formation to assist relation prediction, particularly for rare relations. To this end, we
propose the Vision-Language Prompting (VLPrompt) model, which acquires vi-
sion information from images and language information from LLMs. Then, through
a prompter network based on attention mechanism, it achieves precise relation pre-
diction. Our extensive experiments show that VLPrompt significantly outperforms
previous state-of-the-art methods on the PSG dataset, proving the effectiveness
of incorporating language information and alleviating the long-tail problem of
relations. Code is available at https://github.com/franciszzj/VLPrompt.

1 Introduction

Panoptic Scene Graph Generation (PSG) [66] extends Scene Graph Generation (SGG) [43] by
incorporating panoptic segmentation [29] to capture richer and more detailed representations of
images, including both “thing” [39] and “stuff” [4] classes. PSG constructs a directed graph to
represent an image, where nodes signify objects and edges capture the relations between objects.
As a bridge between vision and language, PSG has a multitude of downstream applications such as
visual question answering [23], image captioning [17, 8], and visual reasoning [ |, 49]; furthermore,
it can also benefit relevant fields like embodied navigation [5 1] and robotic action planning [2].

Notwithstanding, the current performance of PSG [66, 78, 60, 33] remains unsatisfactory, limiting
its downstream applications. The essential reason lies in the severe long-tail problem in relation
categories: for instance, in the PSG dataset [06], the top three most frequent relation categories
account for over 50% of entire samples, with numerous rare relations appearing less than 1%. PSG
models thus struggle to accurately predict these rare relations.

Recent methods [66, 78, 60] have made progress in addressing the long-tail problem, mainly ex-
ploiting the strength of vision information for relation prediction, whilst overlooking the language
information in PSG. The integration of language information is however important to provide addi-
tional common sense knowledge for objects and their relations. For example, in the two images of
Fig. 1, the relation between the person and the elephant is cleaning. In the top right image, where
the person is on the elephant’s back cleaning it, this scenario can easily lead previous vision-only
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Figure 1: Comparison between previous PSG methods and ours. Left: Images of “person cleaning
elephant” in two different scenes, accompanied by snippets of descriptions about “person cleaning
elephant” obtained from LLMs. Right: Previous vision-only models can predict the cleaning relation
between the person and elephant in image 1, but often classify image 2’s relation as riding due to the
person’s position on the back of the elephant. Our vision-language model, enriched with language
information, precisely identifies the cleaning relation in both images.

models to classify the relation as riding. In contrast, our vision-language model can utilize language
information like “a person cleans an elephant using brushes on the back of the elephant”, thus
precisely predicting the relation as cleaning.

In SGG task, some methods [22, 15] have recognized the importance of incorporating language
information besides vision. However, the way language information is utilized in these works
is limited to category names of objects or relations, providing no further context and hence not
fully addressing the long-tail problem. The same observation goes to methods like [20, 69], which
integrate knowledge graphs into the SGG task. With the rapid development of Large Language
Models (LLMs) [45, 57], acquiring richer language information - instead of merely the concepts of
objects or relations - becomes much easier than before.

In this paper, we introduce a novel Vision-Language Prompting (VLPrompt) model, which leverages
rich language information from LLMs to help predict panoptic scene graphs in visual images. The
language information serves as a powerful supplement to relation prediction, especially for rare ones.
Our model comprises three parts. The first is the vision feature extractor, where we process the input
image with a panoptic segmentation network adapted from Mask2Former [9] to extract features of
different objects. We pair and concatenate these object features and integrate their corresponding
spatial information to form the vision prompting features. In contrast, in the second part, the language
feature extractor, we employ the chain-of-thought technique [62] to design various prompts, aiming
to stimulate LLLMs to propose context-rich language information for potential relations between a
subject-object pair or judge a specific subject-relation-object triplet. These two functions are realized
via a carefully designed relation proposer prompt and relation judger prompt. Subsequently, these
language descriptions are transformed into language features using a pre-trained text encoder. Finally,
in the third part, the vision-language prompter, we design a novel dual attention-based prompter
network to facilitate the interaction between vision features and the two complimentary language
features respectively, resulting into two sets of relation predictions. They are combined via a MLP-
based gating network to take the strength of both for final relation prediction. The whole VLPrompt
is trained end-to-end.

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to utilize language information generated by LLMs
for the PSG task. Extensive experiments on the PSG dataset [66] demonstrate that our VLPrompt
drastically enhances the PSG performance (e.g. improving the R@ 100 from 43.0 to 52.4 and mR@ 100
from 33.1 to 53.7), underscoring the significance of integrating language information for PSG.

2 Related Work

2.1 Scene Graph Generation

Scene Graph Generation (SGG) [43] is a crucial task in scene understanding and has garnered
widespread attention in the computer vision community. In recent years, numerous methods [64,

, 54,40, 35, 50, 71, 68] have achieved notable progress. Various model architectures have been
proposed, such as intricately designed message passing structures [36, 12, 37, 70, 20, 24], attention-
based networks [76, 47], tree-based networks [73, 26] and DETR-based networks [35, 50, 11].



Specifically, to address the long-tail problem, some methods enhance the prediction accuracy of rare
relations through data re-sampling [34] and loss re-weighting [28]. Relevant techniques that have

been developed include constructing enhanced datasets [7 1, 68], grouping relations for training [15],
constructing multi-stage hierarchical training [13], and designing de-bias loss functions [67, 28].
Most methods leverage images as sole inputs. Recently, some methods [43, 38, 74, 27, 16] have begun

exploring language information or knowledge graphs in SGG; specifically, the explored language
information is so far confined to basic language concepts of objects or relations.

2.2 Panoptic Scene Graph Generation

Panoptic Scene Graph Generation (PSG) [66] has emerged as a novel task in scene understanding in
recent years. Unlike SGG [43], PSG employs panoptic segmentation instead of bounding boxes to
represent objects, enabling a more comprehensive understanding. Similar to SGG methods, current
methods in PSG [66, 78, 60, 33] also mainly rely on the image input and do not utilize any language
information. For instance, PSGTR [66] build a baseline PSG model by adding a relation prediction
head to DETR [5]. PSGFormer [66] advances PSGTR by separately modeling objects and relations in
two transformer decoders and introducing an interaction mechanism. Recently, HiLLo [78] addresses
the long-tail problem by specializing different network branches in learning both high and low
frequency relations. PairNet [60] develops a novel framework using a pair proposal network to filter
sparse pairwise relations, improving PSG performance. Unlike these methods, we are the first to
propose a PSG method, relying on both vision and language inputs.

2.3 Large Language Models for Vision Tasks

LLMs have led to large improvements in natural language processing tasks [44]. They are normally
trained on extensive text corpora by learning to autoregressively predict the next word, hence
encapsulate a broad spectrum of common sense knowledge of linguistic patterns, cultural norms,
and basic worldly facts. Prominent examples of LLMs include GPT series [45], Llama series [56,

], Bard [19], and Claude [3], with Llama series being open-source publicly available. Given
the extensive common sense information contained in LL.Ms, some researchers start to propose
multimodal sockets to LLMs and apply them to various vision tasks, such as recognition [25, 61],
detection [53, 72], segmentation [32, 77], visual question answering [4 ], 63], image reasoning [6]
and robotic navigation [58, 48]; nevertheless, there are no such models specifically designed for
panoptic scene graph generation so far. In contrast, our method designs various prompts to stimulate
LLMs to elicit rich language information to enhance relation prediction.

3 Method

In this section, we introduce our method, VLPrompt. Given an image (Z € R¥*W*3) and language
description (7) generated from LLMs, we extract vision and language features from them to predict
panoptic scene graph G = {O, R}, i.e. G = VLPrompt(Z, 7). In G:

¢ O = {0;}}¥, signifies N objects segmented from the image Z. Each object is defined by
0; = {c,m}, where c belongs to one of the predefined C object categories, and m is a binary
mask in {0, 1}7*W for this object.

* R ={ri;|ije{1,2,...,N},i # j} denotes relations with r; ; being the relation
between o; and o;. Each r belongs to one of the predefined K relation categories (or no
relation), IV is the number of objects in the image.

As shown in Fig. 2, our method comprises three main components: vision feature extractor, language
feature extractor, and vision-language prompter. The vision feature extractor (Sec. 3.1) adapts from
a segmentation network (e.g. Mask2Former [9]) to predict object masks and form subject-object
pairs for feature extraction, which result into vision prompting features. For the language feature
extractor (Sec. 3.2), we generate different types of descriptions by leveraging the extensive common
sense knowledge embedded in LLMs through carefully designed prompts, which is beneficial for
relations of different frequencies. These descriptions are then converted into language prompting
features using a text encoder. Next, the vision and language prompting features are fed into a
vision-language prompter (Sec. 3.3), where vision prompting features interact with different types of
language prompting features respectively, so as to take advantage of the complimentary language
information to assist relation predictions. Finally, these relation predictions are combined by a relation
fusion module to achieve the final relation prediction.
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Figure 2: The overall framework of VLPrompt, which comprises three components: the vision feature
extractor, the language feature extractor and the vision-language prompter.

3.1 Vision Feature Extractor

Given an image Z, we first leverage Mask2Former [9] to produce N objects with masks. They are
formed into N x (N — 1) subject-object pairs by pairing any two distinct ones. The purpose of the
vision feature extractor is to extract vision prompting feature for each subject-object pair, which
includes visual features from the segmentation network itself as well as spatial features between
the subject-object pairs. In this way, we can enhance the representations of the relations between
subject-object pairs.

Subject-object visual features. We first obtain the features corresponding to each object. Considering
that the output feature map by the pixel decoder in Mask2Former retains rich information of the
image, we use mask pooling to obtain object features corresponding to the IV objects from the feature
map based on each object’s mask m. Then, we pair and concatenate any two distinct object features
to form N x (N — 1) subject-object visual features F{Y'.

Subject-object spatial features. To further enhance the representations of subject-object pairs,
especially their spatial relations, we are inspired by [46] to encode the spatial features into the
subject-object visual features. Specifically, given o; and o; corresponding to subject and object, we
first derive their encompassing bounding boxes b; = [z;, y;, w;, h;] and b; = [z, y;,w;, h;], where
(z,y) is the center of the bounding box, and (w, h) are the width and height. Next we construct
spatial features:
Tj— Xy Yj —Yi wjhj b; N bj Wi Wj

U(O“Oj) - [\/wihi ’ \/wihi7 wihi’biUb]’7hfi7h7j

where v(0;, oj) encodes the spatial relation between o; and o4, such as the ratio of their bounding
box sizes, the overlap between two objects and the aspect ratio of each object. Then, we use a FC
layer to expand the spatial features to the same dimension as F\/’, resulting in F}”.

s (1)

Finally, we apply a FC layer to the sum of F\Y" and F}” and output vision prompting features
Fy € RNX(N=1D)xDv ‘where Dy is the vision feature dimension.

3.2 Language Feature Extractor

The purpose of the language feature extractor is to leverage the extensive common sense knowledge
embedded in LL.Ms for providing additional language information to the PSG task, which can
mitigate the long-tail problem in relation prediction. To achieve this, we need to design various
prompts to elicit outputs from LLMs. On one hand, LLMs can act as a relation proposer, suggesting
possible relations between two objects, which often are frequently occurring relations in the real
world. On the other hand, LLMs can also serve as a relation judger, given a subject-object pair and
their specific relation, LLMs make judgment and provide reasoning for this relation. This allows
detailed descriptions even for rare relations. Specifically, we design two types of prompts: relation
proposer prompt (RP-Prompt) for proposing and explaining potential relations given a subject-object



pair; relation judger prompt (RJ-Prompt) for judging and reasoning upon a specific subject-relation-
object triplet. Below, we detail how to obtain RP- and RJ-language prompting features based on the
generated descriptions.

RP-language prompting feature. For RP-language prompting feature, we stimulate LLMs to guess
all possible relations between two given objects o; and o;, along with explanation for these relations.
To achieve this, we utilize the chain-of-thought technique [62]: we engage in a dialogue with an
LLM (e.g. GPT-3.5 [45]), initially informing it to act as a relation proposer and defining the task.
Then an example is provided to the LLM to clarify its role. We explicitly mention the predefined K
relations in the prompt, guiding the LLM to propose from them. Finally, a certain subject-object pair
(0; and o) is given to the relation proposer prompt. By giving this prompt to the LLM, we obtain the
description for potential relations between o; and o;. For predefined relations that are not proposed
by the LLM, we would append a template phrase by the end of the description, such as “It is not
likely for o; and o; to have relation r.”, to make sure the language description cover all relations. To
encode the description into a feature interpretable by our model, we use a text encoder (e.g. OpenAl
Embeddings [45]) to convert the description into the feature F' ﬁﬁ 5 € R'*Pr namely RP-language
prompting feature. This process consolidates all descriptions into a single feature, allowing for a
condensed reflection of the distinct attributes of common relations between subject and object.

RJ-language prompting feature. For RJ-language prompting feature, we design the relation judger
prompt: we not only provide two objects 0;, o; but also specify a relation r;, between them. By using
the common sense knowledge, the LLM judges whether the relation rj, could plausibly exist between
o0; and o; and provides reason. Similar to above, we use the chain-of-thought technique [62] by telling
the LLM that it serves as a relation judger; we first define the task, then give the example, and finally,
the triplet (0;-7%-0;) is provided. Following the same process as for RP-language prompting feature,
we feed the relation judger prompt to the LLM to obtain the language description and leverage the
text encoder (same as above) to encode it into the RJ-language prompting feature F7%/ ;) € R1*Pr.

Different from the RP-language prompting feature, we encode each relation triplet into an individual
feature, storing more detailed and subtle information for each relation, hence favouring rare relations.

By enumerating all C' objects and K relations in the dataset, we derive all RP- and RJ-language
prompting features. To further enhance the practicality of our method and avoid repeatedly invoking
LLM at runtime, we store them in a database. Given an image with N objects, we retrieve two sets of
features, Ff*F € RNX(N=1)xDr apnd pli7 ¢ RNX(N=1)xKXDz from the database. Note that for a
specific relation 7, between all subject object pairs in this image, the RJ-language prompting feature

is denoted as Fﬁ}]@) e RNX(N-1)xDy,

3.3 Vision-Language Prompter

To enable the vision prompting feature to predict relations from both macro and detailed perspectives,
we let Fy interact with F/*¥ and F7/ through two separate decoders, termed as RP-decoder and
RJ-decoder, responsible for the interaction from Fy to FEF and FJ/, respectively. Each decoder
contains two standard transformer decoder blocks [59], followed by a FC layer for relation prediction.
The predictions from the two decoders are complementary: the RP-language prompting feature
focuses on the condensed and distinct attributes of frequently occurred relations for a given subject-
object pair; in contrast, the RJ-language prompting feature focuses on the detailed and subtle attributes
of every possible relation (common or rare) for the subject-object pair. A relation fusion module
consisting of a gating network is thereby devised by the end to fuse the relation predictions from both
decoders into the final one. Before feeding Fy, F}?P , and Ff”" into different decoders, we use a FC
layer to transform their dimensions to a uniform dimension D. Below, we specify the RP-decoder,
RJ-decoder, and the relation fusion module, respectively.

RP-decoder. The RP-decoder aims to utilize the F{** to assist F in relation prediction, particularly
for relations that are frequently encountered between o; and o; in the real world. In the first
transformer decoder block, Fy is firstly fed into the self-attention layer, primarily aggregating
the visual relational information in Fy . Afterwards, the self-attended Fy, as query and the Ff‘P
as key/value are engaged in the subsequent cross-attention layer, aggregating the common sense
knowledge of potential relations between o; and o; into FYy . The output is further processed through
a feed-forward network. In the second transformer decoder block, we repeat the aforementioned
process. Finally, a fully connected layer is used to transform feature dimension D to the number of
relations &, and a sigmoid function is applied afterwards to obtain RF¥ ¢ RVX(N-1)x K



RJ-decoder. The RJ-decoder aims to facilitate interaction between the RJ-language prompting
feature F'%/ with the vision prompting feature Fy,. Since F{*/ a group of individual language
prompting feature for every relation triplet (0;-r,-0;), Fy thus has the opportunity to interact with
each relation’s language representation independently, which can be particularly beneficial to rare
relations. We conduct parallel interactions between Fy, and the K triplet features contained in Ff7.
For each triplet, the interaction process between Fy and Fﬁ‘,ﬁ is the same to that of the RP-decoder,
except that the final FC layer is now only responsible for predicting the probability of certain relation
between o; and o;. The FC layer is used to transform the feature dimension from D to 1. Finally, we
concatenate the respective outputs to get the predictions for all K relations, a sigmoid function is
applied over them to obtain Rf?/ € RNVX(N-1)xK,

Relation Fusion. Upon obtaining R?" and R*/, we aim to take the strength of both via a relation
fusion module. We devise a gating network consisting of 3-layer MLP to generate two sets of weights,
WEP and W/ each matching the shape of R*F and R%/. We use the sum of Fy, and F as
the input of the gating network, and output W ¥ For W/ we use the sum of Fy, and the mean
of 2/ along the relation dimension as input to the gating network. W and W7 are used to
element-wisely multiply with R” and R® respectively and the final relation prediction R is a
weighted combination:

R = WRP ® RRP + WRJ ® RRJ, (2)
where G is element-wise multiplication, and R € RVX(N-1)xK,
Finally, the prediction R, combined with the object categories and masks predicted by the vision
feature extractor, forms the panoptic scene graph G.

3.4 Model Training

Our model training comprises two parts. The first part is the segmentation loss L., used in the vision
feature extractor for panoptic segmentation, we simply follow the loss used in [9]. The second part is
the relation loss. Since the same subject-object pair might have multiple relations, we use a binary
cross-entropy loss [52]. To effectively train the vision-language prompter, we apply the relation loss
separately to R®P, R®/ and R and sum them up as the final relation loss, denoted by L,..;. The
final loss L is

L= AEseg + Erel ; (3)

where A is the weighting coefficient. In the language feature extractor, we directly utilize pre-trained
LLMs, thus eliminating the need for additional model training.

4 Experiments
4.1 Datasets

Panoptic Scene Graph (PSG) dataset [66]. This is the first dataset dedicated to the PSG task,
comprising 48,749 annotated images, including 2,186 test images and 46,563 training images. The
dataset includes 80 “thing” [39] and 53 “stuff” categories [4], as well as 56 relation categories.

Visual Genome (VG) dataset [31]. This dataset is widely used in the SGG task. To validate our
method, we also conduct experiments on the VG dataset. Following previous works [70, 7], we use
the VG-150 variant, which includes 150 object categories and 50 relation categories.

For details on the sub-tasks, evaluation metrics, and specific implementation details for these two
datasets, please refer to the supplementary material.

4.2 Comparison to the state-of-the-art

PSG. Tab. 1 reports the performance of our method compared to previous state-of-the-art methods on
the PSG dataset [660]. Previous methods rely solely on vision inputs, i.e. images, while ours utilizes
both vision and language inputs. For a fair comparison, we use the same Resnet-50 [21] backbone in
for all methods in the vision feature extractor. Our method shows superior performance compared
to all previous methods. Particularly, it outperforms the previous best-performing method [78] by
a large margin, e.g. +9.4% in R@100 and +20.6% in mR@100. It is noteworthy that we achieve
substantial improvements in the mR @K metric, demonstrating the significant benefits of adding
language information for predicting rare relations.



Table 1: Comparison between our VLPrompt and other methods on the PSG dataset. Our method
shows superior performance compared to all previous methods.

Scene Graph Detection
Method Model Input R@20 mR@20 | R@50 mR@50 | R@100 mR@100
IMP [64] Vision 16.5 6.5 18.2 7.1 18.6 7.2
MOTIF [70] Vision 20.0 9.1 21.7 9.6 22.0 9.7
VCTree [54] Vision 20.6 9.7 22.1 10.2 225 10.2
GPSNet [40] Vision 17.8 7.0 19.6 7.5 20.1 7.7
PSGTR [66] Vision 28.4 16.6 34.4 20.8 36.3 22.1
PSGFormer [66] Vision 18.0 14.8 19.6 17.0 20.1 17.6
PairNet [60] Vision 29.6 247 35.6 28.5 39.6 30.6
HiLo [78] Vision 34.1 23.7 40.7 30.3 43.0 33.1
VLPrompt (ours) | Vision + Language | 39.4 34.7 47.6 45.1 52.4 53.7
Table 2: Alleviation the long-tail problem. Table 3: Comparison with GPT-4V in PSG.
Common relations Rare relations Method R/mR@20 R/mR@50 R/mR@100
w/o LLM w/ LLM w/o LLM w/ LLM VLPrompt | 39.4/34.7 47.6/45.1 52.4/53.7
mR @100 54.7 57.0 (+2.3) 379 51.7 (+13.8) GPT-4V 23.6/15.6 27.5/16.8 35.2/22.5

For the long-tail problem. In PSG task, mean recall is often used as a reflection for a method’s ability
to solve long-tail problem [55]. To further validate it, in PSG dataset, we split relations occurring over
1000 times as common relations, and those under 1000 as rare relations, resulting into 21 common
and 35 rare relations. As shown in Tab. 2, our method’s integration of language information leads
to 2.3 increase in mR @ 100 for common relations and 13.8 boost for rare relations. The significant
improvement in the latter highlights the effectiveness in enhancing rare relation prediction. Note, w/o
LLM is our method without language information (Sec. 3).

Comparison with large multimodal models. Large multimodal models (LMMs) currently demonstrate
great performance across various multimodal tasks and can also predict relations with specific
instructions. To further validate the performance of LMMs on PSG task, we test a state-of-the-
art LMMs GPT-4V on the PSG test set. To ensure fairness in comparison, we allow GPT-4V to
use the segmentation results output by our method, thus ensuring same segmentation performance.
Specifically, following the approach of [65], we attach the panoptic segmentation results extracted
by our model to the original image and input it to GPT-4V. This allows GPT-4V to obtain object
segmentation results and the corresponding categories consistent with our method. Subsequently, we
use GPT-4V to predict the relations for all object pairs. The results (GPT-4V), as shown in Tab. 3,
indicate that the general LMMs are not dedicated to the PSG task thus can not work very well.

VG. Tab. 4 reports the performance of our method compared to previous methods on the VG
dataset [31]. To adapt our method to the VG dataset, i.e. a bounding box-based SGG task, we
first use a Segment Anything Model (SAM) [30] with VG dataset’s ground-truth bounding box
annotations as prompts to transform the VG dataset into a dataset suitable for instance segmentation
tasks. We then train a Mask2Former on this instance segmentation dataset, enabling our method to
be adapted to the VG dataset. As shown in Tab. 4, our method surpasses previous vision-only and
vision-language models in mR @K, indicating that incorporating language information effectively
enhances the prediction performance for rare relations and alleviates the long-tail problem.

Qualitative analysis. As shown in Fig. 3, with the inclusion of language information, VLPrompt
successfully predicts challenging relations, which are the highlighted in yellow.

4.3 Ablation study
4.3.1 Vision Feature Extractor

Object features from pixel decoder. To validate the superiority of obtaining object features from the
pixel decoder (PixelDec) of Mask2Former, we experiment with an alternative approach: acquiring
corresponding object features from the transformer decoder (TsfmDec) of Mask2Former. This is
a common practice in the literature [1 1]. Experiments (PixelDec—TsfmDec) in Tab. 5 show that
the feature from the pixel decoder performs 3.4% better in mR @ 100 than that from the transformer
decoder, as the pixel decoder contains more comprehensive vision information.

Mask pooling for object feature extraction. Common methods to obtain object features from the
pixel decoder include mask pooling (MaskPool) and bounding box pooling (BboxPool) [18]. We
validate our choice of mask pooling through ablation experiments (MaskPool—BboxPool). As shown
in Tab. 5, the performance using mask pooling is 1.1% higher in mR @ 100 than that using bbox
pooling. Mask pooling is more suitable for the mask prediction in the PSG task.
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Figure 3: Visualization results of our VLPrompt. We show two examples. For each example, the
top left displays the predicted segmentation results, the top right shows the top 10 predicted relation
triplets (all are correct relation triplets), and bottom is the language snippet utilized for predicting the
highlighted triplets in yellow.

Table 4: Comparison between our VLPrompt and other methods on the VG dataset.

Scene Graph Detection
Method Model Input R@20 mR@20 | R@50 mR@50 | R@100 mR@I100
MOTIF [70] Vision 21.7 - 31.0 6.7 35.1 7.7
VCTree [54] Vision 22.0 - 30.2 6.7 34.6 8.0
Transformer [55] Vision - - 30.0 7.4 34.3 8.8
GPSNet [40] Vision 223 - 30.3 5.9 35.0 7.1
GPSNet + IETrans [71] Vision - - 259 14.6 28.1 16.5
GPSNet + HiLo [78] Vision - - 25.6 15.8 27.9 18.0
SVRP [22] Vision + Language - - 31.8 10.5 35.8 12.8
VLPrompt (ours) Vision + Language | 24.0 10.7 28.7 17.5 31.6 20.2
Table 5: Ablation study for the Vision Feature Ex- Table 6: Ablation study for the Language Fea-
tractor. ture Extractor.
Method R/mR@20 R/mR@50 R/mR@100 Method R/mR@20 R/mR@50 R/mR@100
VLPrompt 3947347 4767451 5247537 VLPrompt | 3945347 476/45.1 5241537
PixelDec — TsfmDec 37.4/32.1 45.8/43.7 50.1/50.3 w/o CoT 36.8/27.9  44.3/38.8 48.6/45.7
MaskPool — BboxPool | 38.6/33.7 46.4/44.8 51.0/52.6 ExtRP — Ext® 39.1/34.2  47.5/45.1 52.3/53.5
Concat. — Sub. 354/29.8 44.1/423 48.6/48.9 Ext® — ExtRP 38.9/31.2  46.8/41.7 51.0/49.9
w/o Spatial Feat. 39.0/33.0 46.6/443 51.7/52.1 Swap(Ext®?, Ext®V) | 36.2/29.4  44.3/38.6 48.7/46.4

Concatenating object features into a pair feature. Common methods for merging the features of
two objects for their relation prediction include concatenation (Concat.) [75] and subtraction (Sub.)
[10]. Notably, addition of the features cannot be used due to the inherent order requested between
the subject and object. Results (Concat.—Sub.) in Tab. 5 indicate that concatenation outperforms
subtraction by 4.8% on the mR @ 100.

Spatial feature. To validate the effect of adding spatial features, we conduct an ablation study by
removing these features. The results (w/o Spatial Feat.) in Tab. 5 show that this leads to a decrease
of 0.7% in R@100 and 1.6% in mR@100. This is because spatial features provide the model with
additional spatial interaction between the subject and object (Sec. 3.1), thereby enhancing the vision
feature for relation prediction.

4.3.2 Language Feature Extractor

Chain-of-thought for prompt. By carefully designing prompts with the chain-of-thought technique,
LLMs can produce rich and accurate descriptions. However, if we do not use chain-of-thought and
instead directly ask LLMs questions, such as replacing the relation proposer prompt with “What
are the possible relations between subject and object? And why?” or the relation judger prompt
with “Could this relation be possible between subject and object? Why?", we find that the outputs
from LLMs become much less predictable and often not as expected. We experiment without chain-
of-thought (w/o CoT) and the results in Tab. 6 show that the performance of relation prediction
significantly drops, i.e. a 8.0% decrease in mR@100. This further illustrates the rationale and
importance of using chain-of-thought technology for designing prompts.

Different feature extraction methods. To validate our design of different feature extract methods
for RP- and RJ-language prompting features, we study their effects. We offer three variants: 1) For
RP-language prompting features, we adopt the same way as the RJ-language prompting feature to
extract feature for each relation triplet individually, we denote this variant as ExtR" — Ext® in the



Table 7: Ablation study for the Vision-Language Table 8: Ablation study for the number of decoder

Prompter. blocks.
Method R/mR@20 R/mR@50 R/mR@100 Block Number | R/mR@20 R/mR@50 R@/mR@100
VLPrompt 39.4/3477  47.6/45.1 52.4/53.7 1 35.1/29.8 44.8/39.5 47.2/46.9

" wio Language | 37.1726.8 ~ 45.9/372" ~ 50.0/44.2" ~ 2 39.4/34.7 47.6/45.1 52.4/53.7
RP-decoder 38.4/30.6  46.6/41.2 50.9/49.6 4 38.9/34.8  47.4/45.2 52.1/53.9
RJ-decoder 37.9/34.2  45.3/44.6 50.4/52.8 12 18.4/14.5 27.5/23.0 33.2/29.4

Tab. 6. It shows that performance is slightly lower than our original VLPrompt, but with increased
computation. 2) For RJ-language prompting features, we adopt the same way as the RP-language
prompting feature to extract all relation triplets into one feature, denoted by Ext?’ — ExtRP in the
Tab. 6. We observe a clear drop in mR @K, as this would condense the features of relations between
subject and object while dropping the subtle details, which can be especially disadvantageous for
rare relations. 3) We swap the feature extraction methods between Ext®F and Ext®!, denoted by
Swap(ExtRP, Ext®’) in Tab. 6. We observe a substantial decrease in both metrics.

Our original feature extraction is specifically designed on one side to focus on the condensed and
distinct attributes of commonly occurring relations; on the other side to focus on the detailed and
subtle attributes of all possible especially rare relations for a subject-object pair.

4.3.3 Vision-Language Prompter

Language information. To validate the efficacy of incorporating language information, we conduct a
comparative experiment by replacing all language prompting features in the vision-language prompter
with vision prompting features. This approach ensures that all other factors remain constant while
assessing the impact of language information. As shown in Tab. 7, the experimental results (w/o
Language) reveal a significant decrease in the mR@ 100 by 9.5% when language information is
removed, which demonstrates the substantial impact of language information in mitigating the
long-tail problem.

Results of RP-decoder and RJ-decoder. We test the relation prediction performance of both
RP-decoder and RJ-decoder separately. The results (RP-decoder and RJ-decoder) in Tab. 7 show
that the RP-decoder outperforms the RJ-decoder in the R@K (e.g. 50.9% v.s. 50.4% for R@100),
while the RP-decoder scores lower in mR@K compared to the RJ-decoder (e.g. 49.6% v.s. 52.8% for
mR@100). This indicates that the RP-decoder is good at predicting frequent relation classes, whereas
the RJ-decoder excels in rare relation classes, which indicates that they are complementary.

The number of decoder blocks. To elucidate the reason that both RP-decoder and RJ-decoder use a
2-block transformer decoder, we vary different numbers of blocks in Tab. 8. We observe that when
increasing the transformer decoder blocks from 1 to 2, there is a significant improvement in model
performance. However, increasing from 2 to 4 blocks does not change much for the performance.
Further increasing the decoder blocks to 12 leads to a notable decrease in performance, suggesting
that too many decoder blocks may cause the model to overfit. Considering both performance and
speed, we choose 2 blocks.

5 Conclusion and Limitation

In this work, we introduce VLPrompt, the first method to incorporate language information generated
by LLMs to enhance the PSG task performance. VLPrompt utilizes the chain-of-thought method in
designing prompts, enabling LLMs to generate rich descriptions for relation prediction. Additionally,
we develop a prompter network based on attention mechanisms to facilitate comprehensive interaction
between vision and language information, achieving high-quality relation prediction. Experiments
demonstrate that our method significantly outperforms the current state-of-the-art on the PSG dataset
and mitigates the long-tail problem for relations. In future work, we plan to explore the use of LLMs
for open-set relation prediction and further refine the model by distillation to enhance efficiency,
enabling broader application in downstream tasks.

Limitation. Although our method achieves significant performance improvements on the PSG dataset,
it requires pre-extraction of language information from LLMs for unbiased relation prediction.
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Appendix

In this supplementary material, we provide more details about our experiments, additional experimen-
tal results, the RP- and RJ-prompts along with the corresponding descriptions output by the LLMs, as
well as further visualization results. First we provide more details about our experiments in Sec. A
Second, we provide additional experimental results in Sec. B. Then Sec. C presents specific examples
of RP-prompts and RJ-prompts applied to two LLMs, GPT-3.5 Turbo [45] and Llama2-7B [57].
Sec. D provides descriptions given by GPT-3.5 Turbo and Llama2-7B for various subjects, objects,
and relations. Sec. E offers a comparative analysis of descriptions from these different language
models. Finally, we provide more visualizations to illustrate the performance of our VLPrompt in
Sec. F.

A More details about our experiments

A.1 Tasks and metrics

Tasks. There are three subtasks for PSG and SGG tasks: Predicate Classification, Scene Graph
Classification and Scene Graph Detection [64]. We focus on Scene Graph Detection for both datasets,
as it is the most challenging and comprehensive subtask, which involves localizing objects and
predicting their classes and relations.

Metrics. Following previous works [66, 78, 60], we use Recall@K (R@K) and mean Recall@K
(mR@K) as our metrics. While Recall@K is biased towards frequent classes, mean Recall@K gives
all classes the same weight.

A.2 Implementation details

In our experiments, we use Mask2Former [9] pretrained on COCO [39] dataset to initialize the
panoptic segmentation network in the vision feature extractor. In language feature extractor, we
utilize by default GPT-3.5 Turbo [45] as the LLM, and employ OpenAI Embedding Service [45] as
the text encoder. We store the extracted language prompting features in a database and then retrieve
the RP-language prompting feature using “sub#obj”, and the RJ-language prompting feature using
“sub#rel#obj”. We adopt the same data augmentation settings following previous methods [66, 78].
To train our model, we use the AdamW [42], with a learning rate of 1e~* and weight decay of 5e 2.
We set A to 0.1 in our final loss function. Our model is trained for 12 epochs with a step scheduler
reducing the learning rate to 1e~® at epoch 6 and further to 1e~% at epoch 10. The training takes
approximately 18 hours on four A100 GPUs, with a batch size of 1 for each GPU. The inference of
our model follows the same forward process in training.

B More experimental results

Different LLMs and text encoders. To further assess the effects of different LLMs and text
encoders on model performance, we attempt to replace the GPT with Llama2-7B [57] and the
OpenAl Embedding Service with Bert [14]. When using Bert, we take the mean of the embeddings
of all output tokens as the feature. The experimental results (Llama2-7B + Bert) in Tab. 9 reveal that
using Llama?2 as the LLM and Bert as the text encoder results in only a slight decrease in performance:
0.4% in R@100 and 0.5% in mR@100. We review the descriptions output by Llama2-7B and
compare them with those from GPT-3.5 Turbo, finding no significant differences in quality, more
details can be found in supplementary materials. This suggests that, with carefully designed prompts,
open-source LLMs with reduced parameters also work for our method, thus validating the flexibility
of our method.

Compress the language prompting feature. At runtime, the language prompting feature occupies
290.57MB of memory, which is manageable. To further enhance the model’s applicability in real-
world scenarios, such as when there are more object and relation categories, we compress the language
prompting feature to 1/4 of its original size using an encoder-decoder models. Results (Compression)
shown in Tab. 9 indicate that compressing the language prompting feature to 1/4 leads to only a minor
performance decrease, while the memory required by the model during runtime is reduced to 1/4 of
the original, which further demonstrates the practicality of our method in real-world settings.
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Table 9: More experimental results for our VLPrompt.

Method R@20 mR@20 | R@50 mR@50 | R@100 mR@100
VLPrompt 394 34.7 47.6 45.1 52.4 53.7
“Llama2 + Bert | 39.0  ~ 335 | 473 448 | 520 532
Compression 38.3 33.1 46.5 44.6 51.2 51.1
Table 10: Analysis for efficiency.

Method FLOPS (G) Parameters (G) Inference Speed (ms)
PSGTR [66] 461.3 442 140

HiLo [78] 229.4 58.7 156
VLPrompt (ours) 386.7 49.1 152

Efficiency analysis. In Tab. 10, we compare our model’s efficiency with the previous state-of-the-art
models, evaluating computational floating point operations per second (FLOPS), parameter size and
inference speed on the same A100 GPU. We observe that although our method has higher FLOPS
compared to Hilo, it matches HilL.o in prediction speed, and significantly outperforms Hilo in
performance (see Tab. 1 of the paper).

C RP- and RJ-prompt

According to the official API interfaces provided by GPT-3.5 Turbo and Llama2, we can interact with
large language models (LLMs) in three different roles: “system”, “assistant”, and “user”. The system
message defines the behavior of the assistant within a given context. The assistant represents the
responses and actions of the LLM, while the user refers to the individual engagement with the LLM,
providing requests or comments for the assistant to address. Inspired by the chain-of-thought [62]
technique, we have designed a meaningful dialogue as the input prompt for LLMs. Specifically, the

prompts designed for GPT-3.5 Turbo and Llama2-7B are presented below.

C.1 Prompt for GPT-3.5 Turbo

RP-prompt. Relation proposer prompt, which we used to stimulate LLMs to propose all possible
relations between two given objects.

system: You are asked to play the role of a relation proposer. Given the category names of two
objects in an image, you are to infer what kind of relation might exist between them based on your
knowledge, and provide the reasons for each possible relation. In the relation between the two objects
in the image, we refer to one object as the subject and the other as the object. There may or may
not be a relation between the subject and the object. Please note that this relation has an order, that
is, the subject comes first and the object comes after. If there is a relation between the two, these
relations must belong to one of the pre-defined 56 different types.

assistant: What are the 56 relations?

.y«

user: They are ‘over’, ‘in front of’, ‘beside’, ‘on’, ‘in’, ‘attached to’, ‘hanging from’, ‘on back
of’, ‘falling off’, ‘going down’, ‘painted on’, ‘walking on’, ‘running on’, ‘crossing’, ‘standing
on’, ‘lying on’, ‘sitting on’, ‘flying over’, ‘jumping over’, ‘jumping from’, ‘wearing’, ‘holding’,
‘carrying’, ‘looking at’, ‘guiding’, ‘kissing’, ‘eating’, ‘drinking’, ‘feeding’, ‘biting’, ‘catching’,
‘picking’, ‘playing with’, ‘chasing’, ‘climbing’, ‘cleaning’, ‘playing’, ‘touching’, ‘pushing’, ‘pulling’,
‘opening’, ‘cooking’, ‘talking to’, ‘throwing’, ‘slicing’, ‘driving’, ‘riding’, ‘parked on’, ‘driving on’,
‘about to hit’, ‘kicking’, ‘swinging’, ‘entering’, ‘exiting’, ‘enclosing’, ‘leaning on’.

assistant: Can you give me an example?

user: For example, the subject is a person, and the object is a sports ball. The possible relations
between them could be: 1. Beside: The person could be standing beside the sports ball. 2. Looking
at: The person might be looking at the ball to better control it. 3. Playing: This is because it’s very
common in real life for a person to be playing with a sports ball. 4. Chasing: The person might be
chasing after the ball.

assistant: Ok, I got it. Please give me the subject and object of the image.

user: The subject is a SUBJECT_NAME, and the object is a OBJECT_NAME.
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RJ-prompt. Relation judger prompt, which we used to stimulate LLMs to judge whether there is a
specific relation between two objects.

system: You are asked to play the role of a relation judger. Given the category names of two objects
in an image, and providing you with a relation category name, you need to predict whether this
relation is likely to exist in the image based on your knowledge, and give the reason for its existence.
For two objects, we call the first object subject and the second object object.

assistant: Yes, I understand. Can you give me an example?

user: For example, the input is: the subject is a 'person’, the object is a ’sports ball’ and the relation
is 'playing’. The output should be Yes, the relation is likely to exist in the image. This is because it’s
very common in real life for a person to be playing with a sports ball.

assistant: Ok, I got it. Please give me the subject, object and relation names.

user: The subject is a SUBJECT_NAME, the object is a OBJECT_NAME, and the relation is
RELATION_NAME.

C.2 Prompt for Llama2-7B

In GPT-3.5 Turbo, the “system” role can be followed by either the “assistant” or the “user” role.
However, in Llama2’s API, the “system” role can only be followed by “user” role, not “assistant”
role. Therefore, we have made simple modifications to the prompt used for GPT-3.5 Turbo. The
specific prompt is as follows.

RP-prompt. Relation proposer prompt, which we used to stimulate LLMs to propose all possible
relations between two given objects.

system: You are asked to play the role of a relation proposer. Given the category names of two
objects in an image, you are to infer what kind of relation might exist between them based on your
knowledge, and provide the reasons for each possible relation. In the relation between the two objects
in the image, we refer to one object as the subject and the other as the object. There may or may
not be a relation between the subject and the object. Please note that this relation has an order, that
is, the subject comes first and the object comes after. If there is a relation between the two, these
relations must belong to one of the pre-defined 56 different types. What are the 56 relations?

user: They are ‘over’, ‘in front of’, ‘beside’, ‘on’, ‘in’, ‘attached to’, ‘hanging from’, ‘on back
of’, ‘falling off’, ‘going down’, ‘painted on’, ‘walking on’, ‘running on’, ‘crossing’, ‘standing
on’, ‘lying on’, ‘sitting on’, ‘flying over’, ‘jumping over’, ‘jumping from’, ‘wearing’, ‘holding’,
‘carrying’, ‘looking at’, ‘guiding’, ‘kissing’, ‘eating’, ‘drinking’, ‘feeding’, ‘biting’, ‘catching’,
‘picking’, ‘playing with’, ‘chasing’, ‘climbing’, ‘cleaning’, ‘playing’, ‘touching’, ‘pushing’, ‘pulling’,
‘opening’, ‘cooking’, ‘talking to’, ‘throwing’, ‘slicing’, ‘driving’, ‘riding’, ‘parked on’, ‘driving on’,
‘about to hit’, ‘kicking’, ‘swinging’, ‘entering’, ‘exiting’, ‘enclosing’, ‘leaning on’.

assistant: Can you give me an example?

user: For example, the subject is a person, and the object is a sports ball. The possible relations
between them could be: 1. Beside: The person could be standing beside the sports ball. 2. Looking
at: The person might be looking at the ball to better control it. 3. Playing: This is because it’s very
common in real life for a person to be playing with a sports ball. 4. Chasing: The person might be
chasing after the ball.

assistant: Ok, I got it. Please give me the subject and object of the image.
user: The subject is a SUBJECT_NAME, and the object is a OBJECT_NAME.

RJ-prompt. Relation judger prompt, which we used to stimulate LLMs to judge whether there is a
specific relation between two objects.

system: You are asked to play the role of a relation judger. Given the category names of two objects
in an image, and providing you with a relation category name, you need to predict whether this
relation is likely to exist in the image based on your knowledge, and give the reason for its existence.
For two objects, we call the first object subject and the second object object. Please give me an
example.
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user: For example, the input is: the subject is a 'person’, the object is a ’sports ball’ and the relation
is 'playing’. The output should be Yes, the relation is likely to exist in the image. This is because it’s
very common in real life for a person to be playing with a sports ball.

assistant: Ok, I got it. Please give me the subject, object and relation names.

user: The subject is a SUBJECT_NAME, the object is a OBJECT_NAME, and the relation is
REILATION_NAME.

D RP- and RJ-description

To gain a more comprehensive understanding of the outputs from LLMs, we selected two sets of
subject-object pairs for demonstration, namely “person-motorcycle”, “rock-horse”. Here, the former
term in each pair represents the category of the subject, and the latter the category of the object. The
RP-descriptions are as below. For each pair, we randomly select two different relations to showcase
their corresponding RJ-descriptions. Note that in the examples shown below for RP-descriptions, the
template sentences that were added to complete the descriptions for all predefined K relations (e.g. it
is not likely for SUBJECT_NAME and OBJECT_NAME to have the relation RELATION_NAME)

have been omitted.

D.1 Description from GPT-3.5 Turbo

RP-description. The description generated by LLMs based on the RP-prompt.

person-motorcycle: Based on the given subject (person) and object (motorcycle), here are some
possible relations between them: 1. Riding: The person could be riding the motorcycle, indicating
that they are in control and using it as a means of transportation. 2. Driving: Similar to riding, the
person could be driving the motorcycle, suggesting that they are operating it. 3. About to hit: This
relation implies that the person is in a dangerous situation where they are about to collide with the
motorcycle, indicating a potential accident or collision. 4. Leaning on: The person might be leaning
on the motorcycle, using it as a support or resting against it. 5. Parked on: The motorcycle could
be parked on or near the person, suggesting that they are in close proximity to it but not actively
using or interacting with it. 6. Driving on: This relation implies that the person is driving another
vehicle and the motorcycle is on the road, indicating that they are sharing the same space or path. 7.
Looking at: The person might be looking at the motorcycle, either out of interest or curiosity, or
perhaps considering using it. 8. Touching: The person could be touching or interacting with the
motorcycle, such as examining it or making adjustments. 9. Holding: The person might be holding
onto the motorcycle, either for support or to prevent it from falling over. 10. Exiting: This relation
suggests that the person was previously on or inside the motorcycle and is now in the process of
getting off or exiting it. These are just a few possible relations between a person and a motorcycle,
and the actual relation would depend on the context and specific details of the image.

rock-horse: Based on the given subject (rock) and object (horse), here are some possible relations
between a rock and a horse: 1. Beside: The rock could be positioned beside the horse, indicating
their proximity to each other. 2. On: The horse could be standing on the rock, using it as a platform
or a vantage point. 3. In front of: The rock could be in front of the horse, blocking its path or serving
as an obstacle. 4. Attached to: The rock could be attached to the horse, possibly as a weight or
burden. These are just a few possible relations between a rock and a horse. The actual relation would
depend on the context and specific details of the image.

RJ-description. The description generated by LLLMs based on the RJ-prompt.

person-riding-motorcycle: Based on my knowledge, the relation riding is likely to exist between
person and motorcycle. This is because it is common for a person to ride a motorcycle.

person-drinking-motorcycle: No, the relation drinking is not likely fo exist between person and
motorcycle. This is because it is not common for a person to be drinking while interacting with a
motorcycle.

rock-attached to-horse: No, the relation attached to is not likely to exist in the image. This is because
rocks are typically not attached to horses in real life.
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rock-falling off-horse: No, the relation falling off is not likely to exist in the image. This is because
rocks cannot fall off horses as they are inanimate objects and do not have the ability to interact with
horses in that way.

D.2 Description from Llama2-7B

RP-description. The description generated by LLMs based on the RP-prompt.

person-motorcycle: Great! Based on the category names you provided, here are some possible
relations between the subject (person) and the object (motorcycle): 1. Riding: The person could be
riding the motorcycle. 2. Standing next to: The person might be standing next to the motorcycle,
perhaps admiring it or preparing to ride it. 3. Holding onto. The person could be holding onto the
motorcycle to steady themselves while riding it. 4. Leaning on: The person might be leaning on the
motorcycle while taking a break or resting. 5. Fixing: The person could be fixing the motorcycle,
perhaps making repairs or adjustments. 6. Parked near: The person could be parked near the
motorcycle, perhaps intending to ride it later. 7. Getting on: The person could be getting on the
motorcycle, perhaps after having just parked it. 8. Falling off: The person might be falling off the
motorcycle, perhaps after losing control or experiencing an accident. 9. Facing: The person could
be facing the motorcycle, perhaps to check on it or to prepare to ride it. 10. Behind: The person
could be behind the motorcycle, perhaps to push it or to provide support while riding. Please let me
know if any of these relations are correct or if you would like me to provide more options.

rock-horse: Great! Based on the category names you provided, here are some possible relations
between the subject (rock) and the object (horse): 1. Beside: The rock could be beside the horse,
perhaps as the horse is grazing or resting. 2. Looking at: The horse might be looking at the rock,
perhaps curious about it or interested in it for some reason. 3. Near: The rock could be near the
horse, perhaps in a field or meadow where the horse is roaming. 4. Riding: The horse could be
ridden over the rock, perhaps as a way to traverse a difficult terrain or to reach a destination. 5.
Jumping: The horse could be jumping over the rock, perhaps in a competition or as a way to clear
an obstacle. 6. Kicking: The horse could be kicking the rock, perhaps as a way to dislodge it or to
mark its territory. 7. Standing on: The horse could be standing on the rock, perhaps as a way to
get a better view or to rest. 8. Falling off: The horse could be falling off the rock, perhaps due to a
misstep or a sudden movement. 9. Crossing: The horse could be crossing the rock, perhaps as a
way to get to the other side of a river or stream. 10. Pushing: The horse could be pushing the rock,
perhaps as a way to move it out of the way or to create a path. Please let me know if you have any
other questions or if you would like me to generate more relations.

RJ-description. The description generated by LLMs based on the RJ-prompt.

person-riding-motorcycle: Based on my knowledge, I would say that the relation riding is likely to
exist in the image. People often ride motorcycles as a mode of transportation or recreation, so its a
common and plausible relation in real life. Therefore, I would give a Yes answer to the question of
whether the relation exists in the image.

person-drinking-motorcycle: Based on my knowledge, the relation drinking is unlikely fo exist in
the image. The reason for this is that it is not common for a person to be drinking a motorcycle.
Motorcycles are vehicles that are typically used for transportation, not for drinking. Therefore, the
relation drinking does not make sense in this context.

rock-attached to-horse: Based on the information provided, I would say that the relation attached
to is unlikely to exist in the image. A rock and a horse are very different objects and do not have
a natural connection or relationship with each other. Therefore, it is unlikely that they would be
attached to each other in a real-world scenario.

rock-falling off-horse: Based on my knowledge, the relation falling off is unlikely o exist in an image
of a rock and a horse. The reason for this is that rocks and horses are not typically associated with
each other in a falling off context. Rocks are inanimate objects that do not have the ability to fall
off, while horses are living creatures that are not known to fall off of other objects. Therefore, the
probability of seeing a relation of falling off between a rock and a horse in an image is low.

18



E Description analysis

Through the series of examples above, we analyze the descriptions generated by the LLMs as follows.

Comparation between GPT-3.5 Turbo and Llama2-7B. Comparing the descriptions generated by
GPT-3.5 Turbo and Llama2-7B, we find that GPT-3.5 Turbo’s descriptions are slightly better than
those of Llama2-7B. However, thanks to our carefully designed prompts, even using the Llama2-7B
model can still produce high-quality descriptions to aid in relation prediction. As shown in Tab. 4
of our paper, models trained using descriptions from Llama2-7B are only 0.5% lower in mR@ 100
compared to those using GPT-3.5 Turbo.

F More visualizations

Fig. 4 to 9 showcase additional visualization results of our VLPrompt. Each figure contains two
examples. For each example, the top shows the results of panoptic segmentation, the bottom left
displays the ground truth, and the bottom right shows the top 10 relation prediction results. Based
on visualization results, our VLPrompt exhibits precise capabilities in relation prediction, thereby
enhancing scene understanding. For instance, in Fig. 4 on the left side, the top 10 relation predictions
not only encompass all the relations from the ground truth but also include additional correct relations
involving stuff categories. However, we have also identified some bad cases, of which many are
due to inaccurate panoptic segmentation predictions (including category classification and mask
prediction).
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Figure 4: Visualization results of our VLPrompt.
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Figure 5: Visualization results of our VLPrompt.
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Figure 6: Visualization results of our VLPrompt.
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Figure 7: Visualization results of our VLPrompt.

Figure 8: Visualization results of our VLPrompt.
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Figure 9: Visualization results of our VLPrompt.
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