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Abstract
Fairness is a critical aspect of Artificial Intelligence (AI) techniques. The ability of multimodal AI systems
for scene understanding and visual reasoning to make unbiased decisions is crucial for their acceptance
and effectiveness in real-world applications. However, inherent biases in data, models, and knowledge
sources often lead to unfair outcomes, thereby limiting the potential of these systems. Scene Graph
Generation (SGG), a neurosymbolic multimodal method for scene understanding, is no exception to this
challenge. SGG, which comprises deep learning-based multi-modal feature learning, symbolic image
representation, and structured knowledge infusion, enables a wide range of visual reasoning applications.
Despite its potential, various biases associated with the models, datasets, and knowledge sources used
in SGG hinder the fairness and effectiveness of these techniques. This paper presents an overview,
categorization, and mitigation approaches to these biases. Our aim is to contribute to the development
of fairer and more robust SGG techniques, leading to more equitable applications of multimodal scene
understanding and visual reasoning in AI.
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1. Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has become an integral part of various sectors of our society, from
government operations to business decisions, demonstrating immense potential in improving
the efficiency, accuracy, and scalability of processes. However, as we increasingly rely on AI
systems for decision-making, concerns about bias, fairness, and trustworthiness in these systems
have come to the forefront [2, 3]. Over 180 human biases have been identified and classified,
influencing how we perceive the world and make decisions; these biases, often unconsciously,
can be embedded into the AI systems we design, leading to discriminatory decisions and
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(a) Biased (left) and unbiased (right) visual relationship prediction in SGG. 
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Figure 1: (a) Biased visual relationship prediction in SGG caused by the (b) long-tailed distribution of
visual relationship predicates in crowdsourced datasets [1], indicating imbalance, generalization and
evaluation bias

behaviours [4]. This unfair bias is not only ethically problematic but also undermines the
utility and acceptance of AI systems. In the context of multimodal scene understanding and
visual reasoning, bias, fairness, and trustworthiness are particularly important due to the
potential impact of these systems on our perception and understanding of the world. Scene
understanding and visual reasoning are fundamental tasks in AI, enabling machines to interpret
and interact with the world in a meaningful way [5]. However, biases in these systems can
lead to misinterpretations and unfair representations of the world, which can have significant
implications for various applications, from autonomous driving to content moderation [6, 7].
Mitigating bias in AI, particularly in multimodal scene understanding and visual reasoning,

is critical to ensure the equitable treatment of all individuals and groups. By recognizing and
mitigating bias in AI, we can create systems that reflect our values of fairness and justice, and
in the process, we may also improve our understanding and awareness of our own biases [8].
Trustworthiness is a fundamental aspect of AI systems, particularly when these systems are used
in high-stakes decision-making contexts. Trust in AI extends beyond the accuracy of the system
and encompasses aspects such as fairness, transparency, and accountability [9]. Fairness, in
particular, is a key pillar of trust, as it is closely intertwined with the concept of justice [10]. Bias
can be introduced at any stage in the machine learning pipeline, from problem specification and
data engineering to model training and evaluation [11]. Therefore, bias mitigation strategies can
be applied at various stages of the pipeline, including pre-processing (applied to training data),



in-processing (applied to a model during its training), or post-processing (applied to predicted
labels) [12]. However, these strategies often involve trade-offs between bias and accuracy, as
reducing bias may sometimes lower model accuracy [13]. As we continue to develop and deploy
multimodal AI systems for scene understanding and visual reasoning, it is crucial that we
strive to mitigate bias, promote fairness, and ensure the trustworthiness of these systems. The
significance of this endeavor extends beyond the technical realm, as it touches upon our societal
values, ethical principles, and the kind of world we want to create with AI [14, 7, 6].

Scene graphs, as symbolic image representations, effectively capture the semantics of visual
scenes by modelling objects and their relationships in a structured, semantically grounded
manner. Scene graph Generation (SGG) involves detecting objects, attributes, and relationships
in visual scenes and constructing symbolic representations for higher-level downstream visual
reasoning. [15]. Bias is introduced in deep learning and computer visionmodels at various stages
of model development and in different ways, which significantly impacts the performance and
fairness of these models [16]. The bias in models, datasets, and knowledge sources significantly
impacts the robustness of SGG and limits downstream reasoning performance. While efforts
have been made to mitigate dataset-related biases, a comprehensive analysis and investigation
of biases in SGG are needed to encourage bias mitigation approaches and promote fairer, more
robust SGG techniques. Since scene graphs are widely used in several downstream reasoning
tasks, fairer SGGwill significantly impact scene understanding and visual reasoning applications.
This paper presents a detailed overview, categorization and mitigation approaches of biases
associated with the models, datasets and knowledge sources used in SGG.

2. Scene Graph Generation

Early SGG methods focused on multimodal vision-language feature extraction, while current
techniques also utilize common sense knowledge from statistical and language priors and KGs
for complementary features [17, 15].

2.1. Models

Deep learning models are extensively used in SGG methods. Convolutional Neural Networks
(CNN) effectively extract visual features for object detection and pairwise relationship detection
[18, 19, 20] but struggle with long-range dependencies and complex relationships. Recurrent
Neural Networks (RNN) and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks model object de-
pendencies and context by maintaining hidden states to capture long-range dependencies
[21, 22, 23, 24, 25] but face challenges with parallelization and scalability. Graph Neural Net-
works (GNN) excel in SGG due to their graph modelling capabilities. Representing objects
as nodes and relationships as edges, GNNs use message passing to iteratively update both,
capturing local and global contexts [26, 27]. Attention modules help identify salient regions
for prediction and are leveraged in transformers to process object features in parallel, effec-
tively capturing long-range dependencies and complex relationships [19]. Transformers model
both local and global contexts by combining multi-head self-attention layers and position-wise
feed-forward layers.



2.2. Knowledge Infusion

SGG methods leverage common sense knowledge in various forms, such as statistical priors
[27, 21, 28], language priors [18, 20], and KGs [22, 19, 23, 26, 25, 24]. Statistical priors model
correlations between object pairs and relationships, while language priors use semantic rela-
tionships of words. KGs, such as ConceptNet [29], WordNet [30], Wikidata [31] and CSKG [32],
are used to extract explicit semantics and common sense knowledge about visual concepts and
embedded into the models to improve the performance, expressiveness and interoperability of
SGG.

2.3. Datasets

The common datasets used to train and evaluate SGG models include Visual Genome (VG) [1],
Visual Relationship Detection (VRD) [18], MS COCO [33] and GQA [34]. VG contains over
100,000 images with rich annotations, including 3.3 million objects, 2.8 million attributes, and
5.4 million relationships. VRD contains 5,000 images, 100 object categories, and 70 predicate
categories. COCO features 330,000 images with 2.5 million labelled instances, object annotations,
segmentation masks, and captions. GQA dataset is a balanced, large-scale dataset comprising
over 113,000 images and 22 million questions with functional and spatial relationships.

3. Bias in SGG

The following types of biases potentially exist in SGG models, datasets, and knowledge sources,
which can limit the performance and fairness of multimodal methods for scene understanding
and visual reasoning.

3.1. Sociocultural bias

Sociocultural bias refers to the inability of an SGG model to fairly represent and predict visual
relationships across diverse populations and contexts. This bias often perpetuates stereotypes or
reinforces existing societal biases associated with cultures, languages, genders, and demograph-
ics. For example, if a dataset predominantly contains images of male individuals performing a
specific action, an SGG model trained on this dataset might perpetuate gender stereotypes by
disproportionately associating that action with male individuals [14]. Similarly, if a KG contains
biased word associations, such as ”nurse” being predominantly linked to ”female”, the model
might perpetuate gender stereotypes by disproportionately associating the ”nurse” label with
female individuals [35]. Moreover, models themselves can also exhibit sociocultural bias. For
instance, if a model has been trained on a dataset with a long-tailed distribution, it might be
biased towards predicting more frequent relationships, which could lead to a lack of diversity
in the generated scene graphs [6]. This is an example of sociocultural bias in the model used
for SGG.



3.2. Imbalance bias

Imbalance bias refers to the uneven distribution of object classes and visual relationships in the
datasets used for training. This uneven distribution leads to an under-representation of certain
relationships or object compositions, which in turn biases SGG models towards frequent classes
[36]. Imbalance bias often exhibits a long-tailed distribution of objects, visual relationships,
and attributes. This means that a few classes of objects or relationships are very common in
the dataset, while many others are rare. This imbalance in the dataset is then reflected in the
statistical priors used by the SGG models. For instance, if a dataset contains a high frequency
of co-occurrences between the object ”person” and the relationship ”holding”, but only a few
instances of ”person” and ”eating”, the model will be biased towards predicting the ”holding”
relationship, even in contexts where ”eating” would be more appropriate [37]. Imbalance bias
can be further exacerbated by reporting bias, which refers to the fact that some labels are more
likely to be missing from the training data than others. This can lead to an underestimation of
the frequency of certain classes, further skewing the distribution of the data [38]. The imbalance
bias can also affect the knowledge sources used in SGG. For example, common sense knowledge
bases, which are often used to provide additional context for the relationships between objects,
may also exhibit a bias towards more common or generic relationships, at the expense of more
specific or nuanced ones [39].

3.3. Domain bias

Domain bias arises due to the limitations in the scope, diversity, and coverage of the datasets
and knowledge sources used in SGG. Domain bias can significantly impact the performance
of SGG models when they encounter new domains, situations, or concepts that are not well-
represented in the training data. As a result, models may underperform or fail when faced
with unfamiliar scenarios. For instance, if a dataset predominantly contains indoor scenes,
the model trained on this dataset may not perform well on outdoor scenes due to the lack of
exposure to such environments during training. This is a clear example of domain bias, where
the model’s performance is constrained by the specific characteristics of the training data [25].
Domain bias can also be present in the knowledge sources used for SGG. For example, if a
lexical knowledge graph (KG) contains detailed animal taxonomies but lacks comprehensive
plant coverage, the model might struggle to recognize and analyze relationships involving
plants. This is because the model’s understanding of the world is heavily influenced by the
knowledge it has been provided, and any gaps or imbalances in this knowledge can lead to
biased predictions [40]. Moreover, domain bias can also manifest in the form of an imbalance
in the representation of different types of relationships in the training data. For example, if a
dataset contains a disproportionate number of certain types of relationships, the model may
become biased towards predicting these relationships, even when they may not be the most
appropriate or accurate in a given context [6]. In addition, domain bias can also be introduced
through the process of data collection. For instance, if the data collection process is biased
towards certain types of scenes or objects, this can lead to a skewed representation of the world
in the dataset, which in turn can lead to biased predictions by the model [41, 42].



3.4. Contextual bias

Contextual bias arises from ambiguous or unclear relationships or situations in the data. Con-
textual bias can affect the ability of a model to understand the context and predict accurate
relationships accordingly, leading to misinterpretations and errors in predictions. For instance,
language priors biased towards certain word combinations can cause the model to incorrectly
predict relationships based on co-occurrence frequencies rather than the actual visual context
[43]. In the process of generating a scene graph, a model can incorrectly associate certain
objects or relationships based on the frequency of their occurrence in the training data, rather
than their actual presence or relationship in the image. This is particularly problematic in cases
where the training data has a long-tailed distribution, with certain objects or relationships
being significantly more common than others. This can lead to the model overemphasizing
these common relationships and underrepresenting or misinterpreting less common ones [6].
Contextual bias can also be present in the datasets used for training SGG models. For instance,
if a dataset primarily contains images of certain types of scenes or objects, the model may
struggle to accurately interpret and represent scenes or objects that are underrepresented in
the dataset. This can lead to the model developing a bias towards the types of scenes or ob-
jects that are more common in the dataset, and potentially misinterpreting or misrepresenting
those that are less common [44]. Similarly, knowledge sources used in SGG can also exhibit
contextual bias. For example, if a knowledge graph used for infusing common sense knowledge
into the model contains more detailed or comprehensive information about certain types of
objects or relationships, the model may develop a bias towards these objects or relationships.
This can lead to the model overemphasizing these aspects and potentially misinterpreting or
underrepresenting others [43].

3.5. Generalization bias

Generalization bias arises due to various factors such as data pre-processing, model training,
and architectural choices in SGG. Generalization bias can lead to sub-optimal performance,
overfitting, and poor performance on unseen data. For instance, a model trained on the VRD
dataset [18], which contains a high number of images with people ”holding” objects, may
struggle to recognize other relationships, such as people ”standing next to” objects, because it
has overfitted to the ”holding” relationship [6]. Similarly, if a Knowledge Graph (KG) contains
extensive information on European history but lacks comprehensive data on African history,
the model will struggle to accurately predict relationships involving African historical figures
or events. This is an example of how bias in knowledge sources can limit the generalizability
of SGG models. Moreover, the long-tailed distribution of training data in datasets can also
introduce generalization bias. For example, SGG methods often suffer from sub-optimal scene
graph generation due to the long-tailed distribution of training data, which can lead to most
frequent relation predictions caused by capricious visual features and trivial dataset annotations
[45].



3.6. Evaluation bias

Evaluation bias is closely tied to the metrics and benchmarks used for evaluating the perfor-
mance of SGG models. These metrics and benchmarks may not accurately reflect the model’s
performance in real-world scenarios, potentially leading to overfitting or biased model de-
velopment. This can result in misleading or unrepresentative evaluation metrics, which do
not truly reflect the model’s ability to generalize to diverse images or scenarios. For instance,
consider a scenario where only the ten most frequent relationships in the VG dataset [1] are
correctly classified in a test. In this case, the accuracy could reach 90%, even if the rest of
the forty relationships are all wrong. This means that the model might perform well on the
evaluation set but fail to generalize to more diverse images or scenarios. This is a clear example
of evaluation bias, where the evaluation metric (accuracy in this case) does not accurately
reflect the model’s performance in real-world scenarios. In addition to this, recent studies
have pointed out that conventional evaluation metrics such as Recall@K, which measures the
ratio of correctly predicted triplets that appear in the ground truth, cannot capture the global
semantic information of scene graphs and measure the similarity between images and generated
scene graphs [46]. This further limits the usability of scene graphs in downstream tasks and
contributes to the evaluation bias. Furthermore, the long-tailed distribution of training data
also contributes to evaluation bias in SGG. For instance, models trained on datasets with a
long-tailed distribution often perform well on frequent categories but struggle with infrequent
ones [6]. This discrepancy in performance is often not captured by conventional evaluation
metrics, leading to a biased evaluation of the model’s performance.

3.7. Integration bias

Integration bias arises due to the integration of multi-modal data features or multiple knowledge
sources in SGG, which can affect the reasoning capability of the system and lead to an incon-
sistent and conflicting understanding of relationships. For instance, Chen et al. [6] discussed
how the integration of different types of data can lead to biases in the model’s understanding
of relationships. In this case, the model might overemphasize certain relationships due to the
uneven distribution of data, leading to a biased understanding of the scene. Gu et al. [25]
discussed how the integration of external knowledge can lead to biases in SGG. They argue that
the use of external knowledge bases can help improve the generalizability of SGG, but it can also
introduce biases if the knowledge base itself is biased or incomplete. Similarly, Zhang et al. [47]
discussed how the integration of different types of data can lead to biases in the understanding
of 3D scenes. They argue that the use of edge-oriented reasoning can help improve the accuracy
of scene graph generation, but it can also introduce biases if the data used for edge reasoning
is biased or incomplete. Chang et al. [35] discussed how cognitive biases can be introduced
in SGG through the integration of linguistic features and visual representations. They argue
that while these biases can help improve the model’s understanding of the scene, they can
also lead to biases if the linguistic features or visual representations are biased or incomplete.
Lastly, Luo et al. [48] discussed how integrating different types of data can lead to biases in
optimising scene layouts. They argue that the use of end-to-end optimization can help improve
the accuracy of scene layout generation, but it can also introduce biases if the data used for



optimization is biased or incomplete.

4. Bias Mitigation Approaches

Mitigating bias in SGG is crucial to ensure fair and accurate scene understanding and down-
stream visual reasoning. Efforts to mitigate bias in SGG due to long-tailed relationship distribu-
tion in datasets include incorporating contextual information with gated recurrent units [7] and
introducing the total direct effect loss function to distinguish between good and bad context
biases [14]. Guo et al. [38] developed a domain transfer framework to target bad bias and predi-
cate imbalance. The explicit ontological adjustment method [49] adjusts predicate logits using
KG adjacency matrices to prioritize informative predicates. The Mean Recall (mR@K) metric
[28, 50] balances evaluation by emphasizing infrequent but valuable predicates. Malawade
et al. [51] introduced roadscene2vec, an open-source tool for extracting and embedding road
scene graphs, which helps mitigate bias in the generation of road scene graphs. Chen et al. [6]
proposed Resistance Training using Prior Bias (RTPB) for SGG, which uses a distributed-based
prior bias to improve the detecting ability of models on less frequent relationships during
training, thus improving the model generalizability on tail categories. Gu et al. [25] proposed a
novel scene graph generation algorithm with external knowledge and image reconstruction
loss to overcome dataset issues such as bias, noise, and missing annotations.
The primary focus so far has been on mitigating imbalance and contextual bias related to

datasets, while evaluation and domain biases have also been investigated to some extent. Other
biases, such as sociocultural, generalization and integration biases, remain unexplored. Due to
its significant impact on the performance and fairness of SGG methods, investigating biases is a
crucial future direction for scene understanding and visual reasoning research. This will involve
developing novel bias mitigation techniques, refining existing techniques, and the exploration
of new evaluation metrics and benchmarks that can more accurately reflect the performance of
SGG models in diverse and real-world scenarios.
The bias mitigation techniques developed for machine learning can be adapted and applied

to reduce biases in the datasets, models, and knowledge sources used in SGG. These techniques
work by altering the training data, the learning algorithm, or the output predictions to lessen the
impact of biases [52]. There are several bias mitigation algorithms that focus on modifying the
training data. For instance, the Reweighing method [53] assigns different weights to the training
examples in each (group, label) combination to ensure fairness before the classification process.
Optimized pre-processing [54] is another method that learns a probabilistic transformation
to edit the features and labels in the data. This method is designed to meet group fairness,
individual distortion, and data fidelity constraints and objectives. Learning fair representations
[55] is a technique that aims to find a latent representation that encodes the data well but
obscures information about protected attributes. Disparate impact remover [56] edits feature
values to increase group fairness while preserving rank ordering within groups. These bias
mitigation techniques can be used to balance the representation of different groups in the
datasets used for SGG. These techniques can also ensure that the knowledge sources used in
SGG do not disproportionately favour or disadvantage any particular group.
Adversarial debiasing [57] and prejudice remover [58] are two bias mitigation techniques



that operate by modifying the learning algorithm itself, and they can be effectively applied to
mitigate biases in the deep learning and knowledge enrichment pipelines for SGG. Adversarial
debiasing [57] is a technique that trains a classifier to not only maximize prediction accuracy
but also minimize the ability of an adversary to determine the protected attribute from the
predictions. In the context of SGG, this could mean training the model to generate scene
graphs that accurately represent the visual scene while making it difficult for an adversary
to determine protected attributes (like gender or race) from the generated scene graphs. This
approach can help reduce sociocultural bias by ensuring that the model predictions do not
unfairly favour or discriminate against certain groups based on protected attributes. On the
other hand, the prejudice remover [58] adds a discrimination-aware regularization term to the
learning objective. This means that during the training process, the model is trying to minimize
the prediction error and the discriminatory bias. In the context of SGG, this could mean training
the model to generate scene graphs that are accurate and fair, in the sense that they do not
disproportionately favour certain objects or relationships based on biased training data. This
approach can help reduce imbalance bias by ensuring that the model predictions are not skewed
towards overrepresented classes in the training data.
Bias mitigation techniques that modify the predictions of a model can also be employed to

reduce biases in SGG. These techniques adjust the output labels of a model to ensure fairness.
One such technique is equalized odds post-processing [59], which uses a linear program to
determine the probabilities for changing output labels, with the goal of optimizing equalized
odds. This ensures that the predictions should be equally accurate for all groups. Calibrated
equalized odds post-processing [60] is a similar technique, but it optimizes over the calibrated
classifier score outputs instead of the output labels directly. This method finds the probabilities
for changing output labels with an equalized odds objective, ensuring that the false positive
and false negative rates are similar across all groups. This can help reduce evaluation bias
by ensuring that the performance is evaluated fairly across different groups. Reject option
classification [61] is a technique that provides favourable outcomes to underprivileged groups
and unfavourable outcomes to privileged groups in a confidence band around the decision
boundary with the highest uncertainty. This can help reduce imbalance bias by ensuring that
underrepresented groups are not disproportionately disadvantaged by the predictions.

5. Conclusion

Bias in SGG significantly impacts the fairness and effectiveness of multimodal scene understand-
ing and visual reasoning techniques. Mitigating these biases is a complex, ongoing process that
requires a comprehensive understanding of the sources and impacts of bias, and the application
of effective bias mitigation strategies. The investigation of biases and fairness in SGG is a
crucial future direction for multimodal scene understanding and visual reasoning research. The
development of fairer and more robust SGG techniques will lead to more equitable applications
of multimodal scene understanding and visual reasoning.
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