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Abstract

Grounding complex, compositional visual queries with mul-
tiple objects and relationships is a fundamental challenge
for vision-language models. While standard phrase ground-
ing methods excel at localizing single objects, they lack the
structural inductive bias to parse intricate relational de-
scriptions, often failing as queries become more descrip-
tive. To address this structural deficit, we focus on scene-
graph grounding, a powerful but less-explored formulation
where the query is an explicit graph of objects and their
relationships. However, existing methods for this task also
struggle, paradoxically showing decreased performance as
the query graph grows—failing to leverage the very in-
formation that should make grounding easier. We intro-
duce SceneProp, a novel method that resolves this issue
by reformulating scene-graph grounding as a Maximum a
Posteriori (MAP) inference problem in a Markov Random
Field (MRF). By performing global inference over the en-
tire query graph, SceneProp finds the optimal assignment
of image regions to nodes that jointly satisfies all con-
straints. This is achieved within an end-to-end framework
via a differentiable implementation of the Belief Propaga-
tion algorithm. Experiments on four benchmarks show that
our dedicated focus on the scene-graph grounding formu-
lation allows SceneProp to significantly outperform prior
work. Critically, its accuracy consistently improves with
the size and complexity of the query graph, demonstrat-
ing for the first time that more relational context can, and
should, lead to better grounding. Codes are available at
https://github.com/keitaotani/SceneProp.

1. Introduction

Visual grounding, the task of localizing objects in an image
from textual descriptions, is a cornerstone of computer vi-
sion. It is fundamental for applications ranging from robotic
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Figure 1. Compositional grounding with SceneProp. Existing
methods fail due to many partial matches: (a) GPT-40, using de-
scription as a proxy task for its poor coordinate output, and (b)
Grounding DINO. (c) In contrast, our SceneProp succeeds by find-
ing an object combination that satisfies the query graph.

manipulation, such as identifying a specific item to pick
up, to visual question answering, where implicitly locating
objects is essential for reasoning [18]. Modern grounding
models have shown remarkable capabilities, particularly in
handling long-tail distributions. Since object categories are
specified in the text, the set of active categories for a given
query is limited, enabling models like GLIP [22] to detect
even rare objects such as a “’stingray”.
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However, the performance of these state-of-the-art meth-
ods degrades significantly when faced with compositionally
complex queries that involve multiple objects and their rela-
tionships. The more specific a query is, the easier it should
be to pinpoint the target. Yet, for a query like "a woman
holding a pen next to a person with a tablet”, existing mod-
els often falter (Figure 1). The scene contains numerous
partially matching combinations—for instance, three in-
stances of “a woman next to a person with a tablet” if the
“holding a pen” clause is omitted. This combinatorial ex-
plosion of plausible-but-incorrect candidates misleads cur-
rent models. When prompted to describe the woman, large
multimodal models like GPT-40 [12] provide a conflated
description of multiple individuals, while phrase grounding
models like Grounding DINO 1.5 [30] often localize objects
that satisfy only a subset of the specified conditions.

To address this challenge, we turn to scene-graph
grounding. This task, which takes an explicit graph of ob-
jects and relationships as a query, is a natural fit for compo-
sitional reasoning. Despite this, the approach has remained
less-explored, largely because existing methods paradoxi-
cally perform worse on more descriptive (i.e., larger) query
graphs. For instance, prior work using Graph Neural Net-
works (GNN5s) [34] is easily overwhelmed by this combi-
natorial complexity and struggles to localize objects accu-
rately. This critical limitation, combined with the commu-
nity’s historical focus on the task of Scene-Graph Gener-
ation (SGQ), has left the potential of grounding underex-
plored. Furthermore, prior work has largely overlooked a
key advantage of the grounding formulation: its inherent
robustness to long-tailed category distributions.

We propose to resolve this by reformulating scene-graph
grounding as a problem of maximizing a joint probabil-
ity. For the query in Figure 1 to be correctly grounded,
the joint probability of identifying the correct objects as
“woman,” “’pen,” “person,” and “tablet,” and their relation-
ships as “holding,” ’next to,” and “with,” must be maxi-
mized. This naturally leads to a Maximum a Posteriori
(MAP) estimation problem over all possible assignments of
image regions to graph nodes. This probabilistic model can
be represented as a Markov Random Field (MRF), allowing
us to leverage sophisticated and efficient MAP inference al-
gorithms [6] that can solve this seemingly complex combi-
natorial search.

Our method, SceneProp, first employs a neural network
to estimate the unary (object) and pairwise (relationship)
probabilities from visual features. It then constructs an
MREF and performs MAP inference to find the globally op-
timal grounding assignment. During training, the model
learns to maximize the probability of the ground-truth as-
signment. Crucially, while many hybrid MRF-NN models
sacrifice end-to-end differentiability, we demonstrate that
Belief Propagation [28], a classic MRF inference algorithm,

can be efficiently implemented in a differentiable manner

within modern define-by-run deep learning frameworks, en-

abling seamless end-to-end training.

We evaluated SceneProp on the VG-FO [34],
VG150 [38], COCO-Stuff [3], and GQA [10] datasets,
demonstrating its effectiveness. To validate its ability to
handle complex queries, we showed that on the VG-FO
dataset, performance improves as the number of relation-
ships in the query graph increases—a stark contrast to
prior work. To confirm its robustness in realistic scenarios,
we showed that on the GQA dataset, with its vast number
of categories, grounding performance remains stable.
This highlights a significant advantage over scene-graph
generation, which suffers heavily in long-tail settings.

Our contributions are as follows:

* We propose SceneProp, an end-to-end trainable method
that unifies neural networks and MRFs for robust scene-
graph grounding.

* We demonstrate that, unlike existing methods, our
model’s performance improves with more descriptive
(i.e., larger) scene graphs.

* We show that our grounding performance is robust in
datasets with a large number of categories, effectively
handling the long-tail problem.

2. Related Work

Scene Graphs and Generation Challenges. Scene
graphs, which represent objects and their relationships in a
structured format, have been applied to a wide range of vi-
sion tasks, including visual question answering [11, 19, 29],
image retrieval [16, 36], image generation [5, 17] and
robotics [40, 43]. To power these applications, Scene-Graph
Generation (SGG), the task of creating a scene graph from
an image, has been the most active area of research. How-
ever, the SGG field has recently hit a bottleneck, particularly
in addressing the long-tail problem [23, 32]. The vast com-
binatorial space of object and relationship triplets in real-
world data creates severe class imbalance, drastically de-
grading performance on less frequent categories. In this pa-
per, we argue that scene-graph grounding, our focus, holds
a significant advantage over SGG by inherently circumvent-
ing this long-tail issue, as the categories of interest are pro-
vided in the query.

Visual and Scene-Graph Grounding. Visual grounding
aims to link textual phrases to their corresponding object
regions in an image. Models like MDETR [18], GLIP [22]
and Grounding DINO [26, 30] excel at this, even for open-
vocabulary or long-tail objects, by leveraging textual cues.
However, they often fail to parse compositionally complex
queries with multiple interrelated objects, as they lack an
explicit inductive bias for graph structures.
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Figure 2. A simple example of an MRE.

Scene-graph grounding directly addresses this by using
a graph as the query. Early work used hand-crafted fea-
tures [16], but the state-of-the-art is represented by VL-
MPAG [34], an end-to-end neural model. While effec-
tive, VL-MPAG’s performance paradoxically degrades as
the query graph becomes more descriptive (i.e., larger).
This is due to its 2-layer GNN, which cannot capture long-
range dependencies and suffers from over-smoothing if lay-
ers are added. Our method overcomes this by performing
global inference, ensuring that more relationships lead to
better accuracy.

MREFs with Neural Networks. A Markov Random Field
(MRF) models a joint probability distribution over a set of
variables using a graph. For instance, in Figure 2, the prob-
ability of observing laundry (C), weather (W), and an um-
brella (U) can be expressed as a product of potential func-
tions on the graph’s cliques:

P(e,w,u) = %fcw(c7 w) fuw (u, w) fw (w) (1)

where Z is a normalization constant. This structure allows
for efficient probabilistic inference, such as MAP estima-
tion, using well-established algorithms [6, 28].

Research combining neural networks with MRFs has
been conducted in semantic segmentation [2, 4], commu-
nity detection [9, 15], and feature point matching [7, 24].
A key strength of MRFs is that non-adjacent variables can
be correlated through intermediates, but this same property
complicates differentiation for end-to-end learning. Con-
sequently, some methods either forgo end-to-end training
and use MRFs only for inference [2, 4, 24], or restrict cor-
relations to only adjacent variables [15]. Other works use
GNNs inspired by MRF algorithms [7, 9], but these ap-
proaches do not retain the probabilistic nature of MRFs and
inherit GNN-specific limitations like over-smoothing. In
contrast, we find that the classic Belief Propagation [28]
algorithm can be efficiently implemented in define-by-run
deep learning libraries in a manner that is automatically
differentiable. This enables true end-to-end learning while
preserving the full probabilistic inference capabilities of the
MRF.

3. Method

SceneProp takes advantage of both neural networks and
MRFs by combining them in an end-to-end manner. An
overview of this process is presented in Figure 3.

3.1. Mathematical Notation and Variables

A query graph, which is a scene graph without links to
an image, is a graph structure in which nodes represent
objects and edges represent relationships between objects.
Nodes are assigned object names (e.g., apple), and edges
are assigned relationships (e.g., on). Formally, we as-
sume that there are N objects in the query graph, with
IDs assigned from 1 to N. The object label is repre-
sented by O = {(i1,01), (i2,02),- .., (im,0m)}. Here,
i1, ..., %, indicates the object’s ID, and o1,..., 0., indi-
cates the object label’s ID. The relationship label is repre-
sented by R = {(jl, k1, 7‘1), (jg, ko, 7‘2)7 RN (jn, kn, ’I“n)}
Here, j1,...,Jn, k1,- .., ky indicates the object’s ID, and
r1,...,Tn indicate the relationship label’s ID. Then, the
query graph is represented as G = (O, R).

For the image I, the bounding boxes of the objects are
listed as B = {b1,ba,...,bn, }. We assume that an object
with ID ¢ in the query graph corresponds to a bounding box
with ID a;. Subsequently, the set of objects assigned to the
boxes is A = {a,as,...,an}.

The goal of scene-graph grounding is to estimate the
bounding boxes B and assignment A of the nodes for a
given image [ and query graph G.

3.2. Scene-MRF Formulation

We explain the MRF formulation using a sim-
ple query graph cup-[on]-table. Let O =
{(1, cup), (2,table)}, R = {(1,2,0on)},and A = {a1,as},
where the goal is to select aq,as from the set of object
candidate boxes B. First, selecting cup from the set of
object candidate boxes B is equivalent to sampling from
the probability distribution P(a;|cup). The same applies
to table. Next, selecting a pair of object candidate boxes
with the relationship [on] is equivalent to sampling from
the probability distribution P(ai,as|on). By integrating
these, the distribution for selecting a;, as from the set of
object candidate boxes B is defined as follows:

1
Pl(ay,a2|G,I) = EP(al\Cup)P(a2|table)P(a1,a2|on)
2
where Z is the normalization term.
For a general query graph, we similarly define the fol-
lowing probability distribution:

P(A|G7I):% I1 Plalo) [ Plajalr) &

i,0€0 J,k,TER
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Figure 3. Overview of the SceneProp’s pipeline. First, image features and bounding boxes are extracted (Section 3.3). The bounding boxes
are encoded using our proposed positional encoding (Section 3.4). Using these encoded positions and image features, the relationship
features are extracted (Section 3.5). Then, the energy of the object label and relationship are calculated using the relationship feature.

Using this energy and the given query graph, we construct and infer the Scene-MRF (Section 3.6).

Taking the logarithm and defining — log P(a;|0) as v(a;, 0)
and —log P(a;, ai|r) as e(aj, ax, ), we can express it as
follows:

—log P(A|G,I) = Z v(a;,0) + Z e(aj,ax,r)+2Z
1,060 7,k,r€ER
“)
:logZeXp - Z v(a;,0) — Z e(a;, ag,r)
A 1,060 7.k, TER
4)

We call the MRF representing this probability distribution
the Scene-MRF, which has the same structure as the query
graph, as shown in the upper right of Figure 3. The terms
v(a;,0) and e(aj,ar,r) are called energies and are esti-
mated using neural networks, as explained in later sections.

3.3. Region Proposal and Visual Feature Extraction

We use ATSS [42] to estimate the bounding boxes B =
{b1,b2,...,bn,} of the object candidate regions from im-
age I. We use a network that connects the Swin trans-
former [27] and the Feature Pyramid Network [25] to ex-
tract visual features from the image. We also extract the
visual features of the bounding boxes, resulting in &V =

{67, 03,.... 0x, }-
3.4. Positional Encoding

The positional relationship between objects is important for
scene-graph grounding. Sinusoidal encoding [35] is com-
monly used for positional information but is limited to one-
dimensional points and cannot encode spatial ranges like
bounding boxes. Therefore, we developed a new positional

encoding method to represent two-dimensional positional
ranges. A 2D range with a center coordinate of (x,y) and
width and height of (o, 0y) is encoded as follows:

pos] = exp(—o,(1 —cosby) — oy, (1 —cosb))) (6)
posi®® = pos? cos(07x + 67y) 7
posi™ = pos? sin(07x + 6Yy) 3)

pos = concat(pos§®®, ..., pos<®® posi, ... poss™)
©)

pos denotes the encoding results. Here, 67,607 are inte-
gers and —0p00 < 07 < 0102,0 < 07 < 00, Using
all (67,607) combinations is desirable but leads to a pro-
hibitively high-dimensional pos vector. We therefore keep
all pairs with (67)% + (6Y)? < (6iow)? and preselect a ran-
dom subset of the remainder that is held fixed during train-

ing and inference.

Our positional encoding method uses Fourier transforms
to effectively encode positional relationships. By apply-
ing an inverse Fourier transform, we derive a function cen-
tered at (z,y) with a width and height of (o,,0y), (see
the supplementary material). This method captures spatial
ranges and allows parallel movement and range expansion
through simple multiplication operations. The inner product
of the encoded results reflects the degree of overlap between
ranges, as the Fourier transform preserves inner products.

We apply positional encoding to encode the bound-
ing boxes B = {by,ba,...,by,}, resulting in ®F =
{oF 0L ..., gbﬁb}. In this process, we use the box width
and height for (o, 0,). We use 0,4, = 48,610, = 6, and

select 128 combinations of 67, 67.



3.5. Extraction of Relationship Features

To recognize the relationships between objects, it is impor-
tant to propagate object features mutually. Various methods
have been proposed in the field of visual relationship detec-
tion that employ RNN, GNN, and transformers to mutually
propagate object features and extract inter-object relation-
ships [8, 13, 33, 38, 39]. Following these approaches, we
use a 2-layer transformer encoder [35] to mutually prop-
agate the visual features of the object ®¥ and positional
encoding ®7. This operation yields relationship features ®
that consider visual features, positional features, and inter-
object relationships.

concat(¢) , 7)) Vie {l,...,N,} (10)
{¢1a¢27"'7¢Nb}

= Transformer({¢}, @5, ...

O, ) (11)
3.6. Inference with Scene-MRF

Calculate the Scene-MRF energies v(a;, 0) and e(a;, ak, r)
defined in Section 3.2 to complete the Scene-MRF. For ref-
erence, v(a;,0) is the energy when object i is assigned la-
bel o, and e(a;, ax, ) is the energy when objects j and k
are assigned relationship . v(a;,0) is the oth element of
the vector obtained by passing the feature ¢, of object a;
through a 2-layer multilayer perceptron (MLP). Similarly,
e(a;, ag,r) is the r-th element of the result of concatenat-
ing the features of objects a; and a; and processing them
using a 3-layer MLP. By substituting this into Equation (4),
the probability distribution P(A|G,I) of the assignment A
is obtained.

Two inference methods are used in this study. The first
method finds the optimal assignment combination for all
objects, which is ideal for listing the grounding results.
The second method determines the optimal assignment for
a specific object that is suitable for localizing it.

In the first method, the grounding result A* is the max-
imum a posteriori (MAP) estimation of the Scene-MRF as
shown in the following equation:

A* = arg maxlog P(A|G,I) (12)
A

Finding such A* is generally NP-hard, so we use the MPLP
algorithm [6] for efficient approximation. The MPLP al-
gorithm can provide an exact solution when a graph has
a tree structure. In the MAP estimation results, different
objects may be assigned to the same bounding box. To
address this, we add the constraint that different objects
should be assigned to different bounding boxes and fine-
tune the grounding results using the Markov Chain Monte
Carlo method (MCMC) with the MPLP algorithm result as
the initial value.

In the second method, the grounding result for a specific
object a; is obtained as the marginal probability distribution
P (ai | G, I )Z

P(a;|G,T) = Y P(A|G,T) (13)
A\a;

If a query graph has a tree structure, the exact solution can
be calculated efficiently using belief propagation [28]. Oth-
erwise, it can be approximated using a generalized belief
propagation algorithm [28].

3.7. Training

The grounding loss L, is computed using the ground-truth
assignment A9 as shown in the following equation:

L, = —log P(A?|G,I)
=2 a0+ Y eafafin+z (9

i,0€0 j.k.rER

For tree-structured MRFs, belief propagation [28] effi-
ciently computes Z. This algorithm’s operations are dif-
ferentiable, enabling end-to-end training and automatic dif-
ferentiation in deep-learning libraries. Because belief prop-
agation cannot handle non-tree graphs, we randomly ex-
tracted tree-structured subgraphs and trained on them. Ran-
dom weights were assigned to the edges, and we extracted
the subgraph by finding the minimum spanning tree using
Kruskal’s algorithm [21]. Belief propagation plays a crucial
role in our method, and detailed information is provided in
the supplementary material.

The loss for the object candidate region extraction, Ly, is
computed by following the method used in ATSS [42]. The
total loss is then calculated as L = Ly + Ly.

SceneProp can learn grounding that considers the entire
graph. For query graphs with some partial matches, the ob-
ject locations are expected to be specified in a chain starting
from the most easily identifiable object. SceneProp learns
chain-like grounding using belief propagation, because be-
lief propagation is a message-passing algorithm that allows
information to propagate from one end of a graph to another.
This contrasts with VL-MPAG [34], which only propagates
information 2-hop.

4. Experiments

4.1. Dataset and Evaluation Protocol

We used VG-FO [34], VG150 [38], COCO-Stuff [3], and
GQA [10] for evaluation. VG-FO and VG150 are datasets
derived from the Visual Genome with reduced numbers of
objects and relationship categories. VG-FO was proposed
in VL-MPAG [34] for scene-graph grounding and includes
150 object and 40 relationship categories, with 93K train-
ing and 40K test images. VG150 is the most widely used



Type Model VG-FO VGI50 COCO-Stuff GQA #params
R@] R@5 | R@l R@5 | R@1 R@5 | R@1 R@5
LVLMs Florence-2-L [37] 19.6 -] 190 -] 185 -] 102 -] 770M
Phrase MDETR [18] 254 448 | 27.0 453 | 30.1 479 - - 16OM
Grounding GLIP-T [22] 31.1 513 | 304 503 | 459 804 | 23.6 498 232M
GroundingDINO [26] 320 485 | 31.6 479 | 473 804 | 254 47.0 172M
Scene-Graph  VL-MPAG [34] (w/o rels) 299 535 - -1 339 572 - - 6OM
Grounding VL-MPAG [34] 360 633 | 336 599 | 363 584 52 187 69M
SceneProp (Ours, w/o rels) 40.0 646 | 374 64.1 | 48.1 828 | 334 545 34M
SceneProp (Ours, w/o anobj) | 32.0 53.0| 304 51.6| 53.1 819 | 365 55.1 34M
SceneProp (Ours) 46.6 67.1 | 437 684 | 68.2 889 | 53.6 68.2 34M

Table 1. Comparison of Recall@1 and Recall@5 for VG-FO, VG-150, COCO-Stuff, and GQA. Bold values indicate the best and underlined
values indicate the second-best performance. (w/o rels) denotes results without considering relationships. For VL-MPAG [34], VG150 and
GQA results are unavailable as the (w/o rels) implementation is not provided. For phrase grounding models, the query graph is flattened
like "apple on table. cup on table.” and fine-tuned as in [34]. For Florence-2-L [37], “Locate the phrases in the caption:” with flattened

query graphs is used as the prompt.

Dataset R@1 R@5 mR@1 mR@5
VG-FO 31.3  46.6 27.9 43.1
VG150 294 428 29.6 433
COCO-Stuff | 46.8 70.0 48.5 71.0
GQA 325  46.7 39.0 53.2

Table 2. Recall@1, Recall@5, mean Recall@1, and mean Re-
call@5 for object pairs with relationships.

subset in the scene-graph community, containing 150 ob-
ject and 50 relationship categories, with 108K training and
10K test images. The COCO-Stuff dataset originally used
for panoptic segmentation was converted into scene graphs
using the rule-based method in [17]. We also used the GQA
dataset, which is well known in the field of scene-graph gen-
eration, for performance evaluation. For COCO-Stuff and
GQA, the counts of the training images, test images, ob-
ject categories, and relationship categories were (48K, 2K,
183, 6) and (74K, 11K, 1981, 331), respectively. The GQA
dataset, with its large number of object and relationship cat-
egories, closely resembles the actual scenes.

We considered the intersection over union (IoU) of the
ground-truth bounding box and the estimated result to be
correct if it exceeded 0.5. The evaluation metrics were re-
call@1 (equivalent to accuracy) and recall@5.

4.2. Implementation Details

We used a Swin transformer+FPN [25, 27] pre-trained on
the Object365 [31] dataset as the backbone network. There
were 512 object candidates obtained from the object detec-
tor. Data augmentation included random resizing, Gaussian
noise addition, and color jittering. To improve relationship

learning, we randomly replaced object categories with the
“object” category with a probability of 0.2 during training.
We used the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of le-
4 and a batch size of 20. Training was conducted on two
A100 40 GB GPUs for 36 h. For a quantitative evaluation,
we calculated recall by determining the marginal distribu-
tion of the object assignment using belief propagation. Un-
seen categories in the VG-PO dataset and unlabeled objects
in Section 4.4 were treated as the “object” category. The
inference time for 6,340 images from the VG-FO dataset
was 32 min using a single A100 40 GB GPU. For compari-
son, VL-MPAG [34] takes 36 h for training and 43 min for
inference using a single A100 40 GB GPU.

4.3. Main Quantitative Results

We evaluate SceneProp against a range of relevant ground-
ing models. Our baselines include Florence-2-L [37],
an LVLM capable of precise object localization, lead-
ing phrase grounding models, and the previous state-of-
the-art in scene-graph grounding, VL-MPAG [34]. We
chose Florence-2-L. as many other prominent LVLMs,
such as GPT-4o, lack reliable coordinate outputs for this
task. Newer phrase grounding models, including Ground-
ingDINOL1.5 & 1.6 [30], DetCLIPv3 [41], and T-Rex2 [14],
were not included in our comparison as their official code
or pre-trained models were unavailable at the time of our
experiments. Table | shows that SceneProp significantly
outperforms all baselines across four diverse datasets, de-
spite having the smallest model size. Notably, on the com-
plex GQA dataset, which features large query graphs and
a vast number of categories, SceneProp achieves a remark-
able +48.4% R @1 improvement over VL-MPAG.

This superior performance stems directly from our core
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Figure 4. Impact of query graph size (number of relationships)
on grounding performance on the VG-FO dataset. SceneProp’s
performance improves with more descriptive queries, while both
VL-MPAG and Grounding DINO (DINO) show declining recall.

proposal: formulating grounding as a global inference prob-
lem on an MRF. Unlike methods based on local message
passing, such as VL-MPAG’s 2-layer GNN, SceneProp’s
performance scales with the descriptive power of the query
graph. Figure 4 validates this key hypothesis. As the num-
ber of relationships in the query increases, VL-MPAG’s per-
formance degrades due to its limited receptive field. In stark
contrast, SceneProp’s accuracy improves, as more relational
constraints help the MRF inference to better disambiguate
the globally optimal assignment. This effect is most pro-
nounced on GQA, where the average query graph has 9.5
relationships, causing baselines to falter while SceneProp
excels.

For comparison, we adapted phrase grounding models
for the scene-graph grounding task. Following the method-
ology of VL-MPAG [34], we flattened the query graph into
a sentence (e.g., “apple on table. cup on table.”) and fine-
tuned the models. We also tried a structure-preserving for-
mat with object indices (e.g., “apple 1 on table 1. cup 2 on
table 1.”) but found it degraded performance. While these
models achieve reasonable scores, they share the same fun-
damental weakness as VL-MPAG. As Figure 4 shows, their
performance also declines with larger query graphs, con-
firming that they struggle with compositional queries due to
a lack of an explicit inductive bias for graph structures.

Qualitative examples of SceneProp’s ability to resolve
complex queries are shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7.

4.4. Analyzing SceneProp’s Properties

Robustness on Long-Tail Relationships. A central claim
of our work is that grounding mitigates the long-tail issue
in scene-graph generation. We therefore introduce a stricter
pair-centric evaluation where a relationship is counted cor-
rect only if both objects are correctly grounded, and we re-
port Recall (R@k) and mean Recall (mR @k) that averages

95%99%

10°
03 H“H\ D

Count

10!

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Number of k-th relationship categories

mR@100
- mMR@50
mR@20
mR@10
mR@5
mR@1

Mean recall [%]

0 5‘0 160 15;0 260 2_%0 360

The k for the top k frequent relationship categories
Figure 5. Mean recall over top-k frequent relationships on GQA.
SceneProp’s performance remains stable even when including rare
relationship categories.

w/o loops w/ loops
R@1 R@5 | R@l R@5

457 663 | 58.1 776

Table 3. VG-FO performance on query graphs w/o vs. w/ loops.

recall per relationship category. Across datasets, Table 2
shows a small R@k-mR@Fk gap. On GQA, we compute
mR over the top-k most frequent relationship categories
(Figure 5); a near-flat curve indicates stability as rarer cat-
egories are included, evidencing robustness to long-tail cat-
egories. By contrast, scene-graph generation methods typi-
cally struggle under GQA’s pronounced long-tail, with mR
degrading as rarer categories enter; see the supplementary
material for detailed comparisons.

Generalization from Trees to Loops. We evaluate the
effect of loops in the query graph on VG-FO (Table 3).
Despite training exclusively on tree-structured subgraphs
for exact belief propagation, SceneProp performs better on
loopy graphs. This indicates that SceneProp generalizes to
cycles and benefits from their richer relational constraints
(typically more relationships per object).

Role of Relations and Labels in Grounding. To assess
the role of relational reasoning, we first remove all rela-
tional edges (Table 1, w/o rels) and observe a substantial
performance drop, especially on GQA where query graphs
contain many relations, highlighting the critical importance
of relational information. We then mask one object’s cate-
gory label at a time while keeping all relations and the other
labels fixed, and evaluate grounding only for the masked
target (Table |, w/o an obj). Additionally, the supplemen-
tary evaluates grounding with all object labels entirely re-
moved—using only relations.
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Figure 6. Examples of SceneProp’s inference results. The query graph for each image is shown with colored nodes that correspond to the
bounding boxes in the output grounding. Our model successfully localizes all objects and their relationships even in complex scenes. Note
that the ”Output” image in the pipeline diagram (Figure 3) is also an actual inference result from our method. More examples are available

in the supplementary material.

Grounding DINO

VL-MPAG SceneProp (Ours)

Figure 7. Qualitative comparison. Unlike baselines such as
Grounding DINO and VL-MPAG that are misled by partial
matches, SceneProp correctly grounds all objects by satisfying the
full set of relational constraints.

4.5. Ablation Study

We conducted ablation studies on VG-FO to validate our
design choices (Table 4). (1) Architecture: Using the
same ResNet50-FPN backbone, our method still outper-
forms VL-MPAG, highlighting the strength of our MRF-
based approach. Removing the relationship feature extrac-
tor or our positional encoding also hurts performance, con-
firming their contributions. (2) MRF Formulation: Re-
placing the entire MRF with a simple MLP classifier (“w/o
MRF”) drops R@1 by 6.6%, showing that global inference
is critical. (3) Training: We compare end-to-end train-
ing using belief propagation (BP) with pseudo-likelihood
(PL) [1] and generalized BP (GBP; a variational surro-
gate) [28]. GBP handles loopy graphs, but its variational
surrogate hurts performance because the optimum of its bi-
ased objective diverges from the true solution; PL is asymp-
totically consistent with BP [1], yet with limited data it fails
to recover the true energy and yields lower accuracy. In con-
trast, BP optimizes the exact loss on tree-structured graphs
and outperforms both, validating our choice.

4.6. Limitations and Future Work

While SceneProp is effective within its current design, we
identify two primary areas for future extension. First, the

Method | R@l R@5
Model w/ same backbone as [34] | 41.5 64.6
w/o Relationship extractor | 44.2  65.1
w/o Positional Encoding 434 649
w/ Transformer PosEnc 457 66.9
w/o MRF 40.0 64.6
Loss w/ GBP 430 64.6
w/ Pseudo-likelihood V 453 67.1
w/ Pseudo-likelihood E 453  67.2
SceneProp (Ours) 46.6 67.1

Table 4. Ablation study on the VG-FO dataset. Our proposed com-
ponents and training strategy are crucial for optimal performance.

model currently operates on a closed-set vocabulary, lim-
iting its use to pre-defined categories. Extending it to an
open-vocabulary setting is a crucial next step to broaden
its real-world applicability. Second, our method relies on
a structured graph as input. A promising future direction is
to develop a hybrid system that leverages modern LVLMs to
parse free-form text into a graph, thus combining the flexi-
bility of natural language with SceneProp’s strong relational
reasoning.

5. Conclusion

We introduced SceneProp, a novel method that reformulates
scene-graph grounding as a MAP inference problem in a
Markov Random Field. By combining the feature extraction
power of neural networks with the global reasoning capabil-
ity of MRFs in an end-to-end trainable framework, Scene-
Prop overcomes a key limitation of prior work: performance
degradation on complex, descriptive queries. Our exper-
iments show that SceneProp’s accuracy scales with query
complexity and is robust to the long-tail distributions com-
mon in real-world data. By demonstrating a principled way
to handle compositional visual queries, we hope to spur fur-
ther research into scalable and robust scene-graph ground-
ing.
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A. Belief Propagation Algorithm
A.l. Algorithm Description

Because belief propagation plays an important role in our
method, we briefly explain its operation using the MRF in
Figure 8 as an example. Suppose the probability distribu-
tion represented by the MRF is expressed by the following
equation:

—log P(ay,as,as)

:vl(a2)—|—el(a1,a2)+62(a2,a3)+Z (15

Belief propagation is a method of sending messages be-

tween the variables and factors of an MRF, as depicted in

Figure 8, to obtain the marginal distributions and the nor-

malization term Z. The rules for sending these messages
are as follows.

Rule 1 A variable sends a specific factor the sum of all
messages received from other factors.

Rule 2 A factor sends a specific variable the result of sub-
tracting its own energy from the sum of the messages
received from other variables and reducing the other
variables by log-sum-exp.

Rule 3 A variable with only one connection sends 0, and a
factor with only one connection sends the negative of
its own energy.

Rule 4 The sum of all messages received from all connec-
tions, passed through an exponential function, is pro-
portional to the marginal distribution of the variable.

Using these rules, we calculate the marginal distribution of
az as follows.

Mai—eq (al) =0 (16)

Meysay(a2) =108 Y exp(ma, e, (a1) — 1(as, az))

ai

(I7)
Moy, —az (a2) = —v1(a2) (18)
7na24%62(a2) ::7n€24?a2(a2) +'Tnv14?a2(a2) (19)

Me,—say(az) = log Z exp(Ma,—e, (a2) — €2(az; az))
as

(20)

Equation (19) is the result of applying Rule 1, Equa-
tions (17) and (20) are the results of applying Rule 2, and
Equations (16) and (18) are the results of applying Rule 3.
According to Rule 4, exp(me,—as(a3)) is proportional to
the marginal distribution of as. This can be confirmed by
substituting Equations (16) to (19) and Equation (15) into
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Figure 8. A simple MRF and the belief propagation algorithm.
Circles represent variables, squares represent factors such as rela-
tionships or object labels, and blue arrows represent the flow of
messages.

Equation (20).

exp(Mey—ay(as))

= Z exp(—v1(az) — e1(ay,as) — ea(as, as))

ai,az

= Z exp(log P(a1, a2, a3) + Z)

ap,az

— exp(2)P(as)

21

This is proportional to the marginal distribution of az. Con-
sidering that > a3P(a3) = 1, we can calculate Z as fol-
lows.

Z =log Z exp(Me,—yas(as)) (22)

as

Thus, we compute the marginal distribution of the variables
and the normalization term Z for training and inference.
This algorithm involves only the log-sum-exp operation and
summation, which are differentiable and numerically stable,
thereby enabling stable backpropagation.

A.2. Simplified Code

This section presents a simplified module for the belief
propagation algorithm in PyTorch and demonstrates its sim-
plicity and auto-differentiability. As a practical implemen-
tation note, we use weakref to prevent potential memory
leaks that can arise from circular references.

# bp.py

from weakref import ref as wref
import torch

class Variable:

def _ init_ (self, dim):
self.dim = dim
self.adjs = []

def get_message(self, caller=None):
x = 0.
for f in self.adjs:
if f is not caller:
x += f.get_message (self)
return x

class Factor:
def _ init__ (self, energy, variables):



self.energy = energy

self.adjs = list (map (wref, variables))

for v in variables:
v.adjs.append(self)

def get_message (self,
x = - self.energy
for v in self.adjs:
x.transpose_ (0, -1)

caller):

if v() is not caller:
X += v ().get_message (self)
x = x.logsumexp (dim=-1)
return x

To illustrate the usage of the module, we applied it to the
MREF depicted in Fig. 8. The following code demonstrates
how to compute the marginal probability of variable ag the
normalization term Z.

# example.py

from bp import Variable,
import torch

Factor

# Define variables

al = Variable (2)
a2 = Variable (3)
a3 = Variable (4)

# Define energies

el = torch.rand (2, 3)
e2 = torch.rand (3, 4)
vl = torch.rand(3)

# Connect

Factor (el, [al, a2])
Factor (e2, [a2, a3])
Factor(vl, [aZ2])

a3_message = a3.get_message ()

Z = a3_message.logsumexp (dim=0)
print (2)

marginal_prob_a3 = torch.exp(a3_message - Z)
print (marginal_prob_a3)

As is evident from the code, the belief propagation al-
gorithm is not only easy to implement, but also compatible
with neural network frameworks. We propose that belief
propagation offers a viable approach for integrating graph
structures into neural networks.

B. Fourier Transform of Qur Positional Encod-
ing

Our positional encoding method leverages Fourier trans-
forms, enabling the encoding of positional relationships ef-
fectively. By applying an inverse Fourier transform to the
encoding, we derive a function centered at (z,y) with a
width and height of (o,,0,), as illustrated in Figure 9,
which captures the spatial range. Additionally, the convo-
lution property of Fourier transforms allows parallel move-
ment and range expansion to be represented through simple
multiplication operations. Furthermore, since the Fourier
transform preserves inner products, the inner product of the
encoded results reflects the inner product of the spatially
spread functions, as shown in Figure 9. It indicates the de-
gree overlap between ranges.

12
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Figure 9. Fourier transform results of our positional encoding.
The y-axis increases from top to bottom. In the case of a small
range (Figure 9b), a pattern appears in the background, which is
the result of randomly omitting high-frequency components.

C. Object Grounding Results for VG-PO
Dataset

Model Seen Unseen
R@1 R@5 | R@l R@5
Florence-2-L [37] | 207 - | 209 -
MDETR [18] 262 47.1 264 457
GLIP-T [22] 302 515 | 295 484
GroundingDINO [26] 32.1 369 | 31.6 346
VL-MPAG [34] (w/o rel) 332 56.6 19.6  43.1
VL-MPAG [34] 399 669 | 29.0 53.6
SceneProp (Ours, w/o rel) 37.0 60.6 2.4 9.7
SceneProp (Ours) 45.1 67.1 25.8 46.0

Table 5. The result of VG-PO dataset. ”Seen” denotes the per-
formance on the 125 object categories used for training, and "Un-
seen” denotes the performance on the 25 new object categories
introduced during testing.

This section presents our results on the VG-PO (Visual
Genome Partially Observed) dataset (Table 5). Derived
from Visual Genome [38], VG-PO is specifically designed
to evaluate performance on unseen object categories and
consists of 93K training and 40K test images. Its key fea-
ture is the vocabulary split: 125 object categories are used
for training, while the test set introduces an additional 25
new categories.

Although SceneProp is not explicitly designed for open-
vocabulary detection, it can infer the location of unseen ob-
jects purely through their relational context. This capability
becomes more effective as queries become more descrip-
tive. As shown in Figure 10, SceneProp’s performance on
unseen categories improves with the number of relation-
ships in the query, eventually outperforming VL-MPAG on
complex queries with more than two relationships.

Formally supporting open-vocabulary grounding, for in-
stance by integrating a text encoder for category names, re-
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Figure 10. Impact of query graph size (number of relationships)
on grounding performance on unseen category in VG-PO dataset.
SceneProp’s performance improves with more descriptive queries.

mains a promising direction for future work.

D. Comparison with Scene Graph Generation

In this section, we compare the tolerance to the long-
tail distribution of relationship categories between scene
graph grounding and scene graph generation. We used
SpeaQ [20], a state-of-the-art scene graph generation
model, as a comparison target and evaluated its performance
on the VG-150 dataset. We used the trained model provided
by SpeaQ. We calculated the mean recall using the top k fre-
quent relationship categories to show how the performance
changed as the label distribution becames long-tailed. Note
that the scores cannot be directly compared because of the
different tasks. However, the comparison provides insights
into the tolerance to the long-tail distributions.

Figure 11a shows the long-tailed distribution of rela-
tionship categories in the VG-150 dataset. The top 10
and 19 categories accounted for 90% and 95% of the re-
lationships, respectively. Figure 11b and Figure 11c show
the mean recall with the top k frequent relationship cate-
gories for SpeaQ and SceneProp, respectively. The SpeaQ
showed a significant performance drop as the label distri-
bution became long-tailed, whereas SceneProp maintained
stable performance. Additionally, the recall (R@20, 50,
and 100) for SpeaQ was 25.1, 32.1, and 35.5, respectively,
whereas the mean recall (mR @20, 50, and 100) was 10.1,
15.0, and 17.5, respectively. This significant difference be-
tween recall and mean recall indicates that SpeaQ performs
poorly in the less-frequent relationship categories. How-
ever, the differences in SceneProp between recall and mean
recall are smaller than those in SpeaQ, as shown in Table 7,
demonstrating stable performance even with a long-tailed
category distribution.

We also evaluated the performance of SceneProp on the
GQA dataset. The result is shown in the main paper.
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Figure 11. Mean recall for the top k frequent relationship cate-
gories on the VG-150 dataset. The x-axis shows the value of k. As
k increases, the distribution becomes more long-tailed. The right
end of the graph represents the mean recall for all relationship cat-
egories.

E. Edge-removing Test for each number of re-
lationships

In the main-text experiments, each query graph is paired
with a different image and query difficulty varies across
graphs, confounding the effect of the number of relation-
ships. To control for this, we evaluate SceneProp on vari-
ants of the same query graph obtained by randomly deleting
edges to reach specified #rels while keeping nodes (and la-
bels) fixed. On VG-FO, Figure 12 shows a consistent drop
in performance as edges are removed across all #rels buck-
ets, supporting the claim that additional relations provide
informative constraints that SceneProp effectively exploits.
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Figure 12. Performance on VG-FO dataset when randomly re-
moving edges from the query graph. #rels denotes the number of
relationships (i.e., edges) in the original query graph.

w/o loop w/ loop
#rels | @1 R@5 | R@I R@S
1 40.6 619 - -
2 489 69.6 | 539 76.1
3 50.8 70.7 | 593 79.2
4 514 708 | 609 79.1
5 504 707 | 57.8 778
6 50.0 69.3 | 60.0 78.6
7 512 709 | 60.8 782
8 46.7 67.0 | 534 72.0
all \ 457  66.3 \ 58.1 776

Table 6. Performance on acyclic (w/o loop) versus cyclic (w/ loop)
query graphs in the VG-FO dataset. #rels denotes the number of
relationships (i.e., edges) in the query graph.

F. Generalization to Cyclic Query Graphs

We report the full numeric breakdown on VG-FO by the
number of relationships (#rels) in the query graph; see Ta-
ble 6 for acyclic (w/o loop) versus cyclic (w/ loop) results.
Algorithmic details on handling cycles (loopy belief propa-
gation with a brief MCMC refinement) are given in the main
text. Across most #rels and in the overall average, cyclic
graphs outperform acyclic ones, consistent with the view
that loops provide richer relational constraints (i.e., more
relations per object) that SceneProp can leverage; note that
loops are undefined at #rels=1, hence the “~” entries.
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G. Additional Relationship Pair Grounding
Results

This section presents the relationship pair grounding results
for the VG-FO, VG-PO, COCOStuff, and GQA datasets, as
shown in Table 7. Because of the difficulty in predicting
relation pairs, we also provided the top 10, 20, 50, and 100
recalls, in addition to the top 1 and 5 recalls.

VG- VG- COCO- VG-

FO PO Stuff GQA 150

R@l 31.3 14.6 46.8 325 359
R@5 46.6 27.7 70.0 46.7 54.1
R@10 534 35.1 713 522 612
R@20 59.7 428 82.8 568 672
R@50 66.9 53.1 882 61.7 73.7
R@100 71.3  60.0 915 644 774
mR@1 279 149 485 39.0 288
mR@5 43.1 26.6 71.0 532 449
mR@10 | 49.9 32.6 776 592 522
mR@20 | 56.5 40.2 834 650 590
mR@50 | 63.8 50.7 88.8 69.8 663
mR@100 | 68.6 56.9 92.1 728 71.1

Table 7. Relationship-pair grounding performance on VG-FO,
VG-PO, COCOStuff, VG-150, and GQA datasets.

H. Sensitivity analysis of the hyperparameters

This section presents a the sensitivity analysis of the hyper-
parameters in SceneProp. We evaluated the performance of
SceneProp with different hyperparameters using the VG-FO
dataset.

First, we analyzed the sensitivity of the number of layers
in the Transformer within the relationship feature extractor.
Table 8 shows the recall at top-1 and top-5 with different
numbers of layers. Performance was not significantly af-
fected by the number of layers; however, two layers showed
the best performance.

nlayers | 0 1 2 3 4

R@l1 442 447 46.6 44.6 43.0
R@5 65.1 653 671 656 64.6

Table 8. Sensitivity analysis of the number of layers in the Trans-
former using the VG-FO dataset.

Next, we analyzed the sensitivity of the number of candi-
date bounding boxes. Table 9 shows the recall at top-1 and
top-5 with different numbers of candidate bounding boxes.
The number of candidate bounding boxes significantly af-
fected the performance, with 512 candidates showing the



best results. The decrease in performance with fewer can-
didates was owing to the lack of candidate bounding boxes
for correct grounding.

ncandidates‘ 256 512 786 1024

R@l 29.0 46.6 456 443
R@5 479 671 666 662

Table 9. Sensitivity analysis of the number of candidate bounding
boxes using the VG-FO dataset.

I. Unary vs. pairwise contributions.

In this section, we analyze the contributions of unary and
pairwise energies in our model. Table 10 reports perfor-
mance when using both unary and pairwise terms (full),
only unary terms (w/o rels), and only pairwise terms (w/o
objs). On VG-FO, VG-150, and GQA, performance is
significantly higher with only unary terms than with only
pairwise terms. This indicates that unary energies carry
the larger share of evidence, consistent with the intuition
that relations alone are insufficient for reliable grounding.
However, on COCO-Stuff, performance with only pairwise
terms is comparable to that with only unary terms. This
likely reflects that COCO-Stuff is synthesized from ob-
ject coordinates, making relative positions more informative
than in the other datasets.

J. Additional Visual Examples

Examples of the grounding results for the VG-FO, VG-PO,
COCOStuff, and GQA datasets are provided in Fig. 13,
Fig. 14, Fig. 15, and Fig. 16. Figure 17 shows examples
of failure cases in SceneProp.

full w/o rels w/o objs
(unary only) | (pairwise only)
R@]1 R@5 | R@l R@S5 | R@l R@5

VG-FO 46.6 67.1 | 40.0 64.6 | 26.0 46.6
VG150 437 684 | 374 64.1 | 249 43.5
COCO-Stuff | 682 889 | 48.1 828 | 513 81.1
GQA 53.6 682 | 334 545 | 213 36.1

Table 10. Performance comparison of that using both unary and
pairwise terms (full), only unary terms (w/o rels), and only pair-
wise terms (w/0 objs).
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Figure 13. Grounding results on the VG-FO dataset. The right side of the query graph displays the grounding result. The colors of the
nodes in the query graph match the colors of the bounding boxes in the grounding image.
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Figure 14. Grounding results on the VG-PO dataset. ’??7” denotes object categories absent from the training set.
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Figure 15. Grounding results on the COCOStuff dataset. Given the non-intuitive nature of scene graphs in the COCOStuff dataset, we
include the ground truth images. The images on the right are the ground truth.
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Figure 16. Grounding results on the GQA dataset. To facilitate better visibility of the original images, obscured by numerous bounding
boxes, we also present images without bounding boxes. The lower left image represents the prediction result, while the lower right image
is the ground truth.
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windshield

Figure 17. Examples of failure cases in SceneProp. Failures typically involve either (1) inaccurate localization for objects with ambiguous
boundaries (left), or (2) incorrect grounding due to challenging visual conditions (right). In the top right example, the query asked for a
“man” and a “’bird” on the upper level of the left-side showcase, but these objects are small and have significant reflections, leading to
incorrect grounding. In the bottom right example, the grounding failure appears to stem from the challenge of semantically associating the
concept of a "nose” with a ’plane.”
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