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Abstract

In recent years, natural language models and by extension multimodal systems have demonstrated remarkable
success in a wide range of tasks, exploiting common representations of visual and textual inputs. Despite
often impressive results, these models are opaque, making the interpretation of decision making quite fuzzy,
while their potential in specific tasks is limited, leading to limited generalizability. These two limitations
can be resolved by exploiting external knowledge sources, which traditionally include knowledge graphs,
and more recently are based on large language models. This thesis examines the contribution of external
knowledge in addressing the aforementioned constraints by exploiting counterexamples: replacing concepts
in textual descriptions with well-defined ones can reveal the decision making of models without the need to
penetrate inside them. Specifically, we propose the application of graph-driven knowledge counterexamples to
a variety of models involving both image retrieval from text, image generation from text and the generation of
textual descriptions from images. In addition, the use of large linguistic models as knowledge bases provides
enrichment of their existing knowledge, allowing them to perform new tasks with better results. In this thesis,
knowledge enrichment is performed on multimodal models for retrieving images from text, demonstrating
the functionality of the method. Finally, an analysis of the limitations of using large language models as
knowledge bases in terms of reasoning abilities and incorrect generation of answers is provided.

Keywords Explainable artificial intelligence, Counterfactual explanations, Multimodal systems, Knowl-
edge bases, Large Language Models
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Chapter 1

Extetouevn Ilepiindn ota EAAN VX

H Teyvnti Nonuootvy (TN) éyel eZehydel porydola and dewpnmins évvola oe xatahutind mopdyovta ahhay e
oe tolelc O6mwe 1 uyelo, To yenuotoowovouxd, 1 exnaidevon xou 1 Puyaywyin. H wavoétntd e vo po-
Yolvel and dedopéva xou vor exterel TohOmhoxeg Blepyaoieg €yel eVIEIVEL TO EVOLUPEQOY YLOL TIC XOWWVIXES TNG
emntooeg. Kadde to oustipata teyvntic vonuooivng ennpedlouy ohoéva xou To xpioies anopdoels, {nth-
HaTOL EQUTLOTOOUYNE, Aoyodooloug xan dagdvelag amoxtolyv xevipixy| onuaocio. ‘Etol evioyletan n ovdyxrn yio
EZnyfown Texyvnth Nonuootvn (Explainable AI - XAI), 1 onola embiidxel vor xdvel TL¢ OmOPACELS TWY UOV-
TEhwV xatavontéc otoug aviponouc. H e&nynowodtnta elvon xplown yio thv owxodoéunor eymiotoodvng, Ty
avlyveuon TEoxaTaAAPE®Y, T CUUULORYWOY UE XAVOVIOUOUS XL T Slac@diior g yerong.

Ov avunapoderypatixéc e&nyfoeic (counterfactual explanations - CEs) amoteholv o Wioftepa xatovonTth
TPOGEYYLOT), TEPLYPAPOVTOS TLC EAAYIO TES ahhaYEC 6TV €lc0B0 oL 0dNYoUV oe SlapopeTint) TEdBAedr. oTtbdo0,
peydho pépoc tne umdpyovoos BBhoypaplas Boaciletor o un epUNVELCLUO YUUNAOU ETUTEDOU YAUPUXTNEIOTIXG,
neptopilovtag ™ yenowdtnta tv elnyfoewy. H yehdon udmhod emnédou evvoidy (avTixeyévwy, Wiothtwy,
oyéoewv) TopEyel eENYRoES o xoVTd oty avdpmmvy xotavdnon xa enavoingurdTno.

Ipbopateg epyaoieg avadeixviouy TNy adlor eEMTEPXOY TNYOV YVHOONE Yot TNV EMBOAY EVVOLOMOYOTNTAG GTO
XAIL evdd Tautodypova unopolv Vo EVIoYUoOUV xol TNV om6doon twv Yoviélwy. To cuotiuata evioyuuéva e
YVOOT anoxtoly XAAOTERES IXAVOTNTEG GUAAOYLOHOU ol XoTavONnoTne oUVIET®wY evvoldy. Me tnv éheuorn twv
Meydhwv I'hwoody Moviéhwy (Large Language Models - LLMs), 1) evowpdtwon eXTEToéVAS YVOONG YiveTan
guxohotepn. 2otdoo, N adlapdveld Tou, ot Peudoucifioelc xou T opdAgaTa GLAROYLIOHOL EYEipouV avnouylec.

H napodoo diatplPr pehetd mode eEmtepnéc mnyés Yvohone Umopolv vo Tapdyouy aflOTOTES EVVOLONOYIXES
avTigetodeTinég eENYNHOELS XU Vo EVIGYUGOUY TNV OmOBOCT] TV GUGTNUATGY TEXVATAS VONHoGUVNG.

1.1 3Xvuveicgopd tng Siateng

Yty napoloa SwtelPr], UEAETAUE TOV poAo Twv Bdoewv yvworng ot epyaoiec Enegepyaciac Puowrc I'woocog
(Natural Language Processing - NLP) xou ITohutpotuxric Mdinone (Multimodal Learning), téco w¢ npog tnv
e€NynowdTnTa 600 X WS TEOS TN BeAtiwor anddoorng.

Enioxénnor xow taivounon tOnwy yvoong

Apywd %xatnyoplomololPe TOUG TUTOUC YVMONE TOU UTopoUY va evonuotwdodv ot cucthgata TeXvNTAC
vonpootvne (Kegdhawo 3). Ou Sounuéves mnyée, omwe ol ypdgpor yvwone (knowledge graphs - KGs), npoo-
pépouv xadapés onuacloloynés oyéoelg, eved to LLMs nopéyouv eupelo addd Atydtepo evioniowr yvoon,.

Yropadpo ot aviinapadetypatinés eEnyfoeig (CEs)

Yuvdéoupe Tic TNyéc yvaone pe ) dnuovpyia CEs (Kegdhowo 4). Ou onpoctohoyinéc anoctdoels EnTpénouy
EVVOLONOYIXES OVTIXOTACTICELS WG EAAYLOTES, XUTUVONTES TopeUPdoeLs.

Aournuéveg Bdoeic YVOOTNS Yia EENYNOLLOTNTA
1



Chapter 1. Extetopévn Ieptindmn ota EAAnvixd

Yo Kegpdhowo 5 npoteivoupe pedddouc peta-avdluone (post-hoc) Bastiopévec oe avtioTolyion yedpwy yla vo
egdyouue BérTioteg evvololoyixég eneepyacie. Ou cuvelopopéc nepihopfdvouy:

o Ilpooeyyiotxd endytotes napepPdoeic yio NLP xou ontixole todwvountée (Kegdhona 5.2.4, 5.2.5).
o Mn eldylotec napeufdoeic Yl povtéha onuactoloyixfic oyoidtntos (Kegpdhawo 5.2.6).
I'voon oe e€nyrioeic dpaocns—yAwocoag (Vision-Language)

Yto Kegdhowo 6 enextelvoupe tig evvoloroyixéc CEs o€ TOATROTIXE GUGTAUNTO XA CUYXEXPWEVN OE GUGTHUTO
OPACTC-YADCOUS. MUVELCPEPOUE:

o Anuoupyla exdvac ond xefpevo (Text-to-image generation) pe evvolohoyixh euduypduulon Xeé-
vou-ewévae (Kegpdhowo 6.2).

o Aviyveuorn ¢eudaodoewy (hallucinations) oe xewevixée neplypapéc EOVODV, OmodetxviOVIaS TNV
OVETIAPXELDL, TV XNooxdy petpixddv (Kegpdhaio 6.3).

Evioyvon yvdong os noAuTtponixég spyacicg

Yto Kegdhowo 7 napoucidlovye emoxdTNoT NG CUVELGQORAS TNE EXWTERIXNC YVWONC OE EQYAGIEC OTWS AmdVTNON
ontixdy epwthoeny (VQA), ontxd culhoyiouxy (visual reasoning), mopoywyh ontxdv teptypopdy (caption-
ing), Swdhoyo ue ewdvee (visual dialog), mopaywyy wotopidv (storytelling) xaw Snuiovpyio ewmdvwv (image
generation), e&nydvtag ot ouvéyela ywtt o LLMs Spouv w¢ mpaxtixéc Bdoelc yvdong dtav ol dounuévol
yedpot elvon avemapxe(c.

LLMs wg Bdoeig yvoong

Téhog, oto Kepdharo 8 eZetdloupe ta LLMs ¢ Bdoeic yvohdong yiot eUmhOUTIONS BEBOUEVWY PE OXOTO TNV
evioyuon g enldoong TV GYETIXWY CUGTNUATWY. LUVELCPECOUNE oTa axdlouda:

o Avaoxénnon xehone LLMs oe mohutpomxéc epyooiec (Kepdhawo 8.1).

e Bekltiwon e anocogphivione ontixdyv evvowdyv (Visual Word Sense Disambiguation - VWSD) yéow
yvéone twv LLMs (Kegdhowo 8.2).

o Avdhuon opiwv tewv LLMs, 6nwe dpeudouodoeic xou amotuyies ouhhoyiopol (Kegdhoua 8.3, 8.4).

Yuvohixd, 1 Steld) napouctdlel nog e€wTepés TNYES YVAOONS EVIOYUOUY TNV eENYNOWOTNTA XL TNV and-
8001 TV HOVTEAWY TEYYNTAC VONUOCUVNG XWelc ahhayEéc OTNV apyLTEXTOVIXY TOUS, TpowdhvTac mo o&loTo T,
TPOGUPUOCLIO X0 OUCLAG TIXE GUC THHUATA.

1.2 TVrol yvwong

H evowpdtworn eEntepddy mnydv YvOone o VEUpmVIXE povtéha anotelel éva evepyd medlo épeuvag, yden
OTO TAEOVEXTHUOTA TOU TROCPEREL ¢ TPog TN Behtiwon g anddoone xou tne ene&nynowdmroc. H yvdon
olaxpiveton oe BLdpopeg «AettovpYwés aloVfoelg», dnhadr xatnyopleg 1 SLUCTACELS YVMONE TOL UToEOVY Vo
xatéyouv ol Gvipwrol ¥ To cuoThHATY TEXVNTAS Vonpoolvng, xadeuio and Tic omoleg yopaxtneileton and
@UoT, TNV TEoéAeuan xou Tov tpdémo adlomoinonc ™e. Metall twv mo cuvrhiouévey eldmy npdcdetng yvohong
TIOU TPOCPEPOUY AUTA TA OPENT] CUVAVTOVTOL OLAPORES UOPPEC BOUNUEVNS, YAWOOXNG, TEAYUATOAOYIXAC Xol
xowhc Yvoone. [206]

H wepapyixh yvdorn (hierarchical knowledge) Boacileton oe oyéoeic tonou «isAy, nou oynuotilouv
devdpoeldelc dopéc Ye tn plla Vo avTloTolyel TNy o YeEVIXY) €vvola xou T PUAAX oTi¢ Tio e€etdxeuuéves. Ta
TUPADELY YA, 1) OYEoN «N YdTo elvan InAaotind» amotelel TuTnd TapddeLypa TETolS Sounc.

H Ae&uxn yvdon (lexical knowledge) Aettoupyel w¢ éva Sounuévo Ae€ind mou napéyel YAWooxo0g Xavoves
xot oLUBEAREL otV anocagivior onuacioc, eved urmopel Vo GUVBUAGTEL PE LEpUPYIXY] YVOON Yiot TNV anddoaon
UTEPWVUILAOY 1) UTVURLOY. Ot ovopaloueveg ovioTnTeg xahOTTouY xUplol ovouaTa avip®nny, ToToUesidyY,
OPYOVIOUMY X0l GANWY TEOYHOTIXWY OVTOTATWY- Yol Topddelyua, oTn @edor «o Joe Biden elvon o mpdedpog twv
Hvopévev Hohtewdvy ot dpol «Joe Bideny xan «Hvwyuévee Ilohitelecy anotelolv ovopaldueves ovioTnec.
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1.2. Timol yvoong

H npaypatoroyixh yvoon (factual knowledge) nepihapfdver eyxuxhonandixéc mhnpogoplec yio tov
%x60U0, OTwE To LoTopwd Yeyovog 6t o B Hayxdouog Ildheyog dufpxeoe and 1o 1939 €n¢ to 1945. e
QUTHY OVAXOLY X0 TILO EEELBIXEVUEVES ETUOTNUOVIXES YVWOELS, T.Y. OTOV YWEO NG lTtpxrc, tTne Bloloylous ¥ tne
ynuelog. Xuyvd cuvbudleton pe ovoualdueves oviotnTee, 6nwe otr dNhworn «ot LéBpec Louv oty Agpuxy.

Ané v A mhevpd, 1 xowvh yvoor (commonsense knowledge) avtiotouyel oty npogoavh xatavénon
Tou x60UovV 6TwS Tov avtiopfdvovion ol dvidpwrol. Anidoelg énwg «n {ayoen elvon yAwad» B «av Byw
ot Beoyn Ya Peayw» Yewpobvton avtanddewxteg. H xowv yvodon nepthapfdvel o oelpd and umoxatnyopies,
TS OYEOT OROLOTNTAS 1) AVTLBLACTONAS UETAED EVVOLOY, OYECELS EPOLG-OAOU (exgpaouéves Aedixd
HECE UECWVUULOY XAl ONOVUHLAY), OYECELS XPNOULOTNTAGC 1 IXAVOTNTAC (KTO MEolVL Ypnoldomoleltal yia
PaynTon ), X wewxéc thnpogoples yio T Véon avuxelpévenv otov Quotxd xoopo («ta xapdPio Peloxovial xovtd
07O VEPOY ), CLYXELTIXES oyéotlc (oL heomapddhelc eivon YeYahUTEPES amd TIC YATESY ), oL@V OUNTLXY YVOOT
(«ou dvipwrol éyouv dbo pdtioy ), xadde xo yvooee tpoYéoemy, emdumdy xu oyediov (oL tewvaouévol
Gvdpwmol YENouv var pdver ). Emmiéov, 1 CURTEPLPOELXY YVMOT TPOXUTTEL YO MOYIXAS amd XOLVOTOTHES
(«évor moudi dev pnopel vo mer 10 Atpa vepd o€ plar pépoy ), EVE M «YVhoT dNULoLEY0U» EUTEpAElEl OYETELS
OIS «Eva TparyoLdL dnpLovpyeitol amd Youoixd».

H ypovixh A yeyovotix yvaon (temporal or event knowledge) cuvdudlel mpaypatohoynés xou
XOLVEC TANPOPoples, TapEYOVTaC YPOVIXY| OElpd xou arTloxéc oyéoels. Evo mapddelyyo meoyUotohOYIXNG oXONOU-
Bloc etvon 6Tt «n COVID-19 Eexivnoe to 2019 xan T epfBéAia avantdydnxay to 2020», eved évar mapdderyyo
xownc oxohoudiag etvar dTu «n dvolln épyetan UeTd TOV Yewwvoy. Ou axoloudieg uropel eniong va exppdlouy
awtioTnTa (€10 aydpetl €pile To TOTHPL Xou To ToThpL EoTaoEY ), 1) omolor Ymopel var avaldiatunwldel oe utodeTinég
1 oxoun xan oe avTinopadelypatixég (counterfactual) Snidoeic.

H ontixh yvdon (visual knowledge) nepihapfdver eixdvec xou evBe)OUEVLE ETTAEOY GYOMAOUS TOU
ouvdéel TNy ot avTikndn pe TNV %oV Yvdon. ISoTNTEC AVTIXEWEVDY OTKG Oy U, XEWOUA XL UEPY amo-
TUTIOVOVTOL OTTIXG, EVE) YWEES OYECELS, AETTOUERELEC AVTIXEWWEVWLY, EVERYELES, OXNVIXE XElUEVDL, TOPOYES IXav-
OTHTWY %ot GAkeC mAnpopopleg unopoly enlong va elaydolv and exdvec. XUy Vd Ol EXOVEC ETUTEETOUV TNV
eZoywyh o oOVIETWY cuUNEPACUATOY, dTwe Tpodéceny («éva dtopo pe Pakitoo xou dafathplo oxomedel vo
TalBEPELY ), UTLOV/CUVETELDY 1) TOAMTICIXOY X0 TEAYHATONOYIXMOY TANPoQopLtv («vade tne apyalac EXNESoc
Tou Hou adva T.X.»).

Yy moapoloa epyosia, 1 e€wtepiny Yvmon Saxpivetal oe TeElC X0PLEC XaTNYOoplES, avdhoya pe Tov Badud dourc
TV TNYOV: TV dpentn (implicit) yvodon, n onola Beloxetar oe pn ovuBohues popr, T enty (explicit) yvoon,
nou cuvidwe anodnxedeton ot Sounuéves Bdoelc Yvhong, xar T Yvoon avtinuévn and tov 1otd (web-crawled
knowledge), n omoio npoépyeton and un dopnuévec ddxtvaxéc mnyéc. Emmhéov, avayvwpileton plor odun
xatnyoplo, 1 ecwtepx § auto-Yvor, 1 onola dev elaptdtor and eEwtepnéc TNYES, AAAE TEOXVTTEL and TNy
(Bl T undpyovoa TAnEopopia oo dedouéva.

‘Apentn Yveon

H dpentn yvoon avagépeton oe mAnpogopleg mou eivon amovnxeuvuéveg pe un ouyfohxd Tedémo, OTMWC T
Bdpn Twv vevpwvixey poviéiwy. H mpoexnaldeuoy UOVTEAWY UETACYNUATIOTOY UE U] ETOTTEVOUEVES 1) AUTO-
EMOMTEVOUEVEC UEYOBOUC ETUTPETEL TNV AMOXTNOT| TETOLIS YVAOTNS, CUUPOVA UE TO TORADELY A YENONG YAWCOLXWY
povTéhwy we Béoeic yvohone (LM-as-KB). Exel, n yvdon evowpatdveton oe udnhfc dido taons cuvapthRoels, »¢
OTATIOTIXEG HAVOVXOTNTEG UETOEY TV AEEEMV- Ol OVTIOTNTEC EXTPOCWNOUVTAL WS SLVUCUOTA Xl Ol CYECELS
exgppdlovion we yewpetpixée yetaoynuatioe. o’ dho autd, n depntn yvdon dev enopxel TdvToTE Yiot TNV
ATAVTNOT| EPWTHCEWY TOU UTOULTOUY OTAVLY, axE3Y) 1 XA BOUNUEVT] YVOOT, EVK TO palpo-xouti Tng guong tTng
duoyepalvel Tov eviomiopd haddv, tpoxatakfiewy 1 acuvenewwy. Emnhéov, o Poadudc otov onolo ta yAwooixd
HOVTERD TIEGYUOTL «AOYIXEDOVTALY 1) OTADC OTOUVNUOVELOUV TapaUével Eva avolytd {ATnua.

H mpéogatn dvodog twv Meydhwv I'hwooixiy Moviehwy €yel evioyboel v avtikndrn 6Tl unopoldy va Ael-
ToLPYNOOLY WC LoYLEES dpenTes BAcES YVHOONG, YN 0NV XAUAXWoT), TNV evel&io xou TNV LXAvOTNTE TOUg
v yevixebouv. Ilopdho mou elvon emippeny| o aoTo)leg, AoLVEREIES xan TopAloONCELS, 1 BuVaIXT] Toug elval
ONUAVTIXT, EWBIXE v CUVBLACTOUY UE TEYVIXES OTwe 1 avdxtnomn TAnpogoptdy (RAG), 1 npocopuoyy| Topéa xat
1 AVTUPATIXY) CUAAOYLOTIXH.

Pnth yvoon
H pnt yvoon Baoileton oe copr, Sounuéva dedopéva, cuvAdng Pe T pop@h Yedpwy Yvoong, xou uropel va
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xahOeL xevd mou dev pmopel var xohOer 1) dpentn Yvdon. Ol ypdpol Yyvodong emitpénouy tn dlapovi| alohéynon
™S OLUBOAAC TNS YVAOGONE ol TNV EOXOAT AVTUETWTLOY GPaAUdTwY X peporndiedv. Tloupd tor ogédn, n xataoxeun
XOlL 1) CLVTAENOT TOUC GUYVE amontoly onuavtixd avipendnivo xomo xou e€eidixeuon, Wialtepa ot eEeldxeuuéval
nedlo dmwe 1) LoTpLny.

I'véoomn and Tov 1otd

H yvdon nou mpoxintel and dadxtuoxéc mnNyEég avixel oe o evBldueoy) xatnyopia, ywelc avdyxn mpoex-
TOUOEVPEVWY ) ETUOTUAOUEVKY SEBOUEVWY, OANS UE TIPOXAACELS (S TTPOS TNHY TOLOTATA Xou TNV adlomotion. Av xou
TWO EVENXTN X0l XAULOUXOVUEVT), OmoLTEl UNYOVIOHOUE QLATEURIOUATOC Xol TOLOTIXOU EAEYYOL.

Ecwtepuxr yvoon

Télog, N ecwTERIXY 1} AUTO-YVHOOT TEoXUTTEL antd Tot (Bia Tor Sordéota dedouéva, Omwe cupfalivel pe T dnuiovpyla
Yedpwy oxnvic and exdvee. Iapéyel Aemtouepr| xou TholoLo avamopdoTacT), AAAS Sev enexTelvel TN YVHOT Tépay
TOU apEYx00 GUVOLOUL eXTAiBEVONG XAl Elvol EVGAWTN G GRANUATA TTOL TOEAYOVTAL XATA TNV eEaywYYH TNG.

1.3 AvTtinopadelypotixég eEnynoelg

To mapbv XEPINUO EMHEVTOMVETOL OTIG KAVTITOPASELYHOTIXESY 1 «avTipatixéey e€nyfoewc (counterfactual ex-
planations - CEs) xou avolder ) petdfBact Toug and ) Yempla tne awtidtnrog éwe Tic oVYYpOVES EQOpUOYES
Toug ot unyovixy| pdinor. H epyaocio auth otoyelel xuplwe otnv aflonolnon eEwTeptnhc YVHOONG e OXOT6 TNV
OO TNOT| EPUNVELDY, ELTE Yiot VELpWVIXS HoVTEND glte Yia autdpates wedddoug allohdynoneg. O Lpdgol I'vidrong
(Knowledge Graphs — KGs) anotehoiv dovixd epyoheio yia autéy T0v 0160, Xodide Tpoc@épouy Sounuévn,
epunvedolun xou eENYNTIXY OVATUEAC TOON YVOONS, XUOIC TAVTIG TA XUTIAANAAL OTAY AmouTELTOL LY VIAQCLUOTNTA,
o€lomoTion xaL CUPHVELL GNUAGIONOYIXOU TIEPLEYOUEVOU.

Enedr 1o edpog twv miovdyv pueddduwyv eEfynone eivon peydho, ecTdlOUPE XUpIC OTIC AVTLTORUDELYUAUTIXES
e&nyroelc, oL omoleg eMYELPOVLY Vo amavTHooLY 6T0 gpdtnuo: « T mpénel var odAEEel oe i dedopévn meplntwon
®ote To anotéheoua va elvon dlapopeTind;».  To clvolo TV amopalTNTwY oANaY®OY TEOC TO EVUARIXTIXG
AnOTEAEOUN AMOXONOTTEL, UE CUTLOXQEUTIXO TEOTO, Yiatl To cUCTNUO ENABE Wa CUYXEXQWEVY and@acT). XLTO
TAaiol0 AUTO, TA YUEAXTNELO TIXA EL06B0L Bpouv we «antioy xal 1) €€080¢ Tou CUOTAULATOC WS «armoTéheayar. Ot
avTinopaderypatixéc eEnyfoeic evduypoupilovto ue Tov TpéTo Tou oxépTovTon oL dvlpwrol, HEow UTOVETIXGDY
oevapiwy (what-if), ota onola tpononolobvton eheyydueves LeTOBANTES Yot var TeoxOPeL Evor evolhaxTixd evde-
YOUEVO.

To Yeuého tne avTimapadelypatixic cUANOYIo TTE PeloxeTon GTNY ciTiox) GUUTEPACUATONOY L, 1) OTIolol ETULBLEXEL
Oyt amAie VoL evtoTioel cuoyeTioelc ahhd va avaxahOel antiaxée e€apthioels. To Souxd awtiond povtéra (Struc-
tured Causal Models - SCMs) tou Judea Pearl [259] ewofjyoryay tnyv évvola tne «napéufacncy: e o Toyeurévng
petofornic wog petoBAntic wote vo napatnendolv ol enaxdroudec adhayéc. Stny antiont] tepapyio, 1 ovTimo-
padetyuater) oxédn Peloxeton 0TV X0pUPT, TAVW OO TOV CUGYETIOTIXG X0l TOV TOREUPaTind culhoyiowd. Eve
0 CUCYETIOUOG TEplYpdpel TL toylel xan 1 mapéufoaon Tt o cuyPel av mpd&ouue 4Tl O AVTITOPUBELYUATINGS
oulhoyilopoe egetdler Tu Yo elye ouuBel av xdmolo TTUYY TG TeoyaTXOTNTOS oy dtapopetint|. ‘Etot, amoutel
Baditepn xotavonon twv utoxelyevewy unyavioudy. Xto SCMs, 1 nogéufoacr .ooduvayel ue TNV avTIXATAC TOOT
ploc e€iowong and wo o tadepn Ty, SnAady) ) dnuiovpyio EVEC «EVOANIXTIXOU XOGUOU». O oV TLTUPUOELYUATIXES
egnyNoeic ot unyovix pdinon viodetody TNV (Blot Aoyr: aAAAYES GTA YAPUXTNELO TIXG ELGOBOV LGOBUVIUOVY
ue mopepfdoeic oToV Unyaviogd Adng anogdoewy tou yovtélou. ‘Etot, ol avtimapaderypatixés eEnyfoels ye-
QuEAOVOLY T oxédr TOTOL «TL Yo YvdTay avy Ue Tot TEOBAENTIXG HOVTENX Unyavixic uddnong.

XapaxTNELloTIXE TWYV AVIITAEASELYLATIXWOV EENYHACEWY

Mo avtinopodetypatixr] e€fynon oto miaiolo evég povtéhou M oplleton wg n ehdytotn duvatr) aAloyy| ota
YA TNELOTIXS €L66J0L X Tou odnyel oe Sapopetinf TedPredn. O Podudc ehayiotonoinong eloptdton omd
T avdyxee e exdotote eqopuoyic [100]. Tha var elvon piar ovtinopaderypatind] eERynon yehown teénet vo
elvon metotiny|, dnhady) v avtioTolyel oe mpayuatind onuelo Tou yheou Bedouévev, va elval eEAIYLOTN K¢ PO
Ti¢ anapaitnTeS PeTABOAES, Vo TopEyel Towxihior 6Tay UTEEYOUV TOANES EVOANIXTIXES, VoL ELVAL EQUOUOCLUTY OTNV
TEAEN, va elvon opan} MHOTE var UETABAAAOVTAUL ALY ol YopoX TNELoTIXG ot Vo Blatneel eYYUTNTA Xol ECWTEPLXT] CUVOYT
pe To apy o detypo. O cuVBUAOHOS AUTHY TV WBLOTATKY dev elvon TdvToTe €UX0h0G: 1) e€0o@dhlon PEAAGHOD
unopel vo cuyxpoletal e TNV ehayloTomoinon g oAhayng xor avTiotedpws. ‘Etol, ov oUyypoveg pédodol
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1.3, Avtnopaderypotixéc e€nyfoelg

dtaTundvouy T dnutovpyia avTitapadeLYUdTonY ke TedBAinua BeAtiotonolnong, 6mou cuvdudlovtol TauTdYEOVL
1 eEAayLloTOmOiNGN TNG AMOOTACTC XAl 1) HEYLOTOTONOY TNE TELOTIXOTNTUC.

"Evor oaxéun onpeio agopd tny npécfBacn oto yovtéro. To avtimapadelyuota elvan Wiodtepa mpaxtixd emeldy| elvon
%ot xavove povieho-ayveotixd (model agnostic): to povtého und e&iynor uropel va eivon «uadpo xoutiy,
elte enedn dev elvan ex poEwe epunvelollo (T.y. vevpwvxd dixtua), eite eneldn dev éyouue tpbdofoacy otov
gowtepxd toug pnyaviowd (t.y. API poviéhwv énwe to ChatGPT [244]). Enopévee, to aviimopadelyporo
TPOGPEPOLY Evay eviafo TeoTo e€ynomne mou dev amoutel eZeldixeuévn Teyvixy Yo xdlde dlapopeTind woviého.
[204, 78, 62, 203, 320, 154, 67, 69, 208, 316, 202]

"ANNec teyVIXEC EENYNOLLOTNTOS

H e&nyrown texvnth vonuooivny neplopfdvel moArée teyvixés, dmwe ol pédodol anddoomng YapoxTnEloTIXDY,
TA TPOCEYYLOTIXA YoVTéAa, oL eEnyfoelc Boaolouéveg oe TpwToOTUTA 1| Topadelyuata, ol XGPTEC TPOCOYNE Xol
ol ocupfohixéc uédodol. O avtinapaderypotixéc e&nyfoeic dlaxpivovtan emeld| dev meplypd@ouv amide thv
EMEEOT TWV YORUXTNELOTIXWY, 0AAd Tpoadlopllouvy cuyxexpluéves arlayéc mou Yo odnyoloay oe SLopopeTixt)
andgaon. Ov pédodor anddoone yopaxtnpiotndy, énwe o LIME [285], SHAP [198] xou Integrated Gradients
[328], mpocdiopilouv mota yopoxtneLoTxd cuVEBahay TEpLecOTEPO 6TV TEORAEdN ahhd Oyt e Vo ahhEEel
n anogacn av petaBindel xdnoio yopaxtneiotind. Ta mpooeyyloTxd wovtéla emyeipoly va «uundolvy Tto
apy 6 LovTEROD Ue amholoTepes Bopéc, OUwe 1 moTdTNTA Toug dev elvan eyyunuévn. Ot eénynoeic Bactoyévec oe
TpwTHTUTA ToPoLctdlouy mapadelyuota Tou woldlouvy pe v elcodo, oArd dev delyvouv mde Yo emituyyavoTay
éva SlapopeTind anotéleopa. Ou pédodol mpocoyhc xou oL ¥dpteg xAloewv avadexviouy TIC TEPLOYEC TOU
EMNEEQCAY TNV amoéPaoy), Ywelc ouwg va €youv artiaxd yopaxthed. Ou cuyfohixéc uédodol, 6w XAVOVES
anégaone, elvon epunveloleg oAl Suoxoiebovtol Vo cUAAGBOUY TOAUTAOX A SpLal ATOPACTC.

Ye avtideon pe autd, ov avtimopaderyUotinés eENYNOElC TOEEYOUY Eval ouTlaxd ot ETOXOBOUNTIXG epyolelo
xatavénong: evromilouv cuyxexpiuéva onpelo dmou 1 tedBredn Tou HovTérou dAAGCEL XaL ATOTUTVOUY Xordopd
T Yo énpene vo petoBindel yio vor mpoxier éva Slapopetind anotéreopa. Emouévee, cupmhne@dvouy Ohec Ti¢
dhhec xatnyopleg e€nyfoewy xou evioyoLY TNy XaTAVONGCT) ToU YoVTENOL ot eninedo dueong Spdomng.

AvoyxaudtnTa TNg onpoactoloyiog oIV EENYNOLLOTNTA

IMopd v moAuetn épeuva oty e€nynootnta, €xel emonuaviel tt tohhéc pédodol, 1W8iwe dtav Baollovron
AmOXAELOTING OF Yopunhol emmédou petaBoréc 6nwe ol emdéoelc (adversarials), av xow adlhdlouv v mpdBiedn
evoc povtélou, dev mapdyouy avipdmva xotavontéc eEnyfoeic. Iopdt wia wixpooxomixh alhoyy| evoc pixel
unopel vor oAAGEeL TNV TEOBAeT evog TakivounTty eoévag, dev e€nyel «ylotl» emfiie 1 okhoryr). Autd avadenviel
TNV AVOYXOUOTNTA TNG ONUACLONOYIXAC TANpopoplag Yio ovalaoTixég e&nyroeig. Ol onuaciohoyég eneufdoelg,
OTWE 1) CANXLYT) EVOS AVTIXELHEVOL GTY OXNV, Elvar ELTVYPOUULOUEVES UE TNY avIpOTLYY XATOVONGT] XoL ATOTEAODY
TEAYHATL EPUNVEVCLUES AVTLPATIXES TOREUBAOELS.

H npdéogatn Bihoypapia Selyvel 6Tt yio vo elvon ouctaoTixd to avTimapadelyyata, anoteiton tedofocr oe doun-
pévn yvaon [32]. O Tpdgpor Tvdong, ot ovtoloyies xou SAAEC BOUNUEVES HOPPES YVDONE ETUTPETOUY AVTLPAUTIXES
enepPdoeic mou efvan onuactoroyd Yepehiwpévee. ‘Otav 1 YVOOT dUTH EVOOUATMOVETOL GE DLUVUCHATIXES AVa-
TapacTdoels, elte Yyéow embeddings ypapnudtonv elte HECW ONUACIONOYIXWY HOILXOTOINTLYV, OL TUEAYOUEVES
avTinopaderypatixég e€nynoelc ouvdudlouv pordnuotixy euxola xou evvololoyixh cogrivela. Autd euvduypoy-
piletan xou pe v avdpdmivn vénon: ol dvitpwnot dev oxéptovial oe eninedo pixel aAAd oe eninedo evvoldy xou
OYECEWV.

INo ™ dnuovpyla ONUACLOAOYIXGY AVTLPATIXWY eENYHOE®Y, elval amapaltnToc 0 TPOCBLOPIoUOS ATOC TACEWY
HETAED EVVOLOY, xoddS 1 Evvola TNe Ao TOTNTIS EE0PTATOL OO EVOY OUCLAOTIXG XL GUVETY| OpLops eYYUTY-
Toc. AUTEC OL amoo TdoELS PTopoly va Tpoéhdouy amd talvopxés douéc (T.y. uixoc povonatiod og ovtoloyies),
O HATAVEUNUEVY] GNUACLOAOY AL (). OUOLOTNTA WS TEOE To dlavuauatind yopeo embeddings) 1 ané embeddings
YEUPNUAT®WY TOL XwdLXOToLVY T doun Twv oyéoewyv. Me tov xadoploud TETOlwY amocTdoewy elvon Suvatoy
VoL Teayotonon Yoy oNUAcLoA0YIXEC TOREUBAOELC TOU AVTIGTOLYOVUY OE PEOMO TIXEC JANUYEC GTOV TEAYHATIXG
XOOUO, TOPAYOVTOG £TOL OVTLPATIXG TTOU O)L HOVO ahhdlouv TNy meoBAedm Tou HovTéhou oAAd xou ovTixaTonTei-
Couv Tov Tp6TO UE TOV 0T0lo oL AVIPMTOL VONUATOB0TOUY EVUANIXTIXES XAUTUO THCELS TRy HATWYV.
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1.4 Pnréc Baoeig yvwong yia eEnynoLpotno

To ypdepnuota yvoong anoteholv JeueMmdes epyareio yio TNy eEnynoudTnta, encidr) SladéTouy VIETEQUIVIOTIXN
dour), Zexdbapn evvolohoyixh opYdvwon xat XaAd OpLOUEVES ONUACIOANOYIXES omOoTAoEL; UeTaED evvoidy [320,
207, 204, 67, 69, 203]. Autd Tt yopaxtnelo Tied T o ToUY EEMPETING XATEAANIOL Y10l LV TLRUPODELYUATLX GUA-
hoytlo Ty, xadde unodetvbouy ue oxplBela moleg evvolohoyxée Yetofforéc elvan txavég va ahhdEouy to TeEMxd
anotéleopa evog poviéhou. Avdhoya pe tov Podud expeacTixdTnTog Tou anonte(ton, o eENyHoEC Unopoly va
Baotlovton povo oe ghvoha EVVOLOY ) Vo eTeXTEVOVTOL GE TATipT GTUUCIOAOYIXE. YEAUPALATI TTOU EVOWHUATWVOUY
xot TG eTaE) ToUC OYECELS, YEYOVOS TTOU oV Xot GUEGVEL TO UTOAOYLO TIXO XOGTOC, EMLTEETEL TLO AETTOUERE(C X
dopunuéveg enenynoelq.

H mopoywyy aviinopaderypatixdy enegnyfoewy unopel va emtevyVel péow BEATIOTNS AvTIGTOlYIONS EVVOLOY
YENOWOTOLOVTOS dueph ypophuata, énou ahydprduol 6nwe o Hungarian [160] # ou yédodol dnponpacioc un-
ohoy{louv T0 EAdYLOTO XO0TOC LTOXATAC TACNE HETAED 800 GUVOAWY evvoltdv. ‘Otav ol oyéoelg HeTaE) EVVOLLY
elvon xploweg, To mEOPBAnua enextelveTol 0TO TalplAOUN TAHEWY YRAPNUATWY. 3 auThy TNy TepinTtwor), 1 axeBrc
avTiotolytor emdldxel douxy| loopoppia, EVE N Teooey Yo T aviiotolylon avalntd tic BéATioTes avtioTotyies
oxoun xou oty o ypophote dpépouy ot péyelog, mepiéyouv Hopufo 1| Topouctdlouy pepr ETLXOAUTTO-
pevn mAnpogoplo. Ou pédodol auvtéc otnpllovton oe acuoatixéc teyvixés, mdavotxés mpooeyyloels, HETPXES
eneepyaoiog YeaPNUATWY 1) oxOUr %ot VEUR®VIXE HovTéRa Tou podalvouv avtiotolyleg Bdoel dedouévwy.

H Soduxocio tanpidopatos unopel enione va dtatunwdel o tetpaywvind i ypoumuxd tpdPinua avddeone [152],
EMTEETOVTOC TNV AVATTUEY TO AMOBOTXDY XaL ENEXTACWWY oahyoplduwy yior ueydAes ¥ TohdTAoxes dopés. e
onpactohoyxd nepBdhhovta, to Ttaiplacya TEEneL vor cuVBUALeL Bopx OHOLOTNTA XL ONUACLONOYIXY] GUVOYT),
OOTE Ol AVTINUPODELYUoTiXES EMEENYNOES VAl TEOXOTTOUY ¢ OUCLICTIXES EVVOLONOYIXEC TEOTIOTOLOELS TOU
Blatneoly vonua xou unopolv va epunveudoly and Tov dvipwno.

AveZdonta amd Ty npocéyyion mou axohoudeiton, undpyouv oplouéva Bactxd {ntodueva yio T dnuiovpyio ov-
TinapaderyHoTiX®y eneényoewy Boacioyévay ot yeagpruota. Ipdtov, anauteiton BEATIOT EMAOYT EVVOLOAOYLXWY
oMoy @y, ote ol enepPdoelc va elvon 660 T0 BuvaTtdV UXEOTEPES oAAG xou amoteheopaTixéc. Aeltepov, ot
ahharyéc TpEnel va elvon eNEYEIUES, ETUTEENOVTOG OTOUC YPROTES VAL XOTUVOHCOUY XOL VO AVUTAUPAYOLY TIC TRO-
Tewvoyeveg tponornolfioelc. Teltov, n unohoyio T anodotdtnTa etvan xpiowun, Sedouévng tTng avdnTuEng ohoéva
XOL TO UEYEAWY HOVTEAWY %ol TAOVCLY EVVOLOAOYIXWDY YWewY. TENOC, oL SLadpoUES EVVOLOAOYIXNG UTOXATIO-
Taomg mpénel vo efval TAHewe Slagavels, anoxahinTovTag 6)L LOVO TO AnoTEAECUO ahhd XaL T1) AoYLXY) ToL 01y NoE
oty emhoyn xdde evvolohoynic ahhayrc. Méoo amd auTh TNV ONTXY, T YRUPHUATH YVOONS ATOTEAOUY [lot
Wiadtepa Loy Lt LTodou Yo TNV avdTTUEN EVPWOTWY, EPUNVEVCLUWY Xot AELOTIOACULMY OV TLTIORODELYUAUTIXDY
enednyNoemv.

1.4.1 Enutdyvvon ey wYAS CNAACLONOYIXOY AVTLTOEASELY LATWY

Mopdt ahybépripol énwe o Hungarian o 1 Andotaon Enelepyacioc Tpdgou (Graph Edit Distance GED)
TEEYOLY VIETEPUIVIOTIXEC EYYUNOES 0pU0TNTAC OTNY TUPAY®WYY) ONUUCIONOYIXWY AVTITUPAUOELYUATLY, X AL-
HOX@VOVTOL EEUUEETIXG 0PYS OE TEAYUOTIXV BloC THOEWY EPAUPUOYES, OTOL Tol AeELAGYLAL EVVOLKDY aplioly Yuh-
1deg héZelc xou oL ypdpol oxnvig mepLEyouy Tuxvy oyeotlaxt) TAnpogopla. I MY avTETOTON AUTAC NG
UTOAOYLO TIXNE TOANUTTAOXOTNTOC, TEOTEVOUPE €val eviaio mAaiolo mou emitoyOvel T aval\TNoT CNUUCLOAOYIXGDY
avunapaderypdtwy péow Nevpovindv Awxtiny Fedpwy (Graph Neural Networks - GNNs). H npocéyyioy| pac
a&ronotel T dOvoun twv GNNs va yaptoypapoly doxpltég Bopéc o ouveyelc YWpoug, EMTEENOVTIC TEOCEYYLO-
6 Tadplooia e UPMAY amoBoTixdTnTal Xou BlaThENON TS ONUACLOAOYIXAS CUVOYTG.

Apywd evduypappifouye Tic eCaydueves évvoleg pe dounuéves Bdoeic yvwone énwe to WordNet [226], dote va
unohoyloouye onuacloloyixéc anoctdoelc péow path-based similarity ¥ evvololoyixdyv embedding povtéhwy
(m.x. SBERT [282]). Ot anootdoeic autée Aettoupyoly we Bdpn axudy oTo SWepr Yedpo Tou Yenoylonolovue
yia vvolohoyée avtixataotdoels. Amodeixvioupe mepapotixd 6t ta GNNs, cuunepihopBavouévwy twv GCN
[149], GAT [351], GIN [383], unopolv va xIXOTOAGOUY ATOTENESUATIXG TOTUXY o GYECLX TANpopopia,
TIPS OVTAG XOUPBIXES AVOTOEOO TAOELS TTOU TROGEYYILOUY BENTIOTES AVTIOTOLYIES E ONUAVTIXG YUUNAOTERT) TTOAU-
TAOXOTNTA OE OYECT UE TOUG Tapadocloxols cuVBLAC TIX0VS alydptduoue.

Xenon GNNs yia eVvVoLoAOYIXd AVTITAEABELY AT

Méow tne évewong evvolny e pntols Yedpoug YVoong, teoteivoupe éva poviého PBactouévo oe GNNs vl tnv
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1.4. Pntéc Bdoeic yvworng yia e€nynopotnta

TAEAYWYN EVVOLOAOYIXODY avTinapadelyudtwy o NLP cuoctiuata. e évav diuepn Ypdpo Omou ol apytxéc xou
ol mdavég eVVOLOAOYIXES avTixaTaoTdoel oynuatilovy 8o Sloxpitd cOvoha xOUBwV, TO UOVTENO HOC EQOp-
uolet pio apyttextovixy encoder—convolution—decoder ye otéyo tnv mpooeyyio T enflucy Tou TeofifuaTtoc
tetpaywvxic avuotolynone (RLAP). Aol diayudel onpoactohoyinh tAnpogopia 68 oMGXANPo TV Ypdpo Pécw
HOUPBLXWY 1o axploxdV ouveAiEewy, évac beam-search unyoaviopog emAyel TIC To EDAOYES AVTLXATUC TAOELS TTOU
HTOPOVY VoL TPOXUAEGOUY OVACTEOPT ETIXETAS TOVU EXGoTOTE XeWévou. A&ohoyolyue tn pédodo ota chvola Be-
dopévwv IMDB xou 20 Newsgroups, cuyxpivovtag pe i tponyolpeves teyxvixés MiCE [290] xou Polyjuice [372].
To anoteéopara delyvouv 6Tt to GNN povtého pog emtuyydver xohdteen guoxdtnta (fluency), yeyolitepn
ONUAGLOAOY XY EYYOTNTA, AVTOYWVIOTIXOUS pLUUOUE AVHOTEOPAC ETIXETAC Yol EVTIUTIWOLAXY Yelwon yedvou ex-
Téheong—Ewg xan 9-15x oe oyéon e to vieteppvioTind RLAP xou 40-50x oe oyéon ue to MiCE.

Xenon GNNs yia aviinapadeiypate yedpwy

Enextewvdpevol mépa and pegovmuéves évvoleg, e€etdlouyue Ypd@poug oXNVAC OOV Ol avTLIUPUBELY HoTiXES ETeE-
nyfoeg amoutoly elpean xpLolpnmy oyectoxdy alhayoy (t.y. ond “safe” oe “not safe”). EB8® to mpdBinua
avtiotolylone Ypdpwy eivon xevtpwd. Mehetdue emPBhendpeva GNNs (GCN, GAT, GIN) oc cropofo opyttex-
Tovixf] wote va npooeyyioovpe 1 GED, mopaxduntoviac tny akyoprduxd tne nokumhoxdtnta [67, 69, 39
Me yerion Twv ouvohwy dedopévwy CUB xou Visual Genome, delyvoupe 6Tt ta embeddings yedpov diatneolv
ONUACLONOYIXT| BOYT| X0l EMLITEETOUY YETY 0P AvEXTNOT AVTLTOEASELY LATMVY UECK OUOLOTNTAS GUVTULTOVOL (cosine
similarity), yweic enovahopfovéuevo utoroyioud GED.

Yuvohixd, ta oupnepdouatd og omodetxviouy 6Tt Toe GNNS unopoly vo avTiXaTaeTHOOUY AMOTENECUATING TIG
TAEABOCLOXES GUVOLAOTIXES UeFOBOUC Yiot TN SMULOVEYId CMUACLONOYIXMY AVTLTUQUDELYUATWY O XEUEVO ol
edvec. Me ) 80voaun e oyectoxic emaywyxnc wdinoneg xat tne evowpdtwong yvaong, to GNNs entpénouv
TEOYUATIXOU YEOVOU Xt epuNVEDCIIES avTimapadelypaTixéc eEnyNoels oe Yeyding xAipoxag dopée.

1.4.2 M eldyroteg napeuBdoetg

H avunopaderygotixry} cUANOYLOTIXY BloTuddveTon Tapadoctaxd Ye Bdon tny opyr tTne ehdylotne mopéufaonc:
HETOBIAAETOL TO ENAYLIGTO BUVATS TUAPA TNE ELGOBOL OGTE Vo tpoxhndel oAlory) GT0 AnOTERECUA, UTOPOVIVOV-
Ta¢ €tol TN petofAnth pe auttoxry onuaoio. Ilapdti 1 apyn avty etvon Yewpntind xoudr, amodeixvicton unep-
Bohuxd meploplo iy 6Tay eQoppoleTol oe UPNAOY ETUTEBOU GNUACLOAOYIXES OVOTOQPOGC TACEL, OTWS AUTEC TOU
YenowonoloLvtol oe YAwooixd 1 molutpomxd povtéha. O ehdylotec mapepfdoeic dlepeuvoly xUple TOTXES
evanoinoieg xou aduvatody va amoxahiouy Baditepes evvolohoynés Bopéc 1 aduvoples Twv HovTEAWY.

It tov Aoyo autd elodyouue onuactohoyixd un-ehdytotes nopeuBdoels [204], dSnhadr oxdmyues ovuxatao TdoeLs
TOU ETULPEPOLY XATNYOPKES 1) aVTLIETIXES OANAYEC OTO VONUA, OIS AVTIOVUUD, AVICTROPEC OYECEWY 1) EV-
volohoyixd Biaxpltd yvoplopota. Tétoleg mapeuldoeic Aettovpyoly we dlay VRO TIXAC UNYOVIGHOS EVVOLONOYIXAC
CUVAPELIC: AVABEXVOOLY TIOTE EVOL LOVTEAD AVTATOXPIVETOL OE OUCLAC TIXES OTUACLOAOYIXES DLOPOPOTIOLACELS XAl
TOTE TPOLGLELEL KONUUGIONOYIXT| Sy VoL, ToEOUEVOVTOS UETEBANTO adun xou UTO PEYAAES OANAYEC GTO VOO
Emuniéov, goavepmvouv évay xelowo cuuPiBoaoud yetald supnatiog xou nadoloyioc: eved to povtéha mpénel va
elvon avdexTind oe doyeTeq 1) UiXpES TPOTOTOIOELS, 1) aeTOBANCi0 AMEVOVTL OE UEYAAES ONUACLONOYIXES OANaYES
UTOBNAWVEL amoTLY (ol BLAXELTIXAC XATAVONONG, UE SGUECEC CLVETELES Yiol TNV oElOTUOT(Ol Xl TNV TEOXTIXY] TOUG
XPHon:

'Etot, ot un-eAdytoteg napepdoelc anoteholy doxwacia tleone yio T onpacloloyxr] Yedehiworn TV LOVTEA®Y,
e€etdlovTag av auTd XIXOTOLOUV Oyt UOVO ETLPAVELIXES YAWOOIXES XAVOVIXOTNTES ohhd xou 1) Boun) avtideone
%ot xoteLYuVTIXOTNHTOG oL eVuTdpy el aTig évvoleg. Tlopdhinha, To mhalolo autd augaBnTel Tig Tapadoctoxég av-
Tideic tepl evpwo tlag, dlaywellovtac Ty opdn otadepdtnta amd tny emBAofr onuactoloyixy| avaiynolo. e
gpyooie xatdtodNc—0TWS 1) EVVOLOAOYIXY| OUOLOTNTA XOL 1) AVAXTNON EUOVODY HECK XEWWEVOU—O0L UN-ENAYLOTES
TopeUPBoel; amoxahOTTOUY TOV TEOTO PE Tov omolo petoBdAAeTon 1 oelpd xotdtalng und odhayés oTo VOnud,
unodevbovtog v evatodnaia 1 v adaopio Tou povtélou. Pwtilouv enlone TTuyée Tapayvwplouéves and
TIC TUTIIXEC OVTIMUPUBELYHATIXEC TPOoEYYIoES, 0w 1 Pn-evatodnola oe un-outiaxd yvwplopota, 1 e&dptnom
and oteePréc cuoyetioeic, N eudpauoTOTNTA OE ONUUCIONOYIXEG UETUBOAEC %ot Ol BLIOTAGELS SXOLOGUYNG TOU
GUVOEOVTOL UE AUETABANTES AMOPACELS OE TPOC TATEVUEVAL Y VLploUoTaL.

Me Bdon autés Tic 1déeg, avantiocoupe €va ovedpTnTo omd TO LOVTENO TAUIGLO EPUNVELGUOTNTOS Yiol LOVTERY
ONUACLONOYIXNAG OPOLOTNTAS. LTO TAAOLO TOMUTEOTUXMY BLABLXACLOY AvEXTNONG, AVTIETOTILOVUE TNV oviXTnoN
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EOVOV OO XEPEVO (S LOVOTEOTIXY Bladixacior EVEUETWoNnS xou xatdtadng: xdde emdva exnpocwnelton omod
€var GOVOAO TEPLY QUPLXY TIROTACEWY, EVE HETUCY NUATIO TEC CNUACLOAOYLXAS OUOLOTNTAS TTAEAYOUY EVOWUATOCELS
v 1600 10 epOTNUA 660 xau Ti¢ Teptypapéc. H anddoorn afloroyeltar uéow e xotdtaéng Twv EVEOUATOOENY
pe Bdom TNV CUVNULTOVIXTY] OUOLOTNTA, XL To CYAAMATO XoTayedpovTal xdde Qopd Tou 1) xopugaia emhoYr dev
avVTIO TOLYEl OTN OWATH EUOVAL.

Yuvohixd, 1 TeocéY Yo Loc Xoheltan vor XaTadElEEL €6V Ol ONUACIONOYIXE UN-ENAYLOTES TUPEYPBAOELS ATOXUAT-
Touv BadUTepa ETiNESA EVVOLOAOYIXTC ELLCUNGCIAG OTOL LOVTEND ONUACLOAOYIXAG OUOLOTNTAS, PwTilovTog TTuyéS
TNC CUUTIERLPORES TOUGE IOV TUPUEVOLY AOPAUTES UTO TNV TORBOCLoX Y|, EAGYLOTNG TUREUBUONE OV TLTORUBELYLOTIXT
avdhuon.

Teyvixéc AenTOUEpELES

To npotewdpevo mhaiclo evowpatdvel pn-eAdyloteg napeuBdoeic npog dnuiovpyio avTinopadelyudtwy oe auTh
0 Oadixaoia, kote vo anoxahugdel moleg onuactohoyixés BICTACELS EMBPOVY OUCLUCTIXG OTH GUUTERLPOET
xatdtaing. Me yprion onuactohoynd nhovousy cuvdiwy dedouévewy 6mtwe COCO [183], Flickr [396] o Vi-
sual Genome [155], xataoxeudlovpe oty YAwoowd Lelyn EpOTAUATOC-EYYPAPOL XEWEVOU X0 UAOTOLOUUE
otoyeupévee mapeuPdoeic aflonolndvtag dopée Yvmong 6mwe T tepapyia tou WordNet xou pio mpocoppocuévn
tepapyio ypwpdtwy. Egepeuvolue BlapopeTinés TeVIXES AVITUPAoTACONG Yid EXTEVELS Teplypapés, and uéco bpo
EVOWUATOOEWY TPOTACEWY €n¢ apoupeTx| tepiindm. H anddoon amotipdrtar yéow dewxtodv Recall@k, MRR@k
xat tne dudpeone Véone xatdrolne (median rank).

H avéluor| poc Boaoileton oe éva peydho olvoho dedouéveyv 34K eixdvov and to Visual Genome N COCO, to
0Tol0 TEPLEYEL TOGO GUVOAIXEC TIEQLYPAUPES EIXOVOV OGO X AETTOUERELS EMONUELDOELS TEPLOY V. Anuiovpyolue
TEELC XUTNYOoplEC Un-eAdyloTwy TapeuSdoewy:

1. Avtxartaotdoelg ye avtdvoue yia enideta
2. Metafoléc ypwudtwy elte evidg Tou cUVOAOL YewUdTwy Tou dataset elte oe mAfpeg pdopa RGB
3. Metafoléc peyétdoug HECW AVTWVLIXDY UTOXATACTACEWY

Hopatnpeolue 61, ave&dptnta and tov timo mopéuBaong, 1o 70% twv emdvov alhdler Véon oy xotdtadn,
woTO00 oL xaYOMUES UETEIXES XAUTATUENG ToPOPEVOUY OYEDBOY oheTABATTES, TopouctdalovTas LOVO UXpES
pewwoelc oto Recall@k xan oto MRR. H otadepdtnra auth umodnAmvel 6Tl Tol GUGTAULOTA AVAXTNONG CUY VL
ayvooLv to petofariopeva yvwpelopata xou Slatneoly Tic To€lvopnioel BACEL TS TOUTOTNTOC TOV AVTIXELUEVGY,
anoxahintovtog unoxelpeves uepoindiec avanapdotaone mou Bev avlyvebovTal and TIC XAACIXES UETPIXES.

EEnyroipneg petpixég agloAdynong

[o Tty avTetdnon e ablapdvelos ouThS, TEOTEVOUUE UL VEO OLXOYEVELN EPUNVEVCLULY LETELXMY aEloAGYNONG
XOTETAENC TOU TOCGOTIXOTOLOVY TLC EVVOLONOYIXES OYEoelg ueTadd tne ground-truth edvoc xou e avaxtnieioos.
Or yetpixéc autég mepthouBavouy:

1. Concept Agreement (CA), 1050016 %OLVOV EVIOTUOUEVGDY AVTIXEWEVOV.

2. Non-common Concept Similarity (NCS), to onolo yetpd 1 ongoctohoyixf eyy0tnta un xowmy ov-
TIXEWEVWY HECW UEYLOTNE avTioTolyiong o diuepéc Yedpnua Baciopévo oe WordNet synsets.

3. Concept Enumeration (CE), ntou culhopfdver anoxiioeic otic TANIAOTNTES AVTIXEWWEVWLV.

4. Size Disagreement (SD), to onolo tocotonotel Swupopéc ota pueyédn bounding boxes yio xowvée xatn-
Yopleg AVTIXEWEVWY UETL ENAYLOTNG AVTIO TOLYLONG XOG TOUC.

O mpoTtelvoueves PeTpIXEC amOXAAUTTOUY e axpifeia Tig ONUACIONOYIXES BLHoTACELS OTIC OTOlEC AmOTLY Y EVOLY
TO GUOTAHATO AVEXTNOMG, AvadeEvbovTaG HoT(Ba GPaAUdTLY XaL UepOANPIES TOU TOPUUEVOUY XPUUUEVES XATW
amd Tic ouvufBatinég petpixéc aviinong. Emmiéov, n extetauévn a&lohdynon moAAGY UOVTEAWY OUOLOTNTOC
Oelyvel 6TL to paraphrase-oriented povtéha—exmoudevyéva eviatind oe Aeldvteg emdvwv—uneptepoly otadepd,
unoypoupilovtoag tn onpacia tne éxdeong oe onTo-YAWOOXE dESOUEVAL.

Yuvohixd, to eLpUATd pag Belyvouv 6Tl Tar GUYYEOVA GUCTHUITA CTUACLOAOYIXNG AVTLOTOLYIONG XEWEVOL-OE-
exovo (text to image retrieval) nopouctdlouy PeYEN UUETABANTOTNTA 1S TPOC OUCLICTIXEC AANALYES OTAL
ONUOCLOAOYIXE YVwplouaTa, YEYOVOS TOU eYE(PEL EpMTAUATA OYETXE Pe TNV alomio Tl TOou Yio AemTouepn
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onuactoloyxr cuhhoyiotnr. To mpotewvduevo epunvedolto mhoioto a&loAGYNONG TEOGPEREL Udl GUC TNHOTLXY
pedodohoyla yior TNV XUTAVONGT TWY ATOTUYLOY Xotdtadng xat T Bedtivon peAhovTinGy, o aflOTo TRV HOV-
TEAWY AVEATNOTG.

1.5 I'voon oe e€nynocig eixovac-YAWooUS

H evowudtwon yvoong oe epyacies dpaone-yhdooag (Vision-Language - VL) anotehel xplowwo Brua yio tnv eni-
Teuén TeaypATIXC TOAUTEOTIXNG XaTtavonong xou cuhhoyiotixic. Ilapdho Tou 1 exmaldevon oe ueydhn xAipoxa
€xel Behtdoel TNy ambdoo oe Toxiheg epyaoieg, autd ta wovtéra ouyvd Bacilovton oty avay vopLor TeoTiNwy
avtl yior Tpary ot xoTtavonot), cUAMOPPBEVOVTIUC CTATIOTIXES CUGYETIOELS UETAUED OTTIXADY XU XEWEVIXODY UOp-
POV oAk BUOXOAEVOVTAC OTY GUAAOYLOTIXY VLol EVVOLEC Xou XOWVT) AOYIXH.

H eloayoy?) yVoOONG YEQUEMVEL 0UTO TO XEVO, ETUTEENOVTAS GTA LOVTEAX VoL a€LOTOLOUY TEOTYOUUEVT] XATAVONOT
TOU XOOUOU YL VAL CUVOYdYoLY TAdiolo, Tpdleot xou voOnua, OTwe ol dvipwmol. Aounuéveg xon un dounuéveg
TNYES YVWOOTNG, OTWS YRAUPAUATA YVOONS xou avanopaotdoelc and LLMs avtioTtolya, EMTEETOLY GTol GUGTHUNTO
VL va &emepvoldy v empoveilaxy| avTioTtolylon, BEATIOVOVTAS TNV EpUNVELSOTNTA, TNV aviexTxdTnTo Xou
™ yevixeuorn. Autd unootnellel GUAMOYIOTIXY TVe O GYVOoTeS €VVoleg, cUVIETIXY XaTavonoT xaL Pelwon
TpoxotaAAPEwY TLV SeBOUEVWV UEGL ONUACLONOYIXE OUCLAGTIXWY GUOYETICEWY.

Andvinomn onTIXOV EpWTACE®Y

H andvinon onuxdv epwtioewy (Visual Question Answering - VQA) elvon pio tohutpomixd| pyaoion Tov ouv-
BuLAleL TNV UTOAOYIOTIXY OEAUOY PE TNV XATAVONCT| QUOIXAC YAWOOOC, OTOU €val LOVTEAD TEETEL VO ANMAVTHOEL
OE UloL EpWTNON QUOAC YADOGOE oyetixd e wa ewdva. Ou epyaociec VQA a&ioloyoldv tnv ixavdtnta Tou
povTéNOU var avory vep(ler avTixelpevo xou oxnvég, Vo xotavoel oy€oelg xaL WOTNTES, Vo eXTEAEl GUANOYIOUOUS
xou v o€tomolel Yvaor xowvic hoyxic.

Tuvidn cuothuata VQA evonpatdvouy ontixolc xwdixonomntés (n.y. CNNs 1 Vision Transformers) pe yhwo-
owole xwdixonontéc (n.y. BERT A LLMs), yenoulomoldvroac pnyoviopoic oivinine énwe cross-attention. Ot
yAwoouxée npoxatalels eppaviCovtor dtav oL EpwTHTELS LOVES TOUS TPOBAETOLY TNV ATAVTNGT), EVE OL OTTLXES
TEOXATOAAPEL TEOXVTITOLY OO TN GUGYETLON CUYXEXPHIEVWY OTITIXCY YOPUXTNELO TIXWY UE OPLOPEVES UMAVTH-
oelg Aoy enavaraufovouevoy potBov ota dedouéva. Autéc ol tpoxatalribeic 0dnyody oe «shortcut learningy,
OTOU TOL LOVTEAN EXUETUAAEDOVTOL TIC TAXTIXOTNTES TWV OEBOUEVWY avTl Vo EXTEAODV TEOYUOTIXY) TOAUTEOTUXY
GUNAOYLO TLXN.

Axoloudolue uio TeocEyyilon dnuitovpyiog avTITaEOdEYUdTOY cpwThoEwY UE Ypnom e€wTepxic YVOONG Xou
nopatnEovue Tic e€oyouevee anaviioels [320]. Méow autol Tou TELHUATIONOD, TOPATNPOVUE OTL OAEC OL EV-
volohoyixéc napahhayéc odnyolv ot Yelwon tng axpiBelog, Ue TIC avTIXUTAO TAGELS OUCLIC TIXWY VO TEOXAAOUY T1)
peyahiTepn TTHON, Loypaprilovtag Tov xevtpnd Toug pého ot onuacio e ep@tnone. Iowotixée mopoatnen-
oeig delyvouv 6Tt To VQA povtého yewplletar xokd v mogopetponoinon endétwy, 6mwe n ahhay tou “hot”
oto “hot dog”, aAAd Suoxoheleton Ye omdvia cuvedvuua emiétwy. O TapoAAoYEC pNUATOVY YEVIXA OVTIIETC-
nilovtol owoTd, EVE Ol AVTIXATAC TACELS OUCLAC TIXWY BElYVOUV TEPLOPIGHOVS GTY) GUAAOYLOTIXY UE UTEQRGOVUUL
X0l OUCLAG TG UE XOWvo Tpdyovo. Ol anavtroelg elvon mo otodepés dtav Lwvtavd ovta avixodictavon and
UTEPMYUIA 1) UTOOYUUA, EVE YLOL T OUCLAC TS UE XOLVO TEAYOVO TOQATNEOUVTOL X TA QUUVOUEVY, UEPLKES PORES
Y VOWVTOEC EVIEANS TNV TUPUANAY .

EEnynowwétnta otr dnpioveyio euxdvog and xelpevo

Ov avunopadetypatxés eEnyhoelc npoc@épouy o pedodixy andvinon oto epdtnua: «Tu mpénel va etcayVel,
darypapel 1 avtixataoTtodel eVVolohoyYLxd Yiol vou HEToBolUE amd To POy OUEVO OESOUEVO GTA TROYUOTING;»
Me v e@appoyy EAGYLOTWY EVVOLOAOYIXOY TEOTOTOOEWY, €vol 6OVORO evvolwy Tnyhc S (amd mopayouevn
ewdva) petaoynuatileton o olvolo otéyxo T (amd Ty mpaypatixdtnTa), dopddvoviae Tn onpoactoloyio Tev
TP OUEVOV EXOVLY. [203]

O 1epapyieg evvolmdy xou oL AmOCTAGELS EVVOLDY TUREYOUV UETENOWY Boun YLl TN BLopopOToiNaY TWVY EVVOLADY,
elte ypnowonowwvtag eEntepixé Pdoelc yvwone 6mwe to WordNet, elte yewpomnointeg iepapyiec. Optlovton teelg
Boowxée hertoupyiee tpononoinone: Avuxatdotaon (Replacement - R), Awrypagr, (Deletion - D) o Ewcorywyn
(Insertion - I), e evowpdtworn anocstdoemy Yo ehaytoTonoinon x6ctouc. To 6UVOAO QUTMV TWY ETEEERYUOLOV
nopdyer v Andotaon Enelepyocioc Tuvérou Evvoudv (CSED), n onola Aettovpyel we petpxf| andotaong
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evvoldV e€oybueVmY amd TNV exéva xou ond To xelyevo, mtocotxonowdvtag to «Tu npénel va petofindel ev-
VOLOAOY XA

H Baowr uédodoc yenotuonolel éva npoexnaudeuvuévo black-box yevetixd povtého, to onolo hauPdvel pio tept-
oot ¢ (xelpevo B oOuBoha) xou mopdyer exdva I. O évvoiec mou e€dyovton omd tnv exdvo opllouv To
obvoro mNyrc S, evd oL évvoleg and Ty meptypapt| opilouv to clvoho otdyo T. H elaywyr evvoldv yivetou
HEGE AUTOUATOTOMNUEVLY HEVEBWY OTWE aviy VEUDT) AVTIXELEVRY X0 GNUAGIONOYLXY Tunuatonomor. H Swodpoun
ehdytotou xéoToug S — T mopéyel Tomxég avtipotixés eEnynoelg, ovadelxvOOVTOS TOL EVVOLOAOYIXY GTOLYEd
TapdyovTon ecahuéva Xy Aslmouv.

H npocéyyion egopuodletar o 800 80oxoleg dnuLovpynés epyaoies:

e Onuxonoinon Iotopudv (Story Visualization - SV): Awdoywh| nopaywy eévewv Bdoel Swadoyixdv
xewevixay ouvinxodv. H alohdynon anotel motétnta (Ghar Tar avTIXElUEVR XoU YopoUXTNEIO TIXS, Epav(-
Covtan) xou ouvéneta (ta avtixeipeva diotnpolvon ota thadota). Opilovue Tic petpixée Story Loss (SL) xou
Consistency Loss (CL). Ta cuvohxd metrics (GSL, GCL) ouvodilouv tny anddoor ToOMOTAGY 10 TOpLNY
%o AvadEXVOOLY GUY VA GQIAYATA 1) AoUVETY| LoTiBo.

o Anuoupyia Exnvov (Scene Generation - SG): LOvdeorn oOvietwy exdvmv ye BAor TNy XeWEeVIXY TEpL-
Yoopt| €, 6TOU TOANG AVTIXEUEVA UE YAUPUXTNELO TIXA OAANAETLOEOUY.

H epapywnr| yvédon (WordNet) emtpéner tnv axpiBf o0YXELoN EVVOLDY X0t UTOAOYLOUS TWYV TRoovapepUEVTHV
HETEIXWY, emTpénovtoc axpiPn afloAdynon wovtépvev diffusion models 6nwe Stable Diffusion xou Protogen.

Yuvohixd, 1o TAAOL0 AVTIIAPADELYUOTIXGY EVVOLOAOYLXWY TPOTOTONOEWY THPEYEL TOCOTIXd metrics ol epurn-
velolpeg eENYHOELS, EMTEETOVTAS T1) cLC TNUATIXTY ALOAGYNOY TNE MO TOTNTOC Xl CUVETELNS TOV TP OUEVLY
EXOVLY, XM XAl TNV AVAYVORLOY TOTUXOY Xl TAYXOoW®Y LoTiBwy opdiuatog.

Metd tnv extéleon Twv TEWUUdTOY TpoxVTTEL 6TL 1) 0aflohéynom Boactopévn ot évvoles (conceptual evaluation)
Topéyel o eEnyRoun exova and to xhaowxd pixel-level metrics. Ot npotewvopevec petpixéc delyvouv Tt ypetdle-
Tow Vor OAAGEEL OE Lo TIOEAY QUEVT] ELXOVOL YLOL VOL TOUPLAEEL UE TNV TROYUaTix XEWEVIXT| Teptypapt| (Wéow eloay-
WYNS, Blorypaghc, avTXATEo TUoC EVVOLDY). MEow avdAuone auThY TV cUUTEPUOUdTKY Ot Bidpopo delypota,
OO TATOL [LOL YEVIXT] EXOVAL Lol T TROBANUATIXG concepts TOU UTEPAVTITPOCWTEVOVTAL V) UTOEXTPOCWTEVOVTAL
amd To povtéro. O mopatneolpeves pepohnles unopolyv va xadodnyfoouv Bertidoels oTta Lovtéha, elte Yéow
enovexmaidevong eite péow Tpomonolfoewy oTNY apyltextovixr. To mpotevduevo mhalolo dnulovpyloac oNUIsL-
ohoywev mapepfdoewy elvol €0XOAN TEOGUPUOCIO OF GAAEC APYLTEXTOVIXES generative povtéhwy, YewpmdvTag
TOL X0 EPUNVEVOVTAC TAL ¢ UALEO XOUTLA.

EEnynowwdétnta otr dnuiovpyio xeLpnévou and etxdova

H autéyotn neptypapt| exxovwy anotehel éva and To XevTeixd TeoBARUITo T TOAUTEOTIXY TEYVNTY VONUOosUVY),
b omoutel amd T LOVTEAD VO XATAVONGOUY OTTIXO TMEPLEYOUEVO XOU VAL TO EXPEACOUY GE QUOIXT YAOTO.
Iopd v eviunwotaxy Tedod0 TwV GUYYEOVKV APYLTEXTOVIXGY, Eva xploldo TedBinue Topopévet: ot Peudacdn-
oeic (hallucinations). Ot gevdoucdfioeic eupavilovtar 6ty To povtého dnutovpyel tepieyduevo mou elvor YAWo-
owd meloxd ahAd dev unootnpileton and TNV EdOVa, dTwE avTixelueva Tov dev UTdpy oLV, haviaoUEVa YopoX-
TNELWO TXE 1) avUTIoEXTES OYECELS. AUTO TO PAUVOUEVO HELWVEL TNV 0ELOTIUO Tlol TV CUCTNUATWY, IWBIWE OE EQPUPUOYES
vdPnAfc onuaoiag.

H BiBhoypagpio Sy wpeilet Tic Peudoncdfioeic oe emmESOL AVTIXEWEVKDY Xou ETUTEDOL TpoTdoewy, e to CHAIR va
anotelel To TE®TO YeTpWwS epyadelo cuoTnuaTixhc uétenong [288]. Qotbdoo, ta undpyovta epyaheio Poollovta
o€ TEPLOPLOUEVO AeEIAOYLA, BEV aviyVEVOUY anvopeva 6mwg 1 unepegedixeuon 1 1 Peudaicdnoiaxt) teptypapn
pOhwY, xat ouyvd oftonololv LLMs ta omolo uropel xou tor (Sl vo mapdryouy Peuvdanctvioetc. Iapdhinia, ol
ONUEPLVESC UETEIXEC OTEROUVTOL EENYNOWOTNTAC: OEV TopEYouV odnyieg yiot To TWC TEEmel Vo Tpontornoinel plo
Aeldvto ote va yivel ontixd moth.

Io va avtetoniooupe autd tor TeoBhiuote, ENEXTEVOVUE TO TAALCLO EVVOLOAOYIXMY AVTITOPODELYHATIXOY EE-
NYfoewy nou Teptypddope Tponyouuéves otny alloAdynon tne meptypaghc exévey [202]. Mua heldvra nopdyet
évo. olvoho evvolmdv S, v 1 ewdva tapdyel to obvoho T (Vewpdvtog ta uTdpyovta annotations we alvolo
TEOYHATIXGOY EVVoLdY). Emdugolye vo petacynuatioovye 10 S — T uéow tpidhv TONwY SloptwTiedy EVERYELNDY:
Avtiatdotaoy (Replacement - R), Awrypagr (Deletion - D) xou Ewaywyy (Insertion - I). O petaoynuo-
Tilopoe Paciletar ot onuactoroyiny tepopyio tov WordNet, e€oaoparilovtac UETPHOWES ONUACIONOYIXES OTOC-
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TACELS, VONUATIXOUS Xl YAWSGIXE 0p000¢ HETACY NUATIOHOUS Xl BENTIOTES EMEUPACELS UE YPNOT CUVTOUOTERWY
povomatiy xan bipartite matching. Ot eloaywyée dev tpmpolvton, xodode cuyvd ol heldvteg elvar Suxatohoyn-
MEVOL CUVOTTIXES Ol APAPOVY LUTIERYOVOES EVVOLES TIROG DLUTHETNON TNG CUVTOUINC.

Emuniéov, ewodyoude yioo mpodtn Qopd aflohéynon pohwv oto mhaicto aviyveuone eudacinoewy. O oyé-
oelg UETOED aVTIXEWEVLY (Twe Ywpéc i Aettoupyixés odnhemidpdoels) ouyvé Peudoucinotaxnd neptypdpovtal
xou ayvoouvtol ond mponyolueves pedddoue. T'a va aélohoyroouue tétolec mepintwoels, e€etdlouvye TELddES
(awmez’yer/ol, oxéon, avTikeilevo,), oL omoleg eEdyovTon amd YedPous oxNVAG TNE EXGVIC XAl YEAPOUS avEALGNS
e AeCaviac. H andotoaorn yetalld twv dVo ypdpwy umohoyiletoun ye mpooeyyioTixé Graph Edit Distance
(GED), nopéyovtag to eNdytoto oUvoho eneufdoemy nou e&nyel tn diapopd.

To npotewoéyevo mhaiclo HalCECE mopéyer wia mhien, e€nyfowun avdluor Peudaicdioewy. Xe eninedo av-
TIXEWEVOY ovory Veellel Tar pouvopeva:

o Awxypopy) (D): avuxeipeva mopdvto oty heldvto oddd byt otny emdva.
o Avtuatdotoaon (R): havdaouéva aviixeiyeva ywelc onpactohoyixny| lepapyixf) oy€oT e To owoTd.
o TrepeZewinevon (O): dtav n Aeldvta ypnowonolel mo edixn évvola and Ty ontixh TpoyUaTixdTnTA.

Troloyiloupe 10 CUVORXG GYPIAUL WE TO GUEOLOUN TWY TELOV QUTWV PALVOUEVGDY, AWM Xal TO T0G0GTH
(eudoucIoewy, XovovVIXOTOLOVTAS TO d¥poloua ©¢ Teog To TAY0g TWV EVVOLBY Tou Guvdlou S.

Emnhéov, petpdue onuastohoyixf opotdtnta (Wu—Palmer), vnoeeldixevon, o yeviudtnra neptypopic. Xe
eninedo péhwv, unohoyiloupe dopdnoels TELEBKY, amoxohiTToVTUS Sopxd Xou onpaclohoyxd hddrn mou dev
VLY VEVOVTOL OO OVTIXELUEVOXEVTPIXEG TPOCEY YIOELS.

"Eva ooy mpéfBinuo mou e€etdlel to HalCECE eivon 1 ovixavdTnTal TV TUTIXGY HETEXOY AELOAGYNOTG Topary-
wyNg xeyWévou amd ewdva vo ouuneptidBouv nepintioelg hallucinations. Luyxexpiuéva, ol YAWOOWES HETEXES
6nwe ROUGE, BLEU, Google BLEU, Mauve xou 1 perplexity (PPL) anoteholv xothepwpévo epyaheia yio
Vv o&lohoynon mopayouevou xewévou. llapdti n extetopévn yprion Toug ogelheTon GTNV ATAOTHTA XL T
paxpdypovn mopoucta Toug oty BiBAoypapio, CUYVE ATOTUYYEVOUY VO ATOTUTGOLY TNV TEOYUATIXT CTUCL-
ohoywt| towdtnTa uiog Aeldvtog, Wiweg 6tav auth teptéyetl gouvoueva hallucinations. Ou petpueéc ROUGE xou
BLEU ooiCovtar anoxieiotind oe emxahdeic n-gram, emBeoBEovias ETQOUVELNXT] OLOLOTNTA Xot TULEMVTOC
onolodhmote andxhion and o xelpevo avapopds, aveEdptnTa amd To av 1 andxAoT daTneel TN oNHAGIoNOYLXN
opvétnTa. ‘Etol, avtipetwnifouy 1o (Blo uio gixpr] onuaclohoyixy| Slapoponolinoy, OTmg 1 avTxatdotooy «ydTos
ME «YOTdLy, Xal EVol TAARKS ECPUNLEVO UTOXATAC TATO, OTWS 1) AVTIXATAC TaoT) «Ydtoy ue «mholo». H aduvoplo
TOUG Vo Sloplvouy PETAED EAAPEAS ONUACIONOYIXHC LETATOTILONG Xl GOPBap®Y EVVOLOAOYIXOY AoV Tic xorho té
oaxatdAAnhec yia Tnyv anotiunon hallucinations. Axdun xou ot yetpixéc mou dev e€aptodvIal 1600 and TNV oxpelh
dlatinwon, dnwe 1 Mauve, aBuvaToOY VoL avty VEOGOUY ALY UATOAOYIXES OCUVETELES HETOED XEWWEVOU Kol ELXOVAC,
apol Aeltoupyoly ot eninedo xatavopdy xou Oyl vonuatxic yvelwone. AvtioTouya, 1 perplexity uetpd amox-
AElo TN TN YAwoowr| euyépeta xan T BeBatdtnTol TOU LOVTEROL Yiar TNV EMOMEVN AEEM, oryvowvTog TARp®S T
dlaoTadpwo e TNV onTixy| TAnpogopia.

Ou oduvapieg autég yivovtan Wuitepa eppaveic 6tav e€etdlouye hallucinations, ool 1 aglordynor Toug amoutel
awEnuévn evonoinaior otn onuactoloyixr oxpifBeia xou 6yl oty empavetony] oyotdtnta. Ta armoteréouatd yog
delyvouv 6Tl oL YAWooIéG PeETpXES Tapdyouy doLVETElC xou cLY VS avTipatixés evielelc avdueoa oto WovTEAa
évar povtého unopel vor emtuyydvel PNy Badporoyia oe n-gram-based petpnés aAAd vo epgavilel and Tig
yopniétepes emdooelc ot Mauve, 1 xou 10 avtiotpogo, arnoxahintovtag EANEWYn cuVoYS 6T ONUACLOAOYLXN
Toug xplon. Avudétwe, to HalCECE, to ene&nyfowo evvolohoyind mhaioto afiohdynone hallucinations nou
TPOTEIVOUUE, OMOUOVAVEL PNTE TNV TINYT| TNS CNUACLONOYIXAC douppeVios, Tpocdiopllovtas toleg évvoleg €Youy
UTOGTEL UTOXATACTAOT), Blorypa@T], UTEPEEELBiXEUOT) 1) UTOEEELBIXEUGT), EVE TOWTOYPOVA TPOTEIVEL TL axEBKC TRETEL
vou aAAGEeL dote 1) AeldvTa var evuypoULoTEL UE TO OTTIXG TEPLEYOUEVO.

Emnmiéov, ou yhwoowée petpixée amoutodv tnv Umoapln heldvtoc ovogpopds, meptopiloviag onpavtixd
XENoOWOTNTE Toug ot peakloTixd 1 zero-reference mepBdihovta, avtideta ue 1o HalCECE mou ypewdleton povo
évat 6UVOAO pepovPEVWY evvolmy. H avdhuvorn cuoyétiong Selyvel 6T dhec oL YAWOOWXES PETEIXEG EPQOV-
Couv e€oupeTnd yaunAn cucyétion t600 e Tig Yetpixéc hallucinations avtixeluévev éco xou pe exelveg pdhwv
mou nopdyel to HalCECE, emBeBaichvovtag eunetpnd 6t 8ev pmopolv vo Aettoupyoouy we oflomotol delxTeg
napoucioc 1 évtaong hallucinations. Ye moAAéC MeEQITTOOEC YAALOTO TPOGPEPOLY TAULAUTAAVNTIXY) ELXOVAL:  [LoL
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heldvta pe uPnAT evpeddeta xou younAr perplexity evéyeton va nepléyet coPopd hallucinations, eved plor keldvta
ME YounA n-gram ouupovio umopel vo elvor oaméAUTY TWOTYH GTO TEPLEYOUEVO TNG ELXOVOC.

Yuvolxd, to HalCECE amotehel 1o mpdto vieteppviotnd, e&nynoldo, evvolohoynd cuvenég xau role-aware
mhalolo aglohdynong Peudoncifoeny yia teplypapes exdvwy. Ilpoopépel dyi povo axpBr pétenom ahhd xou pia
copt), BEATLIOTN X OoNUACIOAOYIXE TEXUNELLUEVT Topela Slbptwang tne Aeldvtag, evioybovtag tny o&lomiotio
TWVY TOAVTEOTUXOY cuSTNUdTwY. Tlopdiinia, ta eupruata delyvouy Eexdbapa 6TL, EVE Ol YAWOOWXES PETPIXES
TEUUEVOUY YENOWES Yiot TN HETENOT TNG PONC Xt TOU UPoug, elvar ex QUOEWS UXATIAANAES Yiot TNV aviyveuon
hallucinations. H adiapdveid toug, n e€dptnot| toug and Ae&néq emxahlelc xou 1 TAxeng adlopopion TOUG Yia
TN GNUAGLOAOY XY YEIWOT XATABEWVOOLUY TNV avdyxn Yio eENyHiouda, evvoloxevteixd mhalolo étwe to HalCECE.
Ta anoteréopata vnoypaupllouy TNy avenoexy] QUCT TWV TAPUBOCLIXMY YAWOOIXMY UETELXWY 0TNY aELOAOY O
onuovpyiag Aeavtog xan avadexviouy T onpacia GNUACLONOYIXE FEUENOUEVDY EVIAAAXTIXWY.

1.6 Evioyvorn cuoTNuiaTwy XELUEVOU-ELXOVIS UECL YVWONS

To mpév xe@dhono TapOLCLALEL (Lol EXTEVY] EMIOXOTNCT TN EVIOYUONS YVOONS OF ONTIXO-YAWOOIXES epyaoieg
(VL). Ta ouothuata VL enwgelolvtan onuavtixd and yedgpoue yvoone (KGs), ta omola Behtidvouy tig
duvatétntee culhoyotixfic. Ou VL epyaoiec talvopolviar oe dioxpitinés (hoyioude oe exdvec + xeluevo)
xo YEVETXES (Topary YT g poppic omd Ty dhhn). [206]

Evioyxuorn yvoHorng ota cUCTARATA AndvINong ontixodv epwthoewy (K-VQA)
Datasets Iapovoidlovton ToAE GUVOA BEBOPEVGLY TIOU EVOWUATMVOUV EEWTEPLXT] YVWON:

o I'evixd cUvora VQA (VQA, VQA-E, DAQUAR, COCO-QA), énou 1 yvoon pnopel vo ondfoet
AN Bev amonteltot.

e EZeduxsupéva ocOvoia (KB-VQA, FVQA, KVQA, OK-VQA, Text-KVQA, VisualfTW+KB,
S3VQA, ZS-F-VQA, AQUA) oycdopéva OoTe 0L EpWTACEIC Vo amontoly eEwTeptnd] YVOOoT: %OoLvo
VOU, TEOYUUTOAOYIXT], OVIOTATMV, AVAYVOELONS XEWEVOU GE OXNVT| 1} YVAOOT] TEYVTC.

Ta datasets avadeixviouy TpoxAfioel 6Twe 1 avdyxn yerone dhwv twv modalities, 1 anoguyy| diapporc amav-
Thoewv xou 1) utootplln zero-shot cevapiwy.

MéGobor Ou pédodor K-VQA opyavdvovtor oe Teelg YEYAAES XaTryoples:

o Pnth avalftnon yvoone péow keywords. Ipdwec npooeyyioeic eZAyoyay yopaxtnetotind ond
ewxovee, naphyoyav SPARQL queries mpoc DBpedia, xou npoéPBienav anavtioec uéow RNNs, divovtog
EuQooT apYoTERR Xa GTNY EENYNOOTNTO.

e Sequential models & embedding-based KG retrieval. Me v éicuon twv LSTMs, ot uédodol
Baclomnxay o8 EVOOUUTWUEVOUS YWEOUS OTIOU EXOVO—EpKTNoT Xt Yeyovdta tou KG yoptoypagpodvto
og xowd embedding.

e Movtéla Transformers. O npooeyyioeic ywpllovta enpépouc og nepintwoelc 6mou ol Transform-
ers ypnoyonololvton Yo YAwoowt xwdixonoinon (BERT, SBERT, GPT-3, XLNet) vy xotdtoln facts
1) TUEAY OYH ANAVTACE®Y, | evohhoxTixd ontixo-yhwoowo!l Transformers (VILBERT, LXMERT, multi-
modal BERT) nou evowpotdvouv aneudeia exdva + xelpevo eumhovtilovton mopdhinia xar ot 300
modalities.

Yuvolxd, to npdfBinua toopponel uetadd supelag xdAudng yvoong xou uelwong Yoplfou, kote to cloTnuo va
avTAel UOVO TIC IO OYETIXEC TTANPOYOpES.

Evioyxvorn yvoorne ota cucthpata ontixrc cuAloyioTixrc (K-VR)

Datasets Xtnv nepintwon tou K-VR, bidpopa chvora dedopévemv unoctnellouy pntd xal SOUnUéVo GUANO-
yiop6. To HVQR eodyer mohuPnuotind enelnyfowwo reasoning, cuvdudlovtag scene graphs pe yvoorn and
WebChild, ConceptNet xaw DBpedia- xdle epidtnon cuvodedeton and oAdxAner oAucida reasoning, daxpive-
ton o first- xou second-order gpwthoeic xau ywpilel epwTAUATE TOL amoUTOVY YVGHON and CQUTE TOL JEV TN
yeewdlovton. Too CLEVR xou CLEVR-CoGenT npoo@épouv eheyyodueva, cuvietind benchmark yio cuvdetins
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1.6. Evioyvorn cucTnudtomy XeWWéVou-eixdvas UEcw YVHOONg

AOYLOUO, UE PNTE TEOYEAUUOTA Xl EQOTACEL PUOIXTC YAWOOUS oL dniovpyolvTal and medtuna. Mo gu-
pUtepn owoyévelo datasets—Kandinsky Patterns, NLVR/NLVR2, Winoground, WinoGAViL—3ieuplvel tnv
a€LONOY MO OE YEWUETEXO AOYLoUS, avTioTolylor edvoc—xelpevou xal ToAUThoxes culhoyloTixés Sodixaoies.

MéBodor Ou yévodor K-VR nepthopBdvouv LSTM-Bociopéva cuothota mou a&lonotody eEmwTepxt] YVOaoT, dTwe
o KM-net, to onolo anocuviétel Tnv €pdTNoT O UTO-ELOTAUATO XOL TO BPOUONOYEL GE OTTIXES XU Y VWOLUXES
povddeg reasoning. Amné tnv dhhn, uéVodol e cowtepxy] YVWor xatooxeudlouv scene graphs xou exteholv
hoywole teheotéc (“and”, “or”, “not”) mdvw oe meployéc mpocoyic, utootnpilovtag cuvieto culhoyiopd. H
a€loroynon Baolletar oe accuracy xon ovaAUCELS w¢ Tpo¢ To Buata reasoning, tTov TONO €pMTINONG XoL TNV
avdyxn e€mTepS YVHOONS, EVE 1) avdxTnon uTtooTnex Ty facts aflohoyeiton ye ranking metrics énwe average
recall.

Evioyxvorn yvoorng ota cucthpata xowvhg ontixnig yvoorns (K-VCR)

Datasets Y10 K-VCR, e€wtepinéc mryéc commonsense Yv&oong evioybouv ) Bacix) GUAAOYIOTIXY TwWV HOV-
TENWY TOU XUAOUVTAL VO ATAVTHOOUV OE AVIAOYEC EQWTAOEL Tovw ot exévec. To Paciud clvoro dedopévuwv
Tou Yenoulornoleitan 0T ouyxexplévn epyaocia, to VCR, mepilopfBdvel 8Uoxoheg epwthioelc TOMATAAE ETAOYHC
pe enelnyfoelc (rationales), opyavwuéves oe xatnyopleg énwe eZfynon, Spactnpldtnra, ypovix adkniouyla,
VONTIXES XATOo TAoELS Xou uTodeTind oevdplo. Mio Baouer) teyviny| avanopdo taorg dedouévny Tou yenotuonolel-
tou ot BBhoypapia eivor to Visual Commonsense Graphs (VCG), 1 onola enexteivel Ty xowvy yvoon tou
Booxol LoVTENOU YE HEYEANG XAipoxos Taparywy) Ypovixdv inferenced (mpiv/petd, npodéoceic), ouvdedeuévev
HE TLC ELXOVEC.

MéGodor IIAniopa teyvindv oflomolel apyttextovixég Transformer yia tnv enthivon tou Bacol mpofifuatog
culoyloTxrc, 1 onola emdéyetan TV eloodo e€wteprc Yvoone. Apxetéc npooeyyloeic Bacilovton otnv
apyrtextovixy) tou BERT, eve o exelBIXEUUEVES ETEXTACELS EMTUYYAVOUV TNV EVIOYUOT] YVOOTS SNUIOVEY V-
TAC €Va XOVO YMEO OVATOPEo TAONS Yot TN YADOOH, TNV EXOVA Xou THY EEWTEPIXT YVOOT, XATUAAYOVTIS OE
evwaieg knowledge-vision-language ovanapactdoeic. Xuyxexpwéva, to KVL-BERT eunhoutilel mpotdoelg pe
teimhétee and to ConceptNet xou Tic evowyotodvel oe évav BERT-opowd VL transformer, ypnowonowwdvtag
pdoxec opatoTNTAG Yot ToV éAeyyo Ttou self-attention. To ViLaKC evowpatmvel Eeywplotd tig Tpewc modalities
(ewdva, Yhwooo, yvaon) ue ResNet, BERT xoa GCN xou Tic ouyywvelel yéow multi-head attention, pe véa
otéda mpoexnaidevone 6mwe MLMIK xou MOCTK. To CKRM petagépel ypovint| yvéon and 1o SWAG péow
noluveninedne yoptoypdynone (oe eninedo xehol, otpmuoTog xou attention), 1 onofor cuvdudletar TeAxd Ue
ontxt) Tpocoyn Yo napaywYT andvinong. H a&iohdynon axorovdel 1o npwtéxolho tou VCR, eléyyovtag v
oxpifBeta emAoyhg andvinong, enc€Nynong xal Tou GUVBUACUOY TOUC.

Evioyvorn yvoHorne ota cLoTARATA XELLEVIXHS TEpLYpaprc ewxdvey (K-IC)

Datasets Xtnv epyacio K-IC dev undpyouv eldixd chvoha dedopévewy mou anatody yvaoon. §2g ex toltou, Ta
COCO Captions xou Flickr30k amoteholv 1 Bacixr| fdomn dedoyévev.

MéGobor Ov pédodor yweilovtan oe dwdoywd povtéda tonou LSTM xa oe mpooeyyioewg Transformer,
EVOLUATOVOVTOG EEWTEPXY 1) eowTepxr] Yvdon. O mpdtec UAomoioelc pe eEwtepr] YVoon eunhoutilouy
T Aeldvteg aflonotwvtac Tyéc xotvol vou 6mwe to ConceptNet 1) to Visual Genome: ta aviyvevpéva av-
Tixelpeva avalnTtody oYETIXY YVOON Xal Ol OVIOTNTEC 1) OYECEIC TOU AVAXTOVTUL CUYYWVEDOVTAL UE TO OTTIXG
yopaxtnelotxd péow LSTM, GCN 1| onuociohoyixody yedewy. Me autév Tov TpoTo, T GUC TAULITY KToPoDV
vou tapdryouy Aé€elg ou dev eugaviovton eNnTd oTny eixdva, va Teplopillouy GQAMNIATO AVLYVEUTOY PHECW CNUAOL-
OAOYIXV Priors xou Vo Tpoc@épouy epunvelotur xadodrynon Tou mepleyouévou Uéow attention masks.

Ou npooeyyloelc eowtepnic YVmong dnwovpyoly dixd toug visiolinguistic priors, cuvidwe yéow mapoywyrne
scene graphs. To SGAE podalvel éva Ae€ixd mou avtiotoiyel oyéoelg avdueoo oe xelyevo xou scene graphs,
HETAPEPOVTAS YAWOOWXE priors oty Bladxacta dnwovpyiog AeldvTtag, eved un-entéc Sopéc TPoxONTOLY ot UECW
latent-topic attention pnyaviouwv émwe to CLTA, to onolo avoyvepilel xpupéc depatixée evotnres ywplc
xoTaoxeur] scene graph xon avoxotavéuel To Bdpog onTING CNUAVTIXDY TEPLOYOV.

Ta Transformer-based cuc tiuata xhoxwvouy autéc Tig Wéeg. H ewtepnr| yvdon yenotponolelton oe caption-
ing pe ovtotNnTES 1 YEYOVOTA, XATAOUEVALOVTAS BLOC THVPOUHEVA UTO-YRAUPLOTA HETAUED AVTIXELUEVWV TNG ELXOVAS
XOL OVOUOG TIXMV OVTOTATWVY XEWEVOL, EVIoYUUEVE amd mohuTpomxy Yvaor tne Wikipedia. Ot evowpatdoeig
ané GAT knowledge graphs, RoBERTa xot ResNet Sioyetetovtor oe Transformer decoders. To KM-BART
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Chapter 1. Extetopévn Ieptindmn ota EAAnvixd

evomolel onTixh xou Yhwooix TAnpogopia pe dounuévn yvébon xowvod vou ané COMET xow ATOMIC/Concept-
Net, yenowonowsvtag task tokens yia va xadopilel epyaoieg ontinod xotvod vou (m.y. T cuVERT TeLv/uetd A mota
elvon 1 tpddeon). Oi ecwtepixéc yYvhoewe oe Transformers avtipetwnilouv nepiopiopoic te MLE npoodétovtoc
KL époug nou Bapbvouy onuaclohoyix cUYYEVELL X0l EVIOYDOVTAS TIC EVOWUATWOELS UE Yedpous Bactouévoug
0€ YAWOOIXY OUOLOTNTA.

Eviocyvorn yvoorne ota cuothpata ontixod dtaddyou (K-VD)

Datasets Xtnyv epyacia K-VD, 1o VisDial anotekel tov xlpto népo, evéd to VisDialCK enextelvel to ahvolo
OEBOUEVLV PE BLIAGYOUC TIOU AMOUTOUV YVMGOT Yol LOTOPIXY] CUVETELL.

MéGobor H povadunr) evioyuuévn Ue yvohon pédodoc yenothomolel EowTept| YVHor, eunhoutilovtas omTixd xou
YAwood ypaphuota Ye yeyovota ond to ConceptNet. Metd tov xodaplioud xaw ) obvinén twv yedewy, éva
transformer-based fusion module napdyel Tnv andvinom.

Evioyvorn yvoorng ota cuothpata ontixis aphynons (K-VIST)

Datasets Xtnyv epyaocio K-VIST, n avdyxn yio ypovixd culhoyioud eivon €viovn, xododc oL apnynoel Tpénel vo
axoloudolv Aoy ahknrouyia exdvwy. To VIST anotedel to Baowxd dataset.

Mébobor Ov pédodol pe e&wtepinyy Yvoon Baocilovtoar oe moluotadlaxée Sadixaoies: apyxd evtomilouv av-
Tixelyeva, avoxtoly oyetxés oviotntee and ConceptNet, emiéyouv Tic mo cuvageic uéow attention xou ot
CLVEYELDL TAPdYOUV TPOTACELS YpnotwonowvTog visual features xou mponyolueva xelpevo. ‘Alkec mpooeyyioeig
Teplopllouy TNV ETOVUANTTIXOTNTO TG oPHYNoNG HE AEELNOYIXG EUTAOUTIOUO, LERAPY O OYECEWY Xal TORAYWYN
xewévou ye Transformers mou evowUAT@VOLY TOWVES ETavEANnNe, Pedtiwuévn avogopd (anaphora) xat evéAixteg
positional encodings. Tplotodioxd povtéha (imagine-reason—write) eVowUATdVOUV YEAPOUC XOLVOU Vou, scene
graphs xau event graphs péow GCN yia var emthéEouv T XATOAANAOTERES EVVOLES.

Transformer-based agpnynoeic enexteivouv autéc tg Sadixaciec uéow pipelines eumioutionol evvowwy, GAT
reasoning, sequential 1| clique-based emAoyrc evvolndy xou TeAxric dnuoupylog totopldy ye RNN ¥ BART, ye o
BART vo emtuyydvet mo nowihéuoppe apnyfoelc. H aglohdynon nepirapfdver BLEU, ROUGE, METEOR,
CIDEr, ta Dist-n vyl yetprioeig mowahlag xar mhotota avitpodnivy aflodynor nou e€etdlel euppddela, cUVAPELL,
TANEOPOEIXOTNTA, GUVOYY), AOYIXOTNTA Ko CUVORLXT TeoTiUNoM.

Evioyuorn YVOone 6T CUSTARATA TAEAY WYAS ExxOvwyY and xeipevo (K-cIG)

Datasets H yvoon otn dnuiovpyla ewdvewy extelveton 1600 otn cuvdetiny| dnutovpyio utd cuviixeg 660 xou
OTNV OTTIXY) APHYNOT), TOEOTL To TEpLocdTEpa Blordéoiua cUvola dedouévwy, 6mng Ta ImageNet, CIFAR, FFHQ,
Oxford Flowers xoaw CUB, dev éyouv oyedlootel yio anouthioelg yvoone. o tn diadoyinr| dnuoveyio yenot-
pomololVToL BedoUEva xoLUEVWY oYedbiwy 6mwe to Pororo-SV xou FlintstonesSV ¥ oOvola helavtedv Bivieo
onwe o DiDeMo-SV, to omola mapé€youy ypovixd eutuypaulGHEVES OUNVES, TERLY PUPES XOL AVOAUTIXES OTNUELD-
OELC TOU ELUVOOUY TNV OmTXH aQyno.

Médobor Ltnyv mapaywyy emdévwy vnd cuvdhnn (K-cIG), 1o GAN Suoxohebovtor pe dyvwotoue cuvduao-
HOUC YVOPRLOUATWY, OONYOVTOS OF ONWAELN ONUACLOAOYING OTAV Ol XEWEVIXEC OUVINXEC AVAPECOVTAL OE UM
epgpaviloyevee xataotdoeic. To KG-GAN eiodyel ecwtepiny) yvdhon exnadedovtog €vay devtepo yevvitopd
oe yvaor tou medlov péow woc knowledge loss xou potpdlovtac mopouétpous Ye Tov YEVVHTOpA ToU GUVIETEL
exovee and xelyevo. ‘Eva dxtuo nakivdpdunong emBailel Teploplopolc EVAOYOPAVELNS YLd Y VKOG TOUSC GUVOL-
aopoUC, EMTEENOVTOC OTO HOVTENO Vo THPAYEL CUVETE(C EXOVEC TERAL Ad TNV XUTAVOUT] eXTaBEVOTG Ywele Vo
yeetdleton e€wtepixd knowledge graphs.

H yvaorn oty Ontin Apiynon (K-SV) allontotel e€wtepind xovéd vou xat SOPNUEVES YAWOOIXES ovamapao T6-
oelg. To cuvtoxtind Bévtpa xwdixomololy Lepapyixd To xelpevo, eved To ConceptNet cuuminedvel Aelnovoeg
ONUACLONOYIHES OYECELS XOL PEQVEL EVVOLONOYIXE TOPOUOIEC TPOTACELS TILO XOVTA GTOV XWeo evowudtwone. H
dense captioning dpa w¢ LoEPH ECHTEPIXNC YWEIXAC YVWOTE, TUREYOVTIS AVOAUTIXT TANEOPOENCT] Yiot VECELS av-
TIXEWEVWY TIOU GUY VA amtouatldlel amd to agriynua. Suothuata 6nwg 0 MARTT cuvbudlouy tn onupasctohoyixn
X0l YWY YVWor Uéow tree-transformers xou graph transformers oote vo BeATidc0UY TNV XELUEVOELXOVOTIOL-
N CLVETELD, TNV OTITIXY TWOTOTNTA Xou TN YeovixT] cuvéyela. Emniéov, ol emtuyiec tou DALL-E evénveuoav
TN XPNON HEYIAWY TEOEXTAUBEVUEVLY HOVTEAWY WG TNYES U] SOUNUEVNS YVOOTS, ETUTEENOVTAS OXOUN XAl Zero-
shot oOvdeon 1oTopldv N} cuvEyLlon pLag ot lotoplag Ye Bdon pio apytxy) exdva.
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1.7. Evioyvon yvoong yéow Meydhwv I'hwcowxdv Movtéhwy

Evioyvorn yvodong o TOAV-EpYACLAKES AR YLTEXTOVIXEG

Yt mohuv-gpyootaxéc apyrtextovixéc Bactopévec oe transformers, n eEwTEPINY 1 EOWTERY YVHOOTN ETUTEENEL
v evomoinor molhwv VL epyaoidv. Opiouyévec mpooeyyioelc evowuatdvouy grounded situation recognition
ot Visual Commonsense Graphs péow tou Visual COMET vy ypovixd xou awtiddn cuiloylopd oe epyooieg
onwe VQA, VE xar VCR. "Alkec yenoiponolody dounuévr yvaor oandé ConceptNet xon Wikidata, euduypop-
uiCouv embeddings yvoong e mpotdoeic exmaldeuone N aélonoloty ovidtnteg Wikidata péow Wikipedia2Vec
v vo eumhoutioouv xelyevo xou eTixétec avielévey. Ou ecwtepiée pédodot, émwe to OSCAR, yenow-
HOTOLOUV ETIXETES AVTIXELWEVWY WS BlouecohafiNTég ueTal edvag xou xewwévou, eved to ERNIE-VIL podoiver
hemtouepn] onpactohoyio yéow mpoexnoidevone pe scene graphs. To ROSITA xotooxevdlet euxdvo-xelyevo
%ol SLo-TPOTUXOVC Yedpougs, eutuypauilovtas OTTIXEC X0 YAWOOIXEC €VVOLEC xou oy NuatilovTog EUTAOUTIOUEVA
uToYpaPRUATY TOU BEATIOVOLY gpyaoies dnwe VQA, avagopéc oe avtixeiyeva xan cross-modal retrieval.

1.7 Evioyvon yvoong peow Meydhwv 'hwooixdy MovigAwy

To knowledge graphs, napdtt npocpépouy dapdveia xa axpifela, mopouvaldlouy coPupols TEPLOPICUOUE GTNY
EMEXTACLLOTNTAL, TNV XEAUYN XL TNV TPOCUPROCTUXOTNTA, UE AMOTEAETHA Vo aduvaToOy Vo cuuPadicouy pe Tig
BLaPX M AVOBUOUEVES OVTOTNTEC X0l €vvoleg Tou epgavilovian oe mpayuatixd dedopéva dpoonc. H ouufolur
Toug QOoN T xorhoTd avemoapxY| Yl AeTTES, CUUPEALOUEVIXES 1) ALTIODELS HOPPESC YVMOTE, EVE 1) AVTIoTolyioN
OTUTIXDY YORUXTNPLOTIXDY O oToepd oviohoyind oyfuata dnuiovpyel cuyvd onuactoloyixd xevd. Autol ou
neptoplopol 0dynoav otn oTadloxY| UETHB0T TEOS TO MUPABELYUN TWV UEYIAWY YAWOOXOV HOVTEAWY W Bd-
oeic yvoone (LLM-as-KB), émou ta LLMs Aettoupyolv ¢ dppnxtec, Swoveunuéves Bdoels yvaone. To LLM
UTOPOUV VO EVOWUATOVOLY GUUPEAlOUEVA, VO TEAYRATOTOOUY GUVUETIXY Xal AvOhOYLXT) GUAROYLOTIXY oL Vol
XALAXDOVOVTOL PUOLXA PECW EXTALDEVOTC OE BEBOUEV UEYIANC XA{Hoxag, XOAUTTOVTOC YoxpéS OUREC EVVOLLDY
xou Véao yeyovota ywelc yewpoxivntn empéhela. IopdhAnia, 1 yAwoowy toug @bon ta xohotéd ouufotd pe to
xeyevixd outputs twv VL yovtélwy, emtpénoviag ohoxANenuévr Slagoptnl) CUAOYIO T Ywelc TNV avdyxn
GXAUTTOV YRAPNUATOY KXol AOYLXWY XAVOVKV.

Qot600, T LLM pmopel var mogexxhivouv 1 vor UTepYEVIXEDGOUY, YEYOVOS TOU €YEL OBNYHOEL TNV AVATTUEY
UBEBWWY cus Tudtwy 6mou Ta KGs npocpépouv emakniebolun, eheyyOuevn yvaor, eve to LLM avaiauBdvouy
Y apoupe Ty, cuppealoUevixy| xatavonor. Xto nedlo Twv vision-language epyaoldv, auth 1 TEOGEYYIOT) EXEL
EVIOYUOEL ONUOVTIXA TIC SUVATOTNATES TWV UOVIEAWY OE YVWoloxevTpwes epyaoieg 6mwe K-VQA, K-VCR xau
1 YVOOoTN-evioyLUEvn eptypaph ewdvey. Xto K-VQA, ol mpdteg pédodol yenowonoinoav LLMs yio mopoyn
yvoone péow Aelavtedyv xou few-shot prompts, evéd vedtepeg npooeyyioeic mpocaupuélovy onTXoUE XWOXOTOL-
Ntéc 1 ouvbudlouy ENTH xou dpeNnX Ty YVOon yio Bektiwpévn avdxtnorn xou cuihoyiwotxr. Xto K-VCR, ta
LLMs cupfdhhouy oty Topoywy) dLTIOAOYROEWY, OTN YPOVIXT X0l XOLVAC AOYIXTG avdAuoY) xou oTNy LloUETnon
Teyvixwy chain-of-thought, cuyvd anoxolbmtovtoc evdidueca Bripato Aoylouol. LNy TEpLypa(r] EXOVLY, T
EVOWUATOON YVOOEMY YEYOVOTWY, OVTOTHTWY XoL commonsense, oA xat 1 a€lomoinom deenxtne yvoons wéow
povtéhwy 6mwe GPT-2 xau CLIP, evioybouv T yevetr ixavétnta tTwv ouotnudtwy. Ilogd tnv mpdodo,
EMewrn eZedixeugévey datasets mou amawtolv eEwtepnt| Yvwon meplopilel tnv mAren aflohdynon twv K-1C
HOVTEAWY, UTOYEOUUILOVTAC TNV avayXn YLoL O OmaUTNTIXES GUVIXES EAEY Y OU.

ATOCAUPAVIOT OTLTIXWDY EVVOLDY

To npbfBinua e anocaphivione ontixdv evvoudy (Visual Word Sense Disambiguation - VWSD) anotehel wa
Tohutpomixy| enéxtaot Tou xhaowol Word Sense Disambiguation, 6mou yio acaphc 1 mohuonux Aextxt ¢edon
TEETEL VAL AVTIO TOLYLO TEL OTN 0Wo Y Elxdva avdueoa oe déxa vodriplec. To npdAnua etvon Wiaktepo amontnTxs,
©oddS Tor oY YPOVA LOVTERA OPUCTC—YADCGCOE GUY VA OTOTUYYEVOUY VO oVoY Veploouy OTaVIES onuacies 1 Vo
oTneLyYolY GE oUGLIC TIXY oNUACLOhOY X XxaTtovdnoy. Avtideta, Telvouy va alonololV ETLPUVELUXES CUTYETIOELS
X0 O TATLO TLXEC XOVOVIXOTNTES TOU TPOEXTABEUTIXO) TOUE COrPUS, TURAXAUTTOVTOE TOV TTROYHATIXG EVVOLOAOYIXO
TuprivaL TOL TEOBAUTOC.

H npdtn uedodoroyinh pag mpooéyyion Poacileton otov eumhoutiopd e @edong eloodou uéow LLMs, ta
omola Aettoupyolv we Bdoelg yvoong. To {ntolyevo eivon vo napaydolv eunhovtiouéves exdoyéc Tne opyLxnc
pedomne Ue TeoTo mou va anocapnvilovy TN cwot onuacio e, XenolonoloUVTal GTOYEVUEVA prompts, 6Twe
“What is <phrase>?" 1| “Describe <phrase>", ta onolo 001 y0olV OE TEQLYPAUPES TIOU EVNUERPOVOUV T HOVTERA
6pUONC—YAMDOCUS YOl O AETTES Xoll GUY VA TopaUEANUEVES oNpaclohoYxég TTuyéc. H motdtnta xou 1) xhlpoxo Tou
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LLM anodetxviovton xplowes: peydho povtéha 6nwe to GPT-3/GPT-3.5 anogépouy onpovtinéc BEATLOOELS,
eve xpdTEpa HOoVTEAX oUYVE emdelvivouy ta anoteréopata. To xatdAinio prompt ennpedlel évtova v
anédooT), UE TA MO EPUNVEUTIXG XoU TEPLYPapIXd prompts vor uepé€youy évavtl exelvwyv mou {ntolv AéEn mpog
&N axp(Betol.

Y Seltepn pedodohoywn| npocéyyion, to VWSD petoatpéneton ot npdfinua Epdtnonc—Andvinone (QA).
Kéde ewdva petatpénetar oe Aeldvta xou to LLM xadeiton vo emhé€er tnv xatahhnidtepn heldavta avdyeoa
oe 8éxo vodrpleg. XpnouomololvTol JUPOpETXES oTpaTNYES prompting, 6mwe zero-shot epwthoelg tomou
“think” 7 “choose”, few-shot mopadeiyuata xou teyvixég Chain-of-Thought. To anoteléopota delyvouy 6Tl Ta
peyahbtepa LLMs, xupiwe to GPT-3.5, anodiBouv copoe xolltepo and uixpdTepd HOVTEND, OV XoL 1 Xeron
ocuhhoyiotixfic oduoiBac (Chain of Thought - CoT) dev npoopéper névta cuph nheovexthpota. Qotdoo, 1o
oLVoAx6 mhalolo TOmouv QA Telvel var anodidet younhdtepa and tn wédodo eumhoutiopod e Qedong, YeYovde
TOU OQEIAETOL OTO OTL 1) UETATPOTY EmOVaE ot xeluevo ewodyel Vopufo xan amdAelo TAnpogoplog, xahoTdvTag
o BOOXOAN TNV AMOCUPHVIOT TNG CWOTAC oNuaciug TS Pedong.

ITegropiopol twv LLMs wg Bdoeig yvoong

H yefion tov LLMs w¢ Bdoswv yvoong ocuvodedetal oand onuavTixés Teoxhioels, Aoyw Tng EXTEVOUS TROEX-
naidevonc toug oe mowiheg TNYEC SESoUEVLY Xal TNS TOAUTAOXNG dpyLlTexTOVIXNC Toug. IBaitepa, ol abuvapiee
ot hoyw oxédn (rasoning) xa ou «mopaotoeicy (hallucinations) nepiopilovy TV TEAXTNY TOUS EQUPUOYT
oe xplowoug topelc. Ipdopates yeréteg €youv avadelel mpoddoug o dldpopous TOTOUE GUANOYLOTIXTG, TS
N xown hoyuxn, N podnuotixny, 1 ontiar) xar dhieg unoxatnyopleg. Iapdha autd, n cuhhoyotiny) Twv LLMs
Baoiletan cuyvd oe mbavotixd potiBa mopd oe teaypatiny xatovonon outlag-anotehéouatog 1 o€ hoyixd mhalola,
HE anoTéAEoUO AoLVETELES 1) AavDaouévn Aoyixt| oe tohimhoxa npoBAfuata ToAAGY Brudtwy. Ta hallucinations
eupaviCovton 6Tay TO HOVTENO TORAYEL POUVOUEVIXE AOYIXES OANG ECQUNIEVES 1| U1 OYETIXEC TATIPOPORIES, GUY VA
AOYw eAMmolc culoyio e, H avTipetdmon autdv Ty TpoxAicEmY onouTel VEEC OTEATNYIXES YioL TNV ENEE-
epyaoia ™e culhoyloTixig xou T pelwon twv hallucinations, dote va emteuydel mo a€idomiot avanapds tao
yvoone [97, 141].

Ilpoc v xatedduvon e mo <«avipwrnoyoppncy ocuvlhoyiotixrc ota LLMs, elvor avoyxolor 1 peiétn
BUOXOAOTEQWVY XAl TLO TOAOTAOXWY XATNYORLOY GUANOYIoHOU, Tpoxelwévou va Siepeuvniel xou var emowniel
n eumiotoolvn ota LLMs oe omoleodnnote epyaoiec, ouunepthaufoavouévne xar tng Yenong toug o¢ Bdoelg
yvéone [88, 249, 248]. H agpnenuévn culhoyiotn| oto LLMs (abstract) npocopoudler avipidnives Swadixaoies
oxédne, yweWlduevee oe xddetn xou mhevpwr; oxédm. H xddetn Pooiletor otn ypoupxr Aoy xou otoug
XAVOVES, EVEG 1) Theupt| amontel dnuovpyixdtnTa xon euehi&io v «extog mhonotovy Aboeg. To mpofAfuorta
OOV YelpeY cuVBLALOLY XaL TIC BUO YOPQES, AMAUTMVTAS Aoy xat dnutoveywr oxédn. H allohdynon yéow
yolpwy eMTEENEL TNV AVAAUOY ABUVOLOY TwV LoVTEAWY, énwe 1 unepBohxn eEdptnon and (eudeic cuoyeti-
OElC, EVO 1) OWOTH xatnyoplononon Twy yeipwv—oe Baciopévous ot xavévee (deterministic xou stochastic)
xou U Baotopévous oe xavévee (riddles, mpoypoupotiotinols, pe xowh hoyixh)—xodopilel Tic anouthioel; oe
oLANOYLO T, YVOON xbopou xau evehiéio. EZeldixevpévec texvinée npotpontc (prompting) afionolotvia yia
™V ovadeln apnenuévng CUAOYIOTIXNG, UE OLUTERT] EUPAOT) OTY) TAEUEWTH OXEPN UECL OVUXATUCHEVACUEVLY
oevapiwy (contextual reconstructions), mou PEWOVOLY TNV TOPATAAVATIXY ETUDEAUCT TWV CNUACIOAOYIXMY AET-
Topepeldy. H dvtinon agpnenuévne yvaorng and ta LLMs anodewcviel 6Tt tar wovtéha autd Slodétouy Tn ouy-
XEXPWEVY txavoTnTa ot éva Bardud, Touldyiotov 6tav alomote{ton 1 xatdhAnAn TeX VXY prompting, avoiyovtog
TEOOTTXEG Yol TNV A€LOTULGTY) XPHON TOUC GTOV EUTAOUTIONS YVAONS.

Mapéro mov ta LLMs emituyydvouv xopugaior anotedéouato o mowxileg epyaoies [74, 334, 279, 353, 251,
252] 8ivovtog TOPAAANACL XATOLEC TEOOTTIXES YO EYYUNOELS OYETIX UE TIC SUVATOTNTEC CUAAOYLOTIXAS TOUC,
n o€lomotia Toug unopel Vo amoTUYEL, EWd oe avTdlnoUNTXG 1| HEPOANTTIXG CEVAQLA, VOBEXVIOVTOC OTL 1|
HENETN xou 1) evioyuom e culoylo s amoTeREl éva UEVo xoppdTt Tou cuvolxol Tpoliiuatoc [321, 77].

‘Evo yopoxtnptotixd nopdderypa eivor to gauvopevo e avtiotpogpne xhudxwone (inverse scaling), émou 1 ond-
doom evog Yovtéhou emdewvavetan xododg avgdvetar to péyedog tou, Aoyw umepBolnnc yevixevong Yeudcv
ouoyetioewy mou Peédnxav ota Sedouéva mpoexmoideuone.  Xto mAdiclo autd, TEOTEVOUUE TNV «epyaoia
enavaxadopiopoly (redefinition task), otny onola ta LLMs xohoUvion var axohoudHoouy eVoARaxTnéS hoyixée
Topelec avTiXaho TAOVTAS TIC TEOETAEYUEVES YVWOELC TOUC UE xaTdhAnio prompting. Ot guoixéc otadepés, 6w
T0 T, 0 opiude Tou Euler, n taydtnta Tou gutoc, xon dhhee, enavoxadopilovton eite e apriunuixéc tiwée elte pe
avTxatdo tooT and dAkeg otodepée, oc tela eninedo Suoxohiog, amd xovTIvVES Ewg TEAElC UN PEAAOTIXES TUUEC.
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YN ouvéyela oyedidlovtal epwTHOELS TELWY ETTEdwY duoxoMac. H avdluon twv anavticewy delyvel 6t 6ot
ta. LLMs nopouctdouy gowvéuevo «dyxupacy (anchoring), Snhodn unepBohixt tpooxdAAney oG nponyoVUeVES
YVOOELS TOUG, EWIXY OTIC anayTHOEL TOMATANG emAOYNG Xt o€ peyaAlTepa wovtéra. IlapdAAnha, mopotneel-
ToL OTL T EYaAUTEPA LoVTEAA TElvouV var amoavToly ue (Yeudn autonenolidnon axdun xou 6tay Bev unopolv va
eneepyYAoTOUY OO TA TIC ENAVIUXAVORIOUEVES TYES, aVIBELVOOVTAS EVay apavi) XIVOUVO 0pYovIXd GUVDEDEUEVO
ue ) @Oorn Twv LLMs.

Emniéov, yehetdvton ot yvwotuxés yepohndiec (cognitive biases) we gouvdpevo oe LLMs xou 1 Suvotdtnta va
yenowonomdolv we emietnés oTpatnyés o cuotdoelg mpoldviwy. O emdéoelc autég, elte yewponolnteg
elte mopayoueveg and LLM, ennpedlouv tn cuyvotnta xan 0 9éon cUOTAONG TV TEOIOVIWY, UETEOVTUS oA
hayée oty avahoyio cbotaong xo oty xatdtoln tou mpotévtog. Ta anotehéopota delyvouv dti Bidpopec
YvwoTinée yepohndiec 6mwe M xowwvixh anddelln (social proof), n alodnorn anoxdeictixdtntae (exclusivity),
7 onavidtnTa (scarcity), n Thaopatixf, éxntwon (discount framing) xou 1 enixhnorn oty avdevtio (authority
bias), unopolyv va petaBdhhouy onuavtixd T cloTacT xou TNV xatdtodn teoidviwy oe LLMs, eite deuxd elte
apvnTixd, emPBeBardyvovTag 6Tl To LOVTEAD EfVAL EVGAWTA OF YVOO TIXEC EMLEPOES TOU UTOPOLY V. Yenotuoroinoly
Yol YEWRAYDYNOT.

Yuvolxd, anoxahlnteton 6Tl 1 eumotoolvn ota LLMs 8ev elvon dedopévrn, xadde ol nepioplopol toug otny
npocdpuoYY o Véa 1) enavaxadoplopévo dedouéva xau 1 evatoinoio Toug ot YvwoTixée uepohndleg umopel va
odnyfoouv oe avollOTIOTES 1) TUQUTAAVITIXES ANAVTHOELS.

1.8 Xvunepdopata

Y10 olvohd tng, 1 mapoloa dwtelBy) avédele Ot N yvoon amotekel Yeuéhlo otouyeio yio TV xatovonom,
Vv e€Nynon xou TN Yevixeuorn oe molutpomxd cvothuota. To cuothuata dpaong-yAnooog eEoxohovdoly
VoL UGTEROUY OTAY XAAOUVTAL VO BLoYELOLOTOUY AETTOUERT], YPOVIXA 1) OLTLOXE DOUNUEVY YVMOT, UE ATOTEAECUA
vo epgoviCouv eldelderc téoo oty mapaywyh eENyhoewy 660 xou 6TV aflOTOTIH TWV GUANOYLOUMY TOUG.
H avédhvon tov tinwv yvoong, n diepedvnon twv counterfactual eneufdoewy xou 1 perétn entodv Pdoewyv
yvaong €deilav 6Tl 1 EVOWUATOON EEWTEPXOY TNYOV Tapauével xplolun yio eneny oo TnTa xou oTadepdTnTa.
Ioapddhnha, to amoteréopata €delloy Twe 1) UETABAON OE TLo EUTANCTO, XATUVEUNUEVA HOVTEAD YVMOONE —OTWC
to. LLMs— enextelvel onpoavtixd tig Suvatdtnieg twv VL cuotnudtov, ywelc duwe vo eEodelpel mhipws Tig
aduvopleg Toug we mpog Ty aflomioTian ) Tov EAEYYO TWV TopUYOUEVWY YVWoewy. ‘Etol, mpoxintel 6Tl 7
SUVBUAGTIXN XPNOM PNTAY X0 GEENTWY UNYAVLOUWY YVOCTG ATOTEAEL TNV TLO PEAALGTIXN XAl TOEOY WYX ETAOYT.

Ané o evprpoata e datpiPric, meoxintel Ot mapd TV a&loonueiwtn tpdodo twv LLMs, eoaxoloudolv va
UTdEYOUY ONUOVTIXE XEVA 0T dlayelplor YVoong, otny anoguyt hallucinations xou otn duvatéTnTa chvdeoNC
HETOEY v TIANTTIXGY Xt GUPBOAXWY avomapactdoewy. Ta LLMs Aeitovpyoly mo anoteAecyotind wg anodrixeg
xan ene€epyaotéc yvwong, v ol VL unyaviouol mapauévouy amapaitntol yior Ty ontixh Yepehivon o tny
TOAUTEOTUXTY] GUAAOYLETIXY. AUTO TO Ydouo LToYEUUUICEL TNV aVEYXT) Yl GUGTHUOTA TO OTLO(OL BEV EVOWUITMVOUY
ATAGE YVOOT), 0hAG UTOE0oUV VA T1) SLOYELPLGTOVY, VoL TNV ENUANUEDGOUY X0l VA T1] YENOLLOTOLCOUY UE TEOTO TOU
evduypoppileton pe Ty omtxh avtikndn. Ou avahboeis e SwotplBric xatadewviouy dti 1 Pudon tpdodog dev
Beloxeton olte oty mhien e&dptnom and cuuBolxd yeapruata 00TE GTOV AMOAUTO EVOTEPVIGUO TNG dpENTNg
yvoone twv LLMs, ahhd o€ GUVOUACTIXES OPYLTEXTOVIXES TIOU ETUTRENOLY EAEYYO, SLoupdveio xan eveME(AL.

O yeMovtinég xateudivoeic cuyxhivouv mpog TV avdntuén o dounuévwy, VBeWBxdY Tpoceyyloewy 6mou
1 yvoon (eite pnth elte dpentn) Aettovpyel we cuvtoviopévo clotnua Topwv. H avdyxn yuo aviixeievinée
petpwég oflohoynong, datasets mou amantolV TEOYUATIX YVOOT Xl TO CTUVERES OTEUTNYIXES EVOWUATMOONG
yvoone eivon eppavic. EBd o pdhog twv LLMs we Bdoeic yvione Ya evioyuiel, elte we aveldptntes nnyég
TAneooenone elte we emandeutixol pnyavioyol mou eréyyouv N Bektwwvouv to LVLMs. Qotéco, to mo
onpoavtixd Briuo ebvan 1 petdBaon mpog mpaxtopxd molutpomxd cusThuata, énou éva LLM xou éva LVLM Aet-
ToUPYOLY ¢ 8V0 cuVERYUlOUEVOL TPAXTOPES: O TEMOTOC WS YVOOTNG, ETYEANTNAC Xt EAEYXTAC TNS TANpogpopla,
0 deltepog we avTAnmTxd cboTnua Tou Uetapedlel TN Yvwor oe ontxd Yeyehlouéves npdéelc ¥ eEnynoelc.
Avuty| 1 ouvepyaTiny| Suvoixy] avolyel ToV BpdUo Yl TOAUTEOTIXY| VONUOGUVY o eV TEPLOPIlETOL O OTATIXES
oVATOEAC TACELS, OANG Umopel vor oyedidlel, var texunpldvet, vo augofntel, va emaindeder xou vo avadewpel Tic
{Bieg g Tic dradixaoiec.

YUVOAXE, oL TPOTELVOUEVES UEAAOVTIXES oTEVTOVOELS GUYXAIVOUY TEOG Widt VEX ETOYT] OTOU ToL TOAUTPOTLXG
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ovothpata dev Yo elvon amhde PovTéla mou cUVBUALoUY eV xolt XEUEVO, OAAG TOAUTPAXTOPES UE AUTOVOUN
dlayelplom Yvoong, txavol va cuviétouy entég xou dppnTeg Hoppéc TAnpogopiag, va epapuolouy counterfactual
SUANOYLOUOUE ol VoL GAANAETULOPOUY UE TOV XOOUO PECW WULoG CUVEXTIXAC Xl EMEENYNOLUNG YVWOTIXAC Bounc.
Avuti) 1 yetdBaon tpog TNV TedxTopa TOAUTEOTUXOTN T AnoTEAE! TO QUOIXS xon avaryxafo Bruc yio TRV avamTugn
CUOTNUATWY ToU elvol Oyl LOVO TO LOYVEE, ARG XOU TILO XUTAVONGLUM, EAEYYOUEVOL X0 DLOPOVT).
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Chapter 2

Introduction

In recent years, Artificial Intelligence (AI) has become a focal point across industries and academia, driving
innovation and reshaping numerous sectors. Once confined to theoretical discussions and science fiction, Al
now permeates nearly every aspect of modern life—from healthcare and finance to transportation, education,
and entertainment. Its ability to learn from data, adapt to new information, and perform complex tasks has
not only revolutionized industries but also positioned Al as a critical area of academic inquiry.

As Al systems increasingly influence high-stakes decisions, questions around trust, accountability, and trans-
parency have become more urgent. This has led to the growing importance of Explainable Artificial Intelli-
gence (XAI), a subfield focused on making Al decision-making processes understandable to humans. Unlike
traditional “black-box” models, explainable Al seeks to provide insights into how and why a system reaches
a particular outcome, thereby enabling users to verify, challenge, or refine its behavior. This transparency is
especially crucial in sensitive domains where ethical, legal, and social consequences are significant. Further-
more, explainability is not only vital for building trust with end-users but also for improving model reliability,
uncovering biases, and facilitating regulatory compliance. As Al becomes more embedded in decision-making
processes, the demand for systems that are not only powerful but also interpretable is rapidly growing.

Among the various approaches to explainable Al, counterfactual explanations (CEs) have gained significant
attention for their intuitive appeal and practical usefulness. A counterfactual explanation describes how
a minimal change to an input could lead to a different output—effectively answering the question, “What
would need to be different for the Al to make another decision?” For example, in a loan application scenario,
a counterfactual explanation might state: “Your loan was denied because your annual income was $30,000;
if it had been $45,000, the loan would have been approved.” This kind of explanation is not only easy to
understand for non-expert users, but also actionable, as it offers concrete guidance on how an outcome could
be improved. By focusing on the smallest possible changes necessary to alter a prediction, counterfactuals
provide both transparency and empowerment—bridging the gap between model logic and user expectations.
As such, they are particularly well-suited for domains where interpretability, fairness, and user trust are
essential.

A significant limitation in current literature around CEs is the focus to low-level uninterpretable features,
such as pixel manipulations in images: changing an RGB value of a certain pixel in an image may alter the
classification label of the image overall, even though this manipulation is totally uninformative to humans;
therefore, answering "What would need to be different" cannot be interpreted in human-level concepts,
nor can it be replicated for other images in a consistent manner. On the other hand, introducing human-
interpretable high-level concepts for CEs allows for more useful and valid explanations, satisfying the final
recipients-the humans themselves. Such concepts involve meaningful units of information, such as visual
objects (e.g. "chair", "person", "dog", "car" etc), concept characteristics (e.g. "great movie", "blue sky"
etc) and interactions between concepts (e.g. "man rides bike", "cat on roof" etc). Those naturally correspond

to how humans perceive the world, therefore they are effortlessly interpretable and replicable.

An upcoming literature branch suggests the exploitation of external knowledge sources to enforce and guar-
antee conceptuality in CEs and XAI in general, establishing well-defined algorithms that advance explainable
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systems and validate their proper functionality, especially in high-stakes scenarios. Nevertheless, the mul-
tifaceted applicability of knowledge sources is not only restricted to enabling conceptual XAI techniques:
the same knowledge sources can be readily applied for enhancing the performance of Al systems, without
significant modifications to the original algorithm that connects conceptuality with CEs.

A parallel venture views knowledge enhancement from external knowledge sources as an important step
towards more complex Al systems, which can seemingly reason and approach human-level performance as
much as possible. Knowledge-enhanced systems are able to take existing Al systems to the next level, serving
more purposes rather than perceiving what is evident: those systems can possess knowledge about real-world
facts, commonsense cognition, temporal associations, complex linguistic terms and many other senses that
humans normally acquire through learning, experience and exposure to varying unpredictable situations.

Especially with the advent of Large Language Models (LLMs), knowledge enhancement becomes more effort-
less, while the knowledge spectrum fused to existing systems grows to unprecedented levels. There is much
evidence in literature that LLM-driven knowledge enhancement enables impressive capabilities, taking Al to
a new era of efficiently assisting humans in an abundance of tasks, without significant limitations regarding
the amount and variety of knowledge that they possess.

However, this is not without a cost: LLMs are undoubtedly knowledgeable but their opaque nature raises
several concerns. They often hallucinate, producing unfaithful and erroneous outputs, obscured under lin-
guistically correct utterances. At the same time, reasoning shortcomings and failure to adhere to trustworthy
suggestions limit their unquestionable integration to several applications. Thus, a significant discussion
across stakeholders commences, addressing all these shortcomings naturally accompanying LLMs, with the
hope that more reliable LLMs will be promoted in the future.

Several of these issues are addressed in the current thesis: inspired by the evolution of external knowl-
edge sources and their increasing integration in several Al systems, we study them for crafting trustworthy
conceptual CEs, as well as for advancing performance of existing models using knowledge enhancement.

2.1 Thesis contributions

In this thesis, we investigate the contribution of knowledge bases in various tasks in Natural Language
Processing and Multimodal Learning, either in terms of explainability or performance enhancement. The
structure is introduced as following.

2.1.1 Survey and taxonomy of knowledge types

At first, we explore the types of knowledge that can be fused in Al systems, involving both the level of
transparency of the knowledge source itself, as well as the different senses that have been incorporated in
knowledge sources [206, 205]. The types of knowledge are introduced and analyzed in chapter 3.

The nature and structure level of each knowledge source suggests its optimal usage; for example, knowledge
graphs serve as clearly structured and well-defined knowledge sources, perfectly fulfilling the purpose of con-
ceptuality in XAI applications. This characteristic can be attributed to the deterministic semantic distances
between concepts, requesting interpretable algorithms (such as graph transversing) to discover conceptual
relationships. On the other hand, LLM knowledge is dispersed and cannot be located, rendering the retrieval
process of a concept uninterpretable. As a trade-off, the vast amounts of knowledge, which is acquired in an
unsupervised manner, allows knowledge enhancement of an abundance of tasks, without explicitly seeking
for specific knowledge senses in dedicated knowledge sources.

2.1.2 Background in Counterfactual Explanations

Then, we delve into the intersection of knowledge and explanations, specifically focusing on CEs. A thorough
introduction on CEs is presented in chapter 4, underlying the importance of involving knowledge to ensure
conceptuality in CEs. In that case, we revisit existing literature that supports our basic claims of utilizing
structured knowledge graphs to obtain semantic distances that drive concept substitutions. This way, the
question of "What would need to be different" is translated to "What is the optimal conceptual change" that
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results in an observable change in the outcome. Minimal conceptual changes verify that humans are able to
comprehend and replicate them in a controllable manner.

2.1.3 Explicit knowledge bases for explainability

In chapter 5 we delve into the utilization of explicit knowledge bases to enable post-hoc explainability of
models in a black-box manner [204, 208, 320]. Our core method is primarily based on graph matching
between two sets of concepts. By optimally bridging these two sets, we obtain a set of conceptual edits,
which ultimately act as explanations of "What is the optimal conceptual change". In other words, defining
the lowest cost matching between these two concept sets provides us with theoretical guarantees of optimality,
with the assignment cost being defined from the conceptual distances on a knowledge graph. In any case,
we focus on model-agnostic interventions, in the sense that we do not optimize our algorithm to explain a
specific model at a time. This black-box nature permits the extendability of our method to any model that
can be probed by observing input-output relationships. Consequently, we present our research contributions
in:

e Finding approximate minimal interventions for NLP classifiers using concept-level counterfactuals (Sec-
tion 5.2.4), as well as visual classifiers harnessing graph-based counterfactuals (section 5.2.5). In the
classic counterfactual setup where minimal changes are requested, we introduce novelties regarding
accelerating the matching procedure as driven from distances stemming from knowledge graphs.

e Exploring the novel setup of non-minimal interventions for semantic similarity models (section 5.2.6).

2.1.4 Knowledge in vision-language explanations

In chapter 6, we present the utilization of knowledge graphs in explaining multimodal systems combining
vision and language. As a basic use-case, we present knowledge enhancement in Visual Question Answering
(VQA) leveraging counterfactual interventions as presented previously in section 5.2.6.

Consequently, we extend the basic algorithm for crafting conceptual CEs based on concept substitutions to
allow for more operations, such as concept deletions and insertions [203, 69, 67, 39, 202, 316]. In that case,
selecting between insertion, deletion and substitution of concepts translates into transversing a knowledge
graph to discover the optimal set of such operations to propose counterfactual data instances within given
datasets. Based on an existing framework for conceptual CEs, we present our contributions in the following
tasks:

e Text to image generation (section 6.2). Specifically, we experiment on two challenging tasks: 1)
Story visualization involves the sequential generation of frames based on related captions, maintaining
continuity from frame to frame while accurately transferring concepts from the textual to the visual
modality. 2) Scene generation takes traditional image generation one step further by requesting gen-
erating several interacting objects while respecting potential object attributes. The key question of
"What is the optimal conceptual change" translates to finding optimal paths between textual and vi-
sual concepts, so that concepts extracted from the image should change to concepts present in the text,
since text forms the ground-truth modality. Once again, optimally pairing visual and textual concepts
is reflected to a graph matching problem between these two concept sets.

e Hallucination detection in image captioning (section 6.3). Ultimately, the setup is the inverse
of the one leveraged in the text to image generation case: now, we have to discover conceptual edits
in order to transit from the textual modality to the visual modality, which serves as the ground truth.
Both concept and graph matching are tested in order to incorporate more complex cases, as the ones
in which conceptual relationships are definitive. To conclude the value of the semantic edits framework
proposed, we showcase that typical image captioning measures are fully uninformative in capturing
conceptual discrepancies between the two modalities, strengthening the value of conceptuality in image
captioning evaluation strategies.
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2.1.5 Knowledge enhancement in vision-language tasks

In chapter 7 we focus on multimodal applications in conjunction to knowledge enhancement via external
sources. By continuing the survey and taxonomy introduced in chapter 3, we present a thorough analysis of
the vision-language tasks that have received knowledge enhancement applications in recent literature [206],
involving tasks such as Visual Question Answering, Visual Reasoning, Visual Commonsense Reasoning, Image
Captioning, Visual Dialog, Visual Storytelling, Image Generation. We then justify the need for considering
LLMs as knowledge bases for multimodal tasks, serving scenarios where incorporating structured knowledge
graphs is inefficient or even impossible, as in the case where knowledge retrieval and multi-step reasoning
processes have to be employed [205].

2.1.6 LLMs as knowledge bases

Finally, in chapter 8 we focus on the usage of LLMs as Knowledge Bases in place of the traditionally employed
structured Knowledge Graphs. LLMs are leveraged to enrich existing data harnessing the rich knowledge they
have acquired during pre-training, thus boosting the final performance of pre-trained models for downstream
tasks. We therefore present our contributions in the following:

e Initially, we review the usage of LLMs as knowledge bases for Vision-Language tasks in section 8.1,
demonstrating the value of the approach and the current state of research.

e We enhance performance on the Visual Word Sense Disambiguation (VWSD) task using LLMs
as knowledge bases (section 8.2). In this application, prompting LLMs to fuse knowledge in order to
disambiguate terms in context improves the performance of knowledge-free approaches [157, 156].

e We delve into challenges concerning the LLM capabilities themselves; these are mostly tied to open
research questions regarding hallucinations and LLM reasoning that may hinder the effortless adoption
of LLMs for knowledge enrichment, as well as for other tasks in general [88, 249, 97, 141] (section 8.3).
Finally, tasks where LLMs collapse are analyzed in section 8.4 [321, 77].

Overall, this thesis outlines and analyzes the varying contributions that external knowledge sources can have
to advance expainability and performance of Al models without intruding to their particular architecture
and internal mechanisms. This is a significant step towards reusable, efficient and adaptable algorithms that
can serve several purposes with zero or minimal modification in their functionality to address significant gaps
in research literature with the ultimate goal of advancing AI models to be more trustworthy, accountable,
meaningful and competent.
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Chapter 3

Types of knowledge

The incorporation of external knowledge sources in neural models has been an area of active research due
to the advantage it offers in terms of performance enhancement and explainability. Knowledge is divided
in several senses, referring to distinct categories or dimensions of knowledge that humans or Al systems
can possess, each characterized by its source, nature, and application. Most common senses of additional
knowledge offering those benefits are analyzed below.

Hierarchical knowledge refers to is-a relationships forming a tree structure, with the root serving as the
most generic concept and parent node of all the rest, while leaves constitute the most specific concepts. For
example, cat is-a mammal is an instance that represents such hierarchical relationships.

Lexical knowledge serves as a structured dictionary, offering linguistic rules, while being able to resolve
issues such as word sense disambiguation. Lexical knowledge can be combined with hierarchical knowledge,
providing hypernym /hyponym relationships.

Named entities cover a variety of proper names as instances of entities, and include names of people,
locations, companies, organizations etc [98]. For example, the sentence Joe Biden is the president of the
United States contains the named entities Joe Biden and United States.

Factual knowledge includes encyclopedic information of the world, such as the historical fact WW2 lasted
from 1939 to 1945. Such knowledge can also refer to more specific scientific facts, including knowledge in
medical, biological, chemistry domains and many more. Facts can also be combined with named entities,
forming statements such as Zebras live in Africa (Africa is a named entity).

Commonsense knowledge is the self-evident perception of the world according to humans; sugar is sweet
and if I go out in the rain I’ll get wet are obvious commonsense statements. We can identify several discrete
senses of commonsense knowledge, affecting aspects of the world a human experiences. Such subcategories
refer to similarity /dissimilarity concepts, such as synonyms and antonyms of words. Another common-
sense variant includes part-whole (part-of) relationships representing concepts belonging to more generic
ones or consisting members of a group, for example the bark is a part of a tree, the tree is part of the forest.
Part-whole in terms of lexical knowledge is expressed via meronyms (part) and holonyms (whole). Util-
ity relationships describe usage scenarios, such as a fork is used for eating or capability (wheels can rotate).
Spatial information offers knowledge about usual locations of objects in the physical world, for example
boats are situated near water, or even geographic information, such as Italy is located at Europe, which sits
on the intersection with factual knowledge and named entities. Comparative knowledge provides
rules of comparison between objects, for example leopards are larger than cats. Such statements are crucial
towards learning logical reasoning scenarios. Numerical knowledge addresses common enumerations in
real life, providing facts such as humans have two eyes. Intents, desires and plans constitute another sense
of commonsense knowledge, including facts such as hungry people want to eat and a hungry person cooks
to eat. Behavioral knowledge results from logical reasoning over commonsense facts, forming rules e.g. a
child cannot drink 10 liters of water in one day. Creator knowledge contains statements such as a song is
created by a musician or bread is made from wheat.
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Event/temporal knowledge contains chronological information and order of events, blending factual and
commonsense knowledge. Events can refer to a large number of chronologically distinct time periods from
widely known events such as world wars, significant political events, sports, social/scientific movements and
many more, to more specialized events known to smaller audiences. Temporal sequences can contain chrono-
logically ordered events: for example, COVID-19 started in 2019. Vaccines for COVID-19 were developed
during 2020 is a factual sequence of events. A commonsense sequence of events could contain infor-
mation such as Spring comes after winter. Sequences may also refer to causal relationships with the cause
preceding the event, such as the boy dropped a glass of water and then the glass broke, which can also be
transformed to hypothetical if/then statements, for example if a boy drops the glass of water, the glass will
break, or even counterfactual statements expressing what would have happened if an alternative scenario
occurred, e.g. if the boy had not dropped the glass of water, the glass would not have been broken.

Visual knowledge contains images and possibly additional annotations to connect visual perception with
commonsense. Attributes of objects, such as shape, color, texture and others can be connected with their
visual counterpart, visualizing commonsense situations such as tomatoes are red and round. Visual knowledge
is ideal for learning instances of the world involving object relationships and attributes, paving the way for
more complex reasoning required in several multimodal tasks. Spatial relationships are naturally combined
with images; for example apples placed inside a bowl, bowl placed on a table. More types of relationships can be
further visualized, including actions between visual entities (a girl is holding a tennis racket), object details
(black and white stripped hat), part-whole has-a relationships (woman has long blonde hair) or scene text (a
truck with Coca-Cola logo). Those rather obvious statements can be extended to commonsense assumptions
(the temperature is low), when an image of an icy landscape is provided. More complex visual instances can
provide information about intents (a customer enters a restaurant to eat, a person holding a suitcase and a
passport plans to travel), causes/effects (a biker cycling out in the rain will get wet), factual instantiations
(an ancient Greek temple of the 5th century BC, girls with Japanese kimono dresses), similarity reasoning
(the dog’s toy looks similar to a plate), similarity including named entities (a man looking similar to Brad
Pitt), creator knowledge (the painting was created by a person holding a paintbrush), capability (a cat
can jump on the tree branch).

In our work, we divide external knowledge in three main categories, based on the degree of structure of
their sources and its consequent advantages or limitations: implicit knowledge, present in a non-symbolic
form, explicit knowledge, typically stored in structured knowledge bases, and web-crawled knowledge,
acquired from various online sources, usually in unstructured format. Moreover, we can recognize the category
of internal knowledge or self-knowledge, which does not rely on external sources, but rather obtains extra
knowledge from the existing data. [206]

An overview of the available types of knowledge sources is provided in Figure 3.0.1.

Knowledge
sources
External sources Internal sources
Implicit Explicit (KG) Web-crawled Self knowledge

Figure 3.0.1: Overview of knowledge sources. [206]
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3.1 Implicit knowledge

Implicit knowledge refers to information stored in a non-symbolic form, such as neural network weights.
The indisputable popularity of neural architectures in recent deep learning literature has led to numerous
relevant contributions, even if their primary goal deviates from knowledge representation. Unsupervised
or self-supervised pre-training of transformer models (without any fine-tuning) is able to provide implicit
knowledge in several downstream tasks, as introduced in the LM-as-KB paradigm [262]. In this case, the
knowledge in an LM is embedded in high-dimensional weight matrices as statistical regularities among tokens.
Conceptual relations (such as synonymy, hypernymy, or causal connections) are not stored symbolically but as
geometric relationships in the embedding space; to this end, entities are represented as contextualized vectors,
relations emerge as transformations or directions in the vector space, while queries are resolved through
probabilistic inference rather than discrete lookup. This distributed encoding allows flexible generalization
e.g., inferring unseen relations from analogical reasoning. In the multimodal case, incorporating large-scale
linguistic and visual data in the pre-training stage can seemingly form unstructured knowledge bases, following
the LM-as-KB paradigm.

Nevertheless, implicit knowledge is not always sufficient to answer questions requiring general, factual and
commonsense knowledge, especially when rare information is requested. At the same time, the requested
knowledge may be inconsistent, potentially returning varying responses to a given query. Additionally, its
black-box nature raises concerns about how and what a pre-trained model has learned; for example, biased,
outdated or erroneous data received during pre-training will be reflected in all later stages, resulting in
decreased performance of the downstream model. Tracing back the source of such a problem is not possible
due to the lack of interpretability tied to implicit knowledge bases, as well as the distributed nature of implicit
knowledge. This distributed nature also contributes to the difficulty of querying an LM, shifting the weight
towards exploring solutions such as fill-in-the-blank probing, fine-tuning, and more recently prompting. [7,
292] Another shortcoming of the LM-as-KB paradigm is the intractable reasoning process [7]. In fact, it is
an open question to which extend LMs can reason or merely memorize as much as possible [363, 399, 118,
while performing poorly on certain reasoning types [399, 144].

3.1.1 Large Language Models as Knowledge Bases

The surge of Large Language Models (LLMs) [31, 244, 245, 338, 339, 48, 8, 132, 133, 333| suggests that they
can serve as ideal implicit knowledge bases [105] thanks to the massive information they have stored and their
emergent abilities [363]. This novel implicit knowledge paradigm positions LLMs as dynamic, flexible, and
ever-evolving systems that can adapt to diverse informational needs without the constraints of predefined
schema or rigid structures, as in the case of knowledge graphs. In our work, we prove that LLMs are successful
in enhancing a variety of tasks such as multimodal retrieval [157, 156] and image generation [253, 12, 13].

On the one hand, the LLMs’ capacity to generalize across data and synthesize new insights from disparate
pieces of information allows for unparalleled versatility in handling complex queries. On the other hand, some
shortcomings such as errors, inconsistencies and hallucinations remain pertinent when LLMs are employed
as knowledge bases [119, 416, 97], not to mention reasoning-related restrictions [118, 88, 249|, which question
their wide applicability in practice, especially in high-stakes decisions.

Nevertheless, the LLM-as-KB paradigm holds immense promise overall. The scalability, flexibility and the
human-friendly interaction the LLMs offer tend to shift the knowledge representation paradigm to their favor.
Their integration with domain-specific fine-tuning, retrieval-augmented generation (RAG), and counterfactual
reasoning methods can mitigate inherent limitations and further enhance its capacity for reliable knowledge
representation. As research advances, the LLM-as-KB paradigm could redefine how knowledge is stored,
accessed, and interpreted, paving the way for AI systems that are not only informationally rich but also
trustworthy and explainable.

3.2 Explicit knowledge

Explicit knowledge is based on clear, structured facts in the form of a knowledge graph and it is able to
explicitly fill some aforementioned gaps that cannot be covered via the LM-as-KB paradigm. Even though
several contemporary neural models have acquired a certain understanding of their participating modalities,
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they cannot effectively handle concepts and relationships they have never seen during training [124]. The
same discrepancy may apply even when an implicit knowledge source is used, if the implicit distribution
remains rather distant from the desired one. For example, a model trained on pairs of generic images and
corresponding captions will inevitably present much lower metrics when asked to infer from medical images
accompanied by relevant captions with scientific vocabulary. The same limitation is prevalent when there is
a shortage of training data [124]. Although an intuitive scenario would suggest to repeat the pre-training
procedure, so that this extra information will be reflected via updated neural weights, the pre-training cost
is in reality computationally unaffordable [303] for the majority of research institutions. Even in that case,
repeated occurrences of out-of-distribution data would demand from scratch pre-training or at least fine
tuning each time, preventing the scalability of related tasks.

On the contrary, in the case of explicit knowledge bases, the contribution of the knowledge source can be
measured and evaluated, offering valuable transparent insights regarding the role of knowledge. Such out-
of-distribution information is well represented in structured knowledge graphs. Large scale knowledge can
complement pre-trained models by extending their understanding to previously unseen concepts, either by
substituting the need for extra training, or by enriching existing datasets to achieve more informative, fair
and high quality representations, if (re-)training is necessary. Even in that case, pre-training demands can be
reduced, achieving similar representation capabilities to larger models pre-trained without additional explicit
knowledge. The quality of such representations is somehow controllable, a benefit which can be attributed to
the explicit and transparent nature of KGs: issues regarding biases, errors, concept drifts and inconsistencies
can be captured and resolved easily, exploiting automatic techniques or manual interventions. In any case,
KGs should contain relevant information to the downstream task in order to be beneficial [124].

There are some downsides regarding the usage of explicit knowledge in the form of KGs. First, many KGs may
require manual labor for data collection and curation. The same disadvantage also applies on the construction
and maintenance of the graph itself. In certain cases, such as in the medical domain, experts are necessary
in order to design and construct dedicated KGs. Moreover, there are difficulties regarding alignment and
co-operation between different KGs [124], thus sometimes limiting in practice the improvements they offer.

Combining implicit and explicit information can offer advanced capabilities to downstream tasks, as implicit
sources can fuse large-scale general knowledge to a model, while explicit sources can fix errors, enrich existing
knowledge and increase a model’s transparency. [206]

3.3 Web-crawled knowledge

Web-crawled knowledge refers to unstructured knowledge obtained from the web, which is able to combine
the benefits present in implicit and explicit knowledge bases. There is no need for labelled data, but also
no need for expensive pre-training, which is one major limitation of implicit knowledge. Online sources are
readily accessible, while the amount and the content of retrieved knowledge is easily controlled and customized
to the task’s needs. A questionable part of web-scrapped knowledge is its quality, as it is hard to validate
each available web source. Low-quality data may deteriorate the final performance of the model, therefore
time and effort has to be invested in techniques that automatically ensure high-quality data. Web knowledge
can offer some amount of transparency, as a sentence leading to the final prediction can be tracked, even if
reasoning is not as fully explicit, as in cases of structured graphs.

3.4 Internal knowledge

Internal or self-knowledge is a knowledge type that does not rely on any external source, as it is obtained
from existing textual and visual data themselves. For example, producing a scene graph enables learn-
ing more fine-grained representations compared to merely utilizing VL data in their original format [397].
Self-knowledge has demonstrated improvements in downstream model performance, especially when detailed
disambiguation is necessary, as it enables better associations between existing data. However, self-knowledge
does not extend the knowledge a model has already acquired from the data it has been trained on. Further-
more, it is prone to errors associated with the knowledge acquisition process, such as scene graph generation
errors. [206]
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Counterfactual explanations

This thesis primarily focuses on harnessing external knowledge to obtain explanations with the goal of in-
terpreting either neural models or automatic evaluation methods. Knowledge graphs (KGs) excel in tasks
requiring structured, interpretable, and explainable representations of knowledge, making them ideal candi-
dates for explainability ventures where traceability, trustworthiness and semantic clarity are essential.

Since there is a broad spectrum of possible explanation methods, we mainly focus on counterfactual expla-
nations: through them we attempt to answer the question of what needs to be changed in a given instance
to observe an alternative outcome. The set of changes towards the alternative outcome answer why a system
made a decision in a cause-effect manner. Under this interpretation, the input features present in data act as
the cause, while the output of a system acts as the effect. Counterfactuals closely represent the way humans
are performing reasoning, allowing what-if scenarios to understand situations, which are ultimately based on
altering controllable variables to transit to the alternative scenario. [259, 100]

4.1 From Causality to Counterfactuals

The foundation of counterfactual reasoning lies in causal inference, which aims to uncover not just correla-
tions but causal dependencies between variables. Judea Pearl’s structural causal models (SCMs) formalized
this reasoning by introducing the concept of interventions—the act of forcibly changing a variable to observe
downstream effects [259]. In the causal hierarchy, counterfactual reasoning resides at the top, above associ-
ational and interventional reasoning. While associational reasoning describes what is (i.e., observed data)
and interventional reasoning describes what will happen if we do (i.e., outcome of manipulation), counter-
factual reasoning explores what would have happened if things were different. This capability distinguishes
explanation from mere prediction, as counterfactuals demand an understanding of the underlying causal
mechanisms.

Formally, an SCM comprises a set of structural equations that define how each variable in a system is
generated from others and an exogenous noise component. Intervening on a variable corresponds to replacing
one of these equations with a fixed value, effectively simulating an alternative world. Within explainable
AT, counterfactuals operationalize this same principle: changing the input features simulates an intervention
in the model’s decision-making process. Thus, counterfactual explanations bridge human reasoning (what-if
thinking) and machine-level prediction models.

4.2 Desiderata for Counterfactual Explanations

In terms of machine learning models, a counterfactual explanation targeting a predictive model M comprises
the minimal possible change in the input features to alter the predicted outcome: given a model M and a
corresponding prediction y = M (z), where x refers to an input instance, a counterfactual explanation z’ is a
minimally different instance to x that changes the prediction M (z") # y. The notion of minimality between
instances may be different between applications and datasets. [100]
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Several properties determine whether a counterfactual explanation is meaningful, useful, and reliable. Fol-
lowing [355, 100], these properties can be summarized as:

Plausibility: The counterfactual instance 2’ should correspond to a realistic point in the data distribution.
Implausible or non-existent configurations (e.g., “a person aged -3 years”) diminish the value of an explanation.

Minimality: The perturbation Az = 2’ — x must be as small as possible while still changing the prediction.
This ensures that only the most influential factors are identified.

Diversity: When multiple counterfactuals exist, providing a diverse set enhances the user’s understanding
of multiple causal pathways.

Actionability: Counterfactuals should be grounded in changes the user can realistically act upon. For
example, “increase annual income by $5,000” is actionable, whereas “change gender” is not.

Sparsity: Explanations should ideally involve modifying only a small number of features. Sparse explana-
tions are easier for humans to comprehend and act upon.

Proximity and Coherence: The counterfactual should be close to the original instance not only numer-
ically but semantically, preserving the internal consistency of features (e.g., age, education, and occupation
relationships).

These properties collectively ensure that counterfactual explanations are not only technically valid but also
human-aligned, facilitating trust and interpretability. However, balancing these properties is non-trivial: for
example, minimizing the distance between x and z’ may yield counterfactuals that are unrealistic, while
enforcing realism might require larger changes. Consequently, modern approaches often formulate counter-
factual generation as an optimization problem that jointly minimizes distance while maximizing plausibility,
often under the constraints of a trained model or data distribution.

Another aspect of counterfactual explanations in machine learning concerns the accessibility an explanation
can have within the predictive model. Typically, the model M under explanation is black-boz, i.e. the model is
not interpretable by nature (for example, the model can be a neural network!) and/or there is no access to its
internal workings (irrespectively of the nature of the model, we are unable to know its architecture or access
it externally?). [100] This characteristic makes counterfactual explanations highly favorable in practice, as
they allow explaining a wide array of neural models, without the need to tailor explanation techniques specific
to the respective model. Therefore, when employing counterfactuals, we are able to produce model-agnostic
explanations [204, 78, 62, 203, 320, 154, 67, 69, 208, 316, 202], allowing for transferability and reusability of
the explanation algorithm.

4.3 Counterfactual Explanations vs. Other XAI Methods

Explainable Al encompasses a broad range of techniques that aim to make machine learning models trans-
parent, interpretable, and trustworthy. These methods differ fundamentally in their goals, assumptions, and
outputs. While counterfactual explanations focus on describing what minimal changes to the input would
alter the model’s decision, other XAI methods such as feature attribution, surrogate modeling, prototype-based
explanations, and example-based explanations aim to describe model behavior from complementary perspec-
tives. Understanding how counterfactual explanations relate to these approaches provides important insights
into their strengths, limitations, and appropriate use cases.

4.3.1 Feature attribution methods

Feature attribution methods are among the most widely used XAI techniques. Their goal is to assign
importance scores to input features to indicate how much each feature contributed to a particular model

IModels that are based on explicit rules, such as decision trees or linear regression are interpretable by nature. On the other
hand, models performing complex transformations of input features, such as neural networks, lead to untractable decision-making
steps.

2An example could be ChatGPT, which can only be accessed via its API. Even if ChatGPT was a fully interpretable model
or not, it is impossible to access it.
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prediction. Methods such as LIME (Local Interpretable Model-Agnostic Explanations) [285], SHAP (SHapley
Additive exPlanations) [198], and Integrated Gradients [328] fall within this category.

Feature attribution provides a snapshot of the internal reasoning process of a model by identifying which
features were influential in producing a decision. For example, in a loan approval model, such methods might
indicate that “income” and “credit score” were the strongest contributors to the model’s output. However,
they do not indicate how the decision might change if a feature were different. In contrast, counterfactual
explanations explicitly answer such “what-if” questions: “If the applicant’s income were increased by $5,000,
the loan would be approved.”

This distinction has important implications. Feature attribution is descriptive (it summarizes which features
mattered in the decision) whereas counterfactual explanations are prescriptive (they indicate how the deci-
sion could be changed). The latter thus offers a more actionable and user-centric form of interpretability,
particularly in high-stakes settings such as finance, law, or healthcare, where understanding what actions can
lead to a different outcome is essential.

4.3.2 Surrogate model explanations

Another major category of XAI methods is surrogate modeling, which involves training an interpretable
model to approximate the behavior of a complex, black-box model. Examples include global surrogates (e.g.,
decision trees or rule lists trained on the black-box model’s predictions) and local surrogates (e.g., LIME’s
local linear approximations).

The advantage of surrogate models is that they provide an interpretable representation — such as a set of
rules or a decision boundary — that can be analyzed and visualized. However, they depend heavily on how
well the surrogate approximates the original model. If the surrogate’s fidelity is low, the resulting explanations
can be misleading.

Counterfactual explanations differ from surrogate models in that they do not attempt to approximate the
global or local decision surface of the model. Instead, they probe it directly by identifying boundary-crossing
points — specific input variations that lead to a change in prediction. Thus, counterfactuals offer localized
but highly faithful explanations of the model’s behavior in the immediate neighborhood of a data instance.
Whereas surrogate models explain how the model behaves, counterfactuals explain what would make the model
behave differently.

4.3.3 Prototype and example-based explanations

Prototype-based explanations operate on the intuition that humans understand complex categories by ref-
erence to representative examples. Methods such as case-based reasoning, prototypical networks, or nearest-
neighbor explanations provide users with instances from the dataset that are similar to the input under
consideration or representative of a particular class.

For instance, a prototype-based explanation for an image classifier might state: “This image was classified as
a dog because it resembles this prototypical image of a dog.” Such explanations leverage the human ability
to reason analogically. However, they lack explicit causal directionality: they describe similarity but not
change.

Counterfactuals, in contrast, provide contrastive examples rather than prototypical ones: “This image would
have been classified as a cat if the ears were pointier and the nose smaller.” Humans naturally think in
contrastive terms — we rarely ask “Why X?7” but rather “Why X instead of Y?” — making counterfactuals
more psychologically aligned with how people seek understanding. Empirical studies in cognitive psychology
confirm that humans tend to generate explanations by mentally simulating alternative realities — precisely
the kind of reasoning counterfactuals formalize.

4.3.4 Saliency and gradient-based methods

Saliency-based methods, primarily used in computer vision and deep learning, aim to identify which regions
of an input (e.g., pixels in an image or tokens in a text) most influenced a model’s output. Techniques such
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as Grad-CAM [298] or SmoothGrad [313] visualize the gradient of the output with respect to the input,
effectively highlighting where the model “looked.”

While saliency maps are useful for interpreting deep neural networks, they face several limitations. First, they
often produce noisy or unstable visualizations that can vary significantly with minor input perturbations.
Second, they are descriptive but not explanatory — they show which regions are correlated with a decision
but not what changes would alter it.

Counterfactual explanations overcome these limitations by introducing causal direction: instead of highlight-
ing where the model focuses, they simulate how the model’s decision changes when the input is systematically
modified. For instance, instead of merely visualizing the pixels responsible for a “dog” classification, a coun-
terfactual method might generate an alternative image showing that removing the snout or changing the fur
pattern would cause the classifier to label it as a “cat.” This causal and generative nature makes counterfactual
explanations more suitable for evaluating robustness and reasoning pathways in vision models.

4.3.5 Rule-based and symbolic explanations

Some XAI approaches construct symbolic or rule-based explanations by extracting human-readable logical
rules that describe model behavior. Decision rules of the form IF feature; > threshold AND features <
threshold THEN class = A provide explicit, interpretable reasoning structures. These are intuitive but often
limited in expressiveness and applicability, especially for models with complex, nonlinear decision boundaries.

Counterfactual explanations can complement or extend rule-based reasoning by showing how transitions
between rule regions occur. For example, given two rules defining different output classes, a counterfactual
explanation identifies the minimal change in feature space that moves an instance from satisfying one rule
to satisfying another. Thus, counterfactuals bridge the gap between symbolic interpretability and numerical
optimization-based explanations.

4.3.6 Complementarity and integration of methods

In practice, counterfactual explanations are not necessarily competitors to other XAI methods but rather
complementary tools that provide a distinct type of insight. Feature attribution methods answer “Which
features matter?”, surrogate models answer “How does the model behave overall?”, and counterfactuals answer
“What needs to change to obtain a different result?”.

Integrating these perspectives can yield richer and more trustworthy explanations. For example, one could
use feature importance scores to identify relevant features and then use counterfactual reasoning to de-
termine actionable modifications among them. Similarly, counterfactual generation can be constrained by
knowledge derived from surrogate or causal models to ensure plausibility and coherence. In multimodal or
high-dimensional domains, combining saliency-based localization with counterfactual editing (e.g., generating
semantic image edits where the saliency map is most active) can provide both visual intuition and causal
reasoning.

4.4 Knowledge and semantics in counterfactual generation

Even though the field of eXplainabile AT (XAI) has enjoyed several implementations capable of peeking inside
otherwise opaque models, there have been some concerns regarding the field’s fundamentals [5]. For example,
a parallel line of research targets adversarial attacks to neural models, which are not primarily focused on
explaining the decision-making process of a model, even though they reveal the model’s vulnerabilities and
instabilities via perturbations similar to the ones applied for counterfactuals. For example, an adversarial
attack could be the modification of a certain pixel in an image that changes the prediction of an image
classifier from class A to class B, indicating lack of robustness on respective classifiers. However, this change
does not really explain the causal trajectory that the classifier followed to perform this classification; in other
words, in terms of human intuition, we would be unable to answer why this change occurs, since a change
in a pixel’s value would be imperceptible from our perspective. This fact shifts our attention to high-level
characteristics that are meaningful to humans: it showcases that semantics are crucial towards understanding
the reasons behind a decision-making process.
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Therefore, since counterfactuals hold a causal role in XAI, semantics should be crucial for them. This
assumption has been validated in prior literature, concluding to the statement that there can be no explanation
without semantics. At the same time, computationally speaking, a vector holding semantic information has
the same mathematical representation to a vector that holds pixel values. Therefore, while the input to the
explainer retains the same format with or without semantics, the informativeness of the resulting explanation
is highly diverging between cases that semantics are employed or not, concluding the fundamental role of
semantics in XAI [32] As an example, controlled interventions applied on raw data, such as pixel-level edits
do not align with human perception (change a pixel from red to blue and explain the classifier’s change in
decision) while semantic-based edits do (change a person holding a flower with a person holding a gun and
explain the classifier’s change in decision).

A key insight of recent research is that generating meaningful counterfactuals often requires access to struc-
tured knowledge [32, 69, 316]. Purely data-driven perturbations (e.g., pixel-level or feature-wise changes) can
lead to counterfactuals that, although effective in changing model predictions, fail to provide insight into the
model’s reasoning. For instance, changing a few pixel intensities in an image might switch a classifier’s output
from “cat” to “dog,” yet this change is imperceptible to humans and devoid of semantic interpretability.

Knowledge graphs, ontologies, and other structured representations of world knowledge offer a solution to
this limitation. By encoding relationships between entities (such as “dog” is-a “animal” or “car” has-part
“wheel”), they allow for counterfactual interventions that are semantically grounded. When knowledge is
embedded in vector space representations, such as through graph embeddings or semantic encoders, the
resulting counterfactuals can be both mathematically tractable and conceptually meaningful. For example,
substituting “dog” with “cat” in a scene description preserves semantic coherence while altering the model’s
prediction in a human-understandable way.

Integrating semantics into counterfactual reasoning also aligns with cognitive theories of human reasoning
[342, 34, 259, 227|. Humans do not typically reason in terms of raw sensory inputs, but rather in terms
of abstract, conceptual entities and their relationships. When people imagine counterfactuals — “What if
the person had smiled instead of frowned?” — they manipulate meaningful, high-level attributes rather than
low-level data. Thus, embedding semantic knowledge into counterfactual frameworks enhances both their
interpretability and their alignment with human cognitive processes.

4.5 Semantic distances and conceptual interventions

Finally, in the cases of semantic-based counterfactuals we need to consider the notion of minimality [78,
208]: minimal changes denote finding the semantically closest instance to the one to be changed. The
minimality needs to be guaranteed in order to still remain a counterfactual, requesting a rather deterministic
way of assigning distances to semantics. These distances should correspond to real-world scenarios in order
to be meaningful: for example, the semantic dog can be semantically close to the semantic cat, as they
are both domestic animals. Under the same schema of semantic relationships, the semantic dog is not as
close to the semantic ocean, at least in comparison to the semantic cat. Therefore, crafting semantically rich
counterfactuals is transformed to finding a way to deterministically imbue meaningful distances to concepts
present in data, and then perform interventions based on them.

To operationalize semantic counterfactuals, one must define a way to measure distances between concepts
[78, 62, 69]. This step is crucial because the notion of minimality in counterfactual explanations depends on
a meaningful metric of closeness between features. Several approaches exist to define semantic distances:

e Taxonomic distances: In ontological structures such as WordNet [226], distance can be measured as
the length of the shortest path between two concepts in the hierarchy (e.g., “dog” and “cat” are closer
than “dog” and “ocean”).

e Distributional semantics: Using embedding-based representations (e.g., Word2Vec [225], BERT
[63], or CLIP [273] embeddings), distance can be quantified as the cosine similarity between vectors,
capturing semantic proximity learned from large corpora.

e Knowledge graph embeddings: When concepts are embedded through graph-based learning meth-
ods (e.g., TransE [28], RotatE [327]), the relational structure of the graph informs the distance measure,
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enabling counterfactual generation that respects relational semantics.

By assigning deterministic and interpretable distances to semantic entities, one can perform conceptual
interventions that correspond to realistic world changes. This allows for the construction of counterfactuals
that not only modify model predictions but also mirror how humans would imagine alternative realities — a
fundamental requirement for truly explainable artificial intelligence.
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Explicit knowledge bases for
explainability

One of the advantages of harnessing knowledge graphs for explainability is their deterministic nature, allow-
ing highly desirable explainability pipelines, where each step of the explanation algorithm is tractable and
well-justified. Moreover, knowledge graphs provide curated and grounded world knowledge in conceptual
units, enabling a clear definition of conceptual distances. All those characteristics can perfectly serve the
counterfactual question of "What (concepts) should be changed to alter the observed outcome?” by suggesting
conceptual edits driven by knowledge graph concepts.

Knowledge graphs provide meaning and relatedness to concepts that constitute our counterfactual explana-
tions. According to the degree of expressivity we wish to include in our explanations, we decide on whether
we work using concepts on their own, or whether we also include their in-between semantic relationships, in
which case we obtain semantic graphs. The expressivity gains are counterbalanced by computational con-
straints naturally accompanying graph structures, a factor that further complicates the accuracy of derived
explanations.

In the following section 5.1, we are covering existing techniques in concept-based and graph-based matching,
thus highlighting powerful directions that can be effortlessly leveraged to provide semantically rich counter-
factual explanations.

5.1 Matching algorithms for counterfactual explanations

5.1.1 Concept Matching using bipartite graph structures

The first scenario we explore is to optimally match sets of concepts, given a notion of conceptual distance,
as imposed by a knowledge graph. Seeking for the minimum total distance between two given concept sets
in order to respond on which concepts should be minimally changed so that the two sets become identical,
we ultimately request an optimization algorithm that finds the minimum cost conceptual combination of
intra-set concepts.

If we place such concepts on a graph structure, the source concepts will form a set .S, while the target ones
form a set T'. This is actually a bipartite graph G = (V, E): this graph structure allows us to perform several
assignment operations, matching concepts from s € S to concepts t € T (SUT = V), thus defining what
concepts should be changed. On this bipartite graph, edge weights w. > 0 € W of the edge set E directly
reflect the conceptual distance of possible S — T pairs, providing an accurate description of how expensive
(i.e. heavy) an assignment is. An optimization algorithm can find the cheapest S — T matching M C E
considering all possible unique pairs by minimizing the overall weight > w, of the assignment. The minimum
weight bipartite matching covers all the nodes of the min(|S|, |T|) set of G. Fortunately, graph matching is
a well-studied optimization problem in graph literature, offering an abundance of deterministic as well as
approximate solutions.

33



Chapter 5. Explicit knowledge bases for explainability

A purely deterministic solution is able to showcase all optimal pathways between S and T to perform as
many conceptual substitutions as possible. This solution is highly explainable, offering tractability of oper-
ations, while preserving optimality, since deterministic minimum weight bipartite matching algorithms are
guaranteed to offer the optimal solution. A guarantee that all possible substitutions for .S will be performed
On the other hand, if the given bipartite graph is large enough, the assignment may be inefficient and com-
putationally heavy, thus possible approximations may be needed. In that case, the fully interpretable and
optimal assignments can be partially sacrificed for the sake of efficiency by employing faster neural methods
for graph matching.

5.1.2 Bipartite matching as an assignment problem
Linear Assignment Problem (LAP)

The assignment problem is a fundamental combinatorial optimization problem that consists of finding an
optimal one-to-one assignment between two sets of elements of equal cardinality n, given a cost or weight for
each possible pair. Formally, regard sets .S and T

S={1,...,n}, T={1,...,n} (5.1.1)
Let W € R"*"™ be a weight matrix where W;; represents the benefit (or cost) of assigning element ¢ € S to
element j € T.

The Linear Assignment Problem (LAP) can then be formulated as:

n n
max E E Wijpij,
pPeP

i=1 j=1

subject to :

ZPH =1, Vi=1,...,n, (5.1.2)
j=1

n
Y Pj=1, Vi=1,...n,
=1

P e {0,1}.

Here, P is a permutation matrix representing the assignment, and P denotes the set of all valid permutation
matrices. The objective is to maximize the total weight (or minimize total cost, depending on the application).

Rectangular Linear Assignment Problem (RLAP)

In many practical applications such as concept matching, the two sets of nodes to be matched may not have
the same cardinality. Let:

IS|=n, |T|=m, n<m, (5.1.3)

where S and T are the sets of nodes from the two conceptual sets. The goal is then to find a one-to-one
assignment from each node in the smaller set S to a distinct node in 7' that maximizes total similarity, while
some nodes in 7' may remain unmatched.

Formally, given a weight (or similarity) matrix W € R™*™ the RLAP can be formulated as:

Ilglg%(;;wmﬂw (5.1.4)
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where P is the set of partial permutation matrices satisfying:

m n

Y Pj=1 VYi=1,...n, Y P;<1 Vij=1,...,m,  Pye{0,1}. (5.1.5)
j=1

=1

5.1.3 Algorithms for Bipartite Matching
Several algorithms have been developed to solve the maximum-weight bipartite matching problem efficiently.

a) Hungarian Algorithm. The Hungarian algorithm [160] is a combinatorial optimization method de-
signed to find a perfect matching in a weighted bipartite graph that maximizes (or minimizes) the total
assignment weight. Given two sets of nodes, S and T, and a weight matrix W & RISIXIT| representing the
value of matching each node pair, the goal is to determine a permutation matrix P such that the overall
weight is maximized using equation 5.1.5.

The Hungarian algorithm provides an exact solution with cubic time complexity, O(n?®), where n =
max(|S|,|T|). It operates by constructing a cost matrix C = —W and finding a minimum-cost perfect
matching through combinatorial optimization. Specifically, it executes the following steps:

1. Row and column reduction: Subtract the minimum value in each row and column from all elements
in that row or column, ensuring that every row and column contains at least one zero.

2. Zero assignment and cover: Attempt to assign zeros such that each row and column has at most
one assignment. If a complete matching is possible, the solution is optimal.

3. Adjustment step: If a complete matching is not yet possible, cover all zeros with a minimum number
of horizontal and vertical lines, identify the smallest uncovered element, subtract it from uncovered
elements, and add it to elements at intersections of lines. Repeat until a perfect assignment is found.

For large or sparse graphs, the auction algorithm is often preferred.

b) Auction Algorithm. The auction algorithm, originally proposed by Bertsekas [22], is an iterative,
primal-dual method for solving the Linear Assignment Problem (LAP). Its core idea is to interpret the
assignment problem as a market, where agents compete to acquire items based on their valuations, which
correspond to assignment weights.

Consider a bipartite graph with sets of agents S = {1,...,n} and items T' = {1, ..., n}, and let w;; denote the
weight or value of assigning agent ¢ to item j. The objective is to find a one-to-one assignment P maximizing
the total weight, under the optimization imposed in equation 5.1.5.

In the auction framework, each agent acts as a bidder, and each item has a price p; reflecting its current
value in the auction. Each bidder i evaluates the net benefit of acquiring item j as:

bij = W;j; — Py- (516)

During each round, unassigned agents bid for the items that maximize their net benefit. The price of an item
is increased according to the difference between the highest and second-highest bids, plus a small increment
€ > 0 to ensure convergence:

pj= < pj= + (bij« — biyr) + ¢ (5.1.7)

where j* is the agent’s top choice and j’ is its second choice. The item is then temporarily assigned to the
highest bidder, potentially displacing a previous owner.

The auction algorithm converges to an e-optimal solutions, meaning the total assignment weight is within
ne of the optimal weight. The computational complexity is O(n?log(nC/€)), where C' bounds the maximum
weight magnitude. Empirically, it is often faster than the Hungarian algorithm for sparse or structured
graphs. Bidders act independently, making the method highly parallelizable and scalable for large graphs.
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c) Linear Programming Relaxation. Another approach involves relaxing the binary constraints on the
assignment matrix P from {0, 1}SIXIT] to the continuous interval [0,1]I5I*I7]. This linear programming
relaxation allows the problem to be solved in polynomial time using standard LP solvers or via Sinkhorn
normalization, providing an efficient approximate solution that can be further refined if needed.

5.1.4 Graph matching

Graphs provide a powerful and expressive data structure for representing entities (nodes) and their pairwise
relationships (edges). They naturally encode complex, structured information that cannot be easily cap-
tured by vector-based or tabular representations; the same applies to concept-based explanations, which can
be limited in case their in-between relationships are important. One fundamental computational problem
involving graphs is graph matching —extending the previously analyzed concept matching— which concerns
finding correspondences between the nodes (and edges) of two or more graphs that preserve structural or
semantic similarity.

At a high level, graph matching aims to answer the question:

Given two graphs G, Ga:
G1 = (Vl,El) and G2 = (VQ,EQ),

which nodes of GG correspond to which nodes of G327 Depending on the context, this correspondence may
be exact (isomorphism) or approximate (similarity-based). The problem plays a central role in numerous
applications, including image and pattern recognition [51], molecule alignment in cheminformatics [280],
ontology alignment and knowledge integration [309], and, more recently, XAI algorithms involving semantic
scene graphs or causal structures [67, 69].

5.1.5 Exact versus Inexact Graph Matching
Two principal categories of graph matching are commonly distinguished:

1. Exact graph matching, where the goal is to determine whether two graphs are identical in structure
up to a relabeling of their nodes, i.e., whether they are isomorphic.

2. Inexact (or approximate) graph matching, where the objective is to find the best possible corre-
spondence between graphs that may differ in size, connectivity, or attributes.

Exact graph matching corresponds to the classical graph isomorphism problem, which seeks a bijective map-
ping:

fVio (5.1.8)

such that
(u,v) € E1 & (f(u), f(v)) € Es. (5.1.9)

This ensures perfect structural equivalence. However, real-world data are rarely noise-free or perfectly aligned;
thus, exact isomorphism is too rigid for most practical purposes.

Inexact graph matching, on the other hand, relaxes the isomorphism constraints to allow partial correspon-
dences and structural deviations. The goal becomes finding a mapping f that minimizes a cost function C'(f),
which quantifies the dissimilarity between the structures or node/edge attributes of the two graphs. This
formulation transforms the problem into an optimization task and allows meaningful comparison between
graphs of different sizes, topologies, or semantic content.

5.1.6 Formulations and Optimization Objectives

In general, the inexact graph matching problem can be formulated as an optimization over a correspondence
matrix:

X e {0, 1}MalxIval (5.1.10)
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where X;; = 1 indicates that node 7 in G; is matched with node j in G5. The objective can take multiple
forms, but a common formulation seeks to minimize the structural difference:

min |4 - XA, X%, (5.1.11)

where A; and A; denote the adjacency matrices of the two graphs, and || - ||z is the Frobenius norm. This
expression measures how well the edge structures align under the proposed correspondence X. Constraints
such as one-to-one matching are typically enforced:

X1=1, X'1=1. (5.1.12)

However, exact optimization of this combinatorial problem is NP-hard [51]. As a result, numerous ap-
proximate or heuristic methods have been proposed, ranging from spectral relaxations and probabilistic
formulations to graph neural network (GNN)-based embeddings.

5.1.7 Major Approaches to Graph Matching

Several algorithmic families have emerged for tackling the graph matching problem:

(a) Combinatorial and Exact Algorithms. Early methods such as the Ullmann algorithm [344] and
the VF2 algorithm [52] rely on depth-first search (DFS) and constraint propagation to efficiently test for
subgraph isomorphism. Regarding computational constraints, the worst-case time complexity for the Ullmann
algorithm is exponential, typically denoted as O(|V1]!), since it may explore all possible permutations of node
correspondences. The VF2 algorithm improves on Ullmann’s method by introducing effective feasibility
rules and state-space pruning. Nevertheless, its theoretical complexity remains exponential in the number
of nodes, with complexity of O(b?), where b is the branching factor and d the depth of the search tree. In
practice, however, the VF2 algorithm performs efficiently on sparse and labeled graphs due to pruning. These
approaches are suitable for small to medium-sized graphs but scale poorly with increasing graph size due to
their prohibiting computational complexity.

(b) Spectral Methods. Spectral graph matching leverages the eigen-decomposition of the graph Laplacian
or adjacency matrices, transforming the discrete matching problem into a continuous one. By comparing
eigenvectors (which encode global structural information), these methods relax the discrete optimization
problem into a continuous one. Examples include the Umeyama algorithm [345], which aligns graphs based
on their spectral embeddings. This algorithm computes an approximate permutation matrix P by aligning
the eigenvectors of the Laplacians:

L =U AU, Ly = UsAyU, (5.1.13)

and setting P = U,U, . This relaxation allows matching to be solved in polynomial time, dominated by the
eigen-decomposition cost of O(|V[3), where |V| is the number of nodes in the graph. This makes spectral
methods significantly more scalable than combinatorial ones. However, they are sensitive to noise and struc-
tural perturbations, and they cannot guarantee integer-valued (i.e., discrete) node correspondences, often
requiring post-processing to restore permutation matrices.

(c) Probabilistic and Relaxation-Based Approaches. Probabilistic methods, such as the graduated
assignment algorithm [92], treat matching as a continuous optimization over soft correspondence probabil-
ities. Similarly, relaxation labeling and expectation—maximization schemes provide flexible frameworks for
approximate matching by iteratively refining node correspondences. Specifically, these algorithms typically
exhibit a per-iteration complexity of O(|V;|?|Va| + |V1||V2]?), and converge in a number of iterations that
is problem-dependent. While not polynomial in strict terms, their empirical runtime is often acceptable for
graphs with up to several thousand nodes. However, convergence to the global optimum is not guaranteed.

(d) Graph Edit Distance. Another prominent approach conceptualizes matching as an edit operation
problem: transforming one graph into another through a sequence of edits (node/edge insertion, deletion, or
substitution). The graph edit distance (GED) quantifies the cost of these operations [82], capturing structural
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and attribute differences simultaneously. Formally, if > denotes the set of edit operations and ¢ : ¥ — R>g
assigns a cost to each operation, then the GED is:

GED(Gq,Gs) = rreuzn* c(0). (5.1.14)
ocm

Computing the exact GED requires exploring an exponentially large search space of O(|V1|!), and is therefore
NP-hard. Approximation algorithms, such as beam search, bipartite matching relaxations, or A* heuristics,
are used in practice to reduce runtime to sub-exponential complexity, often around O(|V;|?|V|?) for approx-
imate GED solvers. Despite their high complexity, GED-based approaches remain attractive due to their
flexibility and their ability to incorporate both structural and attribute-based costs, proving particularly
useful when graphs differ significantly in size or topology.

5.1.7.0.1 (e) Learning-Based and Neural Approaches. Recent work leverages machine learning,
particularly GNNs, to learn embeddings that capture structural and semantic properties of nodes and edges.
These embeddings are then compared using distance metrics to infer correspondences. Notable examples
include neural graph matching networks [180], differentiable matching layers [361], and permutation-invariant
architectures that relax discrete constraints into differentiable forms. Such methods achieve high scalability
and adaptability, particularly in domains like visual correspondence or scene graph alignment.

5.1.8 Graph Matching as an Assignment Problem

A significant line of research reformulates the graph matching problem as a quadratic assignment problem
(QAP), one of the most general and well-studied formulations in combinatorial optimization. This perspective
provides both theoretical insight and a foundation for developing scalable approximate algorithms.

5.1.8.1 Quadratic Assignment Problem (QAP) Formulation

Given two graphs
G = (W1, Ey), Go = (Va, B),

with corresponding adjacency matrices A; € RIVilXIVil and A, € RIV2IXIV2l | the objective of graph matching
can be written as minimizing the structural discrepancy between them under a permutation matrix P €
{0, 1}ValxIVal,
min [|4; — PAsPT %, 5.1.15
min |4, 2P || ( )

where P denotes the set of all valid permutation matrices, satisfying P1 =1 and P71 = 1.

Expanding the objective and omitting constant terms leads to the equivalent quadratic form:

max trace(A; PAyP), (5.1.16)
PeP

which is recognized as a Quadratic Assignment Problem (QAP) [152]. The QAP is a generalization of the
linear assignment problem (LAP) and is NP-hard. Indeed, exact graph matching (isomorphism) is a special
case of the QAP, making it among the most challenging combinatorial optimization problems known [33].

5.1.8.2 Linear Assignment Problem (LAP) Relaxations

To improve tractability, a common strategy is to linearize or relax the quadratic cost function. This can be
achieved by assuming that node correspondences are independent of one another, transforming the QAP into
a Linear Assignment Problem (LAP):

glgl% Z Z CijPij, (5.1.17)

icVy jeVa
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where C' € RIV1I*IV2l is a cost matrix representing pairwise dissimilarities between node attributes or local
graph features. The LAP can be efficiently solved in polynomial time using the Hungarian (Kuhn—-Muunkres)
algorithm [160] with time complexity O(|V|?).

This linear relaxation is particularly effective when edge structures are weakly informative or when graphs
are large and attribute-rich (e.g., in knowledge or scene graphs). It provides a tractable first approximation
to the matching problem, often followed by local refinement steps.

5.1.8.3 Continuous Relaxations and Probabilistic Assignments

Inexact matching can also be cast as a continuous relazation of the assignment matrix. Instead of restricting
P to binary values, one allows P € [0, 1]IV1/*IV2l with doubly-stochastic constraints:

P1=1, P'1=1.

This defines the Birkhoff polytope — the convex hull of all permutation matrices. Optimization over this set
can be efficiently approximated via methods such as the Sinkhorn—Knopp algorithm [312], which iteratively
normalizes rows and columns of P to enforce the constraints.

The relaxed version of the quadratic objective becomes:

T T
max trace(A4; PA3P "), (5.1.18)

where B denotes the Birkhoff polytope. Although the relaxation loses the strict combinatorial guarantees, it
enables differentiable optimization and gradient-based methods, making it particularly suitable for neural or
probabilistic models.

5.1.8.4 Connections to Graph Edit Distance and Neural Matching

The assignment formulation also underlies approximate solutions to the Graph Edit Distance (GED) prob-
lem [82], where node substitutions correspond to assignment costs C;;, and insertions/deletions are handled
by augmenting the cost matrix with dummy nodes. This transforms the GED computation into a form of
the linear sum assignment problem (LSAP), solvable by Hungarian [160] or auction algorithms.

More recently, neural graph matching approaches [361, 180] adopt differentiable assignment layers based on
the Sinkhorn operator to compute soft permutation matrices during training. This allows end-to-end learning
of matching functions that jointly optimize both the node embeddings and their alignment.

5.1.8.5 Computational Considerations

The QAP, being NP-hard, has exponential worst-case complexity of O(|V|!), while its linear relaxation (LAP)
is solvable in polynomial time O(|V|?) via the Hungarian algorithm. Continuous relaxations further reduce
computational cost, with iterative Sinkhorn updates scaling as O(|V|?) per iteration. Thus, assignment-
based formulations provide a principled and computationally controllable trade-off between exactness and
scalability.

5.1.9 Graph Matching and Semantics

In semantic domains, such as knowledge graphs or scene graphs, matching involves not only structural
similarity but also semantic coherence between node and edge labels. For example, two nodes labeled “dog”
and “cat” may be considered close due to their shared ontological category (“domestic animal”). Hence,
semantic graph matching incorporates external knowledge sources, such as ontologies or word embeddings,
to compute similarity between labels. The objective function is then augmented to include both structural
and semantic terms:

min [|4; — XA X T||% + AD(S4, S2, X), (5.1.19)
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where D(S7, 52, X) measures semantic dissimilarity between corresponding nodes or edges (based on, for
example, embedding distances), and A\ balances structural versus semantic alignment.

This semantic perspective is essential for explainability tasks, as it allows matching to be performed in the
space of interpretable concepts rather than raw data. In counterfactual reasoning on structured domains, for
instance, one can generate or evaluate alternative scenarios by aligning or substituting semantically similar
subgraphs, a process fundamentally reliant on graph matching.

In all cases, we introduce some fundamental desiderata of graph-based counterfactual explanations, applicable
in any domain, as long as conceptual units can be extracted [204, 208]. Specifically, we request the following:

e Optimality: proposed substitutions should be optimal, under a well defined notion of semantic-driven
optimality. Approximations are acceptable and even desirable to increase execution speed.

e Controllability: if an edit can be performed it should be performed, as long as it satisfies its purpose
(e.g. label flipping of a classifier). This means that there is no randomization over the perturbation
process; some valid reasons to not perform an edit it because the goal is achieved (e.g. the targeted
classifier changed its label) or as a trade-off with optimality (perform less edits, even if more can be
realized, but keep the total number of edits as low as possible).

e Efficiency: an optimal solution should be reached within non-exhaustive time constrains. This may
involve deterministic algoritmical optimizations, heuristics or even neural approximations in case of
heavy compute. Ideally, the search space of alternatives should be explored as much as possible, should
the execution time and resources allow; to this point, there may be a trade-off between optimality and
efficiency.

e Explainability: the paths defining the interventions should be tractable. In the graph matching
scenario, the matching M occurring under the minimum weight bipartite matching reveals the edits
(paths from S to T'), eliminating any fuzziness regarding the substitution process. Approximations on
the matching definition results in decreased explainability, even though the theoretical guarantees of
optimality (i.e. optimality of bipartite matching) are still valid. Explainability may be sacrificed to
increase efficiency, indicating another potential inherent trade-off.

5.2 Accelerating semantic counterfactual computations

5.2.1 Graph Neural Networks

Traditional graph algorithms, such as graph matching or bipartite assignment, often become computationally
expensive as the size of the graph grows. To address these challenges, recent advances in deep learning
have introduced Graph Neural Networks (GNNs), a family of models designed to operate directly on graph-
structured data.

The key idea behind GNNs is to learn vector representations (embeddings) for nodes, edges, or entire graphs
by recursively aggregating information from local neighborhoods. This allows each node to capture both its
own attributes and the structural context of its neighbors in a continuous latent space. Formally, for a node
v in a graph G = (V, E), a GNN layer updates its embedding h, as:

h(*+1) = UPDATE (hgk>, AGGREGATE({h(" : u € N(v)}),fv), (5.2.1)

where hg,k) is the node’s embedding at layer k, N'(v) denotes its neighbors, and f, represents the node’s

initial features. After multiple layers, the embedding encodes both the local structure around the node and
its intrinsic properties.

One of the main advantages of GNNs in graph problems is their ability to map discrete combinatorial
structures into a continuous space. This enables the use of efficient linear algebra operations for downstream
tasks, including node/graph classification, link prediction, as well as graph matching and assignment.
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5.2.2 GNN Architectures

GNNs constitute a diverse family of architectures that differ in how they aggregate and transform infor-
mation across nodes and edges. Despite this diversity, most models follow a common paradigm of message
passing [89], where each node updates its embedding by combining its own features with information aggre-
gated from its neighbors. Below, we describe the most widely used GNN architectures, their mathematical
underpinnings, and their distinctive characteristics.

5.2.2.1 Graph Convolutional Networks (GCN)

The Graph Convolutional Network (GCN) [149] generalizes the concept of convolution from Euclidean do-
mains (e.g., images) to graph-structured data. Instead of using spatial filters, GCNs perform spectral filtering
using the graph Laplacian. In its popular simplified form, the layer update rule is:

HEHD — ([)—égf)—éH(k)W(k)> : (5.2.2)

where A = A + I is the adjacency matrix with added self-loops, D is its degree matrix, W*) is a trainable
weight matrix, and o(-) denotes a non-linear activation (e.g., ReLU). GCNs perform a weighted average of
neighbor embeddings followed by a linear transformation, allowing nodes to gather information from their
local graph structure. They are effective for semi-supervised classification and node representation learning.

5.2.2.2 GraphSAGE

GraphSAGE (Graph Sample and Aggregate) [102] extends GCNs to inductive learning scenarios, where
unseen nodes or graphs may appear at test time. Instead of using a fixed propagation rule, GraphSAGE
learns an aggregation function from data. For each node v, the update rule is:

h(H+D) = & (W(’“) . CONCAT (hgk% AGGREGATE({h(") : u € N(v)}))) : (5.2.3)

where the aggregation function can take various forms such as mean, LSTM-based, or pooling-based. Graph-
SAGE efficiently handles large-scale graphs by sampling a subset of neighbors during training, making it
particularly suitable for industrial applications and web-scale knowledge graphs.

5.2.2.3 Graph Attention Networks (GAT)

Graph Attention Networks (GATs) [351] introduce an attention mechanism to weigh the importance of differ-
ent neighbors during aggregation. Instead of treating all neighboring nodes equally, GATs compute attention
coefficients that quantify the relevance of each neighbor:

exp (LeakyReLU(a' [Wh, || Wh,]))

Qyy = y 5.2.4
Zke/\/(v) exp (LeakyReLU(a' [Wh, || Why])) ( )
thkJrl) =0 Z 0y Why, y (525)

ueN (v)

where a and W are trainable parameters. By dynamically focusing on the most relevant neighbors, GATs
improve representation quality, especially in heterogeneous or noisy graphs. Multi-head attention variants
further stabilize the learning process and enhance expressivity.

5.2.2.4 Graph Isomorphism Networks (GIN)

The Graph Isomorphism Network (GIN) [383] is motivated by the desire to achieve maximum discriminative
power, equivalent to the Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) graph isomorphism test. The update rule is:
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hgk+1>:MLP<’“>((1+e M+ Y h<k>) (5.2.6)
uweN (v)

where € is a learnable or fixed scalar, and MLP denotes a multi-layer perceptron. GINs use simple summation
instead of averaging to ensure that structurally different graphs map to different embeddings. They are often
employed in molecular property prediction and graph classification tasks due to their high expressivity.

5.2.2.5 Relational Graph Convolutional Networks (R-GCN)

The Relational GCN (R-GCN) [297] extends GCNs to handle multi-relational graphs, such as knowledge
graphs, where edges are labeled with relation types. Each relation type » € R has a dedicated weight matrix
W,., and the update rule becomes:

h® + Woh® || (5.2.7)

W o (Y%

r€R ueN,.(v) Co,r

where ¢, is a normalization constant. R-GCNs are particularly effective in reasoning over heterogeneous
knowledge graphs such as WordNet [226], Freebase [27], or ConceptNet [317].

5.2.3 Connection with knowledge

In the context of concept and graph matching, GNNs offer a powerful acceleration mechanism: by embedding
nodes into a continuous vector space, classical combinatorial problems, such as maximum-weight bipartite
matching or full graph matching, can operate on similarity scores between embeddings rather than the original
discrete graphs. This not only reduces computational complexity but also allows incorporation of semantic
and structural information in a flexible way.

Knowledge-aligned concepts

In technical terms, we commence by aligning concepts extracted by some modality (e.g. objects in an image,
as denoted by object labels) to a structured knowledge base, such as WordNet [226]: for example, the
concept “dog” is mapped onto a WordNet synset “dog.n.01” using an automated function. After mapping
all concepts of interest, semantic relationships can be quantified by computing distance or similarity scores
between synsets within the Wordnet hierarchy; for example, the path-based similarity algorithm provided by
calculates the shortest path length between two synsets in WordNet.

Conceptual distances

Edge weights between concepts can then be defined as a function of the similarity score:

w;; = path_similarity(s;, s;), (5.2.8)

where s;, s; are the synsets corresponding to concepts c;, c;. A score of 1 represents identity i.e. comparing
a concept with itself will return 1.

Another way of defining semantic distances is to embed concepts in a low-dimensional space using a pre-
trained models for semantic similarity [282]. Then, conceptual distances within this semantic space can be
extracted using cosine similarity, with higher values (closer to 1) denoting more similar concepts.

Therefore, in both cases, when searching for counterfactuals, i.e. the most similar concept compared to a
given one, their in-between path similarity has to be as high as possible. Scaling up to all concepts between
two sets, the weights of their in-between relationships should be as large as possible, which directly translates
to finding the heaviest bipartite match on the constructed bipartite graph. This process can be solved in
polynomial time using algorithms referenced in Section 5.1.1, while approximate accelerations can be offered
using GNNs: in such cases, computational complexity can be reduced to O(mnlogn), or even further.

Knowledge-aligned graphs
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Figure 5.2.1: The pipeline of our method. In the first stage, we construct a bipartite graph using words as
nodes, and in the second stage we utilize a GNN to get feasible substitutions that approximately solve the
RLAP. In the final stage, we use beam search to change appropriate words of the original dataset, thus
getting a new counterfactual dataset. [208]

When we employ scene graphs instead of concepts, we face the more complex problem of graph matching,
where the semantic distance between two graphs should be minimized. Once again, given two graphs G; and
G2 to be matched, both their nodes and edges are mapped onto WordNet synsets. The distances between
graph concepts and edges are again calculated using WordNet’s path similarity, again with the goal of findings
maximum weight pairings, in order for the graph distance to be minimized. The baseline algorithm in these
cases is GED, due to its deterministic guarantees; however, its NP-hard complexity strictly permits usage in
small and sparse graphs, even when heuristics are employed. In that case, leveraging GNNs becomes even
more pertinent, allowing scalability and efficiency.

5.2.4 Concept-based counterfactuals using GNNs

We demonstrate our contributions in explaining NLP classifiers in conceptual level by placing concepts on a
bipartite graph G = (V, E), SUT = V. The concepts are extracted from a textual dataset D and separated
by their part-of-speech (POS) tags (noun, adjective etc). Eligible counterfactual pairs suggesting what needs
to be changed in order for the text’s label to flip are returned after GNN inference, with the final pair (s;, ;)
decided using a beam search module. A counterfactual dataset D* is constructed based on target concepts
t' € T' C T formulated from those pairs, as demonstrated in Figure 5.2.1.

Ultimately, the GNN module is tasked to approximate a solution to RLAP, with n source nodes from S
optimally assigned to m > n target nodes from T'. Specifically, we harness a Graph Convolutional Network
(GCN) [149] consisting of three modules: the encoder, the convolution module and the decoder. The encoder
applies a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) to each edge to transform its attributes into latent representations,
producing embedding features. Initially, each edge attribute is set to its weight, i.e., e;; = w;;, where e;;
denotes the attribute of the edge connecting nodes i and j, and w;; is the corresponding weight. Node
attributes are initialized as zero-valued vectors. The transformed graph is then passed into a convolutional
module to update the graph state.

The convolution module consists of a node convolution layer and an edge convolution layer. For the it"
node in the graph, the node convolution layer aggregates information from its adjacent edges and 1%t-order
neighboring nodes using adaptive aggregation weights, and updates the node’s attribute. For each edge, the
edge convolution layer aggregates the attribute vectors of the two connected nodes and updates the edge
attribute vector accordingly. Although the receptive field of the convolution module is limited to 1%¢-order
neighborhoods, the bipartite structure of the graph—composed of two disjoint node sets where each node
in one set is connected to all nodes in the other—ensures that messages from any node can reach all other
nodes after two convolution iterations. Therefore, the receptive field effectively covers the entire graph after
the 2"? iteration.

The decoder, coupled with the encoder, reads the edge attributes from the output graph and predicts edge
labels via an update function. This update function is also implemented as an MLP and is applied to each
edge, producing edge labels through a sigmoid activation.

Experimental setup
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Datasets We evaluate our framework against existing counterfactual editors using two English-language
datasets: the IMDB dataset for binary sentiment classification [210] and a 6-class subset of the 20 Newsgroups
dataset for topic classification [164].

Editors We benchmark our approach against two state-of-the-art counterfactual generators: MiCE [290],
which produces task-specific minimal edits to induce label changes, and Polyjuice [372], a general-purpose
editor not constrained to any specific task. Within our own framework, we include both the determinis-
tic RLAP-based substitution baseline and our proposed GNN-based RLAP optimization. To evaluate the
flexibility of our method, we further test two substitution settings: POS-restricted and POS-unrestricted.

Predictors For consistency with prior work, we adopt the same predictor models used in MiCE [290] for
each dataset. Both are fine-tuned RoBERTarargr models [190], achieving test accuracies of 95.9% on IMDB
and 85.3% on Newsgroups.

Metrics Following the evaluation setup of MiCE, we assess performance using four core metrics:

1. Flip-rate: The percentage of edited instances that result in a different model prediction, measuring
the effectiveness of label flipping.

2. Minimality: The degree of textual change, computed via the normalized word-level Levenshtein dis-
tance between the original and edited inputs. This is given by:

Levenshtein(D, D)
Dl

minimality = (5.2.9)
where D is the original input, D the edited version, and | D| the number of words in D.
3. Closeness: The semantic similarity between original and edited text, assessed using BERTScore [414].

4. Fluency: A measure of distributional similarity between original and edited inputs. We compute this
using the loss values from a pretrained T5-BASE model [274], calculating the loss ratio as:

Loss(D
loss_ratio = LZEZED; (5.2.10)
and define the fluency metric as:
fluency = |1 — loss_ ratio| (5.2.11)

A lower fluency score (closer to 0) indicates that the edited text remains distributionally close to the
original.

All experiments were conducted on a system with a 16 GB GPU, Intel i7 CPU, and 16 GB RAM.

Quantitative results are presented in Table 5.1.

5.2.5 Graph-based counterfactuals using GNNs

Transitioning from concepts to graphs, we first have to research problems in which interconnections are
meaningful by nature. To ensure this, we initially deviate from extracting concepts and relationships (as
in the case of NLP counterfactuals in Section 5.2.4) and stick to existing annotations. To this end, scene
graphs serve as the ideal testbed to experiment with semantic graph matching, since graph edges correspond
to highly-valued relationships between objects, or actions definitive for the meaning of a scene. This can be
easily demonstrated in Figure 5.2.2.

5.2.5.1 Supervised GNNs

In the supervised setup [69], a ground-truth set of graph pairs is needed to guide GNN training, with the goal
of learning to place semantically similar scene graphs closer in the embedding space. Since the supervision
signal needs to be of high-quality, GED calculation is unavoidable, at least for a subset of N’ C N graphs,
where N denotes the sample size of the dataset. A siamese component is tasked to learn graph similarities
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IMDB
Editor Fluency| Closeness? Flip Ratet Minimality] Runtime]
Deterministic w. fluency 0.14 0.969 0.892 0.08 4:09:41
GNN w. fluency 0.07 0.986 0.861 0.12 3:17:51
WordNet GNN w. fluency & dynamic thresh 0.057 0.986 0.851 0.146 4:18:34
GNN w. fluency & POS_filter 0.08 0.992 0.862 0.123 0:32:05
GNN w. fluency & edge filter 0.105 0.993 0.845 0.149 3:00:38
GNN w. fluency_contrastive 0.112 0.999 0.914 0.014 2:12:06
GNN w. contrastive 0.048 0.996 0.927 textbf0.01 2:00:15
GNN w. AnglE & contrastive 0.063 0.995 0.944 0.011 0:45:38
Embeddings GNN w. GIST & contrastive 0.037 0.995 0.882 0.016 0:58:14
GNN w. JinaAlI & contrastive 0.047 0.995 0.928 0.017 1:00:56
GNN w. MUG & contrastive 0.036 0.996 0.889 0.013 0:52:19
Polyjuice 0.394 0.787 0.782 0.705 5:01:58
MiCE 0.201 0.949 1.000 0.173 48:37:56
Newsgroups
Editor Fluency| Closenesst Flip Ratef Minimality| Runtime]
Deterministic w. fluency 0.182 0.951 0.870 0.135 4:20:52
GNN w. fluency 0.074 0.985 0.826 0.151 3:48:37
WordNet GNN w. fluency & dynamic thresh 0.043 0.984 0.823 0.148 4:47:14
GNN w. fluency & POS filter 0.044 0.989 0.841 0.143 1:19:57
GNN w. fluency & edge filter 0.12 0.989 0.834 0.151 3:05:08
GNN w. fluency contrastive 0.088 0.979 0.875 0.033 2:45:31
GNN w. contrastive 0.033 0.989 0.920 0.033 2:02:34
GNN w. AnglE & contrastive 0.005 0.995 0.904 0.027 1:09:13
Embeddings GNN w. GIST & contrastive 0.001 0.995 0.898 0.02 1:02:55
GNN w. JinaAlI & contrastive 0.013 0.993 0.882 0.025 0:57:31
GNN w. MUG & contrastive 0.005 0.996 0.900 0.016 0:53:04
Polyjuice 1.153 0.667 0.8 0.997 6:00:10
MiCE 0.152 0.922 0.992 0.261 47:23:35

Table 5.1: Experimental results of counterfactual generation. We evaluate different versions of our
framework using the metrics described above, and we compare it with MiCE and Polyjuice. For each metric
(column) the best value is highlighted in bold. Reported runtimes refer to inference.
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Figure 5.2.2: This image illustrates a real-world scenario where scene graphs meet counterfactual
explanations: what delineates the class "safe" from "not safe" can be attributed to certain graph edits [68].

employing a GCN backbone and GloVe [260] initialization of features. Further experiments substitute GCN
with either GAT or GIN. The graph embedding calculation is provided by the following equation:

hg = 72 e Y (5.2.12)

JEN(3)
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where u; is the representation of node i, N(7) is the neighborhood of 7, n is the number of nodes for G' and

K is the number of GCN layers. The similarity of (hge, ,hay, ) (Cz, Cy denote any class, as long as x # y)
3 Y

embeddings is preserved using the dimensionality reduction technique of Multi-Dimensional Scaling [368].

The model is then trained in a transductive fashion to minimize the objective function L:

£ =E(|(hee, ~ hay, Hi — GED(Ge,,Gl,)) (5.2.13)

During ranking, given a query graph G 4 from class A the closest graph in terms of cosine similarity G from
a class B # A serves as its counterfactual.

Gp = Gh, argmax(—22 % ) ifB# A (5.2.14)

| | Ineal

This process requires searching within at most N — 1 graph pairs, demonstrating the need for substituting
further GED calculations with efficient approximate techniques.

Experimental setup
Datasets harnessed in this work in order to cover diverse image classification cases are the following:

e Caltech-UCSD Birds (CUB): contains more than 11K images of birds belonging to 200 fine-grained
subcategories, with annotations that indicate bird parts and attributes such as colors and textures. [106]
Graphs are automatically constructed in a star-like structure, with a central "bird" node, connected
with "parts" via "has" edges.

e Visual Genome (VG): comprises more than 108K images of varying scenes accompanied by human-
annotated scene graphs that include objects, relationships and attributes. [155] We regard two subsets:
a randomnly sampled one containing 500 scene graphs called VG-RANDOM, as well as a subset pro-
moting dense graphs with fewer isolated nodes called VG-DENSE.

Comparison includes a white-box and a black-box counterfactual method, referenced as CVE [346] and SC
[62] respectively. None of these employs scene graph, while CVE is not explicitly based on semantics at all.

Evaluation of retrieved counterfactual graphs is primarily based on ranking metrics, including:

e Precision@k: returns the number of top-k items in terms of GED found within the top-k items as
retrieved by the GNN.

e Binary Precision@k: This variant serves the counterfactual retrieval case, where only the top-1
retrieved item is considered to be the desired counterfactual; therefore, binary Precision@k denotes the
number of top-1 items in terms of GED found in the top-k items as retrieved by the GNN.

e Binary NDCGQ@Xk: it also considers the position of the counterfactual by comparing the ideal rank, as
suggested by GED, placing the counterfactual item in the top-1 position, with the top-k GNN-retrieved
rank. The relevance of each item is instructed by their position in the ground truth rank, with items
placed in a higher position being more relevant, and each position being equally weighted.

Apart from ranking metrics, we further report metrics related to the semantic edits performed, as suggested
from post-hoc GED calculation between the top-1 ground truth item and the top-1 GNN- retrieved item:

e Number of node insertions, deletions, substitutions.
e Cost of edits: sum of weights to reach from source to target for each edit performed.

Qualitative results are showcased in Figure 5.2.3: we report counterfactuals between the source class A
(Rusty Blackbird) and the target class B (Brewer Blackbird). These class pairs were selected based on the
idea of the most confused classes as analyzed in [346]. Overall, our approach produces the fewest and
cheapest concept edits, which are reported per image, together with the resulting GED.

We can spot some conceptual fallacies of the other frameworks, such as the appearance of two Brewer Black-
birds in the third row (left), a counterfactual image proposed by [62]. Another sub-optimal counterfactual
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Figure 5.2.3: Results for Rusty — Brewer Blackbird. Bold denotes best results (lowest number of edits and
GED scores). [69]

retrieved by [62] is presented in the middle of the third row, with only one part of the bird appearing in the
frame. The retrieval of such instances is directly associated with elevated number of edits, since a semantic
graph containing all bird parts and attributes needs to be inserted in the case of two birds, while several parts
and attributes need to be deleted in the case where only a part of the bird appears. The graph structures
leveraged in our approach impose a stricter interpretation of related concepts via their interconnections, pe-
nalizing erroneous edits in a more refined fashion compared to edits between sets of sets. The method of [346]
takes into account some visual cues (e.g. zoom), thus avoiding the aforementioned fallacies; nevertheless,
despite the seemingly successful counterfactuals retrieved by [346], the number of edits needed as well as the
GED values between the source and the counterfactuals are elevated in comparison to ours. This is due to the
lack of semantic guarantees associated with their framework, even though they characterize as "semantic"
edits the changes performed within specific image areas, which however still operate in pixel-level.

Human Evaluation Some critique arising from Figure 5.2.3 could be that the counterfactuals returned
by [346] are still visually appealing according to the counterfactual formulation, where a minimally altered
bird has to be returned, especially since a human is only provided with the image but no other specific
characteristics associated with each sample. We acknowledge that both techniques (ours and [346]) perform
an optimization in a different level, ultimately shifting the weight towards defining which ground truth is
more interpretable, thus which ground truth should be used for optimization.

Apart from consulting prior work defending the interconnected nature of semantics and explanation we
prove the power and expressiveness of semantic-based counterfactuals based on human perception. To this
end, we present results of the human survey in the following Tables. Specifically, Table 5.2 demonstrates
results of the comparative human survey, indicating a clear preference over both SC and CVE according to
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human evaluators. Therefore, we can safely deduct that our counterfactual images are more interpretable,
justifying the graph-based advancements accompanying our method. Despite the conceptual proximity with
SC, annotators selected the GNN-powered version almost twice, confirming the meaningful addition of linking
concepts within a graph.

Ours ‘ Win% Lose% Tie%
SC 48.86 19.32 31.82
CVE | 48.42 26.27 25.31

Table 5.2: Human preference; Win%=% times our method was preferred, Lose% for vice-versa, Tie% when
equally preferred. Bold denotes higher human preference per method.

Quantitative results are presented in Table 5.3 for both CUB and VG. For computational efficiency,
GNNs on VG are trained using only N/2 = 70k graph pairs. Based on the results, it becomes evident
that GNN-based variants (and specifically GCN ones) consistently perform better in retrieving appropriate
counterfactual instances, proving that both semantics and structure are important. On the other hand,
approaches that ignore structure (CVE, SC) or semantics (graph kernels) are unable to incorporate all
aspects needed for successfully providing counterfactual scene graphs. Overall, the incorporation of semantic
graphs for retrieving counterfactual images approaches ground truth GED-driven ranks, accelerating a brute
force scenario in which no GNN is leveraged, and all computation is supported by GED. The computational
overhead of these methods is demonstrated in Table 5.4, verifying the merits of employing GNNss for efficiency.

5.2.5.2 Unsupervised GNNs

Previously, we demonstrated the efficiency of supervised GNNs on approximating the NP-hard GED problem.
Still, there are points that could potentially be improved, such as the computational time needed for GNN
training (Table 5.4). However, reducing the number of training pairs below N/2 is not a viable choice, since
it leads to decreased performance, as proven in Figure 5.2.4, even though it would reduce the time needed to
learn similarities between given scene graph pairs.

Due to these limitations, a totally diverging line of work needs to be considered in order to mitigate the
training time needed without relying on examining graph pairs to produce proper graph embedding rep-
resentations. To this end, an appropriate approach is to leverage Graph Autoencoders (GAEs) [150] to
obtain graph embeddings. GAEs trespass the need for labeled data —in our case being a ground truth GED
value between each graph pair of the training data. Since this supervision signal is now eliminated, GAEs
may struggle in learning all the similarity characteristics between input graphs, thus often ranking lower in
comparison to supervised GNNs. [68]

GAE preliminaries

GAEs employ an encoder-decoder structure, where the encoder is trained to map input graphs on a common
embedding space. The networks comprising the encoder and the decoder can be any aforementioned GNN
module, as long as the encoder’s and the decoder’s architecture remains the same from model to model.
Distance between these embeddings, for example using cosine similarity, reveals the actual graph similarity:
embeddings lying closer in the embedding space correspond to more similar graphs. This representation is
implicitly learned during the training phase of a GAE, therefore avoiding the need for ground-truth GED
values at all in this phase?. Overall for N graphs, instead of O(N?) operations requested in the supervised
case, unsupervised GAEs only consume O(N) computational time to learn similarities between input graphs.

Experimentation with unsupervised GNNs includes the vanilla GAE, Variational GAE (VGAE) [150], and
Adversarially Regularized Variational Graph Autoencoder (ARVGA) [247], together with a variation of Graph
Feature Autoencoder (GFA) [103]. GAE and VGAE are built upon similar properties and only differ in
terms of the selected loss function. ARVGA extends the VGAE idea drawing inspiration from Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs) [93] to further regularize the produced embeddings. GFA utilizes the Feature

2@QED is still needed in order to form the ground truth rank that compares the GAE rank with the more deterministic GED
similarity perception during the evaluation phase.
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P@kt P@k (binary)f NCDG@k (binary)t Node | Edge| Total |
k=1 k=4 [ k=1 k4 | k=1 =
CUB
CVE [346] 0.02 0.10 0.02 0.11 0.11 0.26 8.43 4.70 13.13
SC [62]*! - - - - - - 8.07 3.66 11.73
Ours 0.19 0.34 | 0.19 0.49 0.23 0.36 6.16 4.34 10.5
VG-DENSE
Kernels
WL kernel | 0.076 | 0.164 | 0.076  0.186 | 0.138 0.287 5.24 11.67 16.908
SP kernel 0.122 0.154 | 0.122 0.232 | 0.194 0.334 4.96 12.08 17.04
RW kernel | 0.001 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.16 20.01 29.17
NH kernel 0.05 0.05 0.124 0.088 | 0.131 0.282 5.35 11.26 16.61
GS kernel | 0.008 0.022 | 0.008 0.018 | 0.103 0.259 6.44 16.75 23.19
Semantic Counterfactuals (SC)
sc[62]* [ - - [ - - - - | 491 7.29 2.2
GNNs
GIN-70K 0.16 0.27 0.16 0.38 0.20 0.34 5.11 10.77 15.87
GAT-70K 0.18 0.32 0.18 0.44 0.22 0.35 5.28 10.89 16.17
GCN-70K 0.25 0.37 0.25 0.49 0.28 0.41 4.95 7.15 12.11
VG-RANDOM
Kernels
WL kernel | 0.096 0.13 0.096  0.166 0.16 0.306 13.44 11.95 25.39
SP kernel 0.064 0.079 | 0.064 0.11 0.144 0.292 14.14 12.39 26.53
RW kernel 0.0 0.007 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.81 22.36 40.17
NH kernel | 0.092 | 0.135 | 0.092 0.168 | 0.157 0.303 12.57 11.71 24.28
GS kernel 0.0 0.002 0.0 0.05 0.0 0.0 17.22 15.34 32.56
Semantic Counterfactuals (SC)
sce2* [ - -1 - - - - | 1215 752 19.67
GNNs
GIN-70K 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.22 0.38 12.79 11.39 24.19
GAT-70K 0.18 0.29 0.18 0.38 0.11 0.27 12.81 11.98 24.79
GCN-70K 0.21 0.30 0.21 0.42 0.25 0.38 12.18 7.54 19.72

Table 5.3: Comparison of counterfactual retrieval results with ground truth GED rankings. Bold denotes

best results per dataset, while

indicate best results within model family per dataset.

| GED | GON-N/2 (train)] | GON-N/2 (retrieval)] GCN-N/2 (inference)|

CUB

VG-DENSE
VG-RANDOM

46220
13982
18787

32691 0.03
12059 0.03
16271 0.03

0.06
0.06
0.10

Table 5.4: Time (sec) for counterfactual calculation.

Decoder, alongside the original VGAE Inner-Product Decoder. GNNs comprising the encoder and the decoder
remain single-layered.

Experimental setup

Throughout experimentation, the setup proposed for the supervised case remains as it is, maintaining the
same graph splits for VG-DENSE and VG-RANDOM, while also considering the same evaluation setting,
where GED forms the ground truth rank for scene graphs.

Quantitative results for unsupervised GNNs are provided in Table 5.5, together with the best performing
supervised GNN for comparison. It becomes evident that unsupervised GNNs lack in performance compared
to the best performing supervised variants, and overall there is no clear winner in the unsupervised regime.
Overall, existing unsupervised architectures are not capable enough of encoding the necessary discriminative
characteristics and drive appropriate counterfactual retrieval.

Advanced retrieval can be on par with efficiency
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Figure 5.2.4: PQk of GCN variant for different training pairs p on CUB and VG. [69]

As demonstrated previously, unsupervised GNNs based on GAE architectures pose some merits in terms
of counterfactual retrieval even though they often stay behind best supervised counterparts. To this end,
possible optimizations over off-the-self GAE choices may lead to upgraded performance, thus proposing a
universal efficient graph-based solution for counterfactual retrieval.

This solution is embodied in our proposed SCENIR framework [39], primarily designed as a general-purpose
image retrieval method. Designed upon the typical GAE architecture, SCENIR introduces certain architec-
tural advancements for advanced scene graph retrieval results. Specifically, SCENIR acknowledges the source
of limited scene graph retrieval capability, attributing it to the inherent complexity of properly representing
node-edge relationships tied to design choices such as the usage of inner-product decoders, resulting in limited
expressiveness, as well as the limited discriminative power of such architectures as a result of oversmoothing.

We first need to consider a scene graph G' = (V, E), formulated as a feature matriz X € R"*¢ (information
about objects in image I), and an adjacency matriz A € R™*" (information about relations in image I),
where n = |V| is the number of nodes, and d the feature vector dimensionality per node. These two matrices
are received by two GNN modules (GNN,, and GNN,;) comprising the encoder, whose goal is to encode
the input graph into a learned latent space, outputting a latent node embeddings matrix Z € R"*% . Instead
of leveraging a shared GNN layer followed by separate GNN,, and GNN, for variational training [150],
SCENIR maintains them as two independent 3-layered streams, imposing separately learning structural
features (mean embeddings) and uncertainty (variance embeddings). In place of the GNN components, any
related architecture, such as GCN, GIN, GAT, can be selected.

Regarding the decoder, instead of employing a simple inner-product function, two parallel streams involving
two 2-layered MLPs are inserted, each of which constituting an Edge Decoder and a Feature Decoder. By
introducing this more complex decoding scheme, SCENIR aspires to capture more intricate and challenging
relationships present in scene graphs. However, GNNs are not preferred over MLLPs as decoding functions, as
evidently, multiple graph convolutional layers stacked one after another lead to undesirable oversmoothing
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Pak 1 P@k (binary)? NDCGG@k (binary)t Node | Edge] Total |
Models k=1 k=4 [ k=1 k=4 [ k=1 k=4 [
VG-DENSE
Supervised GNNs
GCN-T0K | 0.25 0.37 | 0.25 0.49 | 0.28 0.41 4.95 7.15  12.11
Unsupervised GNNs
GAE GAT 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.11 0.13 0.28 5.50 11.85 17.35
GAE GIN 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.13 0.13 0.28 5.4 12.002  17.402
GAE GCN 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.14 0.29 5.178 11.27 16.448
VGAE GAT 0.08 0.14 0.08 0.20 0.15 0.30 5.03 11.4 16.43
VGAE GIN 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.20 0.16 0.30 4.918 10.97 15.90
VGAE GCN 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.17 0.14 0.29 5.114 11.702  16.816
GFA GAT 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.18 0.16 0.30 5.07 11.56 16.63
GFA GIN 0.10 0.14 0.10 0.21 0.16 0.31 4.86 10.79 15.64
GFA GCN 0.068  0.12 0.14 0.29 0.158 0.16 5.03 11.432 16.46
ARVGA GAT | 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.19 0.15 0.3 5.06 11.48 16.54
ARVGA GIN 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.22 0.17 0.317 4.89 10.91 15.81
ARVGA GCN | 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.18 0.15 0.30 5.048 11.316 16.36

VG-RANDOM
Supervised GNNs

GCN-7T0K | 0.21 0.30 | 0.21 0.42 | 0.25 0.38 1218 | 754  19.72
Unsupervised GNNs

GAE GAT 0.07 0.092 | 0.07 0.13 [ 0.146 0.29 11.95 1143 | 2338
GAE GIN 0.07 0.8 | 0.07 0.11 | 0.15 0.30 12,55  11.74  24.29
GAE GCN | 0.066 0.08 | 0.07 0.1 | 0.14 0.29 12.13 [T11:38°" 23.52
VGAE GAT | 0.09 0.0 | 0.09  0.16 | 0.16 0.31 12.88  12.38  25.26
VGAE GIN | 0.09 0.1 | 0.09 015 | 0.16 0.30 12.69  12.04  24.73
VGAE GCN | 0.09 0.10 | 0.09 [70:16 | 0.16 0.30 1291 1239 2530
GFA GAT | 0076 0.1 | 0.08 0.4 | 0.14 0.29 12,99 1241  25.40
GFA GIN 0.08 0.1 | 0.08 0.14 | 0.15 0.30 12,92 1222 2513
GFA GCN 0.08 011 | 0.08 0.4 | 0.15 0.30 12,70 1234 25.03
ARVGA GAT | 0.09 0.11 | 0.09 [70:156"| 0.16 0.31 1251 1219 24.70
ARVGA GIN | 0.08 [[0:127 008 0.15 | 0.15 0.30 12.23  11.79  24.03
ARVGA GCN [10:09° 0.11 [70:097 o0.15 |[10:16 0.31 1246  12.09  24.55

Table 5.5: Ranking results on the two VG variants for various unsupervised GNNs in comparison to the
best supervised one (Table 5.3). Bold numbers indicate best ranking metrics overall, while
indicate best results within model family per dataset.

[174]. The output of the decoder comprises A, € R"*", with A, ;; € [0, 1], is the predicted adjacency matrix
and Zy € R™*? is the predicted feature matrix.

To further boost discriminative capacity of the main autoencoding module, a discriminator is incorporated
[247], enhancing differentiation between real samples, as drawn from a prior function, and fake ones as
generated by the encoder. The discriminator is designed as a 2-layered MLP with binary classification
output.

The model is trained end-to-end with a loss function that combines multiple objectives from all the afore-
mentioned modules:

»C = Al(ﬁfeat_recon + »Cedge_recon) + /\2£adv + )\B»C'KL (5215)

where Lfcqt recon is the Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss between the original X and predicted Z; feature
matrices, while Ledge recon is the reconstruction loss between the original A and the predicted A, adjacency
matrices defined as Eq(xlze’A) [log p(A|Z.)]. Lady is the adversarial loss implemented as Binary Cross
Entropy Loss for the discriminator prediction, and Ly is the Kullback-Leibler Divergence of the latent
embeddings to the prior Gaussian distribution N'(0, I). At inference time, global scene graph representations
are generated by applying sum-pooling to the latent node embeddings Z,, from the trained GNN,, encoder.
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Experimental setup

Dataset Experiments are conducted on an improved version of VG called PSG [386], containing ~ 49K
annotated image, caption and scene graph samples; we consider 11K scene graphs for training, and 1K for
testing. We utilize PyTorch Geometric [76] for SCENIR training, only requesting a single P100 GPU.

Comparisons To put SCENIR into perspective regarding its counterfactual retrieval capabilities, we compare
with unsupervised GNN techniques, including VGAE [150] and ARVGA [247], as well as will the supervised
GNN-based SC framework [69]. Furthermore, we compare with IRSGS [395], which utilizes image captions
instead of GED as the supervision signal to perform ground truth graph matching.

Evaluation As an evaluation measure, GED is again proposed as the golden standard, thanks to its semantic
and structural properties over image similarity metrics. In the interest of evaluating counterfactual retrieval,
where only the top-1 instance is relevant, we focus on the previously proposed binary variants of ranking
metrics [69)].

Quantitative results are illustrated in Table 5.6. Apparently, the introduction of a more refined unsuper-
vised GNN architecture introduced in SCENIR is capable of advancing counterfactual retrieval, ultimately
achieving higher retrieval metrics even in comparison to its supervised counterpart [69].

Model ‘ NDCG(Binary)@1t  MAP(Binary)@3t MRR(Binary)?

VGAE 8.79 11.09 14.23
ARVGA 8.2 10.63 13.79
IRSGS 8.9 11.63 14.96
SC 7.0 8.7 10.67
SCENIR 9.7 11.83 14.99

Table 5.6: Counterfactual scene graph retrieval on PSG.

Efficiency is exhibited in Table 5.7. The counterfactual setup of SCENIR is capable of retrieving counter-
factual instances in just 8 minutes in comparison to its supervised competitor [69] which requires 3 hours for
training on the same dataset size.

Model ‘ Preprocessing Training  Inference ‘ Total Time
SC O(n?) O(n?) O(n) ~3 hr.
IRSGS O(n?) O(n) O(n) ~50 min.
SCENIR O(n) O(n) O(n) ~8 min.

Table 5.7: Complexities of scene graph retrieval frameworks, with respect to the dataset size (PSG dataset,
11k/1k train/test graphs).

All in all, the introduction of appropriate unsupervised GNN architectures for counterfactual image retrieval
is capable of achieving competitive performance in ranking metrics, while significantly accelerating the time
needed for retrieving the counterfactual images.

5.2.6 Non-minimal interventions

Traditionally, counterfactual reasoning is framed around the idea of minimal intervention by changing as
little as possible in the input while altering the target outcome. This principle stems from causal inference
[259]: when we ask “What if X had been different?”, we want to isolate the effect of X and nothing else.
Minimal interventions ensure that only the causal variable of interest changes, keeping all else equal.

This principle, while analytically elegant, assumes that the counterfactual world should remain as close as
possible to the factual one, differing only in the variable of interest. However, when dealing with high-
level semantic representations, particularly in vision-language models, minimal interventions can be overly
restrictive and may fail to expose how the model truly encodes and utilizes conceptual distinctions.
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In contrast, semantically non-minimal interventions, i.e. those that involve substantial or categorical shifts
in meaning, such as substituting antonyms (dark — bright, open — closed, man — woman) or opposing
relational attributes (above — below), offer a complementary perspective on model understanding and ro-
bustness. Rather than probing the local sensitivity of the model to small, synonymous perturbations, these
interventions test the model’s ability to differentiate between semantically opposite or conceptually distinct
scenarios.

The intuition behind employing such non-minimal interventions is twofold.

First, they serve as a diagnostic for conceptual relevance. If a model remains invariant to a semantically
non-minimal change (e.g., producing the same caption or retrieving the same image when a concept “dark”
is replaced by a contrasting concept, such as “bright”), it indicates that the altered concept does not play
a meaningful role in the model’s internal representation. In other words, invariance to non-minimal
interventions reveals semantic blindness: the model’s inability to distinguish between conceptually opposing
states. Conversely, a change in model output in response to such an intervention implies that the model
indeed encodes and conditions on that concept, demonstrating semantic sensitivity and appropriate contextual
grounding.

Second, semantically non-minimal interventions reveal robustness-pathology trade-offs in internal model rea-
soning. Conventional robustness evaluation often rewards models that produce stable outputs under small
perturbations (e.g., synonym replacements). However, robustness to large semantic changes, such as flipping
antonyms or negations can be undesirable, as it implies insensitivity to critical meaning shifts. For instance,
in a text-to-image retrieval system, the captions “a dark room” and “a bright room” should yield entirely
different retrieval results. If a model’s retrieval remains invariant under this semantically non-minimal inter-
vention, it reflects a fundamental failure of discriminative understanding: the model conflates distinct
conceptual states, undermining its reliability in downstream or real-world tasks.

Thus, semantically non-minimal interventions act as a stress test for semantic grounding. They ex-
amine whether models capture not just surface-level linguistic regularities, but also the directionality and
oppositional structure of meaning embedded in language and visual concepts. This is particularly crucial for
linguistic and multimodal reasoning, where subtle semantic contrasts (e.g., full vs. empty glass, happy vs.
sad person) correspond to significant visual and contextual differences.

Moreover, this paradigm challenges the narrow notion of “faithful robustness” in linguistic and multimodal
systems. True robustness should not imply invariance to all perturbations, but rather context-sensitive sen-
sitivity—stability to irrelevant changes (e.g., rephrasing or paraphrasing) and sensitivity to meaning-altering
ones. Semantically non-minimal interventions, therefore, provide a principled mechanism to disentangle these
two dimensions of model behavior.

By introducing interventions that intentionally violate minimality at the semantic level, we gain deeper
insight into whether a model’s predictions are grounded in meaningful conceptual structure or driven by
shallow correlations. In this sense, semantically non-minimal counterfactuals operate not as adversarial
attacks, but as diagnostic instruments—revealing when a model’s invariance ceases to reflect robustness and
instead signals a lack of semantic discrimination.

Non-minimal interventions are adjacent to invariant outcomes: the outcome of a model before and after
intervention should remain almost identical, or demonstrate a minimal change which however does not sig-
nificantly shift the overall interpretation of this outcome. To this end, non-minimal interventions leading
to invariant outcomes is not meaningful in discrete classification settings, but rather in more continuous
outcomes, such as in ranking tasks, where an ordered set of items can be significantly or minimally altered
under the presence of a non-minimal intervention, indicating the degree of sensitivity of semantic ordering.
Overall, this direction can help uncover model properties ignored by typical counterfactual approaches which
include:

e Model insensitivity (which features are not driving decisions). Going one step further, from a causal
perspective, if an intervention on a non-causal variable leaves the output unchanged, that supports the
causal sufficiency of the model.

e Spurious correlations (model does not change output even with meaningful changes from human
perspective). Such an observation may even suggests that a model may operate in a different semantic
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level in comparison to a human. In practical terms, the presented invariance after semantically non-
minimal interventions may be proven problematic in real-world systems, where discrimination driven
from key semantics is crucial for the operationality of the underlying system.

e Robustness to irrelevant or adversarially-crafted changes: If a model predicts the same label despite
large changes to irrelevant features, this shows good robustness. Conversely, lack of invariance can
reveal brittle behavior.

e Fairness auditing: When changes in protected attributes do not change the decision. For example,
changing race, gender, or ZIP code shouldn’t change the outcome in a hiring model.

The above frame the crucial contribution of non-minimal interventions, which are going to be introduced on
the task of semantic similarity, as thoroughly analyzed in the following section.

Explaining semantic similarity models

We propose a model-agnostic explainability framework that enforces non-minimal interventions over key
semantics in sentences, evaluating retrieval outcomes produced by semantic similarity models.

The first use-case of our proposed explainability framework targets semantic similarity models on visual
vocabularies [204], exemplifying the value of non-minimal interventions. Generally, a semantic similarity
model M is tasked to produce embedding representations for sentences. In a dataset comprised of N such
natural language sentences, given a query sentence g, a ranking R for the rest NV — 1 sentences is obtained
based on the proximity of their embeddings.

5.2.6.1 Problem overview

In our study, we utilize semantic similarity models for text-image retrieval, i.e. retrieving the most appropriate
image given a textual query. Despite being a multimodal problem, image-text retrieval is appropriately
converted in a unimodal one. As input, we consider a dataset of size N that contains complex scene images
I; € 7, accompanied by query-corpus pairs (¢;,¢;),q; € Q,¢; € C,i = 1,2, ..., N with each corpus ¢; consisting
of an arbitrary number of sentences s;,j = 1,2,...,l.. Queries ¢; € Q correspond to high-level descriptions
of images, similar to the descriptions a user would input to a search engine for images. On the other hand,
corpora ¢; € C provide a more detailed description of an image, incorporating several details within a longer
visual passage. This passage can be constructed by aggregating individual sentences from areas of the scene.

By excluding images I, € Z and only considering purely linguistic (g;, ¢;) pairs as representatives for each data
sample, we obtain embedding representations of Q,C instances in a common vector space U by leveraging
pre-trained sentence similarity transformers M from SBERT [282]. Cosine similarity scores between query-
corpus embedding pairs in U are sorted to provide a rank R; per query ¢; in the consequent ranking stage,
with R; either lead to success, if the ground truth image I,, with corpus c; is returned at the top of the rank,
or failure otherwise. Finally, in the evaluation stage we assess the ranking quality via appropriate metrics.
Moreover, all failures per model M, i.e. image pairs (I, I,) for which I, # I, are stored in a set F, which is
further passed to the evaluation stage. More specifically, we count as failure f; = (I, I,); € F any instance
of a ground truth image I,, with corpus ¢; that was not ranked in the first position (rank; # 1) given g¢;;
instead another image I,, # I, with ¢, # ¢; achieved rank, = 1. Following the ’blind’ evaluation strategy
of traditional ranking metrics, we provide a measure of retrieval failures as the cardinality of the failure set:
F = |F| for each M. The overview of the aforementioned procedure is exhibited in Figure 5.2.5.

Visual concepts in language

Visual vocabularies contain descriptions about real life scenes, including objects, relationships and attributes.
Datasets that connect visual vocabularies paired with images, such as Visual Genome [155], COCO [183] and
Flickr [396] set our sources to construct purely textual query-corpus pairs, assuming that necessary visual
information is contained within the high quality annotations of those datasets. In particular, the annotation
diversity allows either shorter, global descriptions, as in Flickr and COCO captions, or detailed descriptions
in local level, as in Visual Genome region descriptions, concatenated in a corpus ¢; per image I;.

Choice of explicit knowledge base
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Figure 5.2.5: An overview of the representation-ranking-evaluation procedure to explain semantic similarity
models. Both the default stream (blue) and the intervened one (pink) are provided.

In order to define distances for perturbed semantics, we explore two options. The first one includes the
existing Wordnet hierarchy [226], providing an explicit tree structure to describe semantic interrelationships
between concepts. As a second option, we construct a Color hierarchy that provides the relativeness of
colors present in common sentences, such as the ones in COCO, Flickr or Visual Genome. Color distance is
provided via the RGB values of Matplotlib colors®.

Optimal embedding representation

Obtaining an overall representation of a corpus ¢; is not trivial, as existing transformers can handle up to
a certain number of input tokens per sentence. To resolve this, we can independently embed each corpus
sentence s; € ci, J=1,2,.., 1 using a model M, and then calculate the average of all vectors v§. Therefore,

ui = li Zé L v§ € U serves as the averaged representation for ¢;. Another approach is to leverage state-
of-the-art abstractlve summarizers [407, 274] to obtain a meaningful shorter version of ¢; while maintaining
semantics as much as possible, and then apply M only once per ¢;. Query representations uf € U are
produced by inserting each ¢; € Q in a model M, or by averaging over representations when ¢; comprises
from more than one sentences. The quality of each representation can be evaluated based on their efficiency
upon a downstream task targeting semantic similarity.

Ranking

Given amodel M, each query representation u] € U is paired with all corpus representations {u§, u$, ..., u§ } €
U, and cosine similarity scores are calculated for each pair. Higher cosine similarity scores yield more similar
representations, therefore sorting from higher to lower scores provides the ranking R; per ¢;. The process is
repeated for all N images resulting in N2 calculations. A closer look at the ranking procedure is illustrated
in Figure 5.2.6.

Traditional ranking metrics evaluate the ranking success, coarsely indicating the representation quality of
each M. Recall@k returns the proportion of ground truth images found in top-k ranked instances for all
queries ¢, g2, ..-qn, given that each ¢; has only one ground truth ¢;. Mean Reciprocal Rank (MRR) is the
averaged of the inverse of the ground truth rank position rank; for each ¢; given ¢;, considering the top-k

3Matplotlib colors
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Figure 5.2.6: A closer look at ranking procedure. Green lines denote ground truth matchings, while red
lines indicate matchings selected from maximum cosine similarity scores between query and corpus

embeddings [204].
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nk4f07" each rank; > k. (5.2.16)

We calculate Recall@k and MRR@k for k=5, 10, N. Also, we calculate the median rank position for all ¢;.

5.2.6.2 Interventions on salient attributes

We utilize counterfactual interventions based on explicit knowledge to obtain counterfactual queries ¢ — ¢*
targeting key attributes and produce respective representations in U, upon which counterfactual rankings R*
per ¢* are extracted. Interventions upon attributes are defined based on the WordNet [226] knowledge graph,
which allows for deterministically trasversing the path between two WordNet concepts, which correspond to
sentence attributes. More specifically, we perturb salient semantics in queries ¢; € Q, producing ¢ € Q,
and evaluate the changes occurring in the rank. Figure 5.2.7 provides the causal graph of interventions for

S B .
)

OO @G

Figure 5.2.7: Conventional causal graph (left) and counterfactual intervention causal graph (right) when
q—q

Let’s consider a real-world scenario in which we are searching for images corresponding to the query a man
walking in a dark corridor and images corresponding to a man walking in a bright corridor. Intuitively, we are
expecting to receive totally different images from an appropriate retrieval system. To mimic this contrastive
behavior, we exploit non-minimal interventions.

An appropriate non-minimal counterfactual perturbation must conceptually reverse salient semantics, be
focused on an individual semantic each time, and the resulting query ¢; should be linguistically correct.
With respect to those requirements and in order to restrict the search space of counterfactuals, we target
substituting object attributes. An example regarding a graph of such substitutions is presented in Figure
5.2.8. Initially, generic counterfactual queries include replacing attributes with their antonyms. More refined
subsequent counterfactuals focus on replacing object colors and sizes; such substitutions are discrete, fast
and controllable.
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Figure 5.2.8: Example of semantically non-minimal interventions on attributes. With blue color we denote
the initial attributes, while the pink nodes correspond to the attributes that substitute the initial ones, so
that the intervention is performed. The bold edges between nodes denote the matched concepts-which
actually consist the best matches available on this graph.

Antonyms are extracted via relevant WordNet functions for any adjective present in a query. If more than
one antonyms are returned, one is randomly picked to substitute the actual word.

Color substitution refers to changing colors present in the sentence with another distant color, based on
our constructed color hierarchy. We set a proximity threshold to ensure perceptually non-negligible color
changes. Two possible substitutions are attempted: either considering all RGB colors (color-all), or colors
only mentioned in the dataset (color-in).

Size substitution is an antonym substitution specialized in sizes. Words such as large, big, enormous, huge
are substituted with a random choice among small, little, minor, tiny and vice versa.

5.2.6.3 Re-ranking evaluation

Perturbed query representations u!* € U of ¢* # ¢ with u§ € U of corpus ¢; may directly influence the final
ranking R* when rank] < rank; or inversely rank] > rank;. Intuitively, any non-negligible perturbation of ¢
should result in worse position rank] > rank;, as the counterfactual query representation u!* would diverge
from ¢; comparing to u], due to the substitution of the actual semantic with a conceptually different one.
However, given the relative nature of ranking, some instances may stay in the same position rank}=rank;, or
even go higher. Ascending in the rank does not imply a better ¢}, ¢; matching, except if their in between cosine
similarity increases; instead, the distorted representations push lower previously higher-ranked instances,
virtually improving some rank. In any case, we expect all ranking metrics to perceptibly drop, as we pull
apart ground truth matchings in U.

The following evaluation concerns N =34K images from the VGNCOCO subset, where both queries and
corpora (corresponding to COCO caption and aggregated VG region captions respectively) can be collected.
This large dataset size allows drawing meaningful conclusion regarding the contribution of non-minimal
interventions over salient visual attributes on related descriptions.

5.2.6.4 Quantitative results under intervention

In our experimentation, antonym-based interventions concerning adjectives are applicable on 10523
(30.93%) queries, producing ¢* # ¢ which result in updated embedding representations: the cosine similarity
cos(ul,ul™) < 1. By exclusively considering intervened instances with updated representations u! # ul",
we observe that 4346 instances (41.30%) are ranked lower than the original ones, 2918 instances (27.73%)
are ranked higher, and 3259 instances (30.97%) remain in the same position. Moreover, for size-based
interventions, 10471 (30.77%) queries of the dataset are perturbed with respect to size-oriented words.
Consequently, 3902 instances (37.26%) are ranked lower than the original ones, 2961 instances (28.28%) are
ranked higher, and 3608 instances (34.46%) remain in the same position. As for Color-based interven-
tions, 16007 (47.04%) queries that contain colors are perturbed using non-minimal interventions driven by
color distance. Regarding the color-in) experiment and by considering intervened instances with updated
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representations, 7960 instances (49.73%) are ranked lower, 3578 instances (22.35%) are ranked higher, and
4469 instances (27.92%) remain in the same position. In the color-all experiment, we observe that 7729
instances (48.29%) are ranked lower than the original ones, 3848 instances (24.04%) are ranked higher, and
4430 instances (27.68%) remain in the same position.

Updated query representations result in re-ranking of instances; specifically, on average almost 70% of in-
stances changed position in R* comparing to R as presented in Table 5.8. The #¢* column refers to number
of perturbed queries, while Lower, Higher, Same columns refer to the position change.

Intervention

#q* rank* %
Lower Higher Same
Antonym 10523 | 41.30  27.73  30.97

Color-all 16007 | 48.29 24.04 27.68
Color-in 16007 | 49.73 22.35 27.92
Size 10471 | 37.26 28.28 34.46

Table 5.8: Changes observed for all counterfactual interventions on VGNCOCO subset.

Overall, despite the re-arrangements of individual instances, R* was only marginally altered in global level
for any of the counterfactual perturbations according to all query-agnostic ranking metrics, as presented in
Table 5.9.

Intervention | Recall (%) MRR (%) Fails
@1 @10 @10 Qall (%)
Original 15.31 39.48 22.11 23.42 84.69
Antonym 15.13 38.82 21.76 23.07 84.87
Color-all 14.52 38.16 21.15 22.48 85.48
Color-in 14.52 38.05 21.12 22.46 85.48
Size 15.19 39.32 21.97 23.29 84.81

Table 5.9: Ranking results on counterfactual queries.

Therefore, either by providing meaningful and relevant queries or conceptually divergent ones, the response of
a semantic similarity system is virtually the same. This invariance over non-minimal interventions generally
questions the trustworthiness of opaque ranking metrics, highlighting the need for explainable evaluation.

By qualitatively assessing retrieval failures post-intervention, we observe that perturbed semantics are rather
bypassed in favor of preserving object class. Even if this could imply representation robustness, on the other
hand it can be attributed to language model biases towards object identities. In any case, existing ranking
metrics cannot indicate potential biases, patterns and rules in the linguistic representations due to their
opaque nature.

5.2.6.5 Explainable evaluation

Another aspect concerning explainability issues of semantic similarity models is the lack of transparent
evaluation [204]. Apart from the observed invariance under non-minimal interventions, we get one step back,
acknowledging that existing metrics are not informative enough by design, at least in the text-image problem
as formulated in the previous sections: traditional ranking metrics [218] provide either a binary answer (item
found in top-k items or not), or position-informed variants (item found in the k-th position). However, such
measures cannot provide detailed insights regarding the contribution of the scene constituents of a scene
image to the rank position. For example, if an instance is ranked in the k-th position, items in previous
k-1 positions may be highly relevant to the ground truth one or on the contrary, highly irrelevant. To this
end, we propose novel explainable ranking evaluation metrics that decompose and quantify the conceptual
differences between ground truth and retrieved instances in local and global level.

Our purpose is to expand the existing ranking evaluation strategy within the image similarity setting: since
our dataset is comprised of image-text pairs, while also bounding boxes for objects, together with the cor-
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responding object classes are provided, we design evaluation algorithms to measure the agreement between
ground truth and top-1 retrieved instances.

5.2.6.6 Towards explainable evaluation metrics

We design four evaluation stages for all failures f; € F, starting from more influential concepts and moving
towards less prevalent details. Visual concepts are focused on scene objects. For fair comparison with
traditional ranking metrics, we demonstrate a query-agnostic evaluation approach: we compare concepts
between retrieved and ground truth images without considering query semantics. In the next paragraphs we
drop ¢ subscript for simplicity.

Concept agreement - CA Considering V as a set of visual concepts, concept agreement measures the
percentage of ground truth concepts V(1) contained in the retrieved concept set V(I,.) over all V(I;) concepts
for each f;. Let Vg, = V(Iy) N V(I,) the set of common concepts:

‘Vg,rl
CAy = Wi I = U 1)

Higher C'A indicates higher concept similarity. For example, if V(I,) = {Dog, Frisbee, Park} and V(I,;) =
{Dog, Ball, Park}, then the CA:%. On the other hand, if V'(I,.) = {Cat,Fish}, then CA=0, as no overlap
exists. This way we can confidently conclude that the first retrieved image is conceptually closer to the
ground truth than the second, and by extension the model used to retrieve the first image is better with
respect to CA.

Non-common concept similarity - NCS aims to provide a distance measure between concepts present
exclusively in either V(I,) or V(I,.). For example, we would expect the set {Dog, Frisbee, Park} to be more
similar to {Dog, Ball, Park} than {Dog, Cat, Park}, since the non-common concept Frisbee is conceptually closer
to Ball than Cat. Mathematically, let Dy = V{4, — V(I,) and D, = V(g ,y — V(I,), with both D, D,. # 0.
Other than that, D, and D, may contain different number of concepts. Then, a measure of concept distance
can be provided by calculating the path similarity score ps of corresponding WordNet [226] synset pairs,
based on the shortest available path between those two concepts. Path similarity ps ranges between 0 and 1.

An optimistic NCS metric returns the maximum possible cumulative ps averaged over the number of pairs,
by appropriately selecting concept pairs between non-empty D, and D,. The maximization of INCS requires
a dynamic programming solution, as naive strategies taking into account all possible D, and D, pairs would
yield a factorial amount of combinations. To trespass this prohibitive complexity, we create a bipartite graph
G = (Dy, D,, E) from Dy and D,: all concept nodes from the one set are matched with all the nodes of the
other via edges e, € E,y = 1,2, ...,|Dgy| x |D,|, while no edges are allowed within the same set. Edge weights
we, correspond to WordNet ps scores between synsets of connected nodes.

Consequently, the mazimum weight bipartite matching on G refers to pairing D, and D,. concepts so that the
cumulative edge weight is maximized. An optimized version of the Hungarian algorithm [hungarian _algo,
max_weight matching]| implemented by NetworkX* reduces the computational complexity of finding the
maximum ps to O(|V|?), where |V| = maz(|D,|, |D.|).

Therefore, NCS can be written as:
NCSy = avg(max_weight _match(G)), G = (Vigr) — V(Ur), Vigry — V(Iy), E))
Higher NCS scores reveal more similar concepts.

Concept enumeration - CE Real world scenes may contain repeated instances of same-class concepts,
forming concept multisets V,, = {(V1, [V1|), Va2, [Wa2l), .., Ve, |Vz|)}, where V1, Vs, ..., V, denote concept cate-
gories, and | V1|, [Val, ..., |V:| cardinalities per category. The cardinality per concept category is called concept
multiplicity in the multiset. CE penalizes differences in multiplicities between common concepts of I, and
L. for each f;:

CEp =Y |V = VL), (1,)=v; (1)
j=1

4NetworkX max weight matching
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Higher CEFE scores demonstrate higher enumeration disagreement, deeming lower CE values more favorable.
For example, if I, contained 10 dogs and 1 frisbee {(Dog, 10), (Frisbee, 1)}, a retrieved I, with 1 dog and 1
frisbee would have CE=9, while an I with 10 dogs and 1 ball would have a CE=0. Therefore, the first
image yields a worse CE score than the second, even though the second would have worse CA and NCS
scores than the first one.

Size disagreement - SD Even in cases where there is a high agreement of objects and multiplicities between
I, and I,, disagreement in object sizes may correspond to semantically divergent scenes. For example an
image with a dog in the foreground (large bounding box) is different than an image of a dog in the background
(small bounding box). To capture this difference, we design an optimistic SD metric which returns the area
differences of bounding boxes D4 = |A; — A, | for all available object matchings. Such matchings occur by
pairing concepts of the same category u between Z, and Z, up to the point that no more unique pairs can
be constructed. This is equivalent of creating bipartite graph G, = (V,(Iy), Vu(I;), E), where V,,(I,), Vi (I;)
belong in the same u and edge weights we,,e, € E,y = 1,2,...,|V(I,)| x |V(I,)| denote the area difference D,
between concept nodes. Pairing concepts with similar bounding box areas can be considered as the optimal
choice, therefore node pairs connected by lower edge weights w,, are preferred. Finding the minimum weight
matching provides the most similar pairs size-wise, and can be solved in polynomial time using the NetworkX®
implementation of Karp algorithm [min weight matching|. The matching process is repeated for all
concept categories in the multiset V,,, resulting in a set of graphs G,,:

V’U.EV"YY.
SDy = Z avg(min_weight _match(Gy,)),

Gu = Vully),Vu(lr), E),Gy € Gy,

A simplified binary version of SD increases a sum if area differences of paired concepts are above a predefined
threshold Tp.

5.2.6.7 Experimental details

We focus on presenting experiments on our construted VG N COCO of N=34k images: the dataset size N
itself, as well as the more detailed region descriptions of Visual Genome which comprise a larger corpus set
C, require accurate linguistic representations in order to retrieve more relevant images.

Selected language models are designed for semantic similarity, and according to the datasets they have
been pre-trained on, they can be divided in: all- models pretrained and fine-tuned on 1B sentence pairs from
multiple sources; multi-qa- trained on 215M diverse question-answer pairs, learning to map queries to passages;
stsb- models trained on the STSbenchmark, which contains sentence pairs annotated with similarity scores;
paraphrase- models with more than 86M paraphrase sentence pairs containing more challenging and uncurated
characteristics comparing to STSb; ng- models trained with 100k real Google search queries mapped to
Wikipedia passages; nli- models incorporate natural language inference data pairs (premise/hypothesis),
included in AIINLI dataset.

By conducting a large number of experiments to estimate the performance of such models on visual vocabu-
laries, we observe certain patterns in ranking results. In all experiments, most paraphrase models consistently
outperform the rest. Paraphrasers have been pre-trained on image captions (COCO, Flickr), which actu-
ally serve as paraphrasing data: during the construction of these datasets, annotators have independently
produced varying descriptions for the same concepts. Query-corpus pairs can be viewed as the one being a
paraphrase of the other, thus paraphrasers have learned a suitable representation for this matching, together
with their exposure to visual vocabularies.

Quantitative Results Table 5.10 presents ranking results on VG N COCO.

Qualitative results In all following experiments, we consider results from the best performing model
MiniLM-L3 on VGNCOCO. In total, F=28817 queries failed to retrieve their corresponding ground truth
1.

5NetworkX min weight full matching

60


https://networkx.org/documentation/stable/reference/algorithms/generated/networkx.algorithms.bipartite.matching.minimum_weight_full_matching.html

5.2. Accelerating semantic counterfactual computations

Model Name Recall(%)71 MRR(%)1 Median | Fails

@1 @5 @10 @5 @10 Qall Rank | | (%)}
all MiniLM L12 13.31 26.93  34.31 18.18 19.16 20.45 34 86.69
all MiniLM L6 13.07  26.80  34.26 18.02 19.02  20.29 35 86.93
all distilroberta 12.20  26.10  33.58 17.22 18.22 19.55 35 87.80
all mpnet base 12.64  26.12 33.82 17.45 18.47 19.78 35 87.36
all roberta large 12.01 25.63 33.42 16.87 17.91 19.24 35 87.99
multi ga MiniLM L6 cos 9.29 20.10  26.77 13.14 14.03 15.29 60 90.71
multi ga distilbert cos 9.22 20.35 27.04 13.16 14.04 15.32 57 90.78
multi ga mpnet base cos 9.53 21.03 27.81 13.63 14.52 15.79 55 90.47
nli distilroberta base 11.73 24.94 32.33 16.48 17.46 18.75 39 88.27
nq distilbert base 8.03 17.95 23.95 11.53 12.32 13.54 76 91.97
paraphrase MiniLM L12 14.24 29.89 38.34 19.89 21.02 22.37 24 85.76
paraphrase MiniLM L3 15.31 30.92 39.48 | 20.97 22.11 23.42 23 84.69
paraphrase MiniLM L6 14.39  30.01 38.51 19.96 21.10 22.46 24 85.61
paraphrase TinyBERT L6 14.55  30.38  39.12 20.27  21.43 22.82 22 85.45
paraphrase albert base 13.12 27.83 36.11 18.43 19.54 20.91 28 86.88
paraphrase albert small 14.56  30.25 39.04 20.23 21.40 22.75 23 85.44
paraphrase distilroberta 14.51 30.39 38.91 20.23 21.36 22.74 22 85.49
paraphrase mpnet 13.99 28.99 37.40 19.39 20.50 21.84 26 86.01
xlm distilroberta paraphrase | 11.59 24.62 31.87 16.26 17.23 18.52 40 88.41
stsb distilroberta base 13.41 27.04 34.28 18.32 19.28 20.55 35 86.59
stsb mpnet base 14.05 28.26  35.93 19.23 20.24  21.49 32 85.95
stsb roberta base 13.69 27.38 34.79 18.67 19.65 20.92 34 86.31
stsb roberta large 10.32 22.13 28.71 14.60 15.47 16.73 53 89.68

Table 5.10: Rank results on the VG N COCO dataset for our semantic similarity models.

5.2.6.7.1 Local evaluation The real power of our proposed metrics lies in local level. We present an
example from the color and details failure category below. Given a query ¢; (caption), Figure 5.2.9 shows
the ground truth I, (left) and the retrieved I,., (right).

Figure 5.2.9: A herd of zebras grazing in a lush green field

The set of ground truth object synsets is {trunk.n.01, hill.n.01, tree.n.01, sky.n.01, field.n.01, branch.n.01,
head.n.01, leg.n.01, leaf.n.01, zebra.n.01, mane.n.01} of cardinality 11, and the set of retrieved ones is
{grassland.n.01, field.n.01, zebra.n.01, mane.n.01, grass.n.01} of cardinality 5. Common synsets are {zebra.n.01,
mane.n.01, field.n.01} of cardinality=3, resulting in CA,=27.28%. Regarding NCS, the constructed bipar-
tite graph G contains |V'|=10, |E|=16, and the best matched synset pairs according to the mazimum weight
matching are {hill.n.01, grassland.n.01} with ps=0.111, and {tree.n.01, grass.n.01} with ps=0.167. The average
ps for all matched pairs leads to NCS;=0.139. Common object enumeration provides the following multisets:
V9 = {zebra.n.01, 5, field.n.01, 1, mane.n.01, 1} and V], ={zebra.n.01, 7, field.n.01, 1, mane.n.01, 5}. There-
fore, CE;= 6. As for SD for Tp=1, 3 bipartite graphs are created for the 3 common synsets. The first graph
Grane contains |V|=6 and |E|=5, resulting in 1 minimum weight matching of weight D4=2.30> Tp. There-
fore SDane=1=8SD;. The second graph G,cprq consists of |V|=11 and |E|=28, resulting in 4 minimum
weight matchings, from which none trespassed the threshold T, resulting in SD ,cp.,=0, thus maintaining
SD;=1. Finally, the Gye1q graph of |V|=2 and |E|=1, leads to 1 minimum weight matching of weight
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D 4=1.369> Tp, resulting in SD ¢;e1q=1, which increases the total sum SD;=2. Having in total 6 matches
for all three graphs, the averaged SD;—33.3% for this f;.

Perceptually, a major I, I,, disagreement can be attributed to not satisfying lush, green attributes rather
than semantics addressed by our metrics. As for traditional ranking metrics, I,, was placed in rank,, =294
with reciprocal rank score of 0.0034 and R@k=0, k=1,5,10. Obviously, we cannot extract much information
in local level about how much I, and I,, conceptually deviate and what we should potentially regard and
request from retrieved instances (colors such as green instead of yellow, details such as lush instead of arid)
to ascend in the rank. To this end, we conclude that traditional ranking metrics are only helpful in a very
abstract level.

The following Figures 5.2.10, 5.2.11, 5.2.12, 5.2.13 demonstrate some interesting results regarding retrieved
images and their ground truth matchings with respect to a given query. Images to the left correspond to the
retrieved image I,,, while images to the right denote the ground truth image I, with respect to a query g;
appearing in the caption. The caption also mentions the failure category the images belong, according to
human evaluation results.

Figure 5.2.12: Object enumeration. A dirt bike rider performing a stunt while in the air.

Rules in failures

The frequent class of successful alternatives indicates that even when automatic metrics consider an I, as
failure, it may actually be a conceptually correct answer to ¢;. Qualitative analysis over successful alterna-
tives further demonstrated that almost all (I, I,) pairs of this class were visually divergent, even though
conceptually equivalent. Also, details and object color failure classes appeared often enough, indicating that
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Figure 5.2.13: Detailed semantics.A cat playing with a shoe in a grassy field.

those semantics are rather bypassed in order for others to be preserved. Combinations of semantics did
not present any significant pattern; all semantics co-occurrences appeared in less than 10% of the evaluated
instances. However, we did observe some frequent rules, which can be translated as: if semantic A disagrees,
then semantic B will disagree as well. The rule action—details (if action appears then details will appear)
is observed in 54.37% of the instances containing action; object enumeration —object color covers 17.48%
of the instances containing color; finally, the reverse rule object color—object enumeration was observed in
11.65% of the instances containing enumeration.

Global evaluation

We present global query-agnostic results for our metrics. Despite our metrics being more meaningful in local
level, global evaluation is useful for model benchmarking.

With 134630 common concepts between all (I, I;.); € F, the average concept agreement (CA) value is
22.29%, meaning that on average almost the 1/4th of I, concepts appear in I,.

With 903987 non-common concepts between all (Iy, ), and 134630 common ones, we retrieve 627833 and
110839 WordNet synsets respectively. The mazimum weight matching between non-common synsets results
in 184747 maximum weight matchings, equivalent to the 29.43% of all non-common synsets. Averaging
over matchings (WordNet path similarities) for all (Iy,I,), provides the average non-common concept
similarity (NCS) score of 0.122.

With 41244 concept sets of same multiplicity and 69595 of different multiplicities regarding matched con-
cept categories for all (I, I,), most common concept enumeration (CE)=1 and average CE=8.638
instances for concepts of the same category reveals that in most cases there are not major enumeration
differences.

Focusing on the binary SD, we set the area difference threshold Tp=100%, increasing size disagreement
(SD) by 1iff D4 > 1 between two concept bounding box areas. Thus, average SD=20.35% for all (I, I,),
indicating that around 1/5th of common objects have non-negligible size differences.

Our metrics in global level reveal some extra capabilities. Most lower-ranked instances contained erroneous
annotations, allowing a post-hoc dataset cleaning step that could not have been automatically realized oth-
erwise.

Global results regarding our proposed metrics for all the models are presented in Table 5.11. Moreover, we
offer some additional insights:

e Object hit: total number of common objects found between ground truth - wrongly retrieved images
(I4,1;) at top-1 position.

e Object miss: total number of ground truth objects not found in top-1 retrieved images.

e Matched % synsets: Percentage of ground truth synsets found in top-1 retrieved images out of all
ground truth synsets.

e Average % object enumeration disagreement: percentage of objects having the wrong number of in-
stances between ground truth and top-1 retrieved over all ground truth objects (both having right or
wrong number of instances).
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As observed, the various explainable metrics indicate different models as best/worst performers, revealing
that fine-grained evaluation may disagree with traditional coarse evaluation, while providing some useful
insights.

Model Name CA NCS CE SD obj obj matched %  avg % enum
1T T 1 3 hitt miss] synsets T disagr.)
all distilroberta 21.75 0.12 9.14  20.02 136025 932261 29.43 2.40
all MiniLM L12 2172 0.12 888 19.88 134188 920214 29.23 2.35
all MiniLM L6 21.90 0.12 891 19.53 135687 926717 29.27 2.39
all mpnet base 21.74 0.12 9.14 19.24 135278 926724 29.44 2.39
all roberta large 21.85 0.12 9.13 19.60 136720 935614 29.42 2.39
multi qa distilbert cos 21.84 0.13 9.06 16.97 140754 1007800 30.60 2.49
multi ga MiniLM L6 cos 2193 0.13 8.69 18.86 | 141399 1008889 30.21 2.45
multi ga mpnet base cos 21.87 0.13 9.24 16.69 | 140455 1004153 30.54 2.52
nli distilroberta base 22.12  0.12 889 19.68 138882 943947 29.75 2.45
nq distilbert base 21.39 0.12 9.03 17.53 139608 1020776 30.27 2.38
paraphrase albert base 22.13 0.12 8.92 19.71 136867 927060 29.52 2.43
paraphrase albert small 22.40 0.12 8.89 1948 136319 909759 29.69 2.47
paraphrase distilroberta 2228 0.12 863 19.49 135679 911325 29.32 2.39
paraphrase MiniLM L12 2228 0.12 869 20.05 136102 910631 29.23 2.39
paraphrase MiniLM L3 2229 0.12 864 20.35 134630 903987 29.43 2.42
paraphrase MiniLM L6 22.07 0.12 8.61 19.37 134623 914535 29.46 2.37
paraphrase mpnet 22.26 0.12 8.71 19.46 136482 911716 29.08 2.39
paraphrase TinyBERT L6 22.15 0.12 855 19.67 134808 916573 29.17 2.36
xlm distilroberta paraphrase | 22.08 0.12  9.05 19.35 138934 951708 29.60 2.44
stsb distilroberta base 22.09 012 891 19.99 136181 928388 29.81 2.45
stsb mpnet base 21.84 0.12 9.10 19.95 133670 916167 29.58 2.41
stsb roberta base 22.04 012 890 19.68 135544 925948 29.75 2.44
stsb roberta large 21.10 0.12 8.29 20.11 134706 961836 29.18 2.24

Table 5.11: Results from our proposed metrics plus some additional information occurring from our metrics
per model

Human evaluation

Query-agnostic evaluation regards all scene semantics, even if in fact they are not present in the query. On
the other hand, incorporating query information at evaluation stage conditions concept importance upon
the presence of a concept in the query, forming a query-informed evaluation strategy. We conducted query-
informed human evaluation experiments considering all failures in F and penalizing semantic disagreements
only if those semantics are mentioned in ¢;. Evaluators were primarily asked to mark which salient semantics
were clearly misinterpreted in retrieved images with respect to the given query among the options: object class,
object color, object enumeration, action, size, details. Otherwise, if I,, can be considered as conceptually
similar to Iy, , it is marked as successful alternative. Additionally, the overall retrieval quality is cross checked
via qualitative ratings, assessing the conceptual similarity between I,,, I,, given g;. Despite being unfair to
compare with the -stricter- automated metrics, we expect lower values for object enumeration and size failure
classes comparing to CE, SD metrics.

We present some distributions regarding human evaluation experiments. Figure 5.2.14a regards the rating
distribution according to our evaluators’ perception of ground truth-retrieved image relevance with respect
to the given query. Figure 5.2.14b presents the number of failed semantics categories per image.

The crowdsourcing experiment reveals the most frequently misinterpreted attributes or combinations of at-
tributes. Loss of conceptual information can be either attributed to dataset quality, i.e. salient query
semantics not present in corpus, or on the capacity of the linguistic representations. Keyword matching be-
tween ¢; and c¢; excludes cases where the ground truth query-corpus pair contains very few common concepts,
enabling the remaining samples to reveal patterns within the learned representations.

Results regarding misperceived semantics classes are presented in Table 5.12. The 82.52% of evaluated image
pairs resulted in one semantic class disagreement, while the remaining 14.56% and 2.91% contained two and
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Number of failure classes per image

Ratings of retrieved images.

2 3
count_categories

(a) Human evaluation ratings (1-10). (b) Number of marked disagreeing semantics
per Iy, , I, pair for all evaluated image pairs
in F.

three semantic class disagreements respectively. The average rating over all classes was 8.47/10.

Regarding our example Figure 5.2.9, human evaluators rated I,.,-¢; relevance with 6/10 on average and all of
them marked details and color as the failure categories.

First, human evaluation experiments can indicate the degree of strictness of our automated metrics, as any
query-agnostic metric may over-penalize semantics present in the I, and ¢; but not in ¢;. Indeed, query-
informed variants of our metrics are more relaxed. Moreover, patterns in reported failures also indicate
patterns imprinted in the learned linguistic representations. Traditional ranking metrics cannot derive such

fine-grained observations.

Alternatives % Object % Action % | Detail %
class color enum. size
23.30 5.83 17.48 11.65 6.14 7.77 54.37

Table 5.12: Semantics disagreement percentage per class

5.2.6.8 Key findings on non-minimal interventions

The previous section highlighted the shortcomings of widely used ranking metrics, which can only provide a
generic sense of the retrieval success of related systems. First of all, counterfactual interventions indicate that
several state-of-the-art semantic similarity models are invariant against non-minimal semantic interventions
focused on salient query attributes, at least when a averaged ranking metrics are considered. By qualita-
tively assessing counterfactual failures, we observe that perturbed semantics are rather bypassed in favor
of preserving object class. Even if this could imply representation robustness, on the other hand it can be
attributed to language model biases towards object identities. In any case, existing ranking metrics cannot
indicate potential biases, patterns and rules in the linguistic representations due to their opaque nature. As
a parallel venture in terms of knowledge-driven evaluation, explainable metrics are capable of shedding some
light in the opaque ranking evaluation strategies commonly utilized, quantifying the degree of failure in cases
that the ground truth is not retrieved by the semantic similarity model. A wide array of implemented mod-
els showcase the capabilities demonstrated by our proposed technique, which does not require any specific
knowledge regarding the model under evaluation.

Another main take-away of this chapter poses some extra questions regarding ranking evaluation: Even in
the case of explainable evaluation metrics, query semantics are not taken into account, generally exposing
query-agnostic evaluation against any type of perturbation: even if the best possible answer to a query is
returned based on similarity measures, how can we ensure that it is good enough in terms of actual relevance?
The query-corpus relevance can be easily and explicitly measured via their common concepts, an approach
followed in query-informed evaluation. To this end, we conclude that explainable and, even better, query-
informed metrics are necessary to ensure evaluation robustness.
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Chapter 6

Knowledge in vision-language
explanations

The integration of knowledge into vision-language (VL) tasks represents a crucial step toward achieving
genuine multimodal understanding and reasoning. While recent advances in large-scale pre-training have
significantly improved performance across a variety of VL. benchmarks, these models largely rely on pattern
recognition rather than true comprehension. They excel at capturing statistical regularities between visual
and textual modalities but often fail to reason about concepts, relationships, and commonsense knowledge
that underpin human cognition.

Knowledge plays a fundamental role in bridging this gap. Humans do not interpret visual scenes or language
in isolation; they rely on prior world knowledge to infer meaning, context, and intent. For example, when
answering the question “Why is the umbrella open?”, humans draw upon their understanding of weather and
social conventions, linking the visual presence of rain clouds to the purpose of the umbrella. In contrast,
standard VL models may answer correctly only when such co-occurrences were frequently observed during
training, revealing their dependence on data-driven correlations rather than causal or semantic reasoning.

Incorporating structured and unstructured forms of knowledge—ranging from knowledge graphs such as Con-
ceptNet and WordNet, to implicit representations captured by large language models (LLMs)—enables VL
systems to go beyond surface-level matching. Knowledge enhances interpretability, robustness, and general-
ization by grounding visual and textual signals within a semantic space that encodes relations, hierarchies,
and real-world constraints. This grounding supports reasoning over unseen or rare concepts, enables compo-
sitional understanding, and helps mitigate dataset biases by introducing contextually meaningful associations
that are not purely data-dependent.

From a broader perspective, the study of knowledge in VL tasks marks a shift from perception-based intelli-
gence to reasoning-based intelligence. It aims to endow models with the ability not only to recognize objects
or words, but also to understand how these entities interact and why certain configurations make sense in
a given context. This paradigm aligns with the long-term vision of explainable and trustworthy AI, where
knowledge serves as the substrate for both interpretability and causal explanation.

In the context of the present thesis, we first aim to discover biases imbued in pre-trained models using con-
ceptualization from explicit knowledge bases. We then proceed with two generative tasks: image generation
from text and text generation from images (captioning). Knowledge helps addressing the key question of
what needs to be changed in order for the generated modality to reach its ground truth conditioning. Based
on this general framework, we study the following:

o What concepts need to change in a generated image, for it to reach its textual conditioning? The
suggested changes act as a means of conceptually-rich evaluation of conditional image generation,
enhancing and extending pixel-based image evaluation metrics, which can only offer limited evaluation
details.
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o What concepts need to change in a generated caption, for it to reach its visual conditioning? Inversely,
we evaluate captioning quality in conceptual terms, often addressed in literature as a widely reported
hallucination type; image captioners often hypothesize the presence of inexistent objects or relationships
due to their over-reliance on statistical priors they have encountered during pre-training.

This analysis proves the value of conceptual counterfactuals in diverging multimodal tasks, instructing a new
direction for bias discovery, hallucination detection and evaluation for potentially more tasks to come, as
long as they can be represented in a conceptualized format and connected with explicit knowledge.

6.1 Explainability in Visual Question Answering

6.1.1 Introduction to Visual Question Answering (VQA)

Visual Question Answering (VQA) is a multimodal task that combines computer vision and natural language
understanding. The goal is to enable a model to answer a natural language question about a given image.

Formally, given an image I and a question @), the model must generate an answer A:

A= f(I1,Q) (6.1.1)

where f(.) denotes a multimodal reasoning function that jointly interprets visual and textual information.
VQA tasks test a model’s ability to:

e Recognize objects and scenes (e.g., “What animal is in the picture?”)

Understand relationships and attributes (e.g., “What color is the car?”)
e Perform reasoning (e.g., “Is the person likely to be cooking?”)
e Leverage commonsense knowledge (e.g., “Why is the umbrella open?”)

Typical VQA systems integrate visual encoders (e.g., CNNs or Vision Transformers) with language encoders
(e.g., BERT or LLMs), using a fusion mechanism (such as cross-attention or multimodal transformers) to
combine the two modalities.

Biases in VQA systems

Existing systems addressing VQA as susceptible to several types of biases. First of all, language bias arises
when the question alone is predictive of the answer, without needing the image. For example, if the question
begins with “How many...,” the most frequent answer might be “2.” Early VQA models heavily overfit to
these priors, achieving deceptively high accuracy without true visual grounding. Several works, such as [2]
and [94], highlighted this issue, motivating the creation of balanced datasets (e.g., VQA v2.0 [359]) where
each question is paired with image pairs leading to different answers (e.g., “yes” vs. “no”).

Moreover, visual biases occur when models learn to associate specific visual features or regions with certain
answers. For instance, the presence of snow may bias a model to answer “skiing” or “cold,” even when
irrelevant. This happens because datasets often include co-occurrence patterns—certain objects or scenes are
overrepresented with specific questions or answers.

Ultimately, these biases result in shortcut learning: models optimize for answer prediction by exploiting
dataset regularities instead of performing multimodal reasoning. For example, models may focus more on
textual cues than on actual visual grounding. As discussed in [35] and [299], models can achieve competitive
accuracy even when the visual input is masked or randomized, indicating limited true visual understanding.

A counterfactual approach

VQA explainability literature is often dominated by model-specific approaches that often need access to the
model internals [6, 117, 134, 295, 250]. On the other hand, we can exclusively work on a fully black-box
setting by altering conceptual units over a single modality and let the model reason on this alternative
reality. By focusing on perturbing concepts in questions @) in a counterfactual manner, we pose the following
research question: [320] What is the response of the VQA model if we substitute word X with word Y in
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Figure 6.1.1: Overview of our proposed knowledge-based counterfactual VQA framework. [320]

question Q¢ Substitutions can be effectively driven by a hierarchical knowledge base, such as WordNet,
ensuring constraint distances between concepts. Similarly, by exploiting color distances, which correspond to
deterministic RGB values, we obtain minimal and non-minimal color substitutions [204]. The perturbations
performed via knowledge-driven conceptualization are illustrated in Figure 6.1.1.

Experimental setup

Datasets VQA-v2 [359] is selected as an in-domain evaluation dataset from the perspective of the VQA
model ViLT [148], pre-trained on VQA-v2. TO also assess the out-of-domain capabilities of VIiLT, we further
experiment on Visual Genome (VG) [155].

Evaluation involves the accuracy metric. We compare the counterfactual accuracy acc* of answers A*
stemming from perturbed questions @Q* in comparison to the initial accuracy acc.

Quantitative results As expected, all substitutions lead to ViLT accuracy degradation for both datasets.
The accuracy reduction is more prevalent in noun substitutions, underlining the central role of nouns to the
meaning of a question. By qualitatively observing response changes, we first highlight unexpected attachments
on responses connected with specific color changes, such as silver or gray, while perturbing more intense
colors, such as green or red leads to redefinition of the derived counterfactual response, denoting the model’s
capability of handling such perturbations. Furthermore, regarding adjective perturbation, the model has an
appropriate understanding of common adjective noun pairs, such as "hot dog", appropriately altering its
response when the respective adjective ("hot") is altered. Even though ViLT demonstrates a satisfactory
ability of handling adjective contextualization, it fails when encountering rare synonyms of adjectives, thus
failing to proper reason over the counterfactual setup. In the case of verbs, ViLT captures the general sense of
verbs in the context of the question, presenting a few failure cases. However, as evidenced by accuracy drops
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for noun substitution, ViLT presents more moderate capability in capturing noun relationships, exhibiting
instability in hypernym substitutions that are very broad, inclusive, and polysemous. Robust responses are
observed in cases when living creatures are substituted by their hypernyms or hyponyms. In cases when nouns
are substituted with a sibling noun (i.e. both nouns have the same parent node), mixed behaviors arise: in
several cases, ViLT ignores the substitution altogether, providing an identical response in comparison to the
non-counterfactual case. However, in other cases, ViLT properly reasons over the updated context.

6.2 Explainability in Text to Image generation

6.2.1 Background in Conditional Image Generation

Text-to-image generation refers to the task of synthesizing realistic or stylized images directly from natural
language descriptions. It represents a significant advancement in multimodal learning, where models jointly
understand and generate across different data modalities—text and vision.

The objective is to map a linguistic input (a caption, prompt, or description) to a corresponding visual
representation, such that the generated image accurately captures both semantic content (what is described)
and visual style (how it appears).

Early approaches to text-to-image generation were primarily grounded in Generative Adversarial Net-
works (GANS) [93], which introduced an adversarial learning paradigm consisting of two neural networks,
a generator G(z;60,) and a discriminator The generator G learns to map noise vectors z sampled from a prior
distribution p,(z) (e.g., a standard normal distribution) to the data space:

Trake = G(z), where z ~ p,(2) (6.2.1)

The discriminator D, on the other hand, outputs a probability p; that a given sample x; is real (i.e., from
the true data distribution pga¢,) rather than generated:

p; = D(z;) = probability that z; ~ pdata (6.2.2)
The two networks play a two-player minimax game with the following objective function:

minmax V(D,G) = Eynp,y,,[108 D(z)] + Eeny, 0a(1 — D(G(2)))] (6.2.3)

Where:
e (G aims to generate samples that fool D.
e D aims to correctly distinguish real from generated samples.
e The generator minimizes the second term, trying to make D(G(z)) close to 1.
e The discriminator maximizes both terms, improving its classification ability.

In the case of conditional GANs (cGANs) [228], G is fed not only with random noise z, but also with an
additional conditioning vector y, which helps guide the generation of samples from specific sub-regions of the
target distribution. Therefore, the generator G of a cGAN is expressed as:

Trake = G(2,9) (6.2.4)

The discriminator D receives both the sample and the condition:

D(xz,y) = probability that © ~ pgata(- | y) (6.2.5)

The objective function becomes:

minmax V(D, G) = Byep,,,, 02 D(z,y)] + Eeny. log(1 — D(G(,9), 1)) (6.2.6)
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Where:
e y guides generation and discrimination.
e The model learns to generate data samples conditioned on specific attributes.

Several image generation cGANs [242, 230] perform well when it comes to generating images with distinct
textures and colors. However, they tend to struggle with generating coherent overall object structures and
other long-range dependencies, due to the limited nature of convolutional filters. The Self-Attention GAN
(SAGAN) [405] was proposed as a solution to this problem; it utilizes a self-attention module in both G
and D, as well as modern stabilization techniques such as Spectral Normalization of weights [229], while it
leverages the two-timescale update rule [110] to impose different learning rates for G and D. In one of the
pioneering works, Reed et al. [281] demonstrated that a conditional GAN could produce low-resolution images
conditioned on textual embeddings derived from captions. Subsequent developments such as StackGAN [406]
extended this framework by adopting a multi-stage architecture, where a first-stage generator produced a
coarse image and a second-stage network refined it to higher resolution, thereby enhancing detail and color
fidelity. AttnGAN [384] further advanced the field by incorporating attention mechanisms that allowed the
model to focus selectively on different words or phrases when rendering corresponding image regions. This
innovation improved semantic alignment between textual descriptions and generated imagery. However,
GAN-based models were often limited by issues such as training instability, mode collapse, and restricted
diversity in generated samples, which constrained their scalability and robustness. StoryGAN [179] is a
generative model that synthesizes images based on sequential input (Story Visualization), using an RNN
structure to encode the input text and provide context information to the generator. The generator is
trained adversarially against two discriminators: the image discriminator, which evaluates image quality and
text-image relevance, and the story discriminator, which ensures consistency across images given the entire
story context. Recent work has focused on improving the baseline StoryGAN model [169] and exploring
alternative story encoding methods, such as using Transformer architectures [213, 212, 340, 253].

A significant paradigm shift occurred with the emergence of diffusion-based models, which replaced ad-
versarial learning with a generative process rooted in probabilistic denoising. Diffusion models, introduced
through the Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs) [111], generate images by progressively re-
moving noise from random Gaussian samples until coherent visual structures emerge.

These models were initially inspired by nonequilibrium thermodynamics, specifically by the process of dif-
fusion, where particles spread out over time from areas of high concentration to low concentration. The
generative idea is to simulate a Markovian forward process that gradually corrupts the data with Gaussian
noise over many time steps until it becomes nearly pure noise. The model then learns a reverse denoising
process—effectively teaching a neural network how to recover the original data from noise, step by step.
Some key concepts of diffusion models are the following:

1. Forward Process (Diffusion)

The forward process is a fixed Markov chain that gradually adds Gaussian noise to an initial data sample g
over T time steps. At each time step ¢, the distribution is defined as:

q(wy | vp1) = N(xt; V31— Brxi1, 5 1) (6.2.7)

Where:
e 1 is the original data sample (e.g., an image).
e 1, is the noised version of xy at time step t.
e [3; is a small positive scalar controlling the variance of added noise at time t.

e I is the identity matrix, indicating isotropic Gaussian noise.

q(z¢ | x¢—1) is the conditional probability of z; given x;_; in the forward process.

The forward process produces a sequence:

To— Ty — Ty — - — Ty (6.2.8)
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such that x7 is nearly pure Gaussian noise.
2. Reverse Process (Generation)

The model learns to reverse the noising process via a parameterized neural network (often a U-Net) that
approximates the posterior:

po(xi—1 | mr) = N(z4—1; oz, 1), Bo (24, 1)) (6.2.9)

Where:

e py is the learned reverse distribution.

o Lg(x¢,t) is the predicted mean of 241 given ay.

e Yy(x4,t) is the predicted variance (often fixed or simplified in practice).

e The process begins at x7 ~ N (0,I) and recursively samples z¢—1 ~ pg(z¢—1 | Tt).
This allows for sampling starting from pure noise z7 ~ A(0,I) and progressively generating cleaner data.
3. Training Objective

The model is trained by minimizing a variational lower bound or a simplified denoising score matching loss.
A common training objective is:

Evoca |lle = ol )] (6.2.10)

Where:

e ~ N(0,I) is the Gaussian noise added to the sample.

Ty = /ag o + /1 — &y € is a closed-form expression of the forward process at time ¢.

oy = szl(l — fs) is the cumulative product of noise scheduling terms.

€g(xy,t) is the neural network’s estimate of the noise € at time ¢.
Minimizing this loss trains the network to denoise effectively, enabling sampling from pure noise.

Subsequent works, such as the Guided Diffusion model [65], introduced classifier-based guidance to steer the
denoising trajectory towards desired attributes, achieving unprecedented image fidelity and controllability.
Among these, the introduction of Stable Diffusion [289] marked a major leap in accessibility and performance
by conducting diffusion in a latent space rather than pixel space. This latent diffusion approach reduced
computational cost while maintaining high-resolution output quality, allowing image synthesis on consumer-
grade hardware. These models often leverage pretrained multimodal encoders, most notably CLIP [273], to
align textual and visual semantics effectively.

The role of multimodal embeddings has been central in improving text-image correspondence. CLIP es-
tablished a joint embedding space where textual and visual representations are directly comparable. This
representation enabled models to interpret nuanced language and match it to appropriate visual concepts.
Building on this, systems such as DALLE [277, 276] and Imagen [291] achieved remarkable success in gen-
erating high-quality, semantically aligned images from complex or abstract textual prompts. These models
demonstrated compositional reasoning, allowing them to combine multiple concepts (such as “a cat wearing
sunglasses under a palm tree”) in a single coherent image. The integration of language encoders and vision
decoders thus lies at the core of current text-to-image architectures.

Despite substantial progress, evaluating text-to-image generation remains a complex and multifaceted prob-
lem. Quantitative metrics such as the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [109] measure visual realism by
comparing feature distributions of generated and real images, while CLIPScore [108] assesses semantic align-
ment between the input text and generated output. More pixel-level metrics, such as Inception Score (IS)
[294], Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) [410] and other variants are widely preferred in
generative evaluation, as they are able to quantify the quality of the generated samples in terms of dis-
tributional similarity. Yet, concerns have been raised that their brittleness is leading to inaccurate results
[258]. Even though more recent metrics, such as CleanFID [258] can resolve some issues regarding visual
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artifacts, they still cannot address major issues such as the evaluation of complex images, compositionality,
logic, and fairness of generation [29]. Moreover, when it comes to conditional generation, we further require
a measure of whether objects and attributes mentioned in the conditioning are successfully depicted on the
generated samples. Current attempts in conditional synthesis evaluation remain limited [314, 21] while still
facing the shortcomings of their unconditional counterparts, which they are built upon. Overall, many image
generation metrics are imperfect and often supplemented by human evaluations, particularly for assessing
aesthetic quality, creativity, and coherence. As a parallel venture, explainability in generative modeling can
deliver interesting insights, though current efforts either remain model-specific [19, 236, 87, 146] or require
discovering interpretable latent directions [266, 305, 38, 366], which is a non-trivial task.

We argue that resolving generative evaluation challenges calls for a conceptual approach to the evaluation
process, diverging from the pixel-level track. Relying on concepts instead of pixels offers the advantage
of enhanced interpretability of the evaluation process, paving the way for explainable post-hoc evaluation
of generative models: identifying concepts (objects or attributes) that can or cannot be generated reveals
capabilities and biases of the model at hand, thus driving potential architectural modifications. For this
reason, we adopt the approach of [78] in order to discover the edits needed to approach the ground truth
images commencing from a corresponding generated instance. In this case, by again viewing images as sets
of concepts, we pose the question of: what needs to be conceptually inserted, deleted or substituted to step
from generated concepts to the ground truth ones? [203]

6.2.2 Conceptual edits for generative evaluation

Counterfactual explanations are capable of addressing the aforementioned "what needs to be conceptually
inserted, deleted or substituted to step from generated concepts to the ground truth ones?" question by pro-
viding the minimum number of conceptual edits to achieve the S — T transition, where S serves as the
source (generated) image and T as the target (ground truth) one. The ultimate goal is to "approach" the
ground truth concepts commencing from the generated ones; in other words, we correct generated semantics
via edits that lead to the correct semantics based on ground truth.

Concept distances instruct the shortest path that connects two specific concepts. Concept hierarchies are
employed, which deterministically define the transition cost between concepts. We both explore the options to
use external hierarchical knowledge sources, such as WordNet [226], mapping extracted concepts to WordNet
synsets, or alternatively handcraft specific hierarchies to allow highly controlled semantic distance definition.
In any case, we denote as d(s,t) the distance between concepts s and .

There are three available concept edit operations to realize transitions:
e Replacement (R) e;:(S): A concept s € S is replaced with a concept ¢t ¢ S.
e Deletion (D) e;_(5): A concept s € S is deleted from S.
e Insertion (I) esy(S): A concept s € S is inserted in S.

Each edit operation inherits the concept distances imposed by the selected hierarchy. Therefore, R operation
considers the path between s and ¢ so that min(d(s,t)) is ensured. D and I operations regard the root node
of the hierarchy as ¢t and s respectively; in the case of WordNet, entity.n.01 serves as the root. Concept Set
Edit Distance (CSED) D(S — T) is obtained by aggregating all possible minimum cost edit operations
so that S — T is finally achieved:

S, T R,D,I
CSED=D(S »T)=minYy_ Y d(s,t) (6.2.11)
s#t

6.2.3 Method

The heart of our method consists of a pre-trained black-box generative model M which receives a semantic
description ¢ (in natural language or in symbolic format) as conditioning and produces an image I corre-
sponding to c. Concepts extracted from I form the generated or source concept set S, containing discrete
features or objects that belong to the generated images as concepts. Their extraction is based on off-the-self
automatic methods such as object detection, semantic segmentation and others. Similarly, concepts extracted
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Figure 6.2.1: Outline of the proposed semantic edits framework for image generation evaluation. [203]

from ¢ contribute to the real or target concept set T. The format of ¢ defines the concept extraction technique
to be followed, ranging from linguistic concept extraction, if ¢ is a textual sentence, to simple preprocessing,
if ¢ is already in set format. Ultimately, we aspire to answer the following: "What has to minimally change
in order to transit from S to 77" The outline of our method is presented in Figure 6.2.1.

6.2.4 Generative evaluation

The counterfactual backbone described in Section 6.2.2 highlights the steps to be taken for generative eval-
uation. We therefore present its adaptation on two difficult tasks of the generative literature: Story Visu-
alization and Scene Generation.

Story Visualization (SV) targets the sequential creation of images Iy, Io, ..., I, that correspond to a given
sequential conditioning ci,cs, ...,cr, one to one. The generated images need not only to remain faithful to
their conditioning, but also maintain serial consistency. We therefore define the two desiderata applicable to
SV:

e Faithfulness: objects and attributes mentioned in ¢j should also appear in frame Ij.

e Consistency: objects or attributes appearing in frame I cannot disappear or change in later frames
Ty, 11

Since well-defined semantics are tied to counterfactual explanations [32], we regard CLEVR-SV [139] as the
ideal dataset to demonstrate our approach, as it provides a set of concepts C: shape (cube, sphere, cylinder),
size (small, large), material (rubber, metal) and one of 8 colors (blue, cyan, brown, yellow, red, green, purple,
gray). Each CLEVR-SV object contains |C|=4 concepts that describe its shape, size, material and color.
We handcraft a simple hierarchy to group object semantics to generic concept classes, demonstrating the
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following inclusion relationships:
(large, small) C Size
(blue, yellow, brown, grey, green, purple, cyan, red) C Color

6.2.12
(metallic, rubber) C Material ( )

(sphere, cube, cylinder) C Shape

CLEVR-SV contains stories of length L=4, with the k-th frame strictly containing k objects. Any of the
three available edit operations can be relevant per frame: D of a concept, when a generated frame contains
more objects than its ground truth match; I of a concept in the opposite case; R equals to a D followed by
an I, and can be applied on frames with proper number of objects when semantics differ. In the default case,
we assign equal costs of 1 for all semantics, as well as for D and I operations (R cost is the sum of D and I
costs).

To measure story faithfulness we propose the Story Loss (SL) metric, which sums up the per-frame
Concept Set Edit Distance (CSEDy,) for k = 1,2, ..., L frames of the story. Generated CLEVR-SV seman-
tics for shape, size, material and color for the k-th frame form the concepts set Sj, while the semantics
of the conditioning form T}, with their CSEDj, denoted as D(Sk,Ty). Thus, the cost for the transition
{S1, 82,853,854} = {T1,Ts,T5,T4} corresponding to the minimum cost R D I edits needed to transform the
semantics of the generated sequence {I, I, I3, I4} to the semantics of its conditioning {¢1, ce, c3, ¢4} can be
expressed as:

k=L k=L
SL=Y CSEDy =) D(ST:), L=4 (6.2.13)
k=0 k=0

By scaling up the calculation of SL for a dataset containing N stories, we obtain the Global Story Loss
(GSL) metric:

N N k=L
GSL=> SLi=>»_ > D(SkTt)i (6.2.14)
1=0 1=0 k=1

As for story consistency, we propose the metric of Consistency Loss (CL): the frame I is compared
with I_1,k = 2,3,4 frames of the generated sequences to capture changes of semantics. A challenging aspect
of CL is that there does not actually exist a ground truth concept set. However, since it is known by task
definition that the k-th frame contains k objects, and the cardinality |C| of dataset concepts is predefined
(IC]=4 in the case of CLEVR-SV) we can assume that every previous frame constitutes the ’ground truth’
corresponding to the concept set T. By commencing from the k=1 frame, we expect the cardinality of T
to be equal with |C| - k = |C|. Any discrepancy results in a penalty py, = |T| — |C| - k = CLy, for k=1. For
later frames, we define as S the concept set corresponding to the k-th frame, and as T' the 'ground truth’ set
comprised of the k-1 frame concepts. Mathematically, CL can be written as:

k=L

CL=pr=1+ Y D(SkTh),  Th=51,L=4 (6.2.15)

k=2
In the ideal case, when the k-th frame contains k objects with C semantics, we expect that pr—; = 0 and
CLis1 = |C|- (k= 1). By extending CL to N stories, Global Consistency Loss (GSL) evaluates the
consistency capabilities of a generative model M in total:

N N k=L
GCL=>Y CLi=> {pk=1i+ Y D(Sk,Tk)i, Tii=Sk-1} (6.2.16)
=0 =0 k=2

Average values can be obtained for both local (SL/CL) and global (GSL/GCL) metrics:
1 1 1
Avg SL = %SL, Avg GSL = N[Avg SL| = NGSL (6.2.17)

For consistency, instead of exporting an average value over Z CLy, it is more meaningful to count how
many times the pr—1 = 0,CLg>1 = |C| - (k — 1) requirement was not respected, averaged for L = k frames:

k=L

Avg CL = p’“k:l + % [CLps1 #C| - (k—1)], Avg GCL = %[Avg CL] (6.2.18)
k=1
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SL and CL are by nature explanaible, as they do not only provide a measure of quality, but also reveal
the S, — Ty edit paths. Those paths serve as local counterfactual explanations, highlighting the erroneously
generated semantics for this particular story, either in terms of faithfulness or consistency. Overall, higher
SL/GSL and CL/GSL values denote lower conceptual generation quality. GSL/GCL edit paths correspond
to global counterfactual explanations: rule extraction techniques provide frequent patterns, summarizing the
behavior of the generative model M under investigation. Frequent GSL edit paths in fact contain common
misconceptions, i.e. conditioning concepts that M cannot easily generate. In a similar sense, GCL edit paths
reveal frequent inconsistency patterns, showcasing concepts that arbitrarily change within the story frames.
Therefore, by researching the question "What has to minimally change in order to transit from S to T'7", we
eventually answer a more generic one: "Which concepts cannot be generated or preserved by M?"

Scene Generation (SG) aims to synthesize a visual scene I based on a conditioning ¢. The synthesized
image comprises multiple objects which interact with each other. Scene objects are also accompanied by
attributes. The given conditioning ¢ is more complex compared to conditionings provided for SV, since the
concepts to be generated are numerous and not predefined; this yields a concepts set C of unknown but
comparatively large cardinality.

COCO dataset [183] provides the ideal setting for evaluating generative faithfulness for SG, providing textual
captions c¢ that can serve as conditioning. We focus our endeavors on on state-of-the-art open source diffusion
models [289] from Huggingface!, and specifically on Stable Diffusion v1.4 & v2 [319, 318| and Protogen x3.4
& 5.8 [268, 269]. These models produce realistic images - an important aspect for the concept extraction
(object detection) stage-. We omit older SG architectures [257, 402, 209, 177, 326] due to their inferior visual
quality and their reliance on scene graphs and layouts for ensuring proper composition.

In the concept extraction stage, YOLO-v8 [138] and YOLOS [75] object detectors are leveraged to construct
the generated concept set S. Since c is in textual format, spaCy [127] is used to extract ground truth concepts
from captions that form the target concept set 1. The semantically complex nature of concept distances
related to COCO concepts requires a rich knowledge scheme, such as WordNet. For example, if ¢ refers to
concepts such as ’food’ or ’animal’, a diffusion model may generate more refined ’food’ or ’animal’ instances,
for example 'pasta’ and 'dog’ respectively. The object detectors will then return these refined classes, inducing
some noise in the transformation process. Hierarchical knowledge can eliminate such issues: even though
T = {food, animal} # S = {pasta, dog}, the two sets are semantically equivalent if we consider the
hierarchical relationships pasta— isA — food and dog— isA — animal provided by mapping S and T' concepts on
WordNet [226] synsets. In this case, no S — T transformation needs to be performed. Therefore, the usage
of external knowledge allows more conceptually accurate transitions. Moreover, WordNet provides concept
distances necessary for edit operations, precisely reflecting semantic relationships between concepts. Then,
CSED can be applied to provide the total cost of the S — T transformations.

6.2.5 Experiments on Story Visualization

Since all semantics and D, I edit operations have an equal cost, we assign d=1 for all semantics, as well as
for D, I. For example, deleting a color yields an edit cost of 1. Alternatively, by substituting a color with
another one induces an edit cost of 2, equal to deleting the source color and then inserting the target color.
The same logic applies to shape, size and material of objects.

6.2.5.1 Quantitative results

In Table 6.1, we present results using typical image generation metrics (FID, Clean-FID, LPIPS, SSIM) over
the best variants of the selected SV models [179, 213, 212, 340| pre-trained on CLEVR-SV. Table 6.2 reports
conceptual metrics

In general, we observe an agreement between pixel-level and conceptual metrics. This is somehow expected,
since the concept extraction stage depends on pixel-level image quality, with better generated objects or
semantics being more easily identifiable. Nevertheless, conceptual evaluation offers more explainable insights:
percentages of losses per concept (Material, Size, Shape, Color) are provided, highlighting strengths and
shortcomings of investigated models over different semantics. For example, higher Shape loss for all models

Thttps://huggingface.co/models?pipeline _tag=text-to-image&sort=downloads
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(> 50%), indicates that they synthesize objects of ambiguous shapes in most cases. On the other hand,
relatively lower Size losses reveal the models’ capability to generate objects having the right size.

M FID | Clean-FID |  LPIPS |  SSIM 1
[340]  41.54 & 8.55 115.46 0.21 £ 0.05 0.71
[179] 41.45 + 6.25 123.40 0.25 +0.03  0.65
[212]  41.96 + 9.66 124.97 0.25 £0.08  0.67
[213]  41.80 + 8.81 122.62 0.25 £ 0.05  0.68

Table 6.1: Averaged existing evaluation metrics for all L=4 stories per M.

M GCL | GSL ] Material | Size | Shape |  Color |
[340] 4.97 7.01 20.83% 14.55% 56.62% 33.10%
[179] 11.44 15.33 30.89% 21.12% 62.34% 37.44%
[212]  10.95 8.06 21.45% 16.02%  56.78%  35.10%
[213] 8.32 11.51 25.34% 16.71% 56.83% 35.14%

Table 6.2: Averaged proposed evaluation metrics for all L=4 stories per M.

We further investigate our findings by focusing on the best performing SV model of [340] according to the
conceptual metrics reported in Table 6.2. Specifically, in Table 6.3 we present results of per frame GSL, GCL
and losses per semantic.

Frame ‘ GSC | GSL |} Material | Size]  Shape| Color |
1st 0.00 2.25 40.00% 6.20%  58.75% 7.50%
2nd 4.35 5.66 20.00% 11.88% 57.5% 32.50%
3rd 7.12 8.25 13.33% 16.67% 57.08%  43.33%
4th 8.42 11.49 10.00% 23.44%  53.13%  49.06%

Table 6.3: Average conceptual evaluation metrics per frame for [340].

6.2.5.2 Local explanations

The transparency of the proposed SL/CL metrics is verified by obtaining local explanations for [340]. Specif-
ically, we examine edit paths for the sequences of Figure 6.2.2: the 4 leftmost images (Figure ??) correspond
to the ground truth sequence, while the 4 rightmost images (Figure ??7) denote the generated frames. Con-
sequently, S contains concepts of 7?7 and T' contains concepts of 7?7. As presented in Table 6.4, a standard
R operation for all frames is observed, suggesting transforming the material of the small brown sphere from
rubber’ to ‘metallic’ in order to match the ground truth. In the last frame, one more R operation is added,
suggesting also transforming the shape of the new object from ’sphere’ to ’cylinder’. The cost for each R
operation equals to 2, equivalent for one step to remove the wrong semantic and one more step to add the
right semantic. However, this cost weight can be tuned appropriately, if needed. SL for this story equals to
10, as a summary of all operation costs per frame. By observing for CL, we realize that the correct number
of objects is added in every consequent frame, so that CLi~1 = |C| - (k — 1),|C| = 4 is maintained: starting
from CL; = pg—1 = 0 for the k=1 frame, we verify that only one object is added, respecting that frame
number should be equal to the number of objects present in it. CLy=4 is expected, since the object added
in the k=2 frame contains 4 semantics. Any number lower or grater than that would indicate an abnormal
behavior: CLg~; < |C|-(k— 1) marks one (or more) missing objects, while CLy~; > |C|- (k — 1) indicates one
(or more) extra object generated. The desired pattern repeats for the 3rd and 4th frame. Throughout this
analysis, the shortcomings of [340] concerning this specific image are revealed, producing a local explanation:
The semantic Material needs to be examined more, as in all story frames of this example the small brown
sphere is generated with the attribute ‘rubber’ instead of 'metallic’. In order to obtain insights regarding the
model’s synthesis capabilities of discrete semantics, global metrics and explanations need to be derived.
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) Ground truth story frames ) Generated story frames of [340]

Figure 6.2.2: Ground truth vs generated story frames using [340] for L=4. [203]

Frame Min edit path Operation Edit cost Semantic CL
1st ‘rubber’ —’metallic’ R 2 Material 0
2nd ‘rubber’ —’metallic’ R 2 Material 4
3rd ‘rubber’ —’metallic’ R 2 Material 8
4th  {’rubber’, ’sphere’} — {’metallic’, ’cylinder’} R, R 4 Material, Shape 12

Table 6.4: Interpretable local edits for Figure. 6.2.2

Rules (edits) Semantic  Support %  Antecedent support% Consequent support%
‘metallic’ —’rubber’  Material 26.77 26.77 26.77
‘rubber’ —’metallic’  Material 22.05 22.05 22.83

‘cylinder’ —’cube’ Shape 18.11 33.07 31.50
’cylinder’ —’sphere’ Shape 14.96 33.07 18.90

Table 6.5: Interpretable global edits on test set images of CLEVR-SV generated using [340].

6.2.5.3 Global explanations

In order to assess our model’s shortcomings in total, we measure GSL for all test images of CLEVR-SV.
Therefore, we can obtain a measure of the model’s inability to capture certain -discrete- semantics, either
per frame or in total (Table 6.2). We observe that in later frames, Material loss decreases, even though we
would expect that the problem gets harder and harder as more objects are added, resulting in higher losses.
This expected pattern is followed by Size loss and Color loss, while no certain pattern can be extracted from
Shape loss. The high Shape loss verifies the need for attention mechanisms within the used GANs, so that
long-range relationships can be captured. We can also attribute the rapid rise of Size and Color losses to
consistency deficiencies within the story sequence.

GSL can also reveal patterns in the form of rules for the whole test set. We leverage apriori algorithm [4]
to extract frequent semantic combinations and rules. The 4 most common semantic edits are provided in
Table 6.5, together with each rule’s frequency (support). The concept category (as occurring from equation
6.2.12), antecedent support (source semantic frequency) and consequent support (target semantic frequency)
are also provided.

We observe that Material is the most common concept misconception, with both 'rubber’ and ’metallic’
semantics being frequently confused. Shape is the second most prominent misconception, with ’cylinder’
appearing in the generated frames more often compared to the ’cylinder’ occurrence in the conditioning; ’cube’
and ’sphere’ shapes are sacrificed for ’cylinder’ to be generated. Since the rule support is not significantly
high, with 26.77% being the maximum value, we can safely assume that the SV model of [340] is not heavily
biased towards certain semantics. Nevertheless, we spot some tendency to generate wrong material and
shape, an observation that can be valuable towards architectural improvements of the model.

6.2.6 Experiments on Scene Generation

We select the first 10K samples from COCO to reduce the inference time needed to extract visual concepts
using YOLO-v8 and YOLOS object detectors. COCO provides 5 descriptive sentences per sample, which are
paraphrases of each other. For this reason, we only regard the 1st out of the 5 sentences as the conditioning
c. We follow two separate processes for SG: actual generation conditioned on ¢ and retrieval of caption-image
pairs based on captions similar to c.
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6.2.6.1 Conditional generation on COCO captions

For the generation experiment, we employ pre-trained diffusion models without any further tuning, as men-
tioned in 6.2.4, which are all tested on the same conditionings c. Each of the four diffusion models required
about 15 hours to synthesize 10K images using 2 T4 GPUs, therefore around 60 hours in total.

6.2.6.2 Retrieval of COCO-related captions

In order to obtain considerably more images conditioned on COCO-related queries without having to spend
the time and resources to run many more thousand iterations of the diffusion model, we utilized a Stable
Diffusion search engine (Lexica.art)?. The exact process we used was the following: we use c of the first 10K
COCO samples as the ’query’ caption. The search engine returned, for each of the 10k captions, 10 images
that have been already generated by online communities with the closest input queries to our captions. This
technique supplied us with 100.000 more Stable Diffusion images, accompanied by their input queries. We
then compare results between web-retrieved and generated images.

6.2.6.3 Object detection

We select a default threshold of T; =0.6 for detection; objects detected with confidence>0.6 are added in
the generated concept set S. This threshold is experimentally defined to maintain a valid trade-off between
false positive and false negative objects; in fact, since no ground truth exists, even defining false predictions
is untractable without human inspection. However, our approach can provide relevant hints regarding the
probability of false detection, as a higher number of D operations may infer higher false positive rates
(irrelevant objects being detected, if Ty is too low), while more I operations can be correlated with higher
false negative rates (relevant objects not being detected, if T is too strict).

6.2.6.4 Quantitative results

For comparative reasons we present results for T,; =0.5, 0.6, 0.7 in Tables 6.6 (YOLO-v8) & 6.7 (YOLOS) for
generated images, and in Table 6.8 for web images, reporting object extraction from both object detectors.
Instances colored in blue denote the lowest scores, which are more desirable, while the highest scores are
highlighted with red. We present number of edits (# I, # D, # R), as well as the total cost for each I, D,
R operation for all images. Mean CSED is reported as an overall metric regardless of which operation was
performed more often.

Ta M #1 Cost I # D Cost D # R Cost R Mean CSED
stable diffusion 37651 16762 1196 5655 126004 14323 35.75
0.5 | stable diffusion 2 | 36878 16067 1243 6301 129315 14839 36.32
protogen base 37072 16208 1233 5944 129290 14744 35.95
protogen 5.8 38581 17715 1195 4702 117708 13411 34.66
stable diffusion 39070 18386 1157 4042 110260 12964 34.22
0.6 | stable diffusion 2 | 38678 17782 1200 4514 112499 13397 34.55
protogen base 38548 17794 1184 4270 114762 13427 34.35
protogen 5.8 39766 19210 1134 3419 103579 12135 33.38
stable diffusion | 40814 20391 1086 2681 93390 11337 32.96
0.7 | stable diffusion 2 | 40677 19806 1107 2938 95477 11756 33.08
protogen base 40397 19801 1101 2820 97314 11787 32.94
protogen 5.8 41295 20944 1039 2308 89850 10726 32.39

Table 6.6: Metric results using YOLO-v8 for object detection on generated images from COCO queries.

Regarding the selected threshold Ty, our initial hypothesis is proven to be correct: more I operations are
realized for higher threshold 7;=0.7, suggesting that objects from the conditioning where not detected, while
fewer I were performed for Ty=0.5. Similarly, there are more D operations for the lowest T3=0.5, as spurious
objects can be detected more easily. Additionally, more R operations are needed for lower thresholds, which is
also expected, since more objects are extracted and added to the S set. As for object detectors, results using

2https://lexica.art/
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Ta M #1 Cost I # D Cost D # R Cost R Mean CSED
stable diffusion | 26302 9032 1382 44189 197623 21097 68.25
0.5 | stable diffusion 2 | 26684 8832 1403 43459 192198 21082 68.05
protogen base 26887 8966 1404 44406 193327 21035 68.81
protogen 5.8 28880 10367 1373 34996 189677 19858 60.45
stable diffusion | 27963 9920 1373 33891 188395 20286 60.10
0.6 | stable diffusion 2 | 28145 9662 1394 33933 182767 20322 60.36
protogen base 28499 9845 1394 34167 185217 20224 60.63
protogen 5.8 30545 11330 1364 27218 179947 18963 54.13
stable diffusion | 29998 10985 1357 24956 177213 19319 52.51
0.7 | stable diffusion 2 | 29831 10657 1347 25492 172860 19409 53.14
protogen base 29866 10790 1346 25255 175495 19350 52.98
protogen 5.8 28880 10367 1373 34996 189677 19858 60.45

Table 6.7: Metric results using YOLOS for object detection on generated images from COCO queries.

Ta | Obj. detector #1 CostI #D Cost D # R Cost R Mean CSED
0.5 YOLO-v8 186775 857448 1343 52247 1353479 224350 75.87

' YOLOS 163628 605321 1487 421525 2469635 473331 106.41
0.6 YOLO-v8 190047 891454 1317 37418 1174012 190928 73.74

' YOLOS 167576 646112 1467 308346 2303966 432851 98.06
0.7 YOLO-v8 193663 929183 1236 25388 982259 154063 71.81

' YOLOS 171778 688942 1449 214928 2115779 390304 90.56

Table 6.8: Metric results for web-retrieved Stable Diffusion images on similar queries to COCO.

YOLO-v8 are very homogeneous, indicating that the models under investigation follow a rather predictable
behavior irrespectively of Ty. Protogen 5.8 consistently yields the lowest mean CSED score, denoting cheaper
transitions for all thresholds. This observation slightly changes for T;=0.7 and YOLOS object detector (Table
6.7), for which, surprisingly, protogen 5.8 produces the more expensive transitions. By comparing Tables 6.6 &
6.7, YOLOS results in higher mean CSED, less I operations, significantly more expensive D operations (even
though the number of D operations is not substantially larger), as well as more and expensive R operations.
Therefore, we can safely assume that YOLOS is comparatively more sensitive in detecting more objects,
which may induce some noise in the detection process. All these results will become more interpretable
should we delve into the explanations accompanying the evaluation. The patterns arising from evaluating
generated images are also supported in Table 6.8 findings, verifying the threshold hypothesis, as well as the
increased sensitivity of YOLOS. Nevertheless, web-retrieved images seem to miss objects mentioned in the
query, as proven by the large number of I and R operations.

6.2.6.5 Local explanations

provide edit paths based on the I, D, R operations realized for a specific generated image. For this reason,
we employ a scene depicted in Figure 6.2.3.

According to YOLO-v8 with the default threshold T3=0.6, the generated concepts are S={’car’, ’car’, ’traffic

light’, ’car’, ’stop sign’}, and ground truth concepts are T={"light’, ’buildings’}. The edit operations of total
minimum cost 59.00 for this S — T transformation are:

I ()

D: {’car’, ’car’

, ‘car’}

R: {’traffic light’—’light’, ’stop sign’—’buildings’}

When using YOLOS, the generated concepts are S={’car’, ’traffic light’, ’car’, ’stop sign’, ’traffic light’,
‘car’, ’traffic light’, ’traffic light’, traffic light’, ’traffic light’, *traffic light’, ’traffic light’, ’car’, ’traffic light’,
‘traffic light’, ’traffic light’, *traffic light’, ’traffic light’, ’car’, 'traffic light’, ’traffic light’, *traffic light’, ’traffic
light’, ’car’; ’car’, ’traffic light’, ’traffic light’}, and the ground truth ones are T={"light’, ’buildings’}. By
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Figure 6.2.3: An image sample generated by Stable Diffusion 2 to extract local explanations. [203]

visually inspecting the image, YOLOS clearly overestimates the actual objects present, inducing noise in the
generated concept set S. Nevertheless, our evaluation strategy successfully captures this overestimation, by
suggesting the deletion of multiple concepts. Specifically, we obtain the following transformations of total
cost 104.04:

L{}

D: {’car’, ’traffic light’, ’car’, ’traffic light’, 'car’, ’traffic light’, ’traffic light’, *traffic light’, ’traffic light’,
‘traffic light’, “traffic light’, ’car’, ’traffic light’, ’traffic light’, ’traffic light’, ’traffic light’, ’car’, ’traffic light’,
'traffic light’, “traffic light’, traffic light’, ’car’, ’car’, ’traffic light’, 'traffic light’}

R: {’stop sign’—’light’, ’traffic light’—’buildings’}

6.2.6.6 Global explanations

for all images are presented in Table 6.9 for I, D edits and Table 6.10 for R edits. Results only involve
YOLO-v8 extracted concepts, as YOLOS results in an overwhelming number of detected instances. Top-3
results are demonstrated, i.e. the 3 most frequent insertion, deletions and replacements. I and D refers to
concepts inserted or deleted respectively, while Freq I, D denotes how many times a specific concepts was
inserted or deleted within all images. I, D support indicates the frequency a specific edit happens among all
I, D edits respectively. As for R, support denotes the frequency of a transformation rule among all produced
rules.

We can observe an obvious agreement between models; I edits include ’street’, ’tennis’ and ’table’ concepts.
It seems that the selected M cannot efficiently generate the I concepts, or generated concepts are of low
visual quality, so that their detection is not feasible with T3=0.5, 0.6, 0.7. D edits mainly contain 'person’,
‘sheep’, ’car’, 'umbrella’, ’donut’ concepts, indicating some bias towards generating spurious instances of
those concept categories. Finally, R edits refer to transforming ’person’ to 'people’, 'man’ or 'woman’. Since

'person’ is a YOLO category incorporating both genders, such transformations are somehow expected.

6.2.7 Key takeaways on explainable image generation

The aforementioned findings verify the initial intuition of utilizing conceptual approaches for generative eval-
uation over pixel-level metrics, extending the idea of explainable evaluation initially proposed for semantic
similarity [204]. The explainable metrics proposed are highly capable of breaking down the problem of perfor-
mance evaluation in terms that are meaningful to humans. Therefore, humans acquire a solid understanding
of "What needs to be changed" in order to transit from a potentially erroneous generated instance to the
desired ground truth one, which can be further decomposed to what concepts need to be inserted, deleted
or replaced to achieve this transition. By aggregating such edits, we also get a global view of the model
in terms of what are the problematic concepts from the model’s viewpoint; thus, apart from evaluation, we
better comprehend the model’s internal perception of semantics, which of them are not generated as often
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Ta M I Freq I I support D Freq D D support
street 264 1.57% person 2075 36.69%
stable diffusion | table 250 1.49% sheep 363 6.42%
tennis 247 1.47% car 252 4.46%
stable tennis 253 1.57% person 2177 34.55%
diffusion 2 street 242 1.51% sheep 466 7.40%
0.5 table 237 1.48% car 313 4.97%
protogen tennis 247 1.52% person 2281 38.37%
base street 244 1.51% sheep 317 5.33%
table 229 1.41% car 311 5.23%
table 270 1.52% person 1564 33.26%
protogen 5.8 tennis 265 1.50% car 261 5.55%
street 241 1.36% umbrella 251 5.34%
street 290 1.58% person 1572 38.89%
stable diffusion | table 281 1.53% sheep 311 7.69%
tennis 259 1.41% car 158 3.91%
stable table 274 1.54% person 1656 36.69%
diffusion 2 street 269 1.51% sheep 376 8.33%
0.6 tennis 264 1.48% car 203 4.50%
protogen street 268 1.51% person 1717 40.21%
base table 261 1.47% sheep 254 5.95%
tennis 255 1.43% car 197 4.61%
table 303 1.58% person 1220 35.68%
protogen 5.8 tennis 278 1.45% sheep 198 5.79%
street 274 1.43% umbrella 176 5.15%
stable table 322 1.58% person 1075 40.10%
diffusion street 316 1.55% sheep 254 9.47%
tennis 268 1.31% donut 122 4.55%
stable table 313 1.58% person 1134 38.60%
diffusion 2 street 301 1.52% sheep 291 9.90%
0.7 tennis 267 1.35% donut 111 3.78%
’ street 300 1.52% person 1189 42.16%
protogen base table 289 1.46% sheep 188 6.67%
tennis 262 1.32% umbrella 143 5.07%
table 330 1.58% person 884 38.30%
protogen 5.8 street 299 1.43% sheep 152 6.59%
tennis 287 1.37% umbrella 130 5.63%

Table 6.9: Global explanations (I and D edits) for YOLO-v8 extracted concepts.

are they should, or on the contrary, which concepts are overgenerated. Such biases-either from the side of the
pre-training dataset or from the model itself-pinpoint the main direction of improvement to transit towards
more unbiased conditional image generators, potentially be re-training or by employing certain architectural
modification. The plug-and-play nature of the semantic edits framework, suited for generative evaluation is
able to serve future generative models in a black-box, post-hoc manner, rendering this approach generalizable
and easy to adopt in practice.

6.3 Explainability in image captioning hallucinations

6.3.1 Background in Image Captioning

Image captioning is a fundamental task in multimodal artificial intelligence that involves generating nat-
ural language descriptions for images. It lies at the intersection of computer vision and natural language
processing, requiring models to both perceive visual content and express it linguistically in a coherent and
semantically accurate manner. The task poses a dual challenge: accurately identifying objects, attributes,
and spatial relationships within an image, and articulating these observations as fluent, contextually appro-
priate text. As such, image captioning serves as a benchmark for assessing a model’s capacity for visual
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Ta M R Freq R R support M R Freq R R support
stable person — man 1090 7.61% stable person — man 1115 7.51%
diffusion person — people 520 3.63% diffusion 2 | person — people 551 3.71%

0.5 person — woman 499 3.48% person — woman 511 3.44%

' protogen person — man 1101 7.47% protogen person — man 1061 7.91%
base person — people 507 3.44% 5.8 person — woman 476 3.55%
person — woman 500 3.39% person — people 441 3.29%

stable person — man 1065 8.22% .stalf)le person — man 1087 8.11%
diffusion person — people 503 3.88% diffusion 2 person —people 536 4.00%

0.6 person — woman 481 3.711% person — woman 482 3.60%
' protogen person — man 1080 8.04% protogen person — man 1035 8.53%
base person — people 494 3.68% 5.8 person — woman 449 3.70%
person — woman 485 3.61% person — people 431 3.55%

stable person — man 1022 9.01% stable person — man 1033 8.79%
diffusion person — people 473 4.17% diffusion 2 | person — people 508 4.32%

0.7 person — woman 458 4.04% person — woman 441 3.75%
' protogen person — man 1054 8.94% protogen person — man 989 9.22%
base person — woman 461 3.91% 5.8 person — woman 419 3.91%
person — people 446 3.78% person — people 408 3.80%

Table 6.10: Global explanations (R edits) for YOLO-v8 extracted concepts.

understanding, language generation, and cross-modal reasoning.

Early approaches to image captioning were dominated by template-based and retrieval-based methods.
Template-based systems constructed captions by filling pre-defined sentence templates with detected ob-
jects or actions [161]. While these approaches ensured grammatical correctness, they lacked flexibility and
creativity, often producing rigid or repetitive sentences. Retrieval-based methods, in contrast, searched large
annotated datasets for images visually similar to the query and reused their corresponding captions [246].
Although such models produced fluent sentences, they failed to generalize to novel scenes or unseen compo-
sitions. The field underwent a paradigm shift with the advent of deep learning, which enabled end-to-end
training of vision-language models. The introduction of the encoder—decoder architecture marked a major
milestone, comprising a CNN and an RNN as an encoder and decoder respectively. This model, often referred
to as “Show and Tell,” significantly improved caption fluency and relevance by learning a joint visual-linguistic
representation rather than relying on handcrafted templates [352].

Building upon this foundation, the “Show, Attend and Tell” model [382] introduced an attention mechanism
that allowed the captioning system to focus on different image regions when generating each word. This
innovation enhanced interpretability and improved descriptive accuracy, particularly for complex scenes con-
taining multiple objects. Attention-based architectures laid the groundwork for more sophisticated models
capable of dynamic visual reasoning. Later developments incorporated bottom-up and top-down attention
mechanisms [10], combining object-level feature extraction with sentence-level contextual reasoning to gen-
erate more fine-grained and contextually appropriate captions.

The recent emergence of transformer-based architectures has further transformed image captioning. Models
such as OSCAR [176], VinVL [409], and BLIP [173] leverage pre-trained multimodal transformers that inte-
grate visual and textual information through large-scale self-supervised learning. These models benefit from
vision-language pretraining (VLP), where aligned image—text pairs are used to learn joint embeddings capa-
ble of capturing rich semantic associations. Unlike earlier models that relied on limited supervised datasets,
transformer-based systems scale effectively across large corpora, achieving state-of-the-art results in both
caption quality and generalization. Additionally, contrastive learning frameworks such as CLIP [273] have
influenced captioning research by providing robust multimodal representations that align visual and linguistic
modalities in a shared semantic space.

Evaluating image captioning systems poses unique challenges due to the inherently subjective nature of lan-
guage. Automatic metrics such as BLEU [254], METEOR [15], ROUGE [181], CIDEr [350], and SPICE [9]
are commonly used to measure n-gram overlap or semantic similarity between generated captions and human
references. However, these metrics often fail to capture nuanced aspects such as factual accuracy, creativ-
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ity, or contextual appropriateness, prompting the continued reliance on human evaluations for qualitative
assessment.

Despite significant progress, several challenges persist. Models still struggle with compositional generalization,
often producing plausible but inaccurate descriptions (a phenomenon known as “hallucination”). Moreover,
captioning systems can inherit biases from training data, such as gender or cultural stereotypes, leading to
ethically problematic outputs. Current research efforts are addressing these limitations through grounded
captioning (anchoring words to visual evidence), explainable attention visualization, and counterfactual data
augmentation aimed at improving robustness and fairness.

Hallucinations in Image Captioning

Despite the recent advancements in image captioning techniques, a persistent and well-documented issue
remains: hallucination. In the context of image captioning, hallucination refers to the generation of textual
content that is semantically plausible yet visually unsupported; that is, words, attributes, or relationships
described in the caption that do not actually appear in the corresponding image [288]. Hallucinations under-
mine the reliability and trustworthiness of vision-language systems, posing challenges for their deployment in
real-world applications such as assistive technologies, autonomous systems, and medical image interpretation.

Hallucination in image captioning can be categorized broadly into two types: object-level and sentence-level
hallucination [288]. Object-level hallucination occurs when the model mentions objects that are not present
in the image (e.g., describing “a dog” when none exists), whereas sentence-level hallucination involves gen-
erating semantically consistent yet globally incorrect statements, such as describing interactions or scenes
that differ from the visual context. These errors reveal a fundamental issue in how captioning models inte-
grate and balance visual grounding and linguistic priors. Many deep learning captioning systems, especially
those trained end-to-end on paired image—text datasets, tend to over-rely on language models that capture
statistical co-occurrences rather than actual visual evidence. For instance, because “a person riding a horse”
frequently co-occurs in training data, a model may describe any person—animal pair as a riding scene even
when the image shows otherwise.

To quantify and analyze hallucination, Rohrbach et al. [288] introduced the CHAIR metric (Caption Hallu-
cination Assessment with Image Relevance), which evaluates the degree to which generated captions mention
objects absent from the image. It consists of two complementary measures: CHAI R, which reports the pro-
portion of captions containing at least one hallucinated object, and CH AI R;, which measures the proportion
of hallucinated object mentions across all generated object tokens. To operationalize these metrics, objects
are identified by matching words in captions to a predefined vocabulary aligned with the COCO dataset [183],
and visual presence is determined through either ground-truth annotations or automatic object detectors.
By separating image-based and text-based verification, CHAIR offers an interpretable quantitative estimate
of how frequently captioning models refer to non-existent entities.

The per instance CHAIR; is defined as:

| Hallucinated Objects|
CHAIR,; = . . 6.3.1
|All Predicted Objects| ( )

Furthermore, the per sentence CHAIR; is formed as:

|Sentences with hallucinated objects|

CHAIR, = (6.3.2)

|All sentences|

Despite its simplicity, CHAIR acts as a first, immediate measure for object hallucinations. The analysis
stemming from [288] revealed that models with stronger language modeling components (such as those
fine-tuned on textual corpora) tend to hallucinate more frequently, whereas models with stronger visual
grounding components exhibit lower hallucination rates. Moreover, CHAIR revealed that hallucination was
not merely a rare occurrence but a systematic behavior across state-of-the-art models: even architectures
with visual attention, such as Show, Attend and Tell [382] and Bottom-Up and Top-Down Attention [10],
frequently generated hallucinated objects. These hallucinations correlated strongly with the models’ reliance
on language priors—statistical regularities in training data—rather than actual visual evidence. Importantly,
CHAIR demonstrated that traditional caption evaluation metrics, such as BLEU or CIDEr, were largely
insensitive to hallucination, since they measure lexical overlap rather than visual accuracy. As a result, a
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caption could achieve a high CIDEr or BLEU score despite containing hallucinated content, underscoring the
need for metrics specifically designed to assess factual consistency.

Following CHAIR, researchers proposed several extensions and alternatives to better capture visual grounding
fidelity. Some works incorporated object detection-based verification, where captions were cross-checked
against outputs from pretrained vision models (e.g., Faster R-CNN [284]), enhancing precision in detecting
missing or false visual entities [56]. Others introduced semantic similarity-based metrics, which leveraged
pretrained multimodal encoders such as CLIP [273] to compare the alignment between image—caption pairs.
These approaches measure hallucination indirectly by quantifying the cosine similarity between visual and
textual embeddings; lower alignment indicates greater hallucination likelihood. For instance, CLIPScore [108]
computes the similarity between CLIP’s image and text embeddings to evaluate caption-image consistency.
While such embedding-based metrics offer scalability and generalizability beyond fixed object vocabularies,
they can obscure fine-grained grounding errors because they evaluate holistic semantic alignment rather than
discrete object presence.

Recent research in vision-language hallucination detection extends beyond object-level errors to encompass
attribute and relationship-level hallucinations, where models inaccurately describe object properties or in-
teractions. Metrics such as FaithScore [137] have been proposed to capture these subtler inconsistencies by
integrating structured scene graphs or grounding annotations. Some studies also combine human evaluation
protocols with automatic metrics to assess perceptual faithfulness, recognizing that hallucination is often
context-dependent and not always reducible to binary object presence. Similarly, ALOHa [263] leverages
an LLM to identify groundable objects within a candidate caption, assess their semantic similarity to refer-
ence objects from both captions and object detections, and utilize Hungarian matching to compute the final
hallucination score. Nonetheless, the subcaption process leverages LLMs, which also hallucinate themselves.

The dialog-based evaluation process of POPE [178] suggests answering "yes/no" to questions regarding the
existence of an object in an image. Objects are extracted from images based on ground truth annotations
or segmentation tools, filling question templates, while an equally sized set of non-existent objects provides
negative samples to measure the confidence of prompted models against "yes/no" answer bias. Then, the
agreement between answers with ground truth objects is measured. Also using a question-answering pipeline
to evaluate object hallucinations, NOPE [193] regards LLM-constructed questions with negative indefinite
pronouns (e.g. nowhere, none etc) as ground truth answers.

Involving LLMs in the hallucination detection pipeline, [357] are the first to recognize VL hallucination
patterns, driving the construction of prompts for ChatGPT to generate relevant hallucinated instances. Fine-
tuning LLama [338] on such hallucinations provides a proficient module for capturing VL hallucinations.

Model performance on standard text generation metrics may be negatively correlated with hallucination
occurrence, while the choice of image encoding techniques and training objectives employed in the pre-
training stage can be definitive [57]. Statistical factors accompanying object hallucinations were analyzed in
[423], examining frequent object co-occurrences, uncertainty during the generation process, and correlations
between hallucinations and object positioning within the generated text.

Across these developments, a key challenge persists: balancing interpretability with coverage. Metrics like
CHAIR offer transparent, object-level interpretability but depend on exhaustive annotation and limited
vocabularies, making them dataset-specific. Embedding-based metrics such as CLIPScore, by contrast, gen-
eralize across domains but sacrifice interpretability and may misclassify creative or metaphorical descriptions
as hallucinations. Consequently, a hybrid evaluation paradigm is emerging, integrating explicit object-based
grounding checks (as in CHAIR) with learned multimodal similarity measures to provide a more comprehen-
sive assessment of visual fidelity.

6.3.2 Explainable hallucinations evaluation

Many of the contributions analyzed above harness LLMs at some point of the hallucination evaluation process.
These approaches inevitably induce uncertainty related to the prompt used, while simultaneously facing the
possibility of LLMs also hallucinating and ultimately hindering the robustness and trustworthiness of the
affected module, and thus the evaluation framework itself. In our framework, we deviate from the usage
of LLMs, sacrificing the simplicity they provide in order to enhance the determinism and reliability of the
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evaluation process.

Other than that, both metrics evaluating linguistic quality, as well as metrics for VL hallucinations lack ex-
plainability aspects, since they do not suggest the direction of change towards dehallucinated generation. This
direction of change should primarily be measurable and meaningful, while its optimal usage prescribes no-
tions of optimality, translated to semantically minimal changes, as well as the fewest possible number
of edits leading to the desired outcome. We will analyze these desiderata:

Measurable change refers to assigning a well defined numerical value for comparative reasons. This require-
ment demands the connection of concepts to be changed with similarity features within a unified structure,
such as their distance on a semantic space or within a semantic graph.

Meaningful change refers to performing operations that are sensible in the real world, such as substituting
an object with another object and not with meaningless sequences of characters. For example, swapping
the concept "cat" with the character sequence "hfushbfb" does not hold a useful meaning. Moreover, even
substituting objects with actions breaks meaningfulness, e.g. replacing the concept "cat" with the concept
"swimming" within the same sentence violates the well-defined rules of linguistic syntax.

Optimal change refers to employing a strategy which guarantees that valid and measurable changes are the
best ones to be found among a possibly infinite set of valid and measurable changes. For example, replacing
"cat" with "person" is meaningful for a human, while also being measurable if we place the concepts "cat"
and "person" in a semantic graph structure. However, an alternative suggestion could be replacing "cat" with
"dog", as they are both animals, or even "cat" with "tiger" since they are both felines. In this case, optimal
edits require finding the most semantically similar concept to the source one. Such similarity requirements
can be imposed by structured knowledge bases, deterministically ensuring semantically minimal edits.
Furthermore, the number of such edits should be controlled, since infinitely performing minimal changes
should be naturally excluded from the proposed framework. For example, the transition "cat"—"dog" should
not consider extraneous changes, if not required to approach the ground truth sample. Therefore, the set of
all proposed changes should be minimized in terms of overall semantic cost, ultimately resulting in fewest
possible semantically minimal edits.

To address these challenges, we leverage the framework first proposed in [78], where counterfactual explana-
tions are provided via edits satisfying our desiderata. This framework, described in Section 6.2, adopted for
the evaluation of image generation models [203], where a source set S contains the ground truth concepts as
extracted from the generated modality (in our use case being textual captions) and a target set T' contains
ground truth concepts as extracted from the input modality (in our case being annotated images provided
to the captioner).

We wish to perform the S — T transition using the fewest possible semantically minimal and meaningful
edits, which is achieved via the guarantees offered by the WordNet hierarchy [226]: concepts from S, T
are mapped on WordNet synsets, which correspond to sets of cognitive synonyms. Distances of synsets
within the hierarchy translate to semantic differences in actual meaning. Finding the minimum path between
two synsets entails semantically minimal differences between corresponding concepts. WordNet is a crucial
component of this implementation, since it guarantees measurable (WordNet distance is a numerical value),
meaningful (WordNet synsets correspond to lexical entities of the English language) and semantically
minimal (shortest WordNet distance between two concepts is found using pathfinding algorithms [66])
concept edits. The algorithm of [78] uses bipartite matching to minimize the overall cost of assignment
between S and T concepts, ensuring the optimal S — T transition.

By breaking down the S — T transition, the following three edit operations e are allowed for any source
s € S and target concept t € T [78, 203|:

e Replacement (R) es,:(S): A concept s € S is replaced with ¢ ¢ S.
e Deletion (D) e;_(5): A concept s € S is deleted from S.
e Insertion (I) e;(S): A concept t € T is inserted in S.

Especially in the case of image captioning, we impose higher importance in D and R edits; the rationale
behind this decision is that since hallucinations refer to the presence of irrelevant or extraneous concepts,
they should be deleted or replaced to match the ground truth ones. Moreover, in many cases, captions
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purposefully provide a higher-level description of an image, therefore several visual concepts are omitted,
sacrificing coverage for brevity. In that case, I suggests the addition of visual concepts to the caption, which
may not be always necessary. In our framework, we also include I calculations, but we do not consider them
in the overall transformation cost; instead, we provide them as suggestion for the user to choose whether
they may be incorporated in more verbose captions.

Generated caption: There is a man sitting on a couch with a
dog on his lap

Human caption: There is a man sitting on a couch with a
laptop on his lap and a dog next to him

Figure 6.3.1: Example of hallucination on image captioning. The generated caption ¢ misses an accurate
relationship between the man and the dog. The concept "laptop" should replace the concept "dog" in the
generated caption, while the relationship "next to" should be added to connect the concepts "dog" and
"man". [202]

The role of roles

In Figure 6.3.1, the captioning model (BLIP) [173] confuses the spatial relationship between the man and the
dog, showcasing the importance of role hallucinations, which were not widely addressed in prior work, since
object hallucinations were their primary concern. Additionally, roles should be addressed in conjunction
to objects, and not on their own, since this more simplistic approach would result in under-detection of
hallucinations. For example, if we apply the counterfactual explanations algorithm of [78] on sets of roles,
the proposed edits for Figure 6.3.1 would be {I("next to")}, referring to the addition of the role "next to"
that connects the dog and the man. However, if we consider triples of two objects connected with a role, the
resulting edits would be: {R(["dog", "on", "lap], ["laptop", "on", "lap"]), I(["dog", "next to", "man"])},
which is a more valid set of edits, if we view the human-written ground truth caption and the image itself.

To perform the transition to editing triples instead of standalone concepts, we require scene graphs instead of
objects to acquire a conceptual representation of the image [structure-your-data]. Regarding the caption,
we also parse the sentence in a graph structure. Given two graphs Gp representing the image and Gg
corresponding to a possibly hallucinated generated caption ¢, we search for the minimum cost set of R, D,
I edits (applied on objects and roles) that transform Gg — Gr, i.e. convert a -possibly- hallucinated graph
to a non-hallucinated one.

This cost of transformation is calculated using Graph Edit Distance (GED) between Gg, Gr. Denoting as
c(e;) the cost of an operation e; € {R,D,I} and P(Gg, Gr) the set of n edit paths to transform Gg — Gr,
GED is formed as:

n

GED(Gg, Gr)= i y 6.3.3
( S T) (el,...,enI)IéIIIDI(GS,GT)i:ZIC(e) ( )

The shortest paths P(Gg,Gr) are calculated using deterministic pathfinding algorithms, such as Dijkstra
[66], ensuring optimality of edits e;.

However, GED is an NP-hard algorithm as analyzed in Section 5.1, meaning that it cannot be calculated
efficiently in its basic, brute-force format. For this reason, we employ some approximations, such as the
Volgenant-Jonker (VJ) algorithm [140], which allows for GED calculation in polynomial time.
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Candidate Reference Phenomenon Caption:
Svar- A man sitting on a bench
woman specialization pegen
7 ) HalRate = = = 0.5 or 50%
chair sofa Replacement QP_ﬁO_n{ table
Hndier A cat sitting on a desk
i3 specialization | nextioa
i telephone
soda X Delotion HalRate = + % = 0.66 or 66%
Caption: knife, fork Insertion Caption:
A girl with a necklace HalRate = = + Vi +1% = 0.6 or 60% alrplans
is sitting on a chair Under Specialized Ratio = - = 0.2 or 20% Alfit s flying in the I
with food and a Soda. Granularity = 1-% =0.710r 71% with 2 Bl6lid smoke
¢ =0,

HalRate =+ 5 =0.66 or 66%

Figure 6.3.2: An example of detected hallucination of objects in image captioning from our framework is
presented, depicting each phenomenon along with the proposed metrics. Objects in yellow represent an
overspecialized phenomenon, in purple a replacement, and in red a removal. Those in green are correct

objects, and those in blue are the underspecialized objects (which do not constitute hallucinations, as the
caption contains a more generic concept to the ground truth one). As shown, the hallucination rate is

calculated as the sum of the rate of each hallucination phenomenon independently. [202]

6.3.3 Hallucination detection framework
Object hallucinations

In Figure 6.3.2 we illustrate the hallucination analysis provided by our proposed HalCECE framework [202].
We formulate the object hallucination detection problem as follows: each caption ¢ has generated objects
S = {s1,82,...,8n}, and each image contains the ground truth objects T' = {t,ta,...,t;}. We find the R,
D, I sets of object edits to perform the transition S — T, as analyzed in Section 6.3.2.

In order to evaluate different granularities of hallucinations, i.e. presence of more generic or more specific
concepts compared to the ground truth one, we utilize the Least Common Ancestor (LCA) within the
WordNet hierarchy. Specifically, LCA denotes the closest ancestor synset between two synsets in WordNet;
we closely examine the case where the LCA between two synsets contains one of the synsets itself: for
example, given two synsets v and w, if LCA(v, w)=wv, then v is a hypernym (more generic concept) of w.

Based on these, we analyze the following hallucination phenomena:

e Deletion (D): When an object s; € S must be deleted; e.g., in Figure 6.3.2, the concept "soda" is in
the generated caption ¢ but not in the image.

¢ Replacement (R): When an object s; € S, is replaced with a different object t;, where LC A(s;,t;) #
si, and LC'A(s;,t;) # t; (meaning that no object is a hypernym of the other). For instance, the caption
references a "chair", but the image contains a "sofa".

e Over-specialization (O): When an object s; € S is replaced with a different object t;, where
LCA(s;,t;) = tj, 1.e. tj is a more general concept than s; in the hierarchy. For example, the cap-
tion states that the image contains a "girl", but the image depicts a "woman"; in this case, the caption
erroneously overspecified this term, since "girl" is subcategory of "woman".

Based on these phenomena, we measure the degree of hallucination for a caption ¢ as the number of objects
that exhibit at least one of the aforementioned phenomena. Thus, the metric for counting hallucinations in
captioning, denoted as Hal(S,T), is defined as the sum of the cardinalities of the sets of D, R, O:

Hal(S,T) = [D(S,T)| + [R(S,T)| + |O(S,T)| (6.3.4)

The hallucination rate HalRate reveals the percentage of hallucinated objects over the total number of objects
|S] in ¢, and it is mathematically expressed as:

Hal(S,T)

HalRate(S,T) = 5]

(6.3.5)
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We incorporate additional semantic metrics on these properties, such as quantifying the semantic distance
between hallucinatory and ground truth concepts.

e Similarity of Replacements: We employ Wu-Palmer similarity [374] to measure the semantic sim-
ilarity of replacements based on the position of synsets in WordNet. This way, we measure how close
the replaced terms are in order to gain further understanding of the behavior of the captioner. For
example, semantically related replacements receive a higher Wu-Palmer similarity score, denoting more
"justified" hallucination occurrences.

An additional facet of HalCECE lies in its capacity to explore phenomena beyond hallucination. This is
exemplified through the following measures:

e Granularity: Defined as 1 minus the ratio of Insertions (I) over the number of ground truth image
objects. In essence, it represents the percentage of objects that ¢ attempts to encapsulate compared to
the image objects:

I
Granularity(S,T) =1 — ||(;V|)| (6.3.6)

e Under-Specialization (U): Quantifies the instances of underspecialized objects, where an object
s; € S from c is replaced with a different object ¢;, and LCA(s;,t;) = s;, meaning that the caption
object is more generic than the corresponding image object. For instance, if the caption indicates the
presence of "food", but the image portrays a "pizza", the caption is not incorrect (because a "pizza"
is a sub category of "food") but could benefit from greater specificity. The ratio is computed as the
division of the number of under-specialized objects by the total number of objects in ¢, reflecting the
proportion of objects in the generated captions that are underspecialized.

In our analysis, we incorporate both the average number of objects per caption and the average
number of WordNet ancestors (hypernyms) associated with each of these objects for all data instances.
This approach provides a comprehensive perspective on the content of each caption c.

Role hallucinations

Our framework is directly extended to incorporate edge-level hallucinations. On top of objects included in
T and S, images and captions also describe object interactions. As explained, role hallucination is measured
using triples and not simply relations which would disregard adjacent objects and their transformations.
To this end, we denote the sets of triples corresponding to captions and image annotations respectively
as 8" = {(si,75,5k),...} and T" = {(t;,r%,t),...}. A visual representation of roles within captions can
be found in Figure 6.3.3. Examples of caption triples are "horse over obstacle" and "people sitting at
table". To measure role hallucinations, i.e. the transition from S™ — 77, we employ an adjusted version
of aforementioned equations. Edit sets D and R are calculated by considering triples instead of objects as
following:

Caption: riding

A person

a horse over an-obstacle
hurdle

Hal Rate (Edges) = /2 = 0.5 or 50%
Hal Rate (Objects) = = 0.33 or 33%

Caption:
There are people sitting
af a table

%
Hal Rate (Edges) = 2 = 0.5 or 50%
Hal Rate (Objects) = ': = 0.33 or 33%

Figure 6.3.3: An demonstration of the edge integration into HalCECE. The edges are highlighted in bold,
and the different colors correspond to those of Figure 6.3.2.
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e Deletions (D): When an edge 75 between two objects s;, s, must be deleted. Notably, this edit set
includes deletions induced as "collateral damage" due to object deletions or replacements, as well as
hallucinated relations between correctly detected objects in ¢. In Figure 6.3.3, the role "eating" between
"people" and "food" is deleted because "food" is hallucinated by the captioner.

e Replacement (R): When an edge r; between two objects s;, sy is replaced with another edge rt,. For
example, in Figure 6.3.3 the role "jumping" between "person" and "horse" is hallucinated and needs to
be replaced with "riding". Despite "jumping" being a valid relation between "horse" and "obstacle",
or even "person" and "obstacle", it is definitely not correct in the presented configuration, placing a
great focus on leveraging roles as part of a triple.

Tt is noteworthy that the definition of over-/under- specialization is not applicable for roles, as edges describe
actions, topology or "part of" relations, steering away from hierarchies. To combat this, we leverage the
annotation information provided by humans to correctly match caption relations to ground truth ones and
map them to WordNet. When captioners produce previously unseen relations (in terms of ground truth), we
weight them accordingly, so that they can be easily inserted or deleted during GED computation; they are
not likely to be replaced with other roles though, since we lack semantic content. To detect if they are part
of R, we deploy an extra post-hoc reasoning step and check if a relation r; between the same two objects has
been deleted and another r!, has been added. Given the previous analysis, role hallucinations are measured
as:

Hal(S", T") = |ID(S", T")| + |R(S",T")| (6.3.7)
while HalRate and Granularity are simply adjusted to be:
Hal(S™,T"
HalRate(S", T") = “l(";) (6.3.8)
[1(S")!

Granularity(S",T") =1 — (6.3.9)

771

6.3.4 Experiments
Datasets

To evaluate HalCECE on images connected with both captions and scene graphs, we experiment on the
intersection of Visual Genome (VG) [155] and COCO [183]. VG contains handcrafted scene graph annotations
incorporating objects, attributes and roles. On the other hand, COCO scenes are connected with 5 captions
per image, provided by humans. We restrict our experimentation on the COCO validation set (splits are
provided by the dataset creators), which demonstrates 2170 common instances with VG; a few of those are
eliminated, if the corresponding objects cannot be aligned with WordNet.

Models

We initially experiment with non-proprietary captioners, evaluating both smaller and larger models, since
smaller ones can be more easily deployed by every researcher. Specifically, we apply our method on variants
of GiT [356] and BLIP [173, 172], namely GiT-base (trained on 10 million image-text pairs), GiT-large
(trained on 20 million image-text pairs) and GiT-base/large-coco (fine-tuned on COCO captions); also BLIP-
base (using ViT [72] base encoder), BLIP-large (ViT large encoder), BLIP2-flan-t5-z] (Flan-T5 [50] is used
as the language decoder) and BLIP2-opt-2 (using OPT [412] 2.7B as the language decoder). We attempt
unconditional and conditional image captioning (related experiments will be denoted as unc/cond), where
captioners are fine-tuned to estimate conditional and unconditional distributions over captions respectively
[153]. Moreover, we experiment with ViT-GPT2 [162], which leverages ViT as the encoder and GPT2 [272]
as the decoder. Finally, we provide results on two proprietary foundational models of the Claude family [11]
prompted for captioning, namely Claude-sonnet® and Claude-haiku®*. This way, we prove the real power of
HalCECE on closed-source models where our white-box competitors are not applicable.

Since prompting LVLMs can define the length of the generated captions, we attempt to generate both longer
captions (20-30 words), as well as shorter ones (10 words max), which are comparable to the captions produced

3anthropic.claude-3-5-sonnet-20241022-v2:0
4anthropic.claude-3-haiku-20240307-v1:0
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from the rest of the captioners. This way, we get the opportunity to explore HalCECE on longer descriptions,
something that is not available in smaller VL. models. We name the respective experiments using L for long
generations and S for short ones.

Concept sets construction

We construct the linguistic S, S™ and visual concept sets T', T", corresponding to source and target concept
sets respectively with the goal of transforming S — 7" and S™ — T". Linguistic sets are formed by extracting
graphs from text via the Scene Graph Parser tool®, while visual sets are constructed using ground truth
annotations from COCO and VG.

Experimental setup

Non-proprietary pre-trained captioners are loaded from Huggingface® using their respective model cards
and their inference is executed on a 12GB NVIDIA TITAN Xp GPU. No further training is performed.
Proprietary Claude models are accessed via Amazon Web Services (AWS) using API calls (Bedrock service).

6.3.4.1 HalCECE Results

Based on the hallucination detection framework analyzed in the previous section, we present our findings
as following: Tables 6.11, 6.12, 6.13 contain averaged results per captioner involving the hallucination phe-
nomena introduced above. In addition, Figures 6.3.4, 6.3.5 demonstrate the distributions of values per
hallucination phenomenon in our dataset, addressing object and role hallucinations respectively. These plots
refer to GiT-base as a proof-of-concept, since it is one of the best-performing captioners according to our
reported explainable metrics.

Model #objects | #ancestors | HalRate (#hal. objects)] | Granul. Ul
GiT-base-coco 3.13 27.93 35.56% (1.13) 17.0% | 4.06% (0.13)
GiT-large-coco 3.15 27.97 33.93% (1.1) 17.0% 3.92% (0.12)

GiT-base 1.76 16.57 26.41% (0.48) 9.0% | 3.27% (0.06)

GiT-large 1.74 16.28 25.38% (0.46) 9.0% | 3.31% (0.06)
BLIP-base-unc 2.53 22.55 34.28% (0.91) 13.0% | 4.48% (0.12)
BLIP-base-cond 3.23 29.5 58.48% (1.87) 17.0% | 2.96% (0.1)
BLIP-large-unc 3.63 32.73 39.2% (1.45) 19.0% | 3.47% (0.13)
BLIP-large-cond 4.22 37.5 53.04% (2.24) 22.0% | 2.84% (0.12)
BLIP2-flan-t5-xI |  2.57 23.16 33.13% (0.89) 14% | 4.05% (0.11)

BLIP2-opt-2 2.78 24.89 33.28% (0.96) 15.0% 4.19% (0.12)

ViT-GPT2 2.95 26.51 38.76% (1.18) 16.0% | 4.47% (0.14)
Claude sonnet-L | 6.85 58.94 58.91% (4.05) 36.0% | 4.71% (0.33)
Claude haiku-L 7.12 58.66 64.31% (4.64) 39.0% | 5.4% (0.39)
Claude sonnet-S |  3.35 30.48 47.16% (1.6) 17.0% | 4.67% (0.16)
Claude haiku-S 2.95 25.49 54.36% (1.62) 16.0% [ 16:74% (0:19)

Table 6.11: Object hallucinations (mean values) on the VG'N COCO validation subset. and worst

results are denoted. Numbers in parenthesis denote absolute #objects.

In all cases, a rather high percentage of hallucinations for all semantics (objects, roles and derived phenomena)
is observed; almost 1/3"¢ of the caption objects present some form of hallucinations, while for roles several
occurrences contain some hallucinatory inaccuracy, even exceeding 90% in HalRate.

Replacements (R) represent the most common type of object edit e, indicating that captioners often generate
hallucinated objects that are still related to the source (e.g., "daybed" instead of "couch"), rather than entirely
unrelated hallucinated objects. Replacements of relevant objects are preferable to deletions for HalCECE,
as the paths leading to another concept within WordNet are often shorter than the path to the root node
(entity.n.01), which corresponds to the Deletion (D) edit. However, for unrelated objects, where the distance
between these two is greater than the cost of first deleting the one and then inserting the other, replacement is
not preferable. This is because concepts appearing in captions usually lie lower in the hierarchy, being specific

Shttps://github.com/vacancy /SceneGraphParser
Shttps://huggingface.co/models?pipeline _tag=image-to-text
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Model DJ (0 X} RJ Similarity of Rt
GiT-base-coco 4.38% (0.15) | 3.01% (0.09) | 28.18% (0.89) 0.56
GiT-large-coco | 4.4% (0.16) | 2.46% (0.08) | 27.06% (0.87) 0.55
GiT-base 2.11% (0.05) | 2:17% (0:04) 7 22.12% (0.4) 0.61
GiT-large 2.46% (0.05) | 2.41% (0.04) | 20.51% (0.36) 0.6
BLIP-baso-unc | 3.78% (0.11) | 2.65% (0.07) | 27.86% (0.73) 0.57
BLIP-base-cond | 23.07% (0.72) | 2.76% (0.09) | 32.66% (1.05) 0.52
BLIP-large-unc | 6.13% (0.24) | 3.48% (0.13) | 29.59% (1.08) 0.56
BLIP-large-cond | 19.27% (0.81) | 2.46% (0.11) | 31.3% (1.32) 0.52
BLIP2-flan-t5-x1 | 4.27% (0.12) | 3.16% (0.08) | 25.7% (0.69) 0.56
BLIP2-0pt-2 3.64% (0.11) | 2.8% (0.08) | 26.84% (0.77) 0.57
ViT-GPT2 3.45% (0.11) | 3.16% (0.09) | 32.14% (0.97) 0.6
Claude sonnet-L | 15.79% (1.05) | 2.51% (0.19) | 40.61% (2.81) 0.52
Claude haiku-L 17.3% (1.28) | 2.69% (0.2) | 44.33% (3.15) 0.49
Claude sonnet-S | 7.1% (0.25) ["5:42% (0:18)"| 34.63% (1.16) 0.57
Claude haiku-S | 7.78% (0.24) | 4.59% (0.13) | 41.99% (1.26) 0.52

Table 6.12: Continuation of Tab. 6.11. More object hallucination phenomena on VG N COCO validation
subset. Numbers in parenthesis denote absolute #objects.

Model #roles DJ R| HalRate (#hal. roles)] | Granul.
GiT-base-coco 1.92 | 65.32% (1.37) | 14.06% (0.29) 79.38% (1.66) 3.93%
GiT-large-coco 1.94 65.33% (1.36) | 13.75% (0.29) 79.09% (1.65) 4.08%
GiT-base 0.73 | 44.05% (0.47) | 11.98% (0.13) 56.03% (0.59) 1.8%

GiT-large 0.60 |WBOMB%NOM2)Y 11.58% (0.12) 50.63% (0.54) 1.89%
BLIP-base-unc 1.44 61.2% (1.01) 13.04% (0.2) 74.23% (1.22) 3.01%
BLIP-base-cond | 2.14 | 90.96% (1.93) ["4:22% (0:1) 95.18 (2.03) 1.48%
BLIP-large-unc | 228 | 68.32% (1.67) | 13.2% (0.31) 81.52% (1.98) 4.38%
BLIP-large-cond | 2.98 | 86.6% (2.54) | 6.68% (0.22) 93.28% (2.77) 2.99%
BLIP2-flan-th-xl | 1.62 | 69.26% (1.16) | 14.2% (0.22) 83.47% (1.38) 3.25%
BLIP2-0pt-2 179 | 68.87% (1.25) |"14:37% (0:25) 83.24% (1.51) 3.65%
VIT-GPT2 1.86 | 71.05% (1.36) | 16.46% (0.28) 87.5% (1.64) 3.42%
Claude sonnet-L 3.9 80.71% (3.17) | 9.8% (0.39) 90.51% (3.56) 71%

Claude haiku-L | 3.99 | 80.25% (3.29) | 10.31% (0.38) 90.56% (3.67) 6.28%
Claude sonnet-S 2.1 75.19% (1.62) | 11.85% (0.25) 87.04% (1.87) 5.24 %
Claude haiku-S | 1.85 | 74.31% (1.39) | 13.71% (0.14) 88.02% (1.53) 4.99%

Table 6.13: Role hallucinations (mean values per image) on the VG N COCO validation subset. Numbers in
parenthesis denote absolute #roles.

enough to describe depicted objects. This level of conceptual granularity is imposed during the pre-training
of captioners, which utilize descriptive captions, such as the ones of COCO or similar datasets comprising
image-text pairs. On the contrary, role hierarchy is much shallower, justifying the higher number of D edits
in comparison to R edits (Table 6.13). This finding is further reinforced by the fact that objects connected
in ¢ often are not immediate neighbors in the ground truth, meaning that a completely new edge will need
to be inserted.

A comparison between model families regarding object hallucinations (Tables 6.11, 6.12) reveals interesting
insights: GiT variants consistently hallucinate less, achieving best results across most metrics compared to
other model families; note the cells of respective Tables. On the other hand, Claude variants are
accompanied with more hallucinations (note the colored cells). This may occur due to the fact that Claude
models are not explicitly pre-trained on image captioning using COCO captions or similarly distributed
image-text pairs, therefore they tend to hypothesize the existence of out-of-distribution concepts.

This elevated hallucination tendency is more expected on longer captions (20-30 words), since the model
is forced to be more verbose, possibly adding extraneous concepts to meet the length requirements; this is
verified by the reported results, even though shorter captions are not devoid of object hallucinations as well.
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Figure 6.3.4: Statistics of our proposed explainable metrics on object hallucinations by GiT-base on the
VG N COCO validation set.

Additionally, as expected, longer descriptions demonstrate roughly twice the Granularity, indicating greater
object coverage. Furthermore, shorter generations are accompanied by higher over-specialization (O) rates,
indicating that Claude models become excessively specific when attempting to condense visual information
within a restricted word budget. Another notable observation is that Haiku variants (either prompted
for short or longer captions) tend to be more generic, as denoted by the inflated under-specialization (U)
percentages in comparison to Sonnet variants, despite being prompted with the same instructions. Other
than that, Haiku variants require more conceptual replacements (R) to assimilate the ground truth captions
compared to Sonnet ones; it is possible that those R edits can be attributed to substitutions with concept
hyponyms, so that the U rates are also reduced.

A comparatively worse performance in terms of hallucinations is observed when conditional generation is
employed over unconditional one in BLIP variants. This can be attributed to over-reliance over linguistic
priors [377], amplifying possible biases or noise. HalCECE is able to highlight such discrepancies regarding
the generation strategy selected, suggesting straightforward mitigation strategies (in that case being the usage
of unconditional caption generation). It also breaks down the source of hallucinations, as indicated in Tables
6.11, 6.12: the rate of hallucinations (HalRate) is significantly higher than their unconditional counterparts,
even though the U percentages are the lowest, meaning that specificity is not the culprit of hallucinations.
On the contrary, the higher percentage of D and R edits denotes the presence of extraneous objects that
have to be removed and substituted accordingly.
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Figure 6.3.5: Statistics of our proposed explainable metrics on role hallucinations by GiT-base on the
VG N COCO validation set.

Regarding role hallucinations and comparison between models, similar trends emerge. Larger models ex-
hibit more hallucinations overall, while GiT variants consistently produce fewer, performing best across most
metrics. The primary differences across model families emerge in deletions rather than transformations,
exemplified by BLIP-base-cond, which has the lowest R but the highest overall hallucination rate. This
suggests that some models are more prone to omitting role-related information rather than altering it. No-
tably, Claude models demonstrate greater Granularity in role assignments, which may contribute to their
higher hallucination rates. These findings align with object hallucination trends, reinforcing the idea that
pre-training differences and generation strategies significantly impact hallucination tendencies across models.

Overall, it is evident that larger models cannot guarantee reduced hallucination rates. On the contrary, lower
rates and fewer conceptual edits are observed in smaller captioners, such as the ones from GiT family. Even
though this may sound surprising at a first glance, the source of hallucinations can be the data annotations
rather than the capacity of the model itself. This means that when the visual input is ambiguous or the
vision-language grounding is weak, larger models might rely more on their strong language priors, extensively
stored during pre-training, thus producing fluent but unfaithful details. In the interest of image captioning,
this can manifest as hallucinations -objects or actions that are statistically likely in language but not actually
present in the image. Additionally, larger models may overfit to noisy or spurious correlations in the training
data, further amplifying hallucinated content. For example, larger vision-language models may generate
more detailed captions that sound plausible yet include elements unsupported by the visual evidence [377,
59]. This suggests that the balance between visual grounding and language fluency can be more challenging
to maintain as model size increases. In the following section we delve into possible discrepancies between
linguistic capacity and hallucinations.

6.3.5 Linguistic metrics may be misleading

Apart from our proposed hallucination evaluation metrics, we report language generation metrics, and specif-
ically ROUGE [182], BLEU [255], Google BLEU", Mauve [264] and perplexity (PPL) [130] to reveal agree-
ments and disagreements.

ROUGE metrics measure recall and structural overlap between ground truth and generated captions. Specif-
ically, ROUGE! compares individual words (unigrams), ROUGE2 evaluates agreement between two-word
sequences (bigrams), while ROUGEL considers the longest common subsequence (LCS) between ground
truth and generated text to decide upon their agreement. All these metrics are extracted by comparing the
generated caption with each one of the 5 COCO captions at a time, and then obtaining their average score.

Thttps://huggingface.co/spaces/evaluate-metric/google _bleu
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Finally, the ROUGELsum variant regards LCS scores across multiple ground truth references (in our case
being all 5 COCO captions per image), offering similar results to ROUGEL.

BLEU and Google BLEU assess unigram precision between the ground truth and the generated caption,
once again considering averaged values.

Mauve provides a broader perspective on the text quality and naturalness, measuring the distributional
differences between the ground truth and the generated text embeddings. It is less sensitive to exact wording
and better reflects semantic similarity and stylistic variability. In technical terms, we opt for GPT2 as the
decoder to obtain embedding representations, following the default setup®.

All those metrics range between [0,1] with higher values being better.

Perplexity (PPL) quantifies how “surprised” a language model is when it sees the next word in a sequence,
providing a measure of confidence in accurately predicting the next word. This higher confidence is associated
with more predictable, fluent and coherent textual generations, reflected in lower PPL scores. A perfect PPL
score equals to 1, while no upper bound exists.

6.3.5.1 What is the issue with language generation metrics?

While these widely used metrics provide useful signals—primarily around fluency, style, and surface-level
similarity—they can be misleading indicators of overall quality in text generation, often failing to capture
semantic accuracy, contextual appropriateness, and hallucinations, as expressed via factual inconsistencies
[79, 159].

For example, n-gram overlaps reward surface-level similarity, totally excluding semantically equivalent ex-
pressions or even word ordering variability. For example, if an image contains the concept "cat", n-gram
metrics will assign the same penalty over captions that contain either the concepts "kitten" or "ship" in place
of "cat". On the contrary, HalCECE will provide a significantly higher R cost to the "cat"—"ship" edit in
comparison to the "cat"—"kitten" one. Even semantically adaptive metrics, such as Mauve, are not oriented
towards factual inconsistencies, as reflected on disagreements between the visual and the linguistic modali-
ties. This means that a caption can be perfectly natural and well-written, achieving high Mauve scores, while
also containing several objects or roles not existing in the corresponding image. Similarly, PPL penalizes
inarticulate generations but totally ignores semantic disagreements between modalities. Overall, apart from
the n-gram overlap metrics, the rest are by design not explainable; their reliance on linguistic distributions
sacrifices senses of semantic interpretability, leading to obscure and dispersed evaluation practices in the first
place. Finally, in all cases, linguistic metrics require ground truth captions in order to function, contrary to
HalCECE which only requests standalone concepts.

Based on the above, the motivation behind our explainable and conceptual hallucination detection frame-
work is further verified by the unsuitability and opaqueness of common text generation evaluation practices.
Therefore, the language generation metrics are incapable of providing proper hallucination signals on their
own, and in several cases -e.g. when n-grams are employed to measure agreement- they can even be mislead-
ing. These arguments will be analyzed with the support of language generation metric results, as presented
in Table 6.14.

Analysis

The results presented in Table 6.14 reveal interesting patterns, notably indicating that linguistic metrics
are unsatisfactory overall, primarily because exact agreements with ground truth captions are not achieved
in most cases. Specifically, even though n-gram-based metrics (i.e. ROUGE and BLEU variants) can
explain their reported low scores, they lead to over-penalization of generations, since they do not respect
semantical equivalence between concepts, contrary to HalCECE. On the other hand, Mauve and PPL are
unable to explain themselves, despite being more semantically consistent, a gap that HalCECE is able to fill
be breaking down the source of semantic disagreements.

Interestingly, linguistic metrics across models present some unexplainable variability. For example, BLIP2-
opt-2 is one of the top-scorers regarding n-gram metrics, though it significantly fails according to Mauve.
This is somehow contradictory, since the same model presents a higher exact match capability over the rest,

8https://huggingface.co/spaces/evaluate-metric/mauve

95



Chapter 6. Knowledge in vision-language explanations

Models ROUGE1?T ROUGE271 ROUGELT ROUGELsumft
GiT-base-coco 0.152 0.021 0.145 0.145
GiT-large-coco 0.152 0.022 0.146 0.146
GiT-base 0.139 0.01 0.134 0.134
GiT-large 0.127 0.01 0.122 0.122
BLIP-base-unc 0.16 0.021 0.153 0.154
BLIP-base-cond 0.352 0.116 0.317 0.317
BLIP-large-unc 0.134 0.017 0.126 0.126
BLIP-large-cond 0.402 0.163 0.361 0.361
BLIP2-flan-t5-x1 0.435 0.179 0.402 0.402
BLIP2-opt-2 0.44 0.187 0.404 0.404
ViT-GPT2 0.406 0.153 0.370 0.370
Claude sonnet-L 0.133 0.008 0.117 0.117
Claude haiku-L 0.141 0.011 0.125 0.125
Claude sonnet-S 0.062 0.002 0.058 0.058
Claude haiku-S 0.123 0.009 0.114 0.114
BLEU 7t Google BLEU?T Mauve? PPL|
GiT-base-coco 0.0005 0.051 0.186 68.305
GiT-large-coco 0.0005 0.051 0.192 63.629
GiT-base 0.0001 0.027 0.131 1541.317
GiT-large 0.0001 0.025 0.13 1475.033
BLIP-base-unc 0.0004 0.037 0.141 461.076
BLIP-base-cond 0.024 0.099 0.058 506.732
BLIP-large-unc 0.0003 0.033 0.132 67.632
BLIP-large-cond 0.056 0.133 0.064 127.578
BLIP2-flan-t5-x1 0.046 0.132 0.067 211.738
BLIP2-opt-2 0.055 0.139 0.009 130.29
ViT-GPT2 0.051 0.131 0.068 69.605
Claude sonnet-L 0.0001 0.029 0.174 71.307
Claude haiku-L 0.0002 0.029 0.174 42.032
Claude sonnet-S 0.0 0.032 0.174 358.33
Claude haiku-S 0.0004 0.047 0.174 170.585

Table 6.14: Language generation evaluation metrics on the VG N COCO validation subset.

but also the lowest semantic agreement at the same time. This confusion is resolved via HalCECE, which
places the hallucination performance of BLIP2-opt-2 somewhere in the middle in comparison to the other
captioners, as demonstrated in Tables 6.11, 6.12.

Comparisons between model families indicate that BLIP variants score higher in n-gram-related metrics
(i.e. ROUGE and BLEU variants), revealing a comparatively increased adherence to ground truth captions.
On the contrary, Claude models present the lowest scores regarding most n-gram metrics, revealing their
reduced tendency to follow ground truth distributions. This fact was also reported in HalCECE results
and related analysis of Tables 6.11, 6.12, attributing the source of disagreeing semantics to their generic pre-
training. Nevertheless, the percentages occurring from HalCECE are less strict, thanks to its semantic-driven
foundations: hallucination rate (assimilating a recall-related scenario, where the ratio of generated concepts
over all relevant concepts is measured) reaches a maximum of 64.31% (Claude haiku-L at Table 6.11), while
ROUGE variants, expressing recall-related agreement as well, reach up to 12.5% of conceptual agreement
according to ROUGEL/ROUGELsum scores of Table 6.14 for the same model, which equals to a minimum of
87.5% hallucination rate. At the same time, ROUGE scores, despite being able to highlight which concepts
are responsible for the reported disagreements, they cannot suggest what needs to be changed, in order to
reach a dehallucinated state; conversely, a lookup in HalCECE recommendation prescribes that the 5.4%
of Haiku caption concepts are too generic, the 2.69% are erroneously specific, while the 17.3% and 44.33%
of caption concepts should be deleted and replaced respectively (Tables 6.11, 6.12). Finally, PPL is highly
uninformative when it comes to hallucinations: the high PPL scores corresponding to GiT-base captions
denote significantly uncertain generations, even though the same captioner is associated with a low HalRate.
On the contrary, Claude Haiku L presents the lowest PPL, despite being one of the models associated with

96



6.3. Explainability in image captioning hallucinations

the highest HalRate. This inverse trend indicates that PPL is a completely unsuitable evaluation measure
with regard to hallucination detection, rendering any hallucination-related insights driven by PPL severely
misleading.

#obj. #ancest. HalRate Granul. U D (0] R Sim. R
ROUGE1 -0.15 -0.06 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
ROUGE2 0.05 -0.04 -0.15 -0.15 -0.09 -0.06 -0.02 -0.06 -0.02
ROUGEL -0.04 -0.03 0.0 0.0 -0.01 -0.02  -0.03 -0.02 -0.03
ROUGELsum -0.04 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02  -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
BLEU -0.01 -0.03 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06  -0.05 -0.03 -0.05 -0.03
Google BLEU -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02
Mauve -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
PPL -0.06 -0.02 0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.03  -0.05 -0.03 -0.05

Table 6.15: Correlation between the linguistic metrics and the object hallucination metrics provided by

HalCECE.
#roles D R HalRate (#hal. roles) Granul.
ROUGE1 -0.1 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.03
ROUGE2 0.18 0.01 0.07 -0.03 0.02
ROUGEL -0.01 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.03
ROUGELsum 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.03
BLEU 0.07 0.02 0.05 -0.01 0.02
Google BLEU 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02
Mauve 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
PPL -0.09 -0.01 -0.05 0.01 -0.03

Table 6.16: Correlation between the linguistic metrics and the role hallucination metrics provided by
HalCECE.

To sum up, we calculate the correlation between the linguistic metrics and object /role hallucination metrics
as calculated from HalCECE. Related results are presented in Table 6.15 for object hallucination metrics,
and Table 6.16 for role hallucination metrics, denoting weak correlations (close to 0) between the two metric
categories in both cases. Ultimately, we conclude that linguistic metrics cannot provide any useful information
regarding the presence of hallucinations in image captioning, as detected from HalCECE.
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Chapter 7

Knowledge enhancement in
vision-language tasks

In the previous years, knowledge enhancement in multimodal tasks has been performed via the extensive
exploitation of knowledge structures such as Knowledge Graphs (KGs). Many VL tasks have been benefited
in terms of performance boosting, paving the way for hybrid domains such as Knowledge-enhanced Vision-
Language (KVL) learning. Tasks previously benefited by knowledge enhancement are presented in Figure
7.0.1. We divide our VL tasks in Discriminative and Generative based on whether the model has to reason
over images and text, or generate each modality from the other.

VL Tasks
Discriminative Generative
| [ [

Y '1’ L h ¢ ¢ '1"4' Yy ¥ l k4 k4
TIRATR/
VWSD VE VR VLN ||[VRENVG|| VQA VCR VD MMT VIST Ic clG sV

l r R r h 4 h h 4 A r h 4
K-TIR/ KVRES
KATRY KVE || KVR - KVQA || KVCR || KVD K-VIST || K-IC K-clG || K-8V
KVWSD S

Multi-task Single-task
models models

Figure 7.0.1: Taxonomy of VL tasks on which knowledge enhancement via KGs has been performed. [206]

Apparently, since most of the VL tasks have explored knowledge enhancement via KGs, we present a thorough
analysis of the previously studied knowledge contribution in each of them.
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7.1 Knowledge in Visual Question Answering (K-VQA)

7.1.1 Datasets

The following datasets have been used in implementations that have integrated external knowledge sources
in order to provide an answer. Many of those, including VQA [3, 95|, VQA-E [175], COCO-QA [283] are also
used in knowledge-free versions of VQA, and external knowledge is not required in order for their questions
to be answered.

VQA [3] is the first dataset introducing the task of Visual Question Answering. It contains approximately
204k images with diverse and complex scenes, with at least 3 open-ended free-form questions per image and
a total of 760k questions in the whole dataset. Many of those questions are commonsense related, such as Is
this a vegeterian pizza?. For each question 10 ground truth answers are suggested from different annotators,
with a total of almost 10 million answers in the dataset. Most answers are short, with the majority of
them consisting of a single word. The answers can be evaluated either in open-ended or in multiple-choice
settings. Open-ended answers should be validated by 3 annotators agreeing on exactly the same answer
for a given question. The multiple-choice scenario regards 18 unique candidate answers per question. Such
candidates can be correct answers, obtained from the 10 matched answers per question, plausible answers,
i.e. possibly incorrect answers provided by annotators without viewing the image, popular answers, i.e. the
most frequently appearing answers in the dataset, and random answers sampled from other random questions
within the dataset.

VQA with Explanations (VQA-E) [175] pursues the tractability of the reasoning process leading to
an answer. In total, it contains around 108k images, and more than 269k explanations assigned to an
equal number of QA pairs. Based on VQAv2 [95], it automatically constructs explanations with the help of
COCO captions [183], as they are connected with VQAv2 images. Caption embeddings and question/answer
embeddings are coupled, forming pairs of highest cosine similarities, thus assigning captions to images.
Resulting explanations are highly diverse, with more than 171k unique instances, although they cannot cover
images with subjective questions, such as emotional (Do you think this pony is cute?), commonsense (Can
you cross the street?) or behavioral (Could you eat all these bananas by yourself?) ones. Human evaluators
assess the quality of explanations, measuring if they are fluent, correct, relevant and complementary to the
answer.

DAQUAR [217] is a dataset of real world indoor scenes containing fine-grained object categories. Questions
and answers related to the images are very rich regarding the objects they express: 573 unique nouns are
mentioned within the whole corpus of questions and answers. Questions requiring commonsense knowledge
such as Which object on the table is used for cutting? are included in DAQUAR, while even spatial questions
such as What is above the desk in front of scissors? can be benefited from additional knowledge.

COCO-QA [283] addresses shortcomings of the DAQUAR [217] datasets, such as its small size in terms of
train/test samples and the limited number of object classes. COCO-QA contains 123,287 images, together
with 78,736 train and 38,948 test questions obtained from COCO image descriptions [183]. Questions are
divided in 4 types with varying numbers of questions in each of them: Object, Number, Color and Location
questions.

KB-VQA [371] has been constructed in order to evaluate VQA models on questions that need visual infor-
mation as well as external knowledge to explicitly infer the right answer. It includes images from COCO [183]
containing approximately 150 object classes and 100 scene classes, question-answer pairs following pre-defined
templates and question labels. The questions involved in KB-VQA are divided in three categories: visual
questions can be answered by extracting information from the image (such as Is there a dog in this image?);
common-sense questions rely on external knowledge contained in commonsense knowledge bases (How many
road vehicles are in this image?); finally, KB-knowledge questions require information form Wikipedia or
similar sources (When was the home appliance in this image invented?).

Factual VQA (FVQA) [360] is a dataset addressing factual VQA, based on images sampled from COCO
[183] and ImageNet [61] which form three types of visual content (object, scene and action classes), together
with structured visual-related knowledge extracted from DBpedia [14], ConceptNet [317] and WebChild [330].
All this information is stored in a graph of RDF triplets. Annotators construct questions and answers which
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require both selected visual content and associated facts. In total, FVQA contains 2,190 images of 326 object
classes and 221 scene classes, 5,826 questions of 32 categories, which correspond to 4,216 unique facts.

Knowledge-aware VQA (KVQA) [301] targets world knowledge-aware VQA by filling the gap of named
entities knowledge. It relies on knowledge present in Wikidata [354] KG, resulting in 183k question-answer
pairs which involve more than 18k named entities and 24k images.

Outside-knowledge VQA (OK-VQA) [221] contains more than 14k diverse and difficult questions of 10
mutually exclusive categories which cannot be answered without external knowledge. More than 14k images
were sampled and filtered from COCO [183]. In contrast with previous related works, OK-VQA does not
consult a fixed knowledge graph to guide answer prediction, but dynamically recognizes what knowledge is
needed, either structured or unstructured.

Text-KVQA [311] is a very large dataset addressing scene-text recognition for knowledge-enabled VQA.
It contains images from book covers [128] and movie posters [233], as well as Google scraped images of
1000 business brands. All images are evaluated to ensure they contain scene text relevant to the content.
Knowledge bases corresponding to each of those 3 scene types were constructed based on Wikidata [354] for
business scenes, IMDb [125] for movie posters and [128] for book covers. The train/validation/test splits
enable zero-shot capabilities, as there is no entity overlap between them. The supporting facts are not tied
with their corresponding entities, but instead are dynamically mined from the knowledge bases.

Visual7W-++KB [398] is an extension of the Visual7W [424] test split which further contains knowledge-based
visual questions guided from ConceptNet [317]. However, the dataset is not tied with a specific knowledge
graph, even though ConceptNet is indeed preferred in practice. In total, it consists of 16,850 open-domain
question-answer pairs and 8,425 images from Visual Genome [155]. The questions belong to 7 categories
(what, where, when, who, why, which and how), while the answers are provided in multiple-choice format.

One of the major challenges in knowledge-enhanced VQA is that questions should encourage exploitation of
all participating modalities, therefore data-related weaknesses arise in existing benchmarks. In the mean-
while, information leakage between train and test set answers often promotes guessing rather than reasoning.
S3VQA [129] is a dataset designed to address these issues by including questions that require the use of a
knowledge graph, along with visual and textual information from the image.

Zero-shot Fact VQA (ZS-F-VQA) [47] extends F-VQA [360] for zero-shot learning settings. It considers
the image-question-answer triples whose answers belong among the 500 most frequent ones. The filtered
dataset is split in train (seen) and test (unseen) triples which contain non-overlapping answers. In total, 5
splits of the original F-VQA dataset are performed, yielding on average 2,732 train and 2,760 test triples.

Art QUestion Answering (AQUA) [84] is a visual reasoning dataset for the art domain. There are many
challenges tied with analyzing and reasoning over artworks. First, there are different levels of abstraction
regarding common objects and entities, as many paintings deviate from realism. Therefore, recognizing
objects and reasoning about them is much harder compared to scenes existing in most datasets. Moreover,
domain knowledge regarding artists, art movements, historical periods and other cultural influences can only
be recognized with the help of a knowledge source. This information also affects the interpretation of a
painting. QA pairs are generated automatically based on paintings and descriptions of the SemArt [83]
dataset, which form the knowledge source. In total, AQUA contains more than 69k QA training pairs after
cleansing, from which around 29k pairs are visual and 40k pairs are knowledge oriented.

7.1.2 Methods
7.1.2.1 Keyword-based explicit KG querying

First attempts target the construction of a scalable multimodal knowledge base which aims to answer visual
queries that require real-world knowledge. Image classes, attributes and actions are extracted from the
images, forming logical rules. The knowledge base built upon those rules contains nodes of visual and
textual entities, as well as edges of diverse types between the entities. [425] However, this constructed
knowledge base remains limited to the visual information present specifically in the SUN [376] dataset. Most
subsequent methods utilize already constructed large knowledge bases, targeting a broader range of concepts,
commonsense knowledge and more complex questions to be answered.
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Towards this direction, early approaches focus on handling open ended questions regarding contents of a
scene with the assistance of provided external knowledge. Attributes extracted from images using a fine-
tuned VGG-16 [310] model act as SPARQL queries to knowledge bases such as DBPedia [14], and contribute
to caption generation. Retrieved knowledge embedded via Doc2Vec [165], together with attributes and
LSTM-based caption representations are fed in another LSTM model which generates the final answer. [371]
An improvement of this version followed in [370], extending the framework to two more datasets, namely
DAQURA-ALL [217] and its reduced version DAQUAR-REDUCED.

Even from early works in knowledge-enhanced VQA, explainability is recognized as an important aspect
in understanding how a model learns from visual content and external knowledge to reach a conclusion.
Therefore, Wang et al [359] developed a knowledge-enhanced VQA framework that provides the reasoning
path from which the answer is inferred. Objects are detected using Fast-RCNN [90] object detectors trained
on ImageNet [61] and MS-COCO [183], scene classes are extracted from a VGG-16 [310] pre-trained on
MIT-Places [mit _places|, and scene attributes are captured via a VGG-16 pre-trained on ImageNet and
fine-tuned on MS-COCO. All those visual concepts form RDF triples and are linked with corresponding
DBPedia [14] entities. Questions are parsed so that key-phrases are extracted and mapped to the knowledge
base entities. The same work introduced the KB-VQA dataset.

Consequent works further proceed towards avoiding SPARQL queries on the knowledge graph, but rather
fully utilize embedding representations for fact selection and reasoning to provide an answer.

7.1.2.2 Sequential language models for question encoding

Rather than relying on SPARQL querying from plain keyword extraction, leveraging vector representations of
involved modalities forms the foundation for improved performance and state-of-the-art results in knowledge-
enhanced VQA. Initially, fact ranking based on embedding similarity metrics paved the path for successful
approaches, upon which graph neural network (GNN) reasoning further advanced the contribution of external
knowledge and overall performance.

Embedding-based fact retrieval from KG Traditional VQA models utilizing RNNs for language encod-
ing, focus on learning a question-answer mapping. Due to the limited and opaque reasoning capabilities of
this approach over diverse answers, a more scalable solution that involves learning the mapping between ques-
tions and KB-queries using LSTMs was proposed. This new approach is explainable, as the fact connecting
a question and an answer reveals the reasoning procedure. [360]

Projecting question-image pairs and facts on a common embedding space poses advantages over previous
approaches, such as extendability to different knowledge bases and error elimination by avoiding explicit
querying. Images and questions are embedded using CNNs (for objects, scenes and actions) and an LSTM
respectively, and they are projected in a common space using a multi-layer perceptron. Another LSTM is used
to retrieve facts from the knowledge base, which are then encoded in GloVe [260] vectors. The dot similarity
between the question-image representation and fact embeddings provides a fact ranking, from which the final
answer is inferred. [23§]

Narasimhan et al [237], building upon [238], argue that considering muiltiple relevant facts instead of a single
top-ranked fact at a time leads to better generalization. During the fact retrieval stage, a subset of highly-
relevant facts is obtained with the help of LSTM-extracted question embeddings. In the answer prediction
stage, each node is represented by concatenating the selected entity representation from the previous stage,
visual features from the image and the question embedding. The subgraph formed from all the relevant facts
is jointly assessed by a graph convolutional network (GCN) [149], followed by a multi-layer perceptron that
decides whether each entity constitutes the final answer or not.

Based on the KVQA dataset, a memory network (memNet) framework sets the baseline for VQA enhanced
with knowledge of named entities. Specifically, entities extracted from the question and the image are used
to obtain facts from Wikidata [354] knowledge graph. Retrieved facts together with corresponding entity
coordinates from the image are used to produce memory embeddings via a BiLSTM network, and a similar
procedure is followed for the question embeddings. Both representations contribute to the final answer, which
is defined by a multi-layer perceptron. [301]

Text present on an image can provide further information towards inferring the correct answer. Extracted
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text and image areas are fused together with the given question to retrieve relevant facts during the fusion
stage, and a multi-relational graph is constructed based on all those components. The text recognition part
relies on word proposals assisted by the knowledge graphs accompanying the text-KVQA dataset. Scene
proposals were created with the help of Places dataset for scene recognition [421] and a fine-tuned VGG-16
[310]. A gated graph neural network (GGNN) performs one-hop reasoning on this graph to derive the final
answer. [311]

Multimodal graphs Unexpected noise in the answer inference process can be attributed to the absence of
detailed selection of information during modalities fusion. Considering multiple views of the same image offers
a new perspective that is closer to human cognition. Multiple knowledge graphs provide visual, semantic and
factual information derived from corresponding images, text and facts respectively, while the visual and the
semantic graph can be considered as instances of the factual graph. Intra-modal graph convolutions focus
on the most relevant parts of each modality. Consequently, cross-modal knowledge reasoning on the fact
graph iteratively aggregates information from the visual and semantic graphs using a recurrent module, and
after multi-step reasoning the multimodal knowledge is fused in each entity. The final answer is returned by
applying a GCN [149] over those entities. This approach offers interpretability by revealing the entity and
the modality graph which contributed to the answer. [39§]

A similar approach to [398] utilizes visual, semantic and factual graphs for image representation to eliminate
noise during multimodal fusion. The Multi-Modal Heterogeneous Graph Construction stage is responsible
for constructing those modality graphs, followed by the Cross-Modal Heterogeneous Graph Reasoning which
selects intra-modal knowledge and then performs cross-modal reasoning. Information relevant to the question
is extracted from the three graphs via a modality-aware heterogeneous GCN. Cross-modal convolutions define
complementary relevant information transmitted from visual and semantic graphs to the fact graph. The
final answer is returned after reasoning over aggregated fact information. [426]

A major challenge in knowledge-enhanced multimodal tasks is its supervised nature, as a possible absence
of ground truth facts may hinder the inference of a proper answer in several approaches. A local subgraph
is constructed based on concepts present in the image and the question, aiming to bridge the gap between
question-image context and external knowledge. Those subgraph concepts act as anchor points to a knowledge
graph, such as ConceptNet [317] and Wikidata [354], enabling the expansion to their immediate neighbors.
Moreover, a global subgraph is constructed in a similar fashion for all the candidate answers. In each
subgraph, the information of neighboring nodes is aggregated to produce embeddings of the anchor concepts,
and their similarity to the query embeddings drive the final answer. [170]

Multiple feature spaces Addressing the zero-shot setting of knowledge-enhanced VQA, a KG can help
capturing semantics outside training data. Multiple feature spaces are used for independent alignment be-
tween image/question input and KG entities. The semantic space focuses on the linguistic information of the
input (image, question) pair, representing a feature space of relationships; the object space acts as a support
entity feature space, capturing visual and textual salient features; finally, knowledge space is dedicated to
answer representation. [47]

7.1.2.3 Transformer-based models

Transformer based approaches form end-to-end architectures that utilize single-modality or joint representa-
tions rather than creating queries to knowledge bases and then injecting the retrieved entities. Thus, we can
classify the transformer-based approaches in two categories: the first includes architectures which use trans-
former architectures for text encoding, while the second utilizes multimodal transformers to jointly encode
vision and language.

Transformer architectures for language encoding Similarly to [398, 426], the usage of dedicated graphs
for different modalities is also followed in [427], attempting to represent relationships between visual objects
and semantic entities present in a scene graph and a knowledge graph respectively. The scene graph is
constructed from visual and question embeddings which form the graph nodes and relationships. In the
meanwhile, joint image and question embeddings select the most relevant knowledge graph node embed-
dings to construct the concept graph. Both image-question and knowledge representations are obtained via
pre-trained language models for sentence similarity, such as sentence-BERT (SBERT) [282] and Universal
Sentence Encoder (USE) [37]. The most relevant nodes of both scene and concept graphs are selected via a
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Graph Attention Network (GAT) [351], which decides upon the edge weights with respect to the question. A
joint embedding incorporates the question embeddings together with the scene graph and knowledge graph
outputs.

Even though explicit and structured knowledge bases constitute the majority of the approaches analyzed so
far, implicit and unstructured knowledge can also boost the VQA task. GPT-3 [31] can retrieve knowledge
based on text prompts and effectively reason over it in a few-shot manner: no fine-tuning is required and
instead only a few examples during inference are provided. Captions are first extracted from images using
VinVL [409] to form GPT-3 inputs. Regarding sample selection for the few-shot inference stage, both improv-
ing the quality and increasing the number of samples have been explored. The top-n most similar prompt
examples comparing to the inference-time question to be answered are defined by CLIP [273], thus maximiz-
ing sample relevance. On the other hand, multiple queries corresponding to one inference-time example can
be used to retrieve answers from GPT-3 using n example prompts each time, and their ensembling results in
the final answer. Contrary to most works on knowledge-enhanced VQA, inferring the answer is a generative
task and not a discriminative one among pre-selected candidate answers or graph nodes. [389]

Unimodal pre-trained transformers yield better generalization capabilities over multimodal approaches of
comparable size when external knowledge is necessary. Language models employed for the knowledge-
enhanced VQA task are sufficient even to compensate for the limitations of image captioning models, which
often fail to fully capture visual semantics. To this end, a pre-trained image captioning system, in this case
the multi-task OSCAR [176] transformer, is used to extract linguistic information from an image, while a
language model such as BERT, acting as an implicit knowledge source, receives the caption and the ques-
tion to infer an answer. Moreover, text-only and multimodal approaches have complementary capabilities,
therefore their combination can yield even more powerful models. [293]

VIKING is a framework accompanying AQUA dataset [84] for VQA on the artistic domain. As questions
in AQUA may either be visual or knowledge-oriented, a modality selector first decides the right category
by receiving the encoded image and question. Visual-oriented questions do not require external knowledge
in order to be answered. For knowledge-oriented questions, a two-stage fact retrieval strategy is followed,
pairing the given question with the most relevant painting description, which corresponds to the external
knowledge fact needed. The first stage utilizes TF-IDF to rank descriptions according to the question, while
in the second stage re-ranking is performed using BERT. Finally, a fine-tuned XLNet [390] model provides
the final answer.

Joint multimodal encoding with attention-based fusion A slightly different technique is followed
in [420], where the visual modality is not captioned, but fused with the BERT-embedded question. More
specifically, a knowledge graph for artistic VQA is construcyed based on YAGO [331] KG and AQUA [84]
dataset. A Hierarchical-Knowledge Embedding module is responsible of retrieving relevant relationships r
from the KG, which can form a (h, r, t) triple with question related entities serving as the head h of the
triple, and answer related entities as the tail ¢. A Network-Based Representation Learning module extracts
visual and textual features and fuses them together in order to obtain a VL representation. The fusion part
first applies local attention per modality, and then global attention on both text and image, where locally
‘attended’ text features form the query, and visual features the key and value. Query, key and value are
inserted in a multi-head attention unit which further promotes the joint representation to consequent layers,
until a global representation is obtained. Then, a Knowledge-Based Representation Learning module injects
hierarchical-knowledge embeddings to the network-based representation. This representation is inserted into a
relational module, which performs meta-training: a representation learned on the training data is transferred
to a support set of disjoint labels. Finally, the relational module derives the answer.

Joint multimodal encoding with VL transformers ConceptBERT is one of the first attempts towards
the end-to-end transformer-based direction, where all modalities are jointly exploited for learning. The first
step includes obtaining representations for each individual modality. Visual features are extracted using a
pre-trained Faster R-CNN network [284] and BERT [63] provides the question representation. ConceptNet
[317] acts as the commonsense knowledge source, and is encoded using the ConceptNet embedding [215]
method, a Graph Convolutional Network [149] variant that relies on message passing from node to node in
order to obtain the ConceptNet graph representation. Two modules receive the embedded inputs: A vision-
language module consisting of two streams in a VILBERT [194] fashion, and a concept-language module based
on the bidirectional Transformer architecture are proposed to model the interactions between the relevant
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modalities. Both outputs of these modules are joined to form a concept-vision-language representation, which
finally concludes to the answer via a classifier. [85]

Knowledge obtained from the web according to the given question and respective answer can act as a large
external implicit knowledge source for the OK-VQA dataset, covering knowledge ’gaps’ in several domains
without manual human effort. The proposed weakly-supervised framework consists of two phases: the first
one (Retriever) retrieves relevant knowledge, which guides answer prediction in the second stage (Reader).
Two different approaches are followed for representing the question-image pair inputs: either the question
and image are encoded using an LXMERT [329] transformer, resulting in a multimodal representation, or the
image caption and the question are encoded via BERT [63], leading to an exclusively linguistic representation.
The BERT-based linguistic encoding can contribute to both a neural based retriever and a term based [287]
retriever. A similarity score defines the relevant knowledge for the neural based retriever, which is further
concatenated with the question representation, and consequently with the image using again an LXMERT
model. [199]

The KRISP framework addresses the scenario where essential external knowledge is absent during training,
as well as test time. Both implicit and explicit knowledge sources are utilized: Explicit knowledge combines
DBPedia [14], ConceptNet [317], VisualGenome [155] and hasPart KB [25] in a KG of 36k edges and 8k
nodes after filtering out irrelevant concepts, while pre-training using BERT can offer implicit knowledge.
Explicit visual symbols from images are extracted to constrain the KG entities corresponding to image-related
concepts, including objects, parts of objects, attributes and places. Likewise, symbols are extracted from
question to contribute to the formation of a graph for all explicit symbols. A Relational Graph Convolutional
Network (RGCN) is used for graph representation, allowing dedicated processing for different edge types and
directions. After reasoning, a symbolic prediction vector is returned. Regarding the implicit information
stream, a multimodal BERT (MMBERT) model incorporates visual and textual embeddings to produce an
implicit prediction vector. Finally, the top-ranked prediction from both vectors defines the answer. [220]

The presence of scene text can offer valuable information for properly predicting the correct answer. The
detected text, among with the image, the relevant knowledge from Google Knowledge Base (GKB) and
the question representation are fed into a multimodal transformer, enabling interaction through attention
mechanisms between the different modalities. The OCR-extracted text acts as a query to GKB to retrieve
candidate entities, which are then disambiguated based on the visual context. External knowledge not only
boosts the understanding of scene-text even in unseen instances, but also tackles biases present in training
data. [64]

While employing an abundance of knowledge sources is capable of covering more visual topics, a lot of noise
may be introduced, as more irrelevant information is retrieved. MAVEx utilizes multi-granular queries to
retrieve external knowledge with the purpose of validating and correcting predicted answers among suitable
candidates with the help of various knowledge sources. Specifically, a finetuned VILBERT [194] model
creates a pool of candidate answers, and together with the corresponding question, extracted keywords and
phrases from the question and the possible answers are utilized to query external knowledge. Wikipedia,
ConceptNet and Google images act as knowledge sources regarding different views of knowledge. Finally,
retrieved knowledge instances are matched with the queries to acquire the highest ranked supporting fact,
which returns the degree of agreement with respect to candidate answers, guiding decision towards the most
trustworthy knowledge source. [369]

Passage retrieval can serve as an answer selection technique to VQA instead of choosing among pre-defined
candidate answers. Both sparse and dense retrieval are investigated. For sparse retrieval, given a question
and an image, visual clues such as object names and captions are extracted from the image, and BM25 is
used to return the k most relevant passages. For dense retrieval, questions and images are jointly encoded in
dense vectors using LXMERT [329]. In any case, retrieved external knowledge can be integrated dynamically
from diverse and generic sources, without using a fixed knowledge base. As positive passages are considered
the ones containing exactly the ground truth answer. LXMERT is used to encode the question and the image
jointly, while BERT encodes the passage. Finally, dot similarity between them defines the k most relevant
passages. [271]

Based on the E-BERT [265] strategy of knowledge injection without expensive re-training, LXMERT-encoded
linguistic input is modified to incorporate factual knowledge from Wikipedia by aligning Wikipedia2Vec em-
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beddings with BERT WordPiece [373] vectors. No other change is required within the language encoder’s
architecture, while the visual encoder remains entirely intact. Only fine-tuning is required for achieving
advanced accuracy due to knowledge injection. In the meanwhile, explainability regarding visual and tex-
tual modalities is also enhanced. For this purpose, BM-GAE [41] is employed to extract visual and token
explanations, helping the identification of parts to which knowledge injection was helpful. [126]

S3, presented with the S3VQA dataset, targets to answer visual question based on all the participating
modalities simultaneously. Entity spans from the question are selected to be matched with objects of scene
graphs corresponding to images. This matching can be often guided by external knowledge sources, which
enable answering more complex questions that require multi-hop reasoning. BERT identifies those appropri-
ate question spans, while object detectors propose the objects that most likely fill the spans. Wordnet [226]
synsets are mapped to the objects, and their hierarchical positions are represented via structural embedding
methods. Finally, Google search is used to retrieved the top results of the enriched question representation.
Alternatively, the answer can be provided via classification of possible candidate answers. [129]

7.1.3 Evaluation

Classification/Ranking metrics are widely used in K-VQA, following the paradigm of knowledge-free
VQA, with most works relying on the top-1 accuracy metric for comparison. Accuracy is further decom-
posed to explain the contribution of subcomponents in many works: object, counting, color, and location
accuracies, as well as accuracy per question type are reported [371, 359]. Other accuracy reportings include
performance as per selected knowledge source, per visual concept and per answer source (image or knowl-
edge) [360]; the individual accuracies of involved stages of the reasoning process, which together contribute to
answer prediction [238, 237]; accuracies as per question category [301, 398, 427, 85]. Moreover, precision@k
and recall@k have appeared in fewer works, as well as ranking metrics such as MRR. Some early works
[371, 360] utilize WUPS with typically used thresholds of 0.0 and 0.9.

Human evaluation provides further insights in comparison to to solid accuracy-based scores that fail
to fully describe the success or the shortcomings of a metric. Therefore, many authors propose human
evaluation experiments to grade the model’s response comparing to human perception, and count the number
of agreement instances over all results [359, 360, 237].

Evaluation of reasoning paths is followed by employing human judgement, as being one of the most
trustworthy indicators [359]. Due to the transparent reasoning process, failure cases can be traced down,
revealing the exact stage where the prediction deviated from the intended one. Thus, shortcomings can be
attributed to architectural choices, encoding techniques, or even incorrect data annotations. Other metrics
regarding explainable reasoning include top-k fact retrieval accuracy for different k values, a crucial step
for returning the correct answer in several approaches [360, 238, 237, 426]. Fact recall can also assess the
fraction of relevant facts retrieved for a given question [311].

Generally, benchmarking knowledge-enhanced VQA approaches is not trivial. The plethora of combinations
between available knowledge-based datasets and external knowledge sources is rather large compared to
the number of available implementations in the field. Additionally, various choice of metrics in literature
makes comparisons of model performance even harder. Only recently implementations started becoming
more consistent, focusing on evaluating results with plain accuracy and leveraging OK-VQA as a widely used
dataset.

7.2 Knowledge in Visual Reasoning (K-VR)

7.2.1 Datasets

High-order Visual Question Reasoning (HVQR) [36] is a knowledge-based dataset endorsing inter-
pretable visual reasoning using commonsense knowledge. Given an image and a question, an answer is
inferred, as well as a reasoning path as explanation. Even though this is similar to rationales used in
knowledge-free datasets for VCR [403], in fact the format of HVQR explanations differ. Instead of textual
rationales, rules for the whole reasoning path are returned, combining visual and knowledge-oriented triples,
derived from the scene graph and the commonsense knowledge graph respectively. HVQR contains questions
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that require multi-step reasoning to infer an answer. Moreover, each knowledge triplet appears only once
per question, in order to avoid frequency-based biases. An evaluation scheme validates each step of the
reasoning process based on the commonsense and scene graphs provided. More than 157k QA pairs comprise
the dataset, together with approximately 32k images and corresponding scene graphs from Visual Genome
[155]. Based on the reasoning steps required for the answer, first-order and second-order questions can be
recognized, corresponding to 68,448 and 88,753 questions respectively. Another split defines 87k KB-related
questions and 70k KB-not-related questions. Additionally, 193,449 facts from WebChild [330], ConceptNet
[317], and DBpedia [14] formulate the knowledge base. Scene graphs per image are combined with related
entities from the knowledge base, constituting image-specific knowledge graphs.

Compositional Language and Elementary Visual Reasoning - CLEVR [139] is a synthetic dataset of
3D objects which contain annotations regarding their position and attributes. Those attributes describe the
size (small, large), color (red, brown, yellow, green, blue, cyan, purple, gray), shape (cube, cylinder, sphere)
and material (rubber, metallic) of each object. Positions can belong in 4 types, namely left, right, behind,
in front. Highly compositional questions form 5 question categories: Fuist, Count, Compare Integer (equal,
less, greater), Query Attribute (size, color, material, shape) and Compare Attribute (size, color, material,
shape). Moreover, CLEVR contains 90 question families following different program templates, as well as
text templates, so that natural language questions can be derived. The questions are translated in natural
language by filling the template with template parameters. CLEVR is not connected to some external
knowledge, although due to the limited semantics and the nature of the task they target

CLEVR CoGenT is a benchmark derived from CLEVR [139] that assesses the ability to capture unseen
combinations of attributes during testing, thus showcasing a model’s generalization capabilities.

Other datasets associated with visual reasoning tasks that have not yet participated in knowledge-enhanced
endeavors are the Kandinsky Patterns, NLVR, NLVR2, Winoground, WinoGAViL. Kandinsky
Patterns [235] is another synthetic dataset containing geometrical shapes in the 2D space, characterized
by their shape, color and position. A sequence of images within the Kandinsky Patterns dataset is formed
based on descriptions and rules regarding the participating objects, i.e. the Kandinsky Figure has two pairs of
objects with the same shape, in one pair the objects have the same color, in the other pair different colors, two
pairs are always disjunct, i.e. they don’t share objects. NLVR [323] contains statements such as There are
two towers with the same height but their base is not the same in color, again requiring reasoning over image
sequences that contain 2D geometrical shapes of certain colors, shapes and positions. NLVR2 [324] expands
the complexity of images while maintaining the problem formulation introduced in NLVR. Compositional
reasoning is evaluated in the recently introduced Winoground dataset [335], which contains pairs of images
and pairs of captions and requests proper image-text matching; the challenge is that captions contain the
same words and word order defines the correct image matching e.g. some plants surrounding a lightbulb vs
a lightbulb surrounding some plants. Multiple reasoning skills are evaluated in the WinoGGAViL dataset
[26], where a human player sets a linguistic association cue, while an Al rival attempts to select the most
appropriate images to the cue. A more thorough investigation of visual reasoning datasets is provided in
[112].

7.2.2 Methods
7.2.2.1 Sequential language models

External knowledge KM-net (Knowledge-routed Modular Network) is introduced in the same work with the
HVQR dataset [36], addressing multi-step (compositional) reasoning using visual and commonsense knowl-
edge. Each question is decomposed into consecutive subqueries via LSTM encoder-decoder schemes, passed
to a visual reasoning module and a commonsense reasoning module to extract different types of knowledge
accordingly. The subqueries form a query layout, i.e. a tree structure revealing the relationships of sub-
queries, with leaf nodes belonging to distinct words of the queries. A bottom-up attention R-CNN provides
visual features for the image. The subqueries are processed sequentially starting from the most specific ones,
driven by the KM-net reasoning module. First, the knowledge reasoning module receives question entities
from the query layout and returns the most probable candidate entities from the knowledge base. Then,
the visual reasoning module receives entities from the scene graph, together with the candidate entities of
the knowledge module and fuses the candidate entities, image features and query embedding to derive the
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answer.

Internal knowledge Self-knowledge includes the usage or construction of a scene graph based on the de-
tected objects, relationships and attributes. At the same time, the question can be parsed in a structured
program via an LSTM, producing subqueries that form a tree structure. Given those two graph representa-
tions, an encoding is derived for the query. Node attention and edge attention are calculated based on the
query embedding. Combining a node attention vector and an edge attention matrix, new objects can inferred
due to the graph structure; basically starting from the attended node vector and traversing over an attended
edge, a new node vector will be provided. The same procedure can be followed for all subqueries, respecting
the structure of the query tree. Logically relating subqueries, results in logical operations (such as and, or,
not) over attended scene graphs. Finally, based on the question type and the final scene graph, the answer
can be provided. [308§]

7.2.3 Evaluation

Classification metrics are commonly used for benchmarking, with answer accuracy providing a general
measure of performance [36, 308]. Compositional commonsense reasoning heavily relies on the evaluation
of reasoning paths that provide the final answer [36]. The accuracy score is further decomposed to present
KB-related and KB-not-related accuracies depending of the need for external knowledge; those can be broken
down to first-order and second-order accuracies, regarding the number of reasoning steps required; finally, a
more fine grained categorization provides question-type accuracy, based on the template the query components
follow.

Ranking metrics such as average recall are used to evaluate the retrieval success of supporting facts for
explanations. Average recall is further decomposed to KB-related and KB-not-related fact recall.

7.3 Knowledge in Visual Commonsense Reasoning (K-VCR)

Various external knowledge sources rich in information can provide insights of unseen concepts that humans
would effortlessly infer from the information provided in a scene. This missing commonsense knowledge is
able to guide answer explanation towards the right rationale, revealing if a more accurate reasoning process
is followed by VCR models when knowledge is added.

7.3.1 Datasets

Visual Commonsense Reasoning (VCR) [403] is the dataset which introduced the task and serves both
knowledge-free and knowledge-enhanced versions of VCR. It contains 110k unique images from movie scenes,
290k multiple choice challenging questions, with 290k correct answers and rationales. Images contain anno-
tations which are anchored over questions, answers and rationales. The technique of adversarial matching
is chosen for the answers in order to minimize biases; each correct answer appears four times in the whole
dataset, once as a positive answer and three times as negative answer. Therefore, a VCR model will not
favor more frequently appearing answers which would endorse guessing rather than reasoning. The questions
are classified in non-mutually exclusive categories according to their purpose, with categories being Explana-
tions (Why is [personll] wearing sunglasses inside?), Activity (What are [personl] and [person2] doing?),
Temporal (What will [person6] do after unpacking the groceries?), Mental (What is [person3] thinking while
[person5] shakes his hand?), Role (What is [personl]’s relation to [person4[?), Scene (Where is [personl]
now?), Hypothetical (What would happen if [person3] fell asleep?). This dataset originally is knowledge-free,
therefore not necessarily requiring external knowledge, nor is it associated with any knowledge base. Nev-
ertheless, the questions existing in the various VCR question categories can be greatly benefited from the
introduction of external knowledge sources which can explicitly incorporate various knowledge senses.

Visual Commonsense Graphs (VCG) [256] is a large-scale dataset that provides information regarding
temporal commonsense relationships, such as what may have happened before, what may happen in the near
future and what are the intents of the people present based on static images. In total, it contains more than
59k images and more than 139k textual descriptions of events at present. Additionally, around 295k intents
at present, as well as more than 584k events before and 586k events after complete the dataset, resulting in
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more than 1,4 million commonsense inferences. People and locations appearing in the images are grounded
with their mentions in the textual descriptions.

7.3.2 Methods
7.3.2.1 Transformer-based models

External knowledge Some of the first knowledge-enhanced transformer-based attempts step upon BERT
[63] to introduce knowledge-vision-language (KVL) learning as an instance of multimodal learning. In the
KVL-BERT architecture [315], ConceptNet [317] is leveraged to enrich sentences with relevant commonsense
information. The knowledge-enriched linguistic input is inserted in a BERT-like multimodal transformer.
The preservation of semantic structure is achieved by using relative position embeddings. However, injected
information should be only visible to their corresponding textual entities of the sentence and not to other
tokens or visual features, a need that is satisfied via a 'weakening’ visible matrix. Moreover, it is possible that
different enriched textual tokens in the sentence share the same relative position embeddings, which would
make unrelated tokens obtain high self-attention scores, implying that they are related. This contradiction is
resolved by imposing a mask-self-attention mechanism via the visible matrix, with the purpose to restrict the
area a token can attend. After those treatments, the input is in a form suitable to be fed in a VL transformer,
in this case VL-BERT [322]. It was observed that KVL-BERT outperforms its multi-task baselines, as well
as models dedicated to the VCR task, even though it cannot trespass the performance of knowledge-free VL
transformers that invest on additional pre-training.

A somehow different strategy is employed in the case of Vision—Language-Knowledge Co-Embedding (Vi-
LaKC) [166]: the three modalities are first embedded independently and afterwards are fused together.
Initially, a Knowledge Extraction Module (KEM) retrieves relevant knowledge from ConceptNet based on
concepts appearing on the image, question and candidate answers. The encoding of modalities is performed in
the two-stage VLKEM module: first, the independent modality encoding embeds images using ResNet [104],
language using BERT [63] and knowledge using GCN [149]. The second stage consists of the co-embedding
sub-module which aligns and integrates the three vectors via a multi-head self-attention mechanism. The
co-embedder is pre-trained in two phases, the first being task-agnostic, such as in several VL transformer
models, and the second task-specific, utilizing significantly less data (~200k samples) coming from all three
modalities. The task-specific pre-training stage introduces novel pre-training tasks, such as masked lan-
guage modeling with image and knowledge (MLMIK), masked object classification with text and knowledge
(MOCTK), and vision-language-knowledge matching (VLKM), in order to enforce co-learning. This joint
embedding is then inserted in an answer determination module (ADM) cousisting of a fully connected layer
followed by a softmax.

The CKRM framework [367] consists of two stages, the first used for knowledge retrieval and the second one for
reasoning. SWAG [404], a dataset containing pairs of events which describe a situation (context) and possible
endings, serves as the commonsense knowledge source, aiming to transfer knowledge regarding everyday
situations to the target task of VCR. A source and a task encoder are responsible of receiving (context,
ending) pairs and (question, answer) pairs respectively to perform knowledge transfer in different granularity
layers. The encoders first use BERT [63] followed by a BiLSTM structure to model temporal interactions
of words. Cell-level knowledge transfer refers to the most fine-grained information fusion from source to
target task, with layer-level and attention-level knowledge corresponding to coarser aspects of information.
This strategy offers acquiring knowledge from various perspectives for a more enriched representation. The
knowledge-based reasoning module incorporates the multi-level knowledge from the previous stage together
with visual features in the Knowledge-enriched visual attention module. Finally, a reasoning composition
module combines all aspects of knowledge derived from the multi-level transfer procedure and the enriched
visual representations to derive the answer.

7.3.3 Evaluation

Classification metrics, especially classification accuracy is employed for evaluating K-VCR results that
follow the multiple-choice format for answers (A) and rationales (R). Accuracy is decomposed by evaluating
independently each of the following aspects:
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1. Q@ — A: given a question Q, choose as A one of the 4 available answers and compare if it matches the
real answer or not.

2. QA — R: given a question @ and the correct answer A, select as R one out of the 4 rationales and
compare if it matches the real rationale or not.

3. @ — AR: given a question Q select as A one of the 4 answers, and depending on selected A choose
one of the 4 rationales. The result is regarded to be correct if and only if both right A and R are chosen.

7.4 Knowledge in Image Captioning (K-IC)

7.4.1 Datasets

There are no dedicated knowledge-enhanced or knowledge demanding datasets for K-IC. Knowledge-enhanced
models are currently using COCO captions [183] as described in Section ??. Moreover, Flickr30k [396], a
dataset containing 31,783 scene images accompanied by 5 human-annotated sentences each is widely employed
for K-IC.

7.4.2 Methods
7.4.2.1 Sequential language models

External knowledge First attempts for knowledge-enhanced image captioning propose the extension of ex-
isting implementations by injecting commonsense knowledge from external sources. Specifically, the backbone
image captioning architecture extracts visual features from images via a CNN, which are then inserted to an
LSTM to generate a knowledge-free answer. To enhance this baseline with knowledge, objects extracted from
the image are used as queries to ConceptNet [317]. Related ConceptNet entities, either regarding individual
objects (direct terms) or the remaining image areas (indirect terms), are fed to a pre-trained LSTM which
provides semantic representations for each of those two points of view. Then, visual features, direct term
representations and indirect term representations are concatenated to form the initial state of another LSTM
model, which finally generates the knowledge-enhanced caption [422].

Both visual and commonsense knowledge for image captioning are used in [113]. The first step includes
dense region sampling from images in order to acquire visual and knowledge mappings. Dense visual feature
extraction includes the definition of candidate regions, which are clustered together to provide a more concrete
representation: the cluster center points for each dense region cluster serve as the corresponding visual feature.
Consequently, the knowledge mapping receives visual features and knowledge embedding vectors from Visual
Genome [155] and returns a knowledge-related representation per region cluster. Both visual and knowledge
embeddings resulting from the two mapping procedures are concatenated and then inserted to a commonsense
reasoning module. This module projects the two inputs on the same semantic space, from which a semantic
graph is constructed under the guidance of commonsense knowledge. In the relational reasoning module, a
GCN [149] operates on the semantic graph to obtain relation-aware node features. Finally, a LSTM receiving
the knowledge-aware node embeddings as inputs generates the caption.

Inferring words not appearing in the image remains a challenge in image captioning, as there is no guidance
regarding how those unseen words should be inferred to be used in captions. Such unmatched elements can be
solved with internal self-knowledge based on more fine-grained alignments between individual words and image
regions, which is achieved by attention mechanisms, and external commonsense knowledge to capture implicit
information that cannot be derived from the existing data. Objects detected on the image are used to retrieve
knowledge from ConceptNet [317]. Region features extracted from the image via a region proposal network
and word-level attention on the sentence part co-operate towards attending to the most salient features of the
image. This visual attention guided by language attention, together with the corresponding word embedding
are inserted in a LSTM, which feedbacks each previous hidden state to update the word-level attention signal
that contributes to the visual attention in every round. The external knowledge is incorporated in a later
stage, when the answer is generated; therefore, it can tune the probabilities of LSTM-generated words to be
added in the sentence towards more meaningful results. A reinforcement learning training strategy is followed
by setting the LSTM as an agent, the words and visual features as the environment, and the generation of
the best next word from the captioning model as the policy. [116]

110



7.4. Knowledge in Image Captioning (K-IC)

Even though local information is well-represented based on detected objects, image captioning is generally not
interpretable and therefore not explicitly controllable. An external knowledge source can help in grounding
detected objects with semantic entities from the graph, which in turn provides enriched semantic labels for
the objects present in the image. In order to control objects appearing in the caption, an attention-based
human-interpretable mask is introduced, which assists in diverse caption generation. This masked can be
dynamically tuned by a human to influence the resulting caption. [1]

Off-the-self object detectors have served several image captioning architectures. However, some tough situa-
tions, such as very small objects, occlusion or rare object classes can result in error propagation and negatively
impact all consequent components until the final caption generation. Commonsense constrains and semantic
correlations extracted from Visual Genome [155] can act as priors to guide a more accurate representation.
A semantic graph is constructed upon extracted image regions, allowing GCN-based [149] reasoning. Specif-
ically, visual semantics such as objects, attributes, relationships are captured by extracting candidate region
proposals. CNN-based region features satisfy object and attribute representations, while features from re-
gions union areas provide relationship representation. Visual features are projected on the same high-level
semantic space as the knowledge embedding derived from Visual Genome. Therefore, knowledge-enhanced
visual triplets are formed, respecting rules imposed by knowledge. The semantic graph is built upon those
triples. Then, relational reasoning is performed on the semantic graph using a GCN, the output of which is
inserted in the LSTM module that generates the answer. [114]

Internal knowledge Visiolinguistic priors are naturally connected with describing images, in the sense that
humans logically infer unseen entities given a partial description of a visual situation. Obtaining such priors
from existing images and captions is a way of ’creating’ knowledge and facilitate reasoning of image captioning
models without adding external sources.

Scene graph generation is a widely used technique for self-augmentation of information present in the dataset.
Both images and text need to be represented within graph structures to bridge the two modalities. The Scene
Graph Auto-Encoder (SGAE) framework utilizes this graph conversion to instill language priors into the
encoder-decoder image captioning structure. More specifically, a learnable dictionary maps the relationships
between a sentence and its corresponding scene graph iteratively, reconstructing the initial text from the
generated graph in each round. For scene graph generation from text, a pre-trained scene graph parser
is utilized, while for the reverse procedure, a trainable RNN decoder converts the dictionary back to text.
During this procedure, the dictionary achieves to capture the necessary language prior to be transferred for
captioning. The learned dictionary is then inserted to the image-involving pipeline: a scene graph parser
converts the image to a scene graph, which is consequently passed to the dictionary encoded by a GCN [149].
Finally, the decoding of the dictionary provides the final caption. [388]

Attention mechanisms are able to identify such structured visiolinguistic priors and highlight connections be-
tween text and images, therefore augmenting image captioning implementations. Conditional Latent Topic
Attention (CLTA) in combination with sentence priors are able to fuse the model with prior knowledge with-
out the need for constructing scene graphs. Latent topic models are able to recognize semantically significant
topics which are driving attention mechanisms to capture local and global dependencies in images. Thus,
salient visual features emerge through words, and also more candidate salient regions are discovered and
re-weighted accordingly, if they are associated with a topic contributing to an existing salient region. CLTA
implements this re-weighting procedure to construct a context vector. Moreover, a sentence autoencoder act-
ing as the sentence prior encourages the extraction of more context information and enhances generalization.
Both the context vector and the sentence prior are inserted in an LSTM that generates the answer. [91]

7.4.2.2 Transformer-based models

Recent knowledge-enhanced image captioning models are implemented based on Transformers as an expected
substitution of sequential models.

External knowledge Named entities and event knowledge have not been studied in previous image cap-
tioning works. This type of information is widely available in news articles, with raw sources being too
complicated for language models to infer the right semantics. Special datasets are crafted for this purpose,
providing an appropriate form of information for named entity/event-aware image captioning. The heart of
the proposed method is the cross-modal entity matching, which incorporates information from various sources.
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Sub-graphs are extracted from the image and the article text descriptions forming structured representations
for the input. The nodes of the text sub-graph belong to named entities, and the edges to their in-between
relationships, while the image sub-graph is more generic, by representing objects present in the image. The
two sub-graphs are linked via similarity between image sub-graph objects and text sub-graph named entities
in the cross-modal entity matching module. This module is trained with the help of multimodal external
knowledge from Wikipedia. As a result, a multimodal knowledge graph is produced containing visual, textual
and knowledge information. Embedding representations are obtained for each modality: a GAT module [351]
produces a multimodal knowledge graph embedding, RoBERTa [190] encodes news captions and image fea-
tures are derived from a pre-trained ResNet-152 [104]. An entity-aware captioning model receives the visual,
textual and multimodal knowledge graph representations, feeding them to a Transformer [348] decoder to
produce the caption. [419]

The BART transformer [168] can provide further advancements towards the refined task of Visual Com-
monsense Generation (VCG) [256] lying on the intersection of the generative image captioning task and the
non-generative visual commonsense reasoning task. To this end, knowledge-enhanced Multimodal BART
(KM-BART) was developed, able to incorporate both visual and linguistic information with the help of
modality and task-relevant tokens in the transformer input. More specifically, task-relevant tokens are added
in the beginning of the input sequence denoting the task type. For example, for VCG <before>, <after>, or
<intent> tokens, representing temporal sequence of events (what happened before, what may happen next)
and intents of people present in the image. Furthermore, the pre-training task of Knowledge-based Com-
monsense Generation (KCG) fuses commonsense knowledge from structured sources early in the pipeline,
actually achieving in implicitly integrating explicit knowledge. Also Attribution Prediction (AP) and Re-
lation Prediction (RP) pre-training tasks are used for the first time in knowledge-enhanced VL learning.
COMET [30] is a transformer model trained on knowledge bases such as ATOMIC [123] and ConceptNet
[317] that generates commonsense descriptions, and acts as a knowledge source for KM-BART. Two possible
settings are examined for KM-BART, one containing the image and the event description (i.e. some textual
information about the image that provides context of the depicted situation) and a harder one that omits
the event description. [379]

Internal knowledge Transformer-based captioning poses some challenges, one of those attributed to the AR
training procedure which is based on the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). The main issue stemming
from MLE is that when the generated sequence does not match the ground truth one, there is no discrimi-
nation between different ’failed’ predictions. Therefore, words that are totally unrelated to the ground truth
match are treated the same as semantically similar words. For this reason, a KL divergence term is added to
weight semantic relationships between generated words, with respect to their ground truth match. Moreover,
a knowledge graph is used to enrich the transformer input embeddings, infusing contextual information from
neighboring entities in the graph. This knowledge graph is constructed from the linguistic information itself,
by leveraging cosine similarity between embedded words to position them within a vector space. The original
Transformer [348| architecture is used for the task, with image features word embeddings representing the
visual modality. [415]

7.4.3 Evaluation

Language metrics such as BLEU, ROUGE, METEOR, CIDEr are used for evaluation as in most
language generation tasks [422, 113, 91, 116]. SPICE is also used in [1, 415].

Human Evaluation can qualitatively evaluate generated sentences. The human evaluation experiment in
[388] compares the quality of generated captions from different models according to the perception of 30
evaluators. Even though such an experiment is rather subjective, it indicates the importance of language
priors. In [419] human preference is measured comparing with the previous best-performer in the before,
after, intent generated sentences.
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7.5 Knowledge in Visual Dialog (K-VD)

7.5.1 Datasets

VisDial [58] is a dataset used in both knowledge-free and knowledge-enhanced versions of VD. It consists
of 133k dialogs and an equal number of images from COCO, with train and validation splits (125k dialogs)
assigning 10-round dialogs -QA pairs- per image. In the test split (8k dialogs), random rounds are paired with
each image. Some important aspects of this dataset is the presence of coreferences, endorsing the coherence
of the conversation in linguistic level, and temporal continuity of topics, which supports the preservation
and consistency of semantic meaning across the dialogs. The questions mostly follow a concrete and rather
exploratory pattern: starting from asking about entities involved in COCO captions, then diving into details,
trying to define a categorization of the whole scene or the most appropriate setting description, questioning
about the weather of the scene, exploring key semantics not mentioned previously and finally validating and
expanding the understanding of elements provided in the answers.

VisDialCK [411] is an extension of VisDial containing 940 history-required and commonsense-required
dialogs.

7.5.2 Methods
7.5.2.1 Transformer-based models

Internal knowledge Only one knowledge-enhanced implementation for visual dialog has been introduced,
inspired from the fact that commonsense related questions are typically ignored. A visual dialog model
requires two necessary inputs: an image and the dialog history. Visual graphs have assisted the task by pro-
viding object relationships explicitly, even though this knowledge is not adequate for commonsense inferences.
The integration of commonsense knowledge can be well-represented with graph-level facts and sentence-level
facts. Then, facts from a commonsense knowledge graph such as ConceptNet [317] can be extracted based
on the calculation of cosine similarity between their word embedding representation compared to embed-
ding representations of the words in the sentences and the detected objects. Those graph level facts can
complement entities from the visual graph. Therefore, an enriched vision-fact graph can be produced after
individual graphs are purified by removing redundant information. The sentence-level facts are derived from
the dialog sentences in the form of (subject, relation, object) triples, forming a graph structure. Similarly
to the visual stream, the sentence graph is cleaned and enriched with commonsense knowledge. Finally, a
transformer-based fusion module receives the enriched graphs, as well as the question embedding to provide
the answer, exploiting a generative and a discriminative decoder. [411]

7.5.3 Evaluation

Ranking metrics such as NDCG, MRR, R@1, R@5, R@10, Mean position provide the quality of answer
retrieval for visual dialog for both generative and discriminative answer prediction. [411]

Human evaluation is used in the generative setting of [411]. Specifically, two metrics are provided: the
first one indicates the percentage of responses passing the Turing test, thus providing the amount of generated
sentences that could be perceived as human-written; the second metric measures the number of generated
responses that are perceived as of equal or better quality compared to specific human responses as baselines.

7.6 Knowledge in Visual Storytelling (K-VIST)

Visual Storytelling presents many situations where hypothetical concepts can be driven from commonsense
and temporal reasoning. Unseen events can enrich or even be necessary for appropriate and coherent textual
stories. For example, some sequential inferences were presented in the event/temporal knowledge analysis
(in Section 3), providing knowledge such as the boy dropped a glass of water and then the glass broke. Not all
concepts mentioned in this sentence may be explicitly apparent on a frame of the visual sequence. However,
a KG can guide inference by searching for possible connections between concepts appearing on images, and
thus acquire imaginary concepts.
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7.6.1 Datasets

There are no dedicated datasets for K-VIST. On the contrary, relevant literature relies on datasets used for
the knowledge-free version of the task, such as VIST [121]. This dataset contains more than 81k unique
photos in around 20k sequences with corresponding textual stories. Textual stories follow a narrative style
imposing more high-level inference capabilities compared to literal visual descriptions. This requirement
is an extension against the majority of visual description tasks, which do not directly focus on sequential
coherence and even abstract meanings. Two extra descriptions are provided per frame in order to bridge
literal description with narratives: descriptions of images-in-isolation (DII) and images-in-sequence (DIS).

7.6.2 Methods
7.6.2.1 Sequential language models

External knowledge A two-stage structure was proposed in [387], consisting of a reasoning and a genera-
tion module. The vision-aware commonsense reasoning module is responsible of extracting the most relevant
knowledge from an external knowledge base. Objects detected in all images of a sequence are fed in a
GRU which provides a semantic and temporal representation. At the same time, candidate ConceptNet
entities are fetched based on the detected objects. Attention modules finally select the most relevant Con-
ceptNet candidates, which after passing through a GRU provide the final commonsense representation. The
knowledge-augumented generation module receives the extracted commonsense knowledge together with the
visual information, as well as the previously generated sentences.

A prevalent issue in VIST is the monotonous and repetitive generated stories. This can be attributed to
the limited vocabulary of the VIST dataset. In KG-Story [115], the first stage (distill) gathers words from
images using object detection and leverages GRUs for word prediction. Potential relationships between pairs
of concepts throughout images are searched on external KGs, and if multiple candidates occur, a scoring
function is used to rank their relevancy. This is the enrich stage. Finally, the generate stage utilizes a
Transformer which imposes a repetition penalty to mitigate redundant narration. Further modifications
in the default Transformer structure is the introduction of an anaphoric expressions generator to enhance
coreferences and usage of pronouns, as well as positional encodings of variable length to enable representing
stories of different lengths.

Addressing again the coherence and novelty of generated stories, authors of [380] propose a three-stage struc-
ture corresponding to imagination, reasoning and writing capabilities of humans. The first stage (imagine)
focuses on the sequential consistence by extracting the visual topic of a frame through the combination of
the current visual features and the sentence generated in the previous step. The knowledge part targets the
content of narratives and comprises three graph types: a general commonsense KG, a scene graph and an
event graph. A GCN applied on each graph selects the most suitable knowledge parts, which are combined
to form the second stage (reason). Both imagine and reason outputs are fed to the third stage (write), which
is responsible for generating the story.

7.6.2.2 Transformer-based models

External knowledge Towards informative and more diverse stories, [42] is the first knowledge-enhanced
approach that utilizes a generative transformer to produce the story output. The concept enrichment stage
connects concepts present in images with ConceptNet. Then, a graph attention network (GAT) operates on
the graph and image features in order to integrate information of the most appropriate candidate concept
nodes, which are passed to the next selection module. The concept selection module utilizes two differ-
ent selection methods: a Sequential Selection Module (SSM) that operates in an encoder-decoder fashion,
outputting selected concepts after encoding the embedded candidate concepts; a Maximal Clique Selection
Module (MCSM) outputs a maximal clique containing all appropriate concepts for story generation given
the concept graph. Finally, the concept to story module uses either an RNN structure or a BART language
model, with BART demonstrating more diverse stories while preserving quality.
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7.6.3 Evaluation

Language generation metrics BLUE, ROUGE, METEOR and CIDEr are widely used automatic metrics
that evaluate the linguistic quality of generated stories.

Diversity of generated stories is measured via the Distinct-n (Dist-n) score [171]. This metric indicates
the originality of generated text by calculating the frequency of n-grams throughout the whole corpus of
generated stories. Higher Dist-n scores represent more diverse stories. [387, 42]

Human Evaluation is very important for generative tasks, as automatic evaluation metrics cannot assess
the full range of linguistic capabilities, especially when it comes to evaluating sequential quality. However,
different implementations perform varying human evaluation experiments, which somehow impedes the direct
comparison of models.

In [387] four aspects are examined: Fluency checks the linguistic quality, relevance measures the success of
textual descriptions in describing visual concepts, informativeness measures the diversity of produced stories
and coherence evaluates the semantic continuity of stories in a sequence. Each aspect receives a score from
1 (worse) to 5 (best) from three evaluators, and their average values serve as the final results. Similarly,
in [380] relevance, coherence and informativeness are regarded, receiving scores from 0 (worse) to 2 (best)
from five evaluators. A different human evaluation strategy is followed in [115]: comparative experiments
between VIST models are performed, asking users to rank generated stories from different models either
with or without revealing the corresponding images. This is an indirect evaluation of linguistic quality
and coherence, when only text is regarded, and also semantic relevance, when corresponding images are
provided. The comparative approach is also used in [42], with two evaluators declaring their preference (or
tie) between two models regarding three aspects: relevance and informativeness similar to [387, 380], together
with logicality which measures the logical coherence over story sequences. Additionally, overall indicates the
evaluator’s preference in general between the two models.

7.7 Knowledge in Image Generation

7.7.1 Datasets

A variety of datasets have been used in visual generation, which however do not contain some certain demand
or sense of knowledge, and are widely used in knowledge-free settings. Datasets used in conditional image
synthesis are ImageNet [61], CIFAR [158], FFHQ [143], Oxford Flowers [241], CUB [106] and many others.

Sequential synthesis (Story Visualization) greatly utilizes Pororo-SV cartoon dataset [147]. It contains more
than 16k pairs of scenes and dialogs extracted from 20 hours of video, 27,328 fine-grained scene descriptions
in natural language provided by human annotators, and 8,913 QA multiple-choice pairs related to the story.
In total, 10 main characters appear in the frames. Questions are divided in 11 types: Action, Person,
Abstract, Detail, Method, Reason, Location, Statement, Causality, Yes/No, Time. FlinstonesSV [223] is
also based on cartoon frames. It is composed of 25,184 densely annotated videos, each of which containing
75 frames. The annotations include bounding boxes with labels for characters and items of the frames, as
well as segmentation masks. Another emerging dataset for Story Visualization is DiDeMo-SV (214, 107],
a dataset based on video captions that contains 10,000 with more than 40,000 temporally localized textual
descriptions.

7.7.2 Methods
7.7.2.1 Knowledge in Conditional Image Generation (K-cIG)

Internal knowledge Even though GANs have been powerful in synthesizing novel images, they cannot
handle combinations of attributes they have not encountered in the training data. Therefore, if the textual
condition refers to such unseen combinations, the synthesized image has sacrificed some of the semantics, in
order to produce a result that remains within the learned distribution. The insertion of additional knowledge
can expand the generated distribution to enhance the consistency on the condition without sacrificing resulting
fidelity. This can be translated into two needs regarding a GAN model: the generator should become
more flexible, and the discriminator more tolerant. KG-GAN meets those requirements by introducing a
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second generator, trained on domain knowledge by utilizing a novel knowledge loss. This second generator
shares parameters with the original one, which is responsible of synthesizing images conditioned on text.
A regression network receives the synthesized images from the seen-image generator and the ones from the
knowledge generator, imposing constrains regarding the plausibility of unseen combinations. The semantic
vector produced by the knowledge generator is redirected to the seen-image generator to guide generation
outside the predefined classes. KG-GAN does not exploit external knowledge sources, but with this simple
distribution enhancement it achieves some preliminary zero-shot capabilities. [40]

7.7.2.2 Knowledge in Story Visualization (K-SV)

External knowledge Story Visualization is another task with limited contributions in knowledge-enhanced
settings. Structured information from text can be obtained via parse trees which can permit hierarchical
encoding of longer phrases. Missing information regarding visual details in text can be filled out with external
knowledge from ConceptNet [317]. Moreover, conceptually similar sentences that are phrased in a different
way need to be placed closer in an embedding space, an issue that external knowledge can again effectively
resolve. Spatial knowledge is also underrepresented in most sentences, even though scene synthesis needs
detailed information of object positions. Dense captioning as a form of self-augmenting knowledge provides
detailed positioning information due to the usage of region bounding boxes. The combination of internal
spatial and external semantic knowledge is able to better guide sequential synthesis, resolving all involved
aspects such as text-image consistency, visual quality and sequential continuity. A Memory-Augmented
Recurrent Tree-Transformer (MARTT) encodes the parse trees for the text, while a Graph Transformer [401]
embeds the commonsense knowledge. Both embeddings are inserted in the story encoder, which outputs
contextualized embeddings for the image generator. The generated images are passed to image and story
discriminators, which redirect synthesis based on individual and sequential aspects. Spatial knowledge from
dense captioning enforces additional loss functions while training, to provide more explicit information about
positions and detailed grounding of characters on the images with respect to their descriptions in the text.
[212]

The groundbreaking success of DALL-E [277, 276] inspired the usage of massive zero-shot transformer-based
generative models in Story Visualization; StoryDALL-E [214] achieves generalization of visual synthesis to
unseen textual stories, also extending the task to Story Continuation: in this case, a source image is included
in the conditioning, requesting from the model to continue the visual story in a consistent way. Story
Visualization has been a task lacking sufficient datasets, due to the increased effort needed to construct
appropriate ones, either manually or automatically. To this end, external unstructured knowledge obtained
from the pre-trained DALL-E [277] as knowledge base enables even zero-shot sequential synthesis based on
input ’story’ text.

7.7.3 Metrics

Image generation metrics (Section ?7) such as FID for seen and unseen classes were used in KG-GAN [40].
FID is also used to evaluate quality of generated frames independently in [212, 214]. R-precision indicates
quality by measuring the retrieval capabilities of generated frames over ground truth captions comparing to
retrieval using the real frames. [212]

Classification metrics, such as Character F1 score measure the quality of generated characters in
predicted images. Also, frame accuracy checks the exact match between semantics of the ground truth and
generated frames. [212, 214]

Language metrics are also relevant: viewing SV frames as a video, captions for generated frames can be
produced using video captioning techniques. BLEU scores evaluate the quality of captions as an indirect
measure of visual quality, based on the idea that well-designed semantics will be captured in captions better
than low quality ones. [212]

Human Evaluation can reveal the human perception over quality, as in most generative tasks. Specifically
for SV, evaluators need to assess results over wisual quality, consistence and relevance compared to the
previous state-of-the-art model on the same task. [212, 214]
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7.8 Multi-task transformers with knowledge
7.8.1 Methods

Multi-task models can easily be built using multimodal transformer backbones. Instead of utilizing external
KGs as in previous methods, many implementations employ self-knowledge exclusively, by obtaining more
structured representations from the existing visual and textual data.

External knowledge A natural unification of multiple tasks under the same model would incorporate tasks
moving in the same direction, such as cross-modal reasoning tasks or cross-modal-retrieval tasks. Indeed,
VQA, VCR and VE were unified in Rationale VT transformer [219], a framework that utilizes visual and
linguistic clues to generate free-text rationales. Two knowledge sources attempt to provide reasoning in-
formation regarding scenes: first, a grounded situation recognizer [267] describes activities on scenes with
entities involved and draws bounding boxes for entities to visually ground them; second, Visual Common-
sense Graphs [256] are employed to fuse commonsense inferences about events and intents so that a temporal
perspective of a scene is also considered. Rationales are generated for VQA-E (visual question answering)
[175], E-SNLI-VE (visual entailment) [71] and VCR (visual commonsense reasoning) [403] datasets. Visual
recognition of objects is the first step for visual understanding, followed by capturing their in-between rela-
tionships utilizing the knowledge provided by the grounded situation recognizer [267]. Higher-level cognition
is achieved using knowledge from Visual COMET [256], which receives the knowledge stored in Visual Com-
mounsense Graphs to generate commonsense inferences. Visual COMET is built upon GPT-2 [272], therefore
a unimodal, purely linguistic input can be provided, utilizing object labels, textual question/answers and
inferences. Alternatively, GPT-2 can be adapted, resulting in a hybrid implementation: visual features
and bounding box coordinates act as visual embeddings, combined with Visual COMET token embeddings
indicating the beginning of before, after, intent inferences.

Targeting again reasoning tasks, [306] builds on top of LXMERT [49] to address the knowledge-enhanced
versions of the VQA, VCR and VE tasks on the OK-VQA [221], FVQA [360], NLVR2 [324], SNLI-VE [378]
datasets. External knowledge is provided from ConceptNet [317] and Wikidata [354]. Knowledge-rich ex-
pressions are created by matching embedded knowledge with training sentences from the datasets. Moreover,
a training objective targeting the alignment of knowledge embeddings and knowledge-rich expressions en-
courages learning a global representation structure. Utilizing this objective is proven beneficial during both
pre-training and fine-tuning. It is also observed that the introduction of this knowledge-oriented objective
smooths the embedding space, which facilitates similarity matching between words.

KB-VLP [44] utilizes knowledge embeddings based on Wikidata [354] entities, which are concatenated with
the visiolinguistic instances as inputs of a VL transformer. Specifically, entity recognition on text is performed
to extract relevant Wikidata entries, which are embedded via Wikipedia2vec to form text-related knowledge
embeddings. Object tags extracted from the image are used to obtain image-related knowledge embeddings
from relevant Wikidata entities. The input vector consists of 5 components: word embeddings for text,
text-related knowledge embeddings, word embeddings sequences for object tags per image, visual features
and image-related knowledge embeddings. Two specialized pre-training objectives are used: sentence-level
objective substitutes elements from the input vector with other random elements, while token-level objective
extends text - image masking to text-related knowledge embedding - image-related knowledge embedding
masking. Task specific datasets for KB-VLP are VQA [3], GQA [122] and OK-VQA [221] for visual question
answering, and NLVR2 [324] for visual reasoning.

Internal knowledge OSCAR [176] is one of the models that effortlessly transit from knowledge-free to
knowledge-enhanced learning utilizing self-acquired knowledge in its simplest form. Instead of -rather naively-
letting the model infer the correct image-text alignments in an exhaustive way, OSCAR facilitates the pro-
cedure with the usage of object tags, as intermediaries between text and image instances. This procedure
is endorsed from the observation that salient objects in the image will most probably also appear in text.
The input to the VL transformer module consists of word tokens, object tag embeddings and visual features.
The intermediary object tags form separate semantic spaces, depending on whether they are paired with
text or image, yielding two dedicated pre-training objectives. The masked token loss objective views text
and tag word representations in the same space, randomly masking each of them and letting reconstruct
the missing parts through the visual modality. Conversely, contrastive loss views tags paired with visual
features, and randomly replaces the real tag sequence with another one sampled from the dataset, learning to
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pull apart mismatched tag sequences and bring close together the matching ones. OSCAR succeeds in both
understanding tasks, such as cross-modal retrieval (ITR/TIR), visual question answering (on VQA [3] and
GQA [122]) and visual reasoning (on NLVR2 [324]), as well as in generation tasks, such as image captioning
and novel object captioning.

ERNIE-ViL [397] leverages structured visual knowledge from scene graphs to bridge detailed semantics across
vision and language. Such fine-grained representations are important to differentiate between conceptu-
ally similar scenes. Scene graph prediction tasks (object, attribute and relationships prediction) encourage
learning those fine-grained differences. Even though not using external knowledge, ERNIE-ViL internally
constructs structured knowledge during the cross-modal pre-training. Nevertheless, this self-knowledge is
sufficient to boost performance in 5 VL tasks, especially in those that fine-grained associations are required,
such as visual referring expressions (VRE). Other tasks benefited from this approach are VCR, VQA and
cross-modal retrieval (ITR/TIR).

ROSITA [54] extends the self-knowledge idea by employing both cross-modal and intra-modal knowledge at
the same time. Given an image-text pair, the first step is to construct intra-modal graphs, i.e an image graph
and a text graph. The image graph consists of regions (defined by a pre-trained object detector) as nodes,
with ToU scores of paired regions acting as edge weights between those regions. Similarly for the text graph,
objects, attributes and relationships are extracted from text to fill the nodes of the text graph, while edge
weights are defined by the co-occurrence frequency between pairs of nodes. In both graphs, zero similarity
scores between nodes indicate absence of edge. A cross-modal scene graph is derived from the image and text
graph by aligning predicted region tags from the image side and words from the text side by comparing their
textual semantic similarity. By calculating this similarity score for all possible tag-word pairs, edge weights
between cross-modal nodes are defined. Nodes connected via cross-modal edges, named anchor nodes, form
sub-graphs which maintain intra-modal and cross-modal edges, as well as two-hop connections that contain
paths of cross-modal edges followed by intra-modal ones. ROSITA leverages this enhanced representation to
boost three downstream tasks: VQA, VRE and ITR.

7.8.2 Evaluation

Human Evaluation is useful in cases of language generation tasks, such as the rationales generation of
[219]. In this case, the need for human evaluation arises from the observation that certain discrete rationales,
even though not being paraphrases of each other, can be suitable. The following aspects are evaluated:
visual plausibility referring to how well the generated rationales support the answer (in VQA and VCR) or
the entailment (VE) given the image, and visual fidelity measuring the appearance of irrelevant information
within more plausible generated rationales. By excluding images, textual Plausibility evaluates generated
rationales based on their support on the answer (in VQA and VCR) or the entailment (VE) exclusively.

Classification metrics such as accuracy serve as the gold standard for non-generative models on cross-
modal reasoning tasks. In [306], OK-VQA accuracies per question types are also reported, in order to validate
improvements in commonsense-oriented categories attributed to the injection of commonsense knowledge.

Ranking metrics provide valuable insights in cases when retrieval tasks are performed [397, 54|, where
Recall@k for k=1, 5, 10 is reported.

Language metrics such as BLEU [254], CIDEr [350], SPICE are used for language generation tasks,
such as image captioning and novel object captioning [176].

7.9 The future of knowledge enhancement in multimodality

The trajectory of multimodal Al is increasingly defined by systems capable of performing many tasks across
heterogeneous input types—text, images, video, audio, and structured signals. These multitask multimodal
architectures are emerging as the dominant paradigm because they mirror real-world cognitive demands,
where understanding is rarely confined to a single modality. As these models expand in capability, however,
a crucial limitation persists: their internal representations are insufficient for robust, reliable, and up-to-date
knowledge reasoning. Even the most advanced latent knowledge stored in learned parameters fails to ensure
factual accuracy, temporal consistency, or interpretability.
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Why Knowledge Graphs Remain Central

In this context, knowledge enhancement through external structured resources, especially knowledge graphs,
remains indispensable. KGs have several advantages that align naturally with the evolving needs of large-scale
multimodal systems:

1. Ezxplicitness and interpretability: Representing entities, concepts, and relations explicitly allows
models to operate on transparent symbolic structures, enabling verifiable reasoning steps. This is
particularly important in settings that demand traceability or regulatory compliance.

2. Compositionality: KGs provide a natural method for combining multimodal evidence. For instance,
images aligned with KG entities facilitate zero-shot or few-shot grounding, while graph relations serve
as constraints for multimodal inference.

3. Temporal and factual updating: KGs support incremental updates without full model retraining.
This is essential for knowledge that changes over time, something current multimodal foundation models
still struggle with.

4. Bridging heterogeneous data sources: KGs act as coherence layers binding text, vision, sensor
data, and annotations. Their relational structure creates cross-modal conceptual anchors that purely
neural models lack.

These advantages have encouraged research on KG-enhanced multimodal architectures, including models
that perform retrieval-augmented grounding, graph-guided vision-language reasoning, and graph-augmented
representation learning. Although still emerging, these approaches show that structured knowledge serves as
a stabilizing substrate for complex multimodal reasoning pipelines.

Multitaskers as the Dominant Multimodal Paradigm

The shift toward large, multitask multimodal systems, capable of captioning, visual question answering,
grounding, retrieval, classification, editing, and planning altogether, pushes knowledge requirements to new
extremes. These systems are expected to integrate heterogeneous reasoning skills, maintain factual and
commonsense consistency, interpret ambiguous or incomplete multimodal cues, and generalize across domains.

Such expectations exceed what can be encoded in static model parameters. Therefore, even as multimodal
transformers grow larger, they do not necessarily grow “knowledge complete”. Instead, they become increas-
ingly dependent on external, dynamic knowledge reservoirs that can correct, filter, and enrich their internal
representations.

Knowledge graphs, especially large, densely interlinked ones, remain one of the most reliable mechanism
for such enrichment. Their structured nature counterbalances the high-dimensional, entangled representa-
tions learned by neural models, offering the kind of neuro-symbolic hybridization that many believe will be
necessary for the next generation of multimodal reasoning systems.

From KGs to Knowledge-Rich Vision-Language Systems

A promising direction involves tight integration between multimodal foundation models and external knowl-
edge backbones into unified paradigms. To this end, the transition towards harnessing LLMs as the knowledge
sources of the future arises as a central point. Other than acting as separate knowledge bases, LLM can be
extended to unified multimodal architectures, such as the Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs). To
summarize, the transition from KGs to LLM-enhanced systems regards the following two steps

1. LLM-augmented VLMs: LLMs as knowledge bases enrich the knowledge of existing VL systems,
which are mostly capable in tasks that involve only visual knowledge. Querying LLMs via prompting
can enrich the basic visual knowledge of such models with knowledge senses described in previous
chapters. The usage of LLMs as knowledge bases is going to be analyzed in the next chapter.

2. Unified Large Vision-Language Models: a more organic integration of knowledge in the basic VL
backbone is to implicitly integrate knowledge from scratch. In other words, extending LLMs to integrate
the vision modality, while maintaining the model scale together with the interleaved knowledge and
reasoning capabilities is one of the most promising paradigms, shifting the need from requiring adequate
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external knowledge sources to integrate the same knowledge to the pre-training process, alleviating the
requirement for additional enhancement in many cases.

However, if more knowledge is needed, the synergy between LLMs and LVLMs can advance performance
in knowledge-demanding tasks. Such collaboration opens new frontiers to multimodality and AI in general,
introducing the transitioning towards multi-agent systems involving large models. Such agentic structures
allow efficient distribution of tasks, specialization and delegation of specific needs to LLM/LVLM compo-
nents, which communicate and exchange information to enhance each agent’s role, ultimately advancing the
capabilities in comparison to an agent in isolation.
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Knowledge enhancement using Large
Language Models

Despite their interpretability and precision, knowledge graphs (KGs) exhibit inherent limitations in scalabil-
ity, adaptability, and coverage. They are expensive to construct and maintain, often lagging behind the pace
of new concepts or visual entities introduced in real-world data. Furthermore, their symbolic nature restricts
generalization: since KGs represent discrete facts, they struggle to capture nuanced or context-dependent
knowledge (e.g., temporal or causal reasoning). In vision-language settings, this rigidity manifests as incom-
plete grounding—models may fail to describe unseen object relationships or infer implicit contextual cues
beyond the fixed ontology of the graph. Additionally, the process of aligning visual features with graph nodes
introduces semantic gaps, as visual perception rarely maps cleanly onto symbolic categories [403]. These chal-
lenges motivated a paradigm shift toward data-driven, distributed representations of knowledge—culminating
in the rise of LLMs as implicit knowledge sources.

For example, in cases where querying multiple knowledge senses at once (often not stored in a single KG)
or multi-hop reasoning is required, KG-driven pipelines struggle. A related example is presented in Figure
8.0.1. [205]

“

$ Hoof
USPOSTAGE ||
Q: What days might I Q: In which continent Q: Who among the Q: What is the name
most commonly go to was the person in the people in the image is of the object used to
this building? A: image born? A: North the eldest? A: Person eat this food? A:
Sundays. America. in the left. Chopsticks.

Figure 8.0.1: External knowledge is required to answer these visual questions [221, 301, 126, 205].

The first image of Figure 6.2.2 requires knowledge about human culture and history [221], to combine
with visual information: the object in the image is a church, and people usually go to the church on Sundays.
The second image [126] requires one more reasoning step, since it is not only required to detect that this is a
postage stamp containing the photo of a person (visual information), but also who this person is. Knowledge
about named entities recognizes this person as Alexander Hamilton. Further factual knowledge provides
that Alexander Hamilton was born in todays Saint Kitts and Nevis and Saint Kitts and Nevis is in North
America. The combination of these two facts derives the final answer Alexander Hamilton was born in North
America. The third image [301] requires the visual extraction of the two people present in it. Then, named
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entities knowledge assigns the identities Serena Williams and Venus Williams to these two people. Their
age is provided as a combination of named entities and factual knowledge, yielding the comparative
knowledge fact that Serena Williams is older than Venus Williams. Finally, spatial knowledge derives that
Serena Williams is the person in the left. The overall combination of named entities, comparative and
spatial knowledge returns the final answer The person in the left. It becomes obvious that answering these
question requires more knowledge from external sources, which is extracted and combined to infer an answer.
Thus, the incorporation of external knowledge in earlier or later stages of the pre-training/fine-tuning process
is necessary to enhance the capabilities of VL models, so that they are able to respond to more real-world
scenarios.

Rather than relying on explicit graph edges, LLMs store latent associations between concepts, allowing them
to retrieve and reason over knowledge flexibly through natural language prompts. When applied to vision-
language tasks, the use of LLMs as implicit knowledge bases brings several compelling advantages, a transition
often described as the emergence of the LLM-as-KB paradigm. First, LLMs-as-KBs can support context-
aware reasoning: given a visual scene, they can integrate contextual cues to infer implicit relationships—for
example, inferring that a person wearing a helmet on a road is likely cycling—even when this association
is not explicitly represented in any graph. Second, LLMs are highly scalable and self-adaptive: as they
are trained on web-scale corpora, their internal knowledge expands naturally with data, covering long-tail
concepts and emergent entities without requiring manual updates. Third, LLMs can perform compositional
and analogical reasoning, generating inferences that transcend observed data (e.g., inferring that “a robot
cooking” implies anthropomorphic behavior). These capabilities are particularly valuable in open-ended
generative settings such as image captioning or visual storytelling, where rigid symbolic reasoning would fail
to capture the fluidity of natural descriptions.

Another motivation for treating LLMs-as-KBs lies in their integration potential. Traditional KGs must
be explicitly queried using structured interfaces like SPARQL or logical rule systems, which hinders their
incorporation into neural architectures. In contrast, LLMs operate directly in the language modality, which
makes them seamlessly compatible with text-based outputs of vision-language models. Systems such as
BLIP-2 [172], LLaVA [187], and GPT-4V [245] exemplify this transition: visual inputs are first encoded into
a textual or multimodal latent space, and the LLM then performs reasoning and description generation using
its embedded world knowledge. This eliminates the need for discrete graph traversal and enables end-to-end
differentiable reasoning, where visual grounding and knowledge retrieval are jointly optimized.

Importantly, LLMs are not only knowledge containers but also reasoning engines. Unlike KGs, which re-
quire external inference algorithms to deduce new facts, LLMs perform implicit inference through contextual
generation. For example, given the visual prompt “a man holding a stethoscope,” an LLM can infer the prob-
able role (“doctor”) without explicit rules, drawing upon latent associations learned from text. This inference
flexibility makes LLMs particularly suited for commonsense grounding, a key challenge in multimodal Al
where models must bridge perception with world understanding.

Still, this transition does not imply abandoning structured knowledge entirely. While LLMs offer flexibility
and scale, they can also hallucinate or overgeneralize, generating plausible but factually incorrect state-
ments. Consequently, researchers increasingly explore hybrid architectures that combine the interpretability
of KGs with the generative intelligence of LLMs [393, 300]. In these systems, KGs serve as factual anchors
for verification or retrieval, while LLMs handle abstraction and contextual reasoning. This hybridization
represents a pragmatic middle ground, leveraging the explicit correctness of KGs and the implicit richness of
LLMs to achieve more reliable and explainable multimodal reasoning.

In the following sections, we are delving into the LLM-as-KB paradigm for knowledge enhancement [205],
while also underlying emergent issues adjacent to LLMs regarding advanced reasoning [88, 249], hallucination
[97, 141], memorization [321] and biases [77].

8.1 Background in LLM-enhanced vision-language tasks

8.1.1 LLM-as-KB for K-VQA

First works exploiting the LM-as-KB paradigm were introduced for K-VQA. Specifically, GPT-3 [31] can
be used to provide facts in a few-shot manner, receiving visual captions as prompts [389], similar to how
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traditional KGs receive SPARQL queries. Performance gains can be achieved by utilizing multiple captions as
prompts to a variety of pre-trained LLMs, enabling zero-shot reasoning [336]. Using again linguistic captions
as a modality mediator, [101] leverages frozen LLMs to address zero-shot VQA. Chain of Though (CoT)
prompting of LLMs is another interesting direction, which enhances explainability of the answer derivation
pipeline by revealing intermediate reasoning steps [46]. Instead of resorting to the linguistic modality to
obtain unimodal LLM prompts, other approaches opt to fine-tune a visual encoder jointly with the LLM, so
that aligned LLM-VL representations are achieved [136].

There are a few implementations combining explicit and implicit knowledge sources to enjoy advantages of
both worlds. KRISP [220] leverages several external KGs [317, 14, 25], visual knowledge from Visual Genome
[155], as well as implicit knowledge from BERT [63]. REVIVE [184] deploys several visual features to retrieve
knowledge from various sources, such as Wikidata and GPT-3. Visual feature guidance was proven critical
towards improving the knowledge retrieval process. Fusing both implicit and explicit knowledge in the VL
reasoning process is also followed in KAT, using a refined framework that fetches information from Wikidata
and GPT-3 upon which joint reasoning is performed. A transformer decoder receives the output of the
reasoning module to generate the final answer [99].

8.1.2 LLM-as-KB for K-VCR

Early transformer-based endeavors for knowledge-assisted VCR (K-VCR) naturally utilize BERT [63] as the
backbone architecture to construct end-to-end KVL models. In KVL-BERT [315], the input @ together with
candidate answers A guide the retrieval of relevant commonsense facts [317], resulting in a knowledge-enriched
linguistic input. Then, visual features among with this enriched input are inserted in a BERT-like VL model
(VL-BERT [322]) so that the correct A is selected. Consequently, inferring R requires feeding VL-BERT with
the predicted A, candidate rationales R and visual features. Aligning independent modality representations
within a single multimodal embedding is proposed in [166]. The same work introduces extensions of VL
pre-training objectives to incorporate commonsense knowledge from [317] as an extra modality, therefore
enforcing learning KVL interrelationships. Dynamic commonsense augmentation of image-text training data
is a suggested direction, accompanied by learning to reconstruct hidden visual labels based on knowledge
facts retrieved from commonsense KBs [394].

Implicit knowledge sources have been gaining popularity in recent K-VCR literature. GPT-2 [272] has assisted
dynamic reasoning over images, inferring temporal hypotheses regarding what might have happened before
and what might happen after the depicted situation [256]. Chain of Thought (CoT) reasoning is inherently
tied to VCR, as reasoning paths are highly associated with selecting rationales R. The rise in popularity of
CoT techniques for linguistic tasks is highly interconnected with the development of LLMs, which have been
proven able to reveal intermediate reasoning steps [151]. There are not yet many works in the VL direction,
even though the introduction of novel appropriate datasets with grounded answer rationales highlight the
prospects of such an approach [195]. Specifically, [195] tackles VCR by captioning the image, and then feed
the caption together with the existing linguistic input to the LLM. Another promising work in this direction
introduces Multimodal-CoT without using language as the mediating modality, proposing a two-stage process
to separately infer the answer A and the rationale R, while stating that a LM with less than 1B parameters
is adequate for state-of-the-art performance [418]. It is expected that the rapid rise of popularity of LLMs in
complex linguistic QA reasoning [60] may soon give rise to more LLM-augmented VCR approaches, addressing
more aspects of reasoning.

8.1.3 LLM-as-KB for K-VCR

The integration of external knowledge in IC using transformers, was first explored in [419], where event
and named-entity knowledge is fused together with textual and visual data in a Transformer encoder [348]
to generate entity/event-aware captions. Commonsense descriptions derived from ConceptNet [317] and
ATOMIC [123] are able to assist visual commonsense generation (VCG), a challenging task that requires
inferring intents and temporal sequence of events [379]. This is achieved by incorporating commonsense
descriptions to BART, a powerful language generation model [168]. Geographical information guiding
factual knowledge retrieval to assist IC was first explored in [240], where visual features together with the
extracted facts are inserted in a Transformer encoder-decoder structure, ultimately generating the caption c.

123



Chapter 8. Knowledge enhancement using Large Language Models

Apart from external knowledge considerations, IC faces additional challenges as a language generation task:
VL transformers are not well-suited for generative tasks, even though they excel in understanding tasks, where
an answer has to be selected among a set of pre-defined options. XGPT tackles this challenge by adapting
generative pre-training [272, 31] for VL tasks [375], which is achieved by introducing novel generative pre-
training objectives. The collaboration of GPT-2 [272] with CLIP [273] is viewed as highly promising, since
both models have been trained on an abundance of web-data, thus incorporating numerous knowledge senses
in an émplicit manner. ClipCap [232] leverages this collaboration without re-training CLIP or GPT-2; instead,
a lightweight transformer-based mapping module is trained to match CLIP representations to GPT-2, which
eventually generates the caption ¢. The CLIP-GPT-2 combination was also followed in VC-GPT [201].
Another lightweight improvement combining a pre-trained CLIP visual encoder and a frozen GPT-2 text
decoder further boosts performance of low-resource approaches [278]. A cross-modal filter that selects the
most relevant visual information, so that captioning errors are reduced is proposed in [200], still respecting
the frozen CLIP-GPT-2 framework.

A factor that overshadows the knowledge-enhanced IC capabilities is the lack of dedicated datasets for testing.
So far, IC models are evaluated on classic datasets containing images and captions, such as COCO [183] and
Flickr [396], which however are not challenging in terms of external knowledge required. The construction
of appropriate datasets that would follow the paradigm of knowledge-demanding VQA datasets, such as
OK-VQA [221], K-VQA [301], FVQA [360], KB-VQA [371], or VCR datasets [403] will give prominence to
the abilities of K-IC models.

8.2 Large Language Models for Visual Word Sense Disambiguation

Multimodal retrieval and more specifically image-text retrieval is one popular task belonging in the discrim-
inative VL task family, where textual and visual data are integrated to infer context and meaning. Despite
the remarkable advances brought by models like Vision Transformers (ViTs) and multimodal transformers,
a significant challenge persists: the ability to resolve ambiguity in properly retrieving images correspond-
ing to ambiguous textual spans. Even though Word Sense Disambiguation (WSD) in natural language is a
long-standing problem, the incorporation of the visual modality stands as a novel problem.

Visual Word Sense Disambiguation (VWSD) [275] is a challenging extension of WSD, where an ambiguous
target word within a given context has to retrieve the proper image among competitive candidates. VWSD
was first proposed as part of the 2023 SemEval Shared Task, exposing the limited capabilities of existing VL
retrievers (in this case being CLIP [273]) in properly retrieving images given ambiguous text. An example of
VWSD is demonstrated in Figure 8.2.1.

Full phrase: Andromeda tree ‘
L

target word context

Candidate Images

Figure 8.2.1: An example of the VWSD task: given a full phrase, comprised of a target word and its
context, the most appropriate image candidate must be retrieved.
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In Figure 8.2.1 the full phrase ’Andromeda tree’, where ’Andromeda’ is the ambiguous target word and
‘tree’ serves as the context is given to a model with the purpose of retrieving the correct image among 10
candidates. The candidate images are formed in a way that some of them may correspond to varying senses
of the ambiguous target word or the context. In this example, ’Andromeda’ corresponds to many different
meanings; can be either a constellation, fish species, tree, reptile etc. Therefore, images corresponding
to these meanings are provided. More distractors corresponding to the word ’tree’ conclude the list of
candidates: images of plants and greenery may serve as easier options to a model that may disregard the
word "Andromeda’ and randomly select one of the ’tree’-related images. This is a reasonable possibility, since
several VL retrieving systems may lack knowledge of specialized or rare terms - such as ’Andromeda tree’-
and therefore focus on known terms only - in that case being the word ’tree’-.

Overall, the limited context provided and the possible lack of knowledge regarding the ambiguous target
word render VWSD a much harder variant in comparison to traditional text-image retrieval. We present a
variety of solutions, mostly focusing on LLM-based enrichment, which ultimately achieves the best scores in
our VWSD pipeline. [157, 156]

8.2.1 Method

Dataset

In Table 8.1 statistics for the VWSD dataset are presented. All train and test samples contain 10 image can-
didates. The phrase length demonstrates negligible differences, with the vast majority of phrases comprised
of 2 words. Data samples and official splits can be found in https://raganato.github.io/vwsd/.

Split | #Samples Phrase length

1 word 2 words 3 words 4 words
Train 12869 0 12868 0 0
Test 463 1 445 17 1

Table 8.1: VWSD Dataset statistics

Evaluation metrics

The metrics considered for VWSD performance evaluation are accuracy (Hit @ 1) and Mean Reciprocal Rank
(MRR) [275]. For n images ranked as [i1, ..., i, the Hit @ 1 metric is mathematically expressed as:

: I, .
Hit0l = ~ ; 14 (ix) (8.2.1)

in which 1; denotes an indicator function that returns 1 if i), = 1 (the desired image was retrieved) or 0
otherwise.

MRR is formulated as:
11
M = — E — 2.2
RR pa i (8.2.2)

Image-Text similarity baseline

our baseline considers a variety of VL retrievers that simply receive the full phrase ¢ as an input, selecting
one of the image candidates i each time. The text ¢ and the images ¢ are projected onto a joint VL embed-
ding space, where similarity scores sim(t, ) are calculated using either cosine similarity (default), Euclidean
distance, or Manhattan distance. The image embedding lying closer to the text embedding of the full phrase
is denoted as the ¢,i pair with the highest cosine similarity (or minimum Euclidean/Manhattan distance as
an equivalent), denoted as score(t,i) = max(sim(t,1)).

As for VL retrievers, we utilize CLIP with ViT [72] base encoder, as well as with ViT large encoder (denoted
as CLIP-L). ALIGN [131] is also used for text-image retrieval. We also leverage several versions of BLIP
[173], namely BLIP+ and BLIP-L¢ (pre-trained on COCO [183] and using ViT base/ViT large as backbone
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encoders respectively), as well as BLIPp and BLIP-Ly (pre-trained on the Flickr30k dataset [396]). Details
regarding the model cards of these VL retrievers are provided in Appendix ?7.

Furthermore, we experiment with the incorporation of a penalty factor p() [55] which modulates the retrieval
preference of images that present high similarity (sim(t,¢)) with many text instances ¢. That is because a
VL retriever may give unequal preference to such images for the majority of data samples they appear.
Specifically, the penalty factor p(i) is mathematically expressed as:

1 card(i)
1) = (— m(t;, i) ——————— 8.2.3
p(@) (|T\ Z sim( ]’Z))max card(ig) ( )
t; eT irel
In 8.2.3, T serves as the set of phrases, I denotes the set of image candidates and card(i) corresponds to the
number of samples in which the image i appears.

In this case, the similarity score is updated as:

score(t, i) = sim(t, 1) — p(7) (8.2.4)

LLMs for phrase enhancement

The utilization of LLMs as knowledge bases targets enhancing the full phrases ¢ with more factual context,
therefore disambiguating the target word through the provided information. A variety of LLMs is employed
for enhancement; specifically, GPT2-XL (1.5B parameters) [272], BLOOMZ-1.7B & 3B [234], OPT-2.7B &
6.7B [413], Galactica 6.7B [332], and the 175B parameter GPT-3 [31] and GPT-3.5-turbo’. The choice of
these LLMs is made based on the available hardware, or otherwise accessible via API. Various LLM scales
in terms of parameters are exploited to assess their enrichment capabilities as an analogy to their implicit
knowledge size. The zero shot prompts for these LLMs are crafted based on human intuition regarding
requesting information for the full phrases. These prompts are listed in Table 8.2.

Prompt name Prompt template
exact “<phrase> 7
what_is “What is <phrase>?”
describe “Describe <phrase>.”
meaning “What is the meaning of <phrase>?”

Table 8.2: Prompts for phrase enhancement via LLMs.

Given a full phrase ¢, its LLM enriched version is denoted as t. resulting in the following retrieval score:

score(te, 1) = sim(te, i) — p(i) (8.2.5)

Question-answering (QA) for VWSD and CoT prompting

We convert VWSD into a Question-Answer (QA) task using the handcrafted instructive prompts presented in
Table 8.3 for each full phrase ¢. The QA conversion requires extracting captions ¢; for each of the candidate
images i, enumerated from A to J. Models leveraged for image captioning include BLIP Captions [173] with
ViT-base encoder (BLIP-L Captions denotes building upon ViT-large), as well as GiT [356] (with ViT-base)
and GiT-L (with ViT-large). For all BLIP and GiT variants we attempt both beam-search multinomial
sampling with 5 beams to obtain k=10 captions per image ¢, as well as greedy search, which produces a
single caption per image i. We symbolize as c/ the k-th caption for an image 4, as obtained from beam
search, and simply as ¢; a caption returned using greedy search.

The ’'think’ prompts utilize the phrase ’Let’s think step by step’, which has been proven to elicit reasoning in
LLMs [151]. On the other hand, the ’choose’ prompts request from the LLM to choose one of the provided
image captions. Furthermore, experiments include both Chain of Thought (CoT) prompting, where the LLM
attempts to respond in two steps, or no CoT prompts, where reasoning is performed within a single step.

Thttps://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-3-5
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Name QA Prompt template

think “Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the <context>? Answer choices: (A) <caption for

(greedy) image 1> (B) <caption for image 2> ... A: Let’s think step by step. ”

think “Q: What is the most appropriate group of captions for the <context>?7 Answer choices: (A)

(beam) <captions for image 1 (separated with comma)> (B) <captions for image 2> ... A: Let’s think step
by step. ”

CoT “<think prompt> <response of LLM with think prompt> Therefore, among A through J, the
answer is”

no_CoT “Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the <context>? Answer choices: (A) <caption for

(greedy) image 1> (B) <caption for image 2> ... A:”

no_CoT “Q: What is the most appropriate group of captions for the <context>? Answer choices: (A)

(beam) <captions for image 1> (B) <captions for image 2> ... A:”

choose You have ten images, (A) to (J), which are given to you in the form of captions.(A) <caption for

no_CoT image 1>...(J) <caption for image 10> You should choose the image, and therefore the caption

(greedy) that could better represent the <phrase>. What image do you choose?

choose You have ten images, (A) to (J), which are given to you in the form of captions.(A) <captions for image 1

no CoT (separated with comma)>...(J) <captions for image 10 (separated with comma)> You should choose the

(be_am) irl?age,?and therefore the set of captions that could better represent the <phrase>. What image do you
choose?

choose CoT | You have ten images, (A) to (J), which are given to you in the form of captions. (A) <caption for
(greedy) image 1> ... (J) <caption for image 10> You should choose the image, and therefore the caption
that could better represent the <phrase>.

Use the following format: Question: What image do you choose? Thought: you should always
think about what you choose. Result: the result of your thought. Final Answer: the image that
you choose.

Begin! Question: What image do you choose?

choose CoT | You have ten images, (A) to (J), which are given to you in the form of a set of captions. (A) captions
(beam) for image 1 (separated with comma) ... (J) captions for image 10 (separated with comma) You
should choose the image, and therefore the set of captions that could better represent the <phrase>.
Use the following format: Question: What image do you choose? Thought: you should always
think about what you choose. Result: the result of your thought. Final Answer: the image that
you choose

Begin! Question: What image do you choose?

Table 8.3: QA prompts with and without CoT. 'Beam’ and 'Greedy’ refer to the corresponding captioning
strategy.

In the CoT case, the LLM generates a choice from A to J in the first step, and based on this output, it is
prompted again to select a letter from A to J as a second step. When combining ’choose’ prompts with CoT,
the LLM is prompted to reason on what image to choose and then explicitly respond to this question.

The prompts of Table 8.3 are also placed as exemplars to perform few-shot (FS) prompting, accompanied by
the ground truth answer for the correct caption choice. The number of in-context samples s is defined by
the user. We design three different ways of selecting the s in-context samples. In the baseline case (random),
the s samples are randomly selected from the dataset. Nevertheless, since the relevance of selected samples
with respect to a chosen sample is significant [188], as well as the sample ordering [197], we design two
similarity-based sample selection methods, namely top and inverse-top. In the top case, the QA exemplars
are placed from the most similar QA sample (in comparison to the query prompt) to the s-th least similar
to the query; on the contrary, the inverse-top case implements the opposite, starting from placing the s-th
most similar QA exemplar in the first position, finishing with the top-1 most similar QA exemplar in the last
position. Both placement options consider textual embedding similarity as returned from ALIGN, with the
similarity score being decided using cosine similarity.

The LLMs deployed for QA are Vicuna-13B [48] and GPT-3.5-turbo, the selection of which is made due
to the need for testing the reasoning capabilities of LLMs of different scale, expecting the CoT cases to be
significantly more meaningful in the larger GPT-3.5-turbo, since such reasoning capabilities are significantly
correlated to model scale [364]. GiT-L with greedy decoding is selected for captioning.
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8.2.2 Experimental results

LLMs for phrase enhancement results using various LLMs of increasing scale are presented in Table
8.4. Lots of conclusions arise by studying this table; first of all, the assumption of the LLM scale importance
is verified, with smaller LLMs such as the OPT-2B/6.7B and BLOOMZ-3B scoring even below the corre-
sponding baseline, where a VL retriever is leveraged without any other intervention. A striking difference is
observed when using the larger LLMs, specifically GPT-3 and GPT-3.5. In these cases, there is a significant
performance improvement in comparison to the respective baseline. ALIGN emerges as the most potent VL
retriever when larger LLMs are employed, even though it scores slightly lower in the baseline retrieval case.

Regarding the prompts eliciting better retrieval capabilities, there is no definitive answer. The best results are
achieved under the 'meaning’ prompt in conjunction to GPT-3 as the prompted LLM. In the cases of GPT-3
and GPT-3.5 the ’exact’ prompt is proven to be comparatively inefficient, with results staying significantly
behind the best ones. To this end, by exclusively considering larger models for knowledge enhancement,
proper guidance via prompting is deemed necessary, since the ’exact’ prompt merely provides a full phrase
to the LLM without requesting more specific information. Instead, by guiding the LLM via more specific
questions such as ’describe phrase’ or 'what is the meaning of phrase?’, the LLM becomes more capable in
retrieving the related knowledge requested.

Finally, incorporating the penalty factor p(i) is always proven beneficial, should we compare the best results
achieved with and without it.

Overall, knowledge enhancement via LLMs seems to be functional in cases larger models as knowledge bases
are exploited, accompanied by appropriate, informative prompting.

QA for VWSD and CoT prompting results are presented in Table 8.5. First of all, by comparing GPT-
3.5-turbo with Vicuna-13B results, is becomes evident that employing a larger model for QA prompting brings
tremendous performance advancements on its own. Vicuna-13B totally collapses in come cases, demonstrating
incredible low accuracy (<2%).

By focusing on the most meaningful results extracted with GPT-3.5-turbo, we conclude that the zero-shot
’think’ prompts are comparatively weaker; on the other hand, zero-shot 'choose’ prompts achieve some non-
negligible performance boosts. At the same time, utilizing CoT or not does not bring conclusive results, since
accuracy per captioner varies between those two choices. Moreover, varying performance based on the choice
of captioner is observed.

Few-shot prompting achieves some improvement, at least regarding the best VWSD-as-QA results overall.
Performance is again highly versatile based on the choice of image captioner, with GiT-L greedy outperforming
the rest, while ViT-GPT2 fall way behind, despite the decoding strategy utilized. In most cases, greedy
decoding is more effective than beam search. We assume that beam search may add too much noise in the
prompt, rendering different caption candidates closer to one another due to this imposed noise. On the
other hand, sticking with one caption, as derived from greedy decoding, results in more distinctive caption
candidates to form the final QA prompt.

In total, VWSD conversion in QA brings lower scores in comparison to the best results achieved in the
previous cases, such as the LTR performance. Apart from the fact that proper LLM reasoning is still an open
problem [16, 341], one possible fundamental reason for these lower accuracy scores can be the conversion
from images to text via captioning: this intra-modality conversion may induce errors and information loss
that impacts the final performance.
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CLIP CLIP-L ALIGN BLIP ¢ BLIP-L¢ BLIP BLIP-Lg
acc. MRR| acc. MRR| acc. MRR| acc. MRR| acc. MRR| acc. MRR| acc. MRR
With penalty
Baseline [ 63.28 76.27 [ 62.85 76.24 | 68.90 80.00 [ 60.90 74.33 | 64.58 77.51 | 60.47 73.87 | 69.76 80.42
OPT-2B
exact 62.85 76.00 | 62.85 75.93 | 68.68 79.89 | 61.12 74.46 | 64.58 77.41 | 60.26 73.73 | 69.76 80.36
what _is 60.98 74.85 | 66.30 78.10 | 63.28 75.95 | 60.91 74.43 | 66.31 77.86 | 57.24 71.15 | 67.60 78.58
describe 61.05 74.75 | 66.08 78.14 | 64.79 77.62 | 61.77 74.73 | 66.31 77.57 | 57.67 71.48 | 68.03 79.03
meaning 62.15 75.60 | 65.25 77.45 | 65.66 77.54 | 61.99 75.35 | 63.93 76.88 | 58.32 71.65 | 65.44 77.69
BLOOMZ-3B
exact 61.26 74.59 | 62.99 76.18 | 66.52 78.36 | 60.48 73.13 | 63.28 76.00 | 57.02 71.23 | 65.66 77.49
what _is 64.36 76.82 | 68.25 79.82 | 67.39 78.72 | 61.34 74.94 | 66.95 78.47 | 59.61 73.35 | 68.47 79.58
describe 62.01 75.38 | 65.28 78.07 | 66.09 78.60 | 62.85 75.65 | 67.39 7871 | 57.24 71.72 | 67.82 79.20
meaning 65.58 77.96 | 67.32 78.76 | 68.47 79.14 | 63.71 76.52 | 66.31 78.55 | 59.40 73.60 | 68.03 79.26
OPT-6.7TB
exact 62.63 75.84 | 62.20 75.54 | 67.82 79.24 | 60.91 74.23 | 64.79 77.58 | 59.83 73.40 | 69.11 79.94
what _is 61.79 75.70 | 64.63 77.68 | 64.79 77.23 | 61.77 75.01 | 63.07 76.16 | 57.88 71.79 | 65.87 77.77
describe 64.43 76.91 | 65.73 78.24 | 65.23 77.89 | 61.12 74.67 | 63.93 77.07 | 56.16 71.30 | 66.09 78.38
meaning 62.17 75.84 | 63.61 77.19 | 66.74 78.47 | 63.28 75.93 | 65.44 77.43 | 59.83 72.96 | 68.03 78.75
GPT-3.5 (175B)
exact 58.86 72.09 | 60.18 72.73 | 62.42 74.43 | 57.02 70.78 | 59.18 72.32 | 52.92 67.40 | 63.07 74.65
what _is 66.52 78.81 | 69.35 80.51 | 70.41 81.42 | 67.60 78.56 | 68.47 79.67 | 60.91 74.30 | 71.71 82.02
describe 67.32 78.95 | 69.28 80.31 | 73.22 82.73| 69.33 79.90 | 70.41 80.80 | 59.83 73.65 | 70.63 &81.29
meaning 67.76 79.76 | 69.06 80.55 | 70.41 81.38 | 66.52 78.59 | 66.52 79.16 | 58.53 73.31 | 69.98 81.46
GPT-3 (175B)
exact 61.98 74.90 | 64.07 76.58 | 66.52 78.37 | 60.48 73.99 | 64.15 76.58 | 59.61 72.91 | 65.23 77.06
what_is 67.92 79.27 | 70.73 81.57 | 71.71 82.27 | 68.25 78.93 | 68.90 79.91 | 60.48 74.24 | 69.11 80.25
describe 68.25 79.40 | 68.72 80.26 | 72.57 82.52 | 64.58 76.75 | 68.25 79.35 | 61.34 74.03 | 69.33 80.47
meaning 68.07 80.08 | 69.84 81.56 | 74.95 84.09 | 66.74 78.37 | 71.71 81.55 | 62.63 75.55 | 72.35 82.28
Without penalty
Baseline | 59.18 72.94 | 60.69 74.42 | 65.66 77.48 [ 57.24 72.07 | 61.34 75.88 | 57.67 71.96 | 65.01 77.86
OoPT-2.7B
exact 58.96 72.77 | 60.26 74.15 | 65.66 77.48 | 57.45 72.19 | 61.12 75.77 | 57.24 71.68 | 65.01 77.90
what _is 58.31 72.91 | 62.75 75.47 | 61.12 73.94 | 59.83 73.13 | 61.12 74.54 | 53.35 68.71 | 63.50 76.22
describe 59.08 72.95 | 63.89 76.31 | 62.20 75.80 | 59.83 73.28 | 62.20 75.17 | 54.43 69.86 | 63.28 76.28
meaning 58.19 72.97 | 62.99 75.79 | 64.58 76.48 | 59.18 73.38 | 60.26 74.70 | 54.86 69.43 | 62.42 75.86
BLOOMZ-3B
exact 56.93 71.53 | 59.52 73.78 | 63.93 76.15 | 58.10 71.77 | 59.61 74.06 | 54.86 69.66 | 61.12 74.99
what_is 62.20 75.39 | 65.66 77.88 | 62.85 75.51 | 61.34 74.35 | 65.01 77.32 | 57.24 71.85 | 68.03 79.12
describe 60.04 73.83 | 62.88 76.11 | 63.50 76.35 | 60.48 73.87 | 62.85 76.06 | 54.86 70.48 | 65.66 77.64
meaning 61.69 75.51 | 64.94 77.17 | 66.31 77.62 | 61.77 74.92 | 62.42 76.27 | 57.02 71.79 | 65.23 77.21
OPT-6.7TB
exact 58.75 72.63 | 59.61 73.86 | 64.15 76.57 | 57.24 71.96 | 61.12 75.83 | 56.80 71.40 | 64.79 77.66
what _is 60.48 74.10 | 62.45 75.89 | 61.77 75.18 | 57.88 72.27 | 61.77 74.89 | 52.92 68.83 | 61.99 75.23
describe 60.74 74.28 | 63.12 76.19 | 63.28 76.26 | 59.40 73.03 | 58.96 73.86 | 52.92 69.18 | 62.63 76.13
meaning 59.28 73.77 | 62.17 76.04 | 63.71 76.31 | 52.92 74.37 | 61.99 75.47 | 55.94 70.67 | 65.01 77.27
GPT-3.5 (175B)
exact 56.89 69.85 | 57.11 70.36 | 60.48 72.15 | 54.43 68.33 | 56.80 70.42 | 51.40 65.68 | 58.32 71.11
what _is 65.00 77.11 | 65.87 78.11 | 67.82 79.52 | 64.15 75.91 | 65.87 77.78 | 58.10 72.32 | 68.03 79.36
describe 65.80 77.26 | 66.67 78.42 | 70.84 81.16| 65.44 77.57 | 69.11 80.20 | 58.96 72.66 | 67.60 79.47
meaning 65.14 77.61 | 67.10 79.07 | 68.47 79.87 | 63.93 77.05 | 65.66 78.33 | 63.93 72.23 | 68.25 80.17
GPT-3 (175B)
exact 59.88 73.38 | 61.68 74.91 | 64.79 76.27 | 58.96 71.92 | 60.48 74.02 | 55.72 70.34 | 62.42 75.04
what_is 66.51 77.62 | 68.15 79.38 | 69.55 80.22 | 63.28 75.56 | 65.01 77.40 | 56.59 71.54 | 67.82 79.03
describe 67.30 78.50 | 68.25 79.81 | 71.27 81.21 | 63.93 75.81 | 66.31 77.74 | 58.96 72.62 | 67.17 78.93
meaning 66.52 78.32 | 68.96 80.26 | 72.57 82.29| 65.87 77.56 | 69.55 80.26 | 60.26 74.26 | 70.41 &81.09
Table 8.4: Results for zero-shot LLM-based enhancement. instances denote overall best results

per metric, while bold numbers indicate best results for each LLM.
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Captioner Zero-shot Few-shot Few-shot Few-shot
(random) (top) (inv. top)
no_ CoT  CoT choose choose no_CoT no_CoT no_CoT
no_CoT CoT
GPT-3.5-turbo
GiT-L (greedy) 44.49 47.30 51.84 52.27 51.19 51.40 53.56
GiT-L (beam) 40.82 36.50 50.54 49.68 46.12 47.83 45.61
BLIP-L (greedy) 47.95 43.84 49.46 44.06 48.16 48.81 50.32
BLIP-L (beam) 38.01 34.13 50.97 50.97 40.91 40.49 40.49
ViT-GPT2 (greedy) 28.94 25.05 32.40 29.81 31.32 31.45 28.91
ViT-GPT2 (beam) 30.24 25.92 32.83 33.05 32.03 28.73 23.64
Vicuna-13B
GiT-L (greedy) 34.34 27.65 20.52 20.52 31.89 33.63 36.30
GiT-L (beam) 11.02 7.91 19.44 11.23 <2 <2 <2
BLIP-L (greedy) 30.02 23.76 20.95 21.81 35.56 36.08 36.48
BLIP-L (beam) 9.41 6.27 12.74 8.64 <2 <2 <2
ViT-GPT2 (greedy) 21.60 21.17 17.49 15.33 24.83 24.94 26.11
ViT-GPT2 (beam) 11.45 6.91 16.85 12.74 2.81 3.89 4.75

Table 8.5: Accuracy scores (%) for VWSD as a QA problem with and without CoT prompting for different
image captioners and decoding strategies (beam & greedy). Colored cells denote best results per LLM.

Moreover, some quantitative results further enhance the merits of the VWSD as QA: we present two use
cases to demonstrate both the zero-shot as well as the few-shot CoT prompting strategies. In the first case,
we experiment with the candidate images of Figure 8.2.2, corresponding to the "rowing dory" phrase. The
zero-shot prompt containing the candidate captions for each image is provided in Table 8.6, together with the
LLM responses with and without CoT. In the CoT case, the LLM also provides an explanation, as triggered

by the step-by-step thinking process.

We also present a successful example leveraging few-shot prompting; the captions of the candidate images of
Figure 8.2.3, corresponding to the "football goal" phrase, are given as the final question (Q) to the LLM. To
better guide task understanding, s=5 multiple-choice exemplars of the same format are provided beforehand,

followed by their ground-truth answers (A), as demonstrated in Table 8.7.

Despite the successfully enhanced qualitative results presented above, the rather low retrieval metrics when
CoT is employed (Table 8.5) indicate potential shortcomings of exploiting the LLM-as-KB paradigm, possibly
attributed to reasoning capabilities of LLMs. That motivates the exploration of this topic in the next sections.

Figure 8.2.2: Candidate images for the phrase "rowing dory".
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Prompt

Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the rowing dory? Answer Choices: (A) a church with a tall tower
and a hedge. (B) an old airplane sitting on top of a runway. (C) a small boat in the water with two oars. (D)
the men’s rowing team are competing in the men’s single sculls. (E) a large black ship in the water near a harbor.
(F) a ship is on the water with people on it. (G) a large brick building with a sign on it. (H) a blue fish (sardines)
at the australian aquarium. (I) a painting of four fish in the water. (J) a row boat with people on it in the water.
no_ CoT

Q: What is the most appropriate [...]

A: The most appropriate caption for the rowing dory would be (J) a row boat with people on it in the water. X
CoT

Q: What is the most appropriate |...]

A: Let’s think step by step.

First, we need to identify the subject of the caption, which is the rowing dory. Then, we need to choose a
descriptive and informative caption that accurately represents the image. Out of all the answer choices, (C) "a
small boat in the water with two oars" would be the most appropriate caption for the rowing dory as it accurately
describes the image and provides relevant information about the boat. Answers (D), (F), and (J) also provide
some information about the boat and the people in it, but they either include irrelevant information or are too
vague to be an appropriate caption for the image.

Therefore, among A through J, the answer is (C) "a small boat in the water with two oars." v

Table 8.6: VWSD as QA problem example, with zero-shot CoT prompting encouraging the selection of the
correct candidate. Questions Q are presented truncated. The red-colored text spans are parts of the prompt.
The blue-colored text spans are generated using GPT-3.5-turbo, which ultimately provides the final answer.

n
)}
_une

F G H I (Gold image) J

Figure 8.2.3: Candidate images for the phrase ¢ "football goal".

8.3 Reasoning and Hallucinations in Large Language Models

The utilization of LLMs as implicit knowledge repositories comes with inherent challenges, stemming from
the vast pre-training over abundant data from diverse data sources and the unprecedented complexity of
related model architectures. Particularly, reasoning shortcomings and hallucinations continue to hinder the
practical adoption of LLMs in critical domains.

Recent literature has reported several advancements in various reasoning domains. Particularly, related tasks
incorporate commonsense reasoning [286], involving inference regarding everyday situations, mathematical
reasoning [196], referring to the ability of solving mathematical problems, logical reasoning [391], which
includes the systematic deduction of conclusions based on established principles and formal rules, causal
reasoning [86], which studies cause-and-effect relationships explaining why an event leads to another, and
several other sub-tasks [347, 365, 261]. The development of large-scale models, such as ChatGPT and GPT-4
has showcased remarkable reasoning capabilities [185, 186, 18, 53], highlighting success in deductive settings
[296], while challenges arise in other reasoning categories, such as inductive reasoning [381, 17].
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Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the vanillin compound? Answer Choices: (A) a fossil fossil with a spiral pattern
(B) a blue plate topped with pastries and a piece of bread. (C) the bones of the foot are very thin. (D) a spoon full of sugar
on a table. (E) the tower of the building is made of brick. (F) a pair of sunglasses with a white background. (G) a close up
of a plant with a yellow flower. (H) turmeric powder in a bowl (I) a man with glasses and a tie sitting at a desk. (J) a close
up of a bike tire with a yellow tag on it. A: (D) a spoon full of sugar on a table.

Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the nankeen fabric? Answer Choices: (A) a close up of a white quilt with a tree
design on it. (B) a man in a blue jacket and tan pants holding a sword. (C) a collection of brass trombones (D) a close up
of a green plant (E) a pine tree in the forest (F) a row of mannequins in black dresses. (G) two boys are standing in front
of a red wall. (H) two apples sitting next to each other on a white surface. (I) a cartoon of two women in fancy hats and
a mirror. (J) a close up of a woman’s face with a round ball on her forehead. A: (B) a man in a blue jacket and tan pants
holding a sword.

Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the olmec indian? Answer Choices: (A) a large stone head in a garden (B) a
woman lighting a candle at a table (C) [ unusedO | is the new champion of the world (D) a table full of food (E) a group
of women holding banners in a protest. (F) a woman in a traditional dress stands in front of a tent. (G) a man in a suit
sitting in a chair. (H) a clay pot with a small hole on top of it. (I) a close up of three green leaves of a plant (J) a fern in
the forest near the lake A: (A) a large stone head in a garden

Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the charales order? Answer Choices: (A) a man walking past a store with a
sign on it. (B) the road to the island (C) the art of the flower (D) a black snake with white spots on it’s body. (E) a bird
perched on a branch in a tree. (F) a lion roaring in the wild. (G) a man falling from a skateboard (H) a large, thin, green
plant with long thin leaves. (I) a close up of a bush with blue berries (J) a mouse in a hollow log. A: (H) a large, thin,
green plant with long thin leaves.

Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the skink lizard? Answer Choices: (A) two lizards on a log with a log in the
background. (B) a man walking past a store with a sign on it. (C) the art of the flower (D) a portrait of [ unused0 |, seated
at a desk in front of a telescope. (E) the car is a small car that can be found in the museum. (F) a black snake with white
spots on it’s body. (G) a bird perched on a branch in a tree. (H) a close up of a bush with blue berries (I) a close up of a
metal container with a white label on it. (J) a white door with a glass window A: (A) two lizards on a log with a log in the
background.

Q: What is the most appropriate caption for the football goal? Answer Choices: (A) a large stadium with a large field and
a large structure. (B) a woman wearing a blue ski mask (C) | unusedO | of spain during the fifa world cup brazil group a
match between spain and argentina at the estadio santiago bernabeu on june 25, 2010 in santiago, chile. (D) a woman lifting
a barbell in a competition. (E) a man in a suit and tie looking at the camera. (F) person is a player for football team (G) |
unusedO |, the brazilian national team, in the 1960s. (H) the empty stand at the old trafford stadium (I) a soccer field with
a goal post in the middle (J) the emblem of the football club of the italian football club of the italian football club of the
italian football club of the italian football club of the italian football club of the italian football club of the
A: (I) a soccer field with a goal post in the middle v/

Table 8.7: Example of few-shot prompting with s=5 in-context samples for disambiguating the "football
goal" phrase. The final answer A in color is derived using GPT-3.5-turbo.

However, reasoning in LLMs is often guided by probabilistic patterns rather than a structured understanding
of cause-effect relationships or logical frameworks. This can result in responses that lack coherence or exhibit
faulty logic, particularly when faced with novel, multi-step problems. Recent literature reports concerns
regarding some non-negligible reasoning-related issues [80, 20, 145, 307, 343], often posing some fundamental
concerns of whether ’true’ reasoning (analogous to human-level reasoning) is achievable at all, or LLMs are
exhaustively memorizing extensive amounts of information [400]. Hallucinations, on the other hand, occur
when LLMs generate plausible-sounding but factually incorrect or irrelevant to the input information, a
byproduct of their predictive nature rather than grounded knowledge [416, 119, 408]. These two phenomena
are deeply interconnected: hallucinations can emerge from flawed reasoning processes where the model fills
gaps in its understanding with high-probability but erroneous content.

In the paradigm of LLMs as knowledge bases, this interplay between reasoning limitations and hallucinations
raises critical concerns about their reliability, interpretability and real-world applicability. While they excel at
approximating knowledge from learned patterns, their inability to validate or reason through inconsistencies
limits their effectiveness in high-stakes or precision-critical applications. Addressing these challenges requires
rethinking how LLMs handle reasoning tasks and augmenting them with mechanisms to reduce hallucination
tendencies, ensuring more robust and trustworthy knowledge representation. To his end, in the interest
of utilizing LLMs as knowledge bases, we analyze our contributions regarding reasoning and hallucinations
in LLMs (88, 97, 248, 249, 141]. Specifically, we evaluate a more challenging reasoning domain, focusing
on abstract thinking, through which we seek to unlock more high-level reasoning cues similar to human
problem-solving. Such problems require creative and out-of-the-box thinking rather than simply associating
rules and patterns, and therefore learn structured processes for problem solving. For example, dealing with
riddles triggers more abstract thinking procedures in comparison to executing mathematical operations,
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which require a clear understanding and implementation of pre-determined rules. As a parallel venture, we
propose efficient techniques for hallucination detection on pre-trained LLMs, even evaluating cases where
generated outputs are inconsistent to the given input data; such cases are hard to detect, since they do not
refer to factually conflicting generations, but rather to subtle semantic inconsistencies between the input and
the output.

8.3.1 Abstract reasoning in LLMs

As LLMs become more complex and impressive, simulating human-like reasoning aspects becomes more and
more pertinent. There are two types of human-level thinking that examine different cognitive capabilities,
exploiting the two hemispheres of the brain: vertical and lateral thinking. Vertical thinking is based on the left
hemisphere of the brain and explores linear logic, rationality, sequential analysis of a problem and rule-based
solutions. On the other hand, lateral thinking, associated with the right hemisphere of the brain, requires
‘out-of-the-box’ solutions that leverage abstraction, creativity and flexibility to reach correct conclusions.
Related problems often require to overwrite common assumptions and presuppositions, and therefore set new
perspectives when crafting problem-solving strategies. [135]

Puzzle reasoning often combines challenges from both thinking directions, requiring creativity as well as
logical execution of steps and rules. Overall, a more abstract reasoning approach is necessary in puzzle
solving, bringing additional challenges to LLMs in comparison to those studied so far.

Delving into puzzle-solving, definition and categorization is an important step towards developing related
datasets and techniques, and ultimately evaluating the associated reasoning capabilities of LLMs. Getting
back to our initial research question regarding utilizing LLMs as knowledge bases, puzzle-solving evalua-
tion tests the ability of LLMs to reason through complex, multi-step scenarios, often useful in knowledge-
enhancement related applications. By mirroring human-like reasoning and understanding, puzzle-solving
provide a lens to analyze reasoning flaws, such as over-reliance on spurious correlations or logical inconsisten-
cies, while related benchmarks ensure that LLMs can process and present information in a manner that feels
intuitive and trustworthy, bridging the gap between computational efficiency and human-intuitive reasoning.

Our contributions commence with dividing the existing puzzle problems in distinct categories based on the
underlying cognitive processes and the skills required for puzzle solving. A major distinguishing factor is the
degree of reliance on rules; for example, puzzles strongly relying on rules present different challenges (e.g.
developing suitable strategies within closed environments) in comparison to those requiring abstract manipu-
lation of inherent world knowledge (e.g. riddles with tricky parts). The focus of our work concentrates around
problems that test cognitive abilities including logical reasoning, spatial cognition, and creative thinking by
requiring the solver to discern patterns, apply deduction, and combine insights from available information in
order to arrive at the correct solution. The problems included in our analysis should be expressed in textual
format, while mathematical problems are excluded, as they are extensively covered from other works [189)].
Our categorization of puzzles is illustrated in Figure 8.3.1.

As mentioned above, the first division on puzzle categories includes the rule-based and the rule-less puzzle
categories. Rule-based puzzles can be further analyzed in more specific categories; for example, deterministic
games, such as Chess, maze navigation, Sudoku, Crosswords, Game of 24 and others operate within a
restricted state space, where consequent states are defined based on the previous states and the selected
-valid- action taken. Therefore, there are no unpredictable successor states at any point of the game. Models
trained on solving deterministic rule-based games are tasked to unlock the game mechanics associated with
the game at hand and ultimately learn to navigate within its well-defined state space.

On the other hand, a distinct sub-category of rule-based puzzles refers to stochastic games, including those
that incorporate some degree of randomness due to varying legal moves stemming from hidden information.
A representative example is Poker (as well as a variety of card games), where players know their cards but
have no actual knowledge of the cards their opponents hold. In the case of stochastic rule-based games, it
is necessary to learn to reason within uncertain state spaces, where alternative outcomes may occur based
on random factors (such as card distributions to players) and risk assessment (each player’s strategy may be
more or less risky, given their valuation of the hidden information from the side of the other players). Other
stochastic games include Minesweeper, BoardgameQA and social deduction games; however, research mostly
focuses on deterministic variants over stochastic ones, highlighting a promising future direction.
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Figure 8.3.1: Categorization of puzzles [88].

Delving into rule-less puzzles, model requirements on world knowledge, contextual interpretation and flex-
ibility under vague parameters become critical. At this point, strategic reasoning based on unlocked game
mechanics is substituted by experience, intuition and even imagination. Riddles form a strong example of such
requirements, triggering abstract connections within sometimes ambiguous language in order to be solves; for
example, the question "What gets wetter the more it dries?" demands world knowledge and abstraction to
conclude towards the correct answer ("a towel"), which is obscured under wordplay and conceptual ambiguity.

The need for abstract reasoning without strategically following explicit rules is also reflected on programming
puzzle solving, involving algorithmic challenges and output prediction based on given code snippets. Pro-
gramming puzzles require correct interpretation of coding semantics per language, error tracing and logical
bug fixing to follow the logical chain of steps to reach a final solution.

Finally, commonsense puzzles also lie within the rule-less puzzle category. Such puzzles require the connection
of pieces of commonsense knowledge that are not explicitly stated in the problem formulation. In that case,
lack of adequate commonsense knowledge leads to failure, even if the other reasoning steps are performed
correctly. For example, the question "A man who was outside in the rain without an umbrella or hat didn’t
get a single hair on his head wet. Why?" demands hypothesizing over unstated information associated with
real world possibilities, concluding to answers such as "The man has no hair".

8.3.1.1 Unlocking abstract reasoning

Addressing LLM reasoning challenges involves varying techniques including prompting, neuro-symbolic ap-
proaches and fine-tuning, as demonstrated in Table 8.8. Nevertheless, in the context of LLMs as knowledge
bases, prompting arises as the most suitable technique to elicit hidden reasoning capabilities. Apart from
directly querying the LLM to reveal its hidden reasoning patterns -at least as long as appropriate prompting
is used-, as an analogy to reason over a knowledge graph, prompting allows adjusting the focus of reasoning:
requesting step-by-step reasoning to provide intermediate thinking steps [151], generalizing to novel patterns
via in-context learning [188] or role assignment to aggregate reasoning patterns arising from simulating vary-
ing behaviors [43] are inherently interconnected to LLM prompting rather than any other technique that fuses
or requests implicit knowledge. Moreover, prompting allows for fully black-box querying, a main requirement
in the LLM-as-KB scenario.

The most prevalent prompting techniques in eliciting abstract reasoning involve ’thought’ structures [24],
which are highly correlated to eliciting reasoning [364]. Chain topologies involve the generally popular
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Methods Rule-based Puzzles Rule-less Puzzles
Deterministic | Stochastic | Riddles | Programming | Commonsense
Prompting - - - -

Few-shot v v v v v
Chain-of-Thought v v v v v
Self-refine v
Auto-CoT v
Complexity CoT v
Plan & Solve v
Detective Thinking v
Self-Consistency v v
Tree-of-Thoughts v
Tree-of-uncertain-Thoughts v
Inferential Exclusion Prompting v v
Graph-of-Thoughts v
Everything-of-thoughts v
Hints v v
Introduction/Summarization v v v v v

Puzzle Translation - - - - -
Logic v
Code

Fine-Tuning v v v v v

Table 8.8: Methods used by each category of our taxonomy based on our collected puzzle benchmarks [88].

Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [151, 364], Self-refine [211], Automatic CoT [417] (which autonomously generates
diverse reasoning chains for various questions) , Complexity-CoT [81] (which leverages reasoning complexity to
result in improved performance), Plan-and-Solve (PS) [358] (which utilizes a two-prompt strategy to generate
reasoning and extract the answer) and Detective-Thinking prompt [358| (which sequentially analyzes the given
clues, achieving the best reasoning results). Going one step further, tree topologies such as Self-Consistency
(SC) [362], Tree-of-Thought(s) (ToT) [392, 191], Tree-of-Uncertain-Thought (TouT) [231] and Inference-
Exclusion-Prompting (IEP) [337] further enhance reasoning results. Moreover, graph prompting structures
extend tree topologies, demonstrating successful improvements with techniques such as Graph-of-Thought(s)
(GoT) [23, 167] and Everything-of-Thought (XoT) [70].

With a focus on more challenging puzzle categories, such as riddles, we employ a shortage of diverse prompting
techniques according to Table 8.8, with popular and generic techniques such as few-shot and CoT standing
out. At the same time, there is a notable performance gap between LLM-based performance and human
cognition in abstract reasoning challenges, outlining that this field is far from solved, despite the prevalence
of large and potent models. Therefore, the knowledge of the LLMs themselves may not be the real culprit, but
instead optimal prompting has not yet been unlocked. This observation inspires the exploration of carefully
crafted prompting techniques that do not focus in general task understanding and information retrieval (as in
the case of the basic prompting techniques, including few-shot and CoT), but rather delve into the intricacies
of reasoning patterns and challenges, in order to provide viable and efficient ways of triggering the related
knowledge. Of course, discovering the perfect prompt to unlock LLM reasoning may be intractable, even
though appropriate engineering highlights that reasoning advancements are feasible. A use-case of prompt
optimization is demonstrated in the following chapters, where abstract LLM reasoning is evaluated and
enhanced, paving the way for consequent prompt advancement techniques.
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8.3.1.2 Tackling lateral thinking challenges

As a special category of puzzle solving, lateral thinking increases the level of difficulty in related problems
for both humans and LLMs. Contrary to vertical thinking, solving lateral thinking challenges requires
defying prior assumptions and straightforward solutions, opting instead for diverging thinking processes. A
comparison of vertical and lateral thinking challenges is illustrated in Figure 8.3.2.

This enhanced difficulty is reflected on the lack of lateral thinking datasets and related approaches, resulting
in limited LLM lateral reasoning capabilities. Nevertheless, recent endeavors [135] bring lateral thinking on
the forefront, pushing LLMs to attempt to conquer this level of cognition as well.

Vertical Thinking A
PIQA B
How do you flood'a room?

cover with water
(A) Fill it with objects.  (B) Fill it with water. )

RiddleSense N
I have five fingers, but | am not alive. What am [?

N
five separate parts €pitem like a hand
dA) Gluve.-:—J (B) Computer.

Lateral Thinking
-@ Sentence Puzzle

N

/

¢ [~ = hisbeard gets clean everyday ..X'{'f

he is a barber and he shaves others —
Word Puzzle
What type of cheese is made backwards?

2 Mozzarella X |
Feta ~—=Edam

Figure 8.3.2: Examples of vertical and lateral thinking riddles. Vertical thinking may require commonsense
knowledge ("How do you flood a room?’) or straightforward, while abstract thinking steps (’I have five
fingers but I am not alive. What am I?”). On the other hand, lateral thinking demonstrates tricky
questions, where straightforward thinking fails, including sentence puzzles ("A man shaves everyday, yet he
keeps his beard long’) and word puzzles ("What type of cheese is made backwards?’). [135]

Lateral thinking data

In the context of addressing lateral thinking challenges, the BrainTeaser [135] dataset has collected a variety
of riddles, involving Sentence Puzzles and Word Puzzles as in Figure 8.3.2. First of all, Sentence Puzzles
involve instances where humans are able to discern the correct option without much difficulty. However,
models tend to fail in such puzzles. On the other hand, Word Puzzles focus on defying the common meaning
of words in a sentence and leverage letter composition to define the answer. They pose higher difficulty in
reaching the correct answer for both humans and models. Both puzzle categories are provided in a multiple
choice question-answering (QA) format. For each question, four candidate answers are provided, with the
final option being 'None of the above’. Some data statistics regarding the two puzzle categories are provided
in Table 8.9, showcasing the official splits of the BrainTeaser dataset.

Sub-task Train Dev Test
A - Sentence Puzzle 507 120 120
B - Word Puzzle 396 96 96

Table 8.9: Data statistics.

Furthermore, Table 8.10 presents some examples of Sentence Puzzles and Word Puzzles.
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Sentence Puzzle

Word Puzzle

Question Choice Question Choice
He is a barber. Cabbages.
A man shaves everyday, yet keeps He. Vf/ants t'o What has toes but no feet or legs? Tomatoes.
his beard long. maintain his
appearance.
He wants his girl- Onions.

friend to buy him
a razor.

None of above.

None of above.

You go to the doctor because you’re
sick, and he gives you three
medicines to take every half hour.
How long do the drugs keep you
going?

One and a half
hours.

Two hours.

An hour.

None of above.

What did the little lobster get on its
math test?

Sea-plus.

Very-bad.
Very-Good.
None of above.

How many times can you deduct 10
from 1007

Once.

Infinite time.

Twice.

What’s the beginning of an
argument?

The letter T.

The letter A.
The letter U.

None of above.

None of above.

Table 8.10: Example questions illustrating both sub-tasks, with correct answers highlighted in bold.
Examples on the left pertain to sub-task A: Sentence Puzzle, while those on the right correspond to sub-task

B: Word Puzzle.

Apart from the original puzzles, two specific reconstructions are given, where reasoning paths are maintained
while the semantics are modified. The first reconstruction called semantic reconstruction paraphrases the
original question without altering the candidate responses. Moreover, context reconstructions involve QA
instances of completely new semantics, where the reasoning procedure remains the same. For example, the
riddle Q: "What kind of nut has no shell?" (A: "A doughnut") corresponds to the contextually reconstructed
one Q: "Which type of bell doesn’t make a sound?" (A: "A bluebell"), where the same type of wordplay
defines the reasoning path to be followed, originally obfuscated by the semantics employed in each case. A
brief demonstration of the available BrainTeaser reconstructions is provided in Table 8.11.

Question Choice
Original
A peanut.
What kind of nut has no shell? A doughnut.
A walnut.

None of above.

Semantic Reconstruction

‘Which nut doesn’t have a shell?

A doughnut.

A walnut.

A peanut.

None of above.

Context Reconstruction

Which type of bell doesn’t make a sound?

A fire bell.

A cow bell.

A bluebell.

None of above.

Table 8.11: Hlustration of the structure of each sub-task’s dataset, showcasing the original statement along
with its two adversarially reconstructed counterparts [135]. The correct ground-truth choice is given in

bold.

Let’s now consider two lateral thinking riddles, such as “A man shaves everyday, yet keeps his beard long”
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and “Tom attends class every day but doesn’t do any homework” [135]. Apparently, these two riddles require
overriding the default assumptions to reply properly, overcoming a seemingly unavoidable dead-end in inter-
preting the possible solutions. In fact, the reasoning process followed is exactly the same in these two cases,
suggesting that if we minimize the impact of semantics in those sentences, we are able to give prominence
to the real reasoning path hidden behind. However, stripping off semantics from sentences is a non-trivial
way, since a semantic-driven solution (e.g. converting these sentences in rules) may not be scalable to novel
riddles presenting previously unseen reasoning paths, not to mention that communication with the LLM via
rule-based prompting may be highly insufficient.

Another way that implicitly decreases the influence of semantics, amplifying the role of each reasoning path
in eliciting reasoning is to provide few-shot demonstrations in natural language, selected as per reasoning path
similarity instead of mere semantic similarity. This arrangement can be very close to analogical reasoning,
however it has not been explored in the context of prompting. On the other hand, the BrainTeaser context
reconstructions can adequately serve this purpose, providing a clearer reasoning direction when aggregated
all together within a prompting template. Ultimately, by proposing a way to select and generate contextually
reconstructed exemplars, we are able to enhance reasoning paths, thus driving few-shot prompting for lateral
reasoning. [249]

Models

In the following experimentation, we are prompting the following LLMs: Llama3-8B & 70B [96], Mistral
8x7B [133], Mistral-7B [132] and Qwen2-7B [385].

Method

Inspired from the aforementioned challenges, we introduce RISCORE (RIddle Solving with COntext
REcontruction), a novel fully automated method that support reasoning similarity for few-shot exemplar
selection. In cases where reasoning-preserving ground-truth similarity (similar to BrainTeaser’s context re-
constructions) does not exist, we also provide a method to construct them automatically. We suggest that
RISCORE is able to uncover the reasoning patterns needed for enhanced LLM prompting for lateral thinking,
smoothing out the noice induced by semantics within the utilized sentences. [249]

Apparently, semantics can be highly misleading in certain cases, such as in metaphorical contexts. For
example, the riddles R1: “A man shaves every day, yet keeps his beard long” and R2: “What has a beard
but never needs to shave?” contain the word "beard”, which however is considered under two divergent
interpretations. In the first case, "beard” is used in the context of grooming and personal appearance, while
in the second case it concerns the beard of trees, referring to its botanical context. It becomes evident that
this ambiguity in semantic context confuses the LLM in terms of proper reasoning, answering incorrectly
when the query riddle is presented. This is evident even in the case where the two riddles follow a similar
structure, since R1 and R2 require overriding some default presuppositions, yet their reasoning paths quite
differ (they are not 1-to-1 reconstructions of one another). On the contrary, when selecting another riddle
R3: “Tom attends class every day but doesn’t do any homework”, which is the contextual reconstruction of
R1, and place it instead of R2 for the in-context demonstration, the reasoning path becomes much clearer
to the LLM. In that case, it achieves returning the correct answer for the query riddle, since it has better
unlocked the reasoning process needed.

In this context, we prompt LLMs to generate riddles of new semantics, exactly following the reasoning path
of a selected riddle. Then, the new riddles act as in-context exemplars that guide LLMs towards correcting
their response in comparison to zero-shot baselines, or to baselines that exploit semantic similarity-driven
selection of exemplars or random selection. Some selected results are presented in Table 8.12, demonstrating
advanced performance when RISCORE is employed over either zero-shot prompting or when simpler in-
context techniques (random or semantically similar) are preferred. Context reconstruction via RISCORE
offers benefits to both larger and smaller models, demonstrating the generalizability and adaptability of the
proposed method.

8.3.2 Hallucinations in LLMs

LLMs have demonstrated remarkable fluency and versatility across a range of natural language tasks. How-
ever, a significant shortcoming of using LLMs as knowledge bases is their tendency to produce hallucina-
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Method N. | Llama3-70B Mistral-8x7B Llama3-8B Mistral-7B Qwen2-7B
CoT ZS 0 | 0.725 0.550 0.633 0.450 0.458
Randomly Selected Shots
2 | 0.758 0.617 0.633 0.475 0.608
CoT FS 4 | 0.683 0.583 0.608 0.508 0.650
8 | 0.708 0.642 0.658 0.508 0.667
2 | 0.775 0.617 0.633 0.517 0.642
FS Random 4 | 0.808 0.683 0.642 0.483 0.608
8 | 0.775 0.617 0.675 0.483 0.642
2 | 0.783 0.625 0.667 0.458 0.608
RISCORE 4 | 0.758 0.617 0.675 0.517 0.625
8 | 0.800 0.650 0.667 0.400 0.592
Semantically Similar Shots
2 | 0.825 0.692 0.700 0.517 0.600
FS Semantic Sim. 4 | 0.792 0.683 0.717 0.458 0.633
8 | 0.783 0.667 0.767 0.533 0.650
2 | 0.783 0.675 0.767 0.483 0.667
RISCORE 4 | 0.833 0.708 0.742 0.567 0.642
8 | 0.808 0.708 0.758 0.550 0.667

Table 8.12: Model performance for BrainTeaser using baselines and RISCORE,,, prompting. The best FS
results are underlined, while best overall results per model are highlighted in bold.

tions—outputs that are fluent and plausible but factually incorrect or unfaithful to the input data or source
knowledge. [120]

A central issue with hallucinations lies in the deceptive fluency of LLMs. Their outputs often exhibit high
grammatical correctness and stylistic coherence, which can mask inaccuracies. This fluency gives users the
impression of reliability, even when the content is entirely fabricated or subtly distorted. The core tension here
is that the generation objectives of most LLMs (e.g., next-token prediction) prioritize linguistic plausibility,
not truthfulness.

We place our focus on fluent overgeneration hallucinations, which involve the detection of fluent generations
which are however unsupported or semantically unrelated to the input prompt. These hallucinations are
extremely subtle and should be scrutinized with respect to the given input prompt. As such, fluent overgen-
eration hallucinations have been addressed in the SHROOM dataset [224], where hallucination detection is
evaluated in a post-hoc manner.

Therefore, by prompting a variety of LLMs in several tasks, maintaining black-box access, the creators of
SHROOM dataset gather generated outputs and provide them in conjunction to the ground truth onmes,
as well as the input prompt. To this end, the task is translated in comparing semantic relations between
ground truth and generated outputs, reducing the challenge into a classification task; in that case, we propose
training a classification module to distinguish between the fine-grained semantics of the ground-truth and
generated outputs. [97]

Specifically, we explore three modules:

e A fine-tuned hallucination detection model: it employs fine-tuning a pretrained classifier dedi-
cated to hallucination detection to learn distinguishing patterns between hallucinated /non-hallucinated
SHROOM instances.

e A fine-tuned NLI (Natural Language Inference) model: we convert hallucination detection
to an NLI problem: given the input (termed as hypothesis-hyp) to a model and the premise (named
target-tgt in SHROOM data) we evaluate whether tgt entails, contradicts or remains neutral to hyp.
The NLI model is pre-trained on multilingual data, and we fine-tune it on SHROOM instances to
achieve adaptation on the task at hand.

e Voting Classifier: this ensemble technique aggregates the collective insights derived from each con-
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stituent classifier, including the hallucination detection and NLI model mentioned above. The ensemble
not only leverages the individual strengths of each method but also mitigates potential weaknesses,
thereby enhancing the overall predictive performance in a deliberate effort to address the inherent com-
plexity and variability within the dataset. This ensembling is attempted both by majority voting on
the predicted outputs and by averaging the independent outcomes of the aforementioned classifiers.

The results of the experimentation involving the previous modules are presented in Table 8.13.

Method acc.T rhot
Model-aware
Baseline Model 0.745  0.488
Fine-tune hal-detect model 0.795  0.685
NLI model 0.77 0.591
Voting Classifier-majority vote 0.799 0.691
Voting Classifier-averaged percentage 0.799 0.693
Model-agnostic
Baseline Model 0.697  0.402
Fine-tune hal-detect model 0.778  0.668
NLI model 0.751  0.548
Voting Classifier-majority vote 0.78 0.632
Voting Classifier-averaged percentage 0.78 0.643

Table 8.13: Final results for model-aware and model-agnostic variants. Bold denotes best results.

As evidenced in Table 8.13, ensembling the fine-tuned models achieves best results in hallucination detection,
suggesting that when having access in both ground truth and possibly hallucinated generations, this pipeline
is capable of achieving satisfactory hallucination detection results.

However, hallucination detection becomes even more challenging in multilingual settings, and existing ap-
proaches are very scarce [270, 304]. Recent endeavors extend the SHROOM dataset to accommodate more
languages, either belonging to high- or low-resource regime. To this end, the Mu-SHROOM dataset incor-
porates 14 languages: Arabic (Modern standard)-AR, Basque-EU, Catalan-CA, Chinese (Mandarin)-ZH,
Czech-CS, English-EN, Farsi-FA, Finnish-FI, French-FR, German-DE, Hindi-HI, Ttalian-IT, Spanish-ES,
and Swedish-SV. [349] It also contains annotations regarding hallucinated text spans, as well as general
hallucination /not-hallucination labels for the whole sentence.

To resolve these challenges, we adopt a pipeline leveraging LLM prompting and translation tools to bridge
multilinguality in a language-agnostic manner. [142] Specifically, we commence with standalone prompting
either in zero-shot (ZS) or in few-shot (FS) settings maintaining the original language of the respective data
sample. As a second step, we translate the samples in English, and provide those instances to the LLM
together with the information in the original language. Moreover, we employ a mixture of different LLMs,
leveraging inputs in their original language, as well as their translated counterparts as hypotheses for the
other LLM. Regarding the translation procedure, we employ either external tools, such as Google translate, or
we prompt the LLM to execute the translation step itself. We experiment with both directions of translation
i.e. translate the prompt information from English to the original language of the respective data sample, or
conversely we translate the given data sample in English. Based on the aforementioned strategies, we measure
the intersection over union (IoU) between the ground truth output and the generated one, as produced by a
black-box model. The related results are presented in Table 8.14.

As observed in Table 8.14, a combination of prompting, translation and LLM mixture (hypothesis) yields the
optimal results, consistently across languages, regardless of whether they are low-resource or high-resource.
Nevertheless, the addition of translations and hypotheses has a more pronounced impact on low-resource
languages compared to high-resource ones.

By delving into the contribution of each translation tool, we acquire the additional results presented in Table
8.15. On one hand, in the simplest approach—where prompts are given in English while pairs remain in
their original language—the English language score is not the highest. This suggests that translation aids in
hallucination detection and partially addresses the challenges of low-resource languages. However, the reverse
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Language (id) Baseline Preliminary ZS FS FS + Translation FS -+ Translation
+ Hypothesis
Arabic (ar) 0.04/0.36/0.05 0.223 0.379 0.425 0.527 0.584
Catalan (ca) 0.05/0.24/0.08 0.273 0.482 0.540 0.675 0.703
Czech (cs) 0.10/0.26,/0.13 0.301 0.388 0.448 0.556 0.587
German (de) 0.03/0.35/0.03 0.199 0.531 0.564 0.578 0.587
English (en 0.03/0.35/0.03 0.223 0.425 0.487 - 0.555
Spanish (es 0.07/0.19/0.09 0.239 0.385 0.454 0.468 0.500
Basque (eu) 0.02/0.37/0.01 0.299 0.431 0.458 0.518 0.571
Farsi (fa 0.00/0.20/0.00 0.202 0.492 0.558 0.687 0.753
Finnish (fi) 0.01/0.49/0.00 0.210 0.464 0.529 0.635 0.683
French (fr) 0.00/0.45/0.00 0.251 0.447 0.499 0.535 0.617
Hindi (hi) 0.00/0.27/0.00 0.189 0.581 0.624 0.709 0.726
Ttalian (it) 0.01/0.28/0.00 0.267 0.597 0.657 0.774 0.802
Swedish (sv 0.03/0.53/0.02 0.276 0.492 0.537 0.585 0.601
Chinese (zh 0.02/0.47/0.02 0.200 0.212 0.304 0.378 0.419

Table 8.14: Prompting scenarios comparison — IoU metric. The three baselines are: neural/ mark-all/
mark-none. The best-performing method per language is in bold. This Table considers the best translation
strategy.

process, translating into the language of the pairs, does not appear to offer the same benefits. Additionally,
the use of the Google Translator is more effective compared to the end-to-end system where the LLMs
are prompted to translate the input and output texts themselves. Thus, the most effective approach for
identifying multilingual hallucinations is to provide both the prompt and the input-output pairs in English,
using an external translation system rather than incorporating translation as a step within the LLM pipeline.
This finding holds consistently across all languages in the dataset. The results tables also show that for high-
resource languages such as Spanish, Chinese, and German, the FS scenario and the incorporation of the
generated hypothesis contribute the most towards performance improvements. In contrast, for low-resource
languages, translation is a crucial component in achieving similar results.

. Original Input-Output Pairs Translated Input-Output Pairs
Language (id) No Transla%lon E)Ic)ternal tri'ansl - Original | LLM Translator Egternal ’%‘ansl. English
Arabic (ar) 0.47/0.55 0.32/0.40 0.61/0.51 0.58,/0.61
Catalan (ca) 0.46,/0.58 0.50,/0.62 0.49/0.59 0.70/0.71
Czech (cs) 0.39/0.42 0.37/0.43 0.42/0.43 0.59/0.59
German (de) 0.50/0.51 0.47/0.56 0.48/0.54 0.59/0.63
English (en 0.55/0.63 - - -
Spanish (es 0.49/0.49 0.31/0.477 0.42/0.480 0.50/0.56
Basque (eu) 0.35/0.46 0.34/0.44 0.37/0.49 0.57/0.57
Farsi (fa) 0.50,/0.61 0.49/0.58 0.52/0.63 0.75/0.74
Finnish (fi) 0.54/0.57 0.54/0.56 0.53/0.58 0.68,/0.65
French (fr) 0.49/0.530 0.43/0.450 0.45/0.46 0.617/0.614
Hindi (hi) 0.65/0.67 0.66,/0.68 0.70/0.710 0.73/0.760
Italian (it) 0.62/0.620 0.604,/0.679 0.730,/0.680 0.802/0.817
Swedish (sv 0.53/0.550 0.555/0.567 0.570/0.540 0.601/0.562
Chinese (zh 0.343/0.399 0.399,/0.388 0.379/0.333 0.419/0.464

Table 8.15: Translation performance comparison - IoU/Correlation metrics respectively. The
best-performing method per language is in bold. The best translation strategy is used in the results
presented in Table 8.14.

8.4 When trust in LLMs falters

While LLMs have achieved state-of-the-art results in a wide array of language tasks, their growing capabilities
do not always translate into growing reliability. In fact, there are key scenarios in which trust in LLMs falters,
particularly when performance is counterintuitively degraded or systematically biased. These cases expose
foundational limitations in how LLMs acquire, process, and apply knowledge.
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Figure 8.4.1: Redefined reasoning pathways. [321]

8.4.1 Inverse tasks

One surprising discovery in recent years is the inverse scaling phenomenon: in some tasks, LLM performance
worsens as model size increases [222]. Larger models, due to their stronger pattern-matching capabilities,
sometimes overgeneralize spurious correlations found in pretraining data, resulting in increased confidence
in incorrect answers. This finding challenges the assumption that growing model size is more preferable and
underscores the need for carefully designed evaluation tasks that uncover hidden weaknesses in scaling trends.

Specifically, in our analysis we demonstrate the redefinition task, in which we challenge the LLM to follow
alternative reasoning pathways by overwriting its default knowledge via appropriate prompting [321]. Under
this formulation, the LLM needs to handle any possible mathematical operations over the redefined value. A
representative example is provided in Figure 8.4.1.

Performing redefinitions

More specifically, we commence by redefining physical constants, such as 7, Euler’s number e, ¢, the speed
of light ¢, the gravitational constant GG, Planck’s constant h, the elementary charge ., Avogadro’s number
N4, the Boltzmann constant kg, the gas constant R, the imaginary 4, the square root of 2 (\/5), infinity
00, the vacuum electricity permittivity ey and zero. Those constants are either assigned a numerical value
(R, redefinitions) or substituted with another constant (R, redefinitions). Then, we impose three levels of
redefinition difficulty, based on the proximity of the assigned values. In the first level, we assign a value
close to the actual one ("redefine 7 as 4.5"), inspecting how an LLM handles variance within an acceptable
range. To stress the LLM’s flexibility, we modify values by orders of magnitude, assigning a deviating value
("redefine 7 as 500") in the second level. In the third level, we move to unrealistic values, assigning negative
numbers to constants ("redefine © as —10"). In the swapping case (Rs), we impose two difficulty levels,
with the first one concerning values close to the actual (e.g. "redefine 7 as ¢", since the actual values of
m = 3.14159 and ¢ = 2.71828 are close), while the second level imposes swapping of constants differing by
orders of magnitude (e.g. "redefine 7 as the Planck’s constant", where Planck’s constant=6.626 x 1073%).

Moreover, we design three varying levels of question difficulty. The first level (Q1) mainly regards the question
What is the first -non-zero- digit of {constant}?. The correct answer Ag, is actually isolating the leftmost
digit (ignoring leading zeros or the minus sign in cases of negative numbers) of the constant. For example,
when 7 has undergone the redefinition 7 = 500 the correct response Ag, is 5. The next question level (Q2),
asks for a simple mathematical operation (e.g. What is m multiplied by 37), as presented in Table ??. The
LLM has to execute this operation correctly to derive the correct Ag,, while the ground truth solution can be
reached by utilizing a scientific calculator and the appropriate constant value. Finally, in the last and most
difficult level (Q3), questions requiring multi-hop reasoning are designed (e.g. What is the Earth’s surface
area?).

From the LLM’s response format side, we study both free-form (FF) generation and multiple choice (MC).
This selection is made to evaluate the LLM’s bias towards the response generation method, which may be
exposed to the true value of the concept before redefinition (MC case) or not at all (FF case). In the MC
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case, the problem may become more constrained, but we select distractors that are sufficiently challenging:
the correct response before redefinition is always included in the candidates, while candidates with values
close to the redefined ones are also regarded. All LLMs are prompted using zero-shot (ZS), few-shot (FS)
and Chain of Thought (CoT) prompting.

For evaluation, we decompose the LLMs’ responses, assigning them to four categories:

1. No redefinition (NR) correct responses: These correspond to cases that the LLM indeed knows the
response correctly before redefinition.

2. Anchored responses: These were correct before redefinition, but incorrect afterwards, e.g. replying
that 3 is the first digit of redefined m = 100 reveals an excessive anchoring to prior knowledge.

3. Correct responses: The LLM fully adopts the redefined concept and responds accordingly.

4. Completely wrong responses: The LLM produces blank, incorrect or inconsistent responses that do
not fit any of the above cases. In some cases, it completely refuses to perform the redefinition.

To measure the impact of redefinitions, results post-redefinition are compared with those where no redefinition
is performed (denoted as NR). We then focus on anchored responses, since they are mostly tied to the
memorization versus reasoning trade-off in LLMs.

Results

By focusing on the most challenging redefinitions for assignment and swapping (R,3 and Rs2 respectively)
we probe the anchoring rate per LLM post-redefinition. Results are illustrated in Table 8.16.

R.3 Rs2

Model Q1 Q2 Qs Q1 Q2 Qs

FF MC FF MC FF MC FF MC FF MC FF MC
Mistral7B 33.33 46.67 33.33 26.67 26.67 40.0 | 33.33 53.33| 13.33 33.33| 26.67 20.0
Mixtral8x7B 33.33  33.33| 26.67 26.67| 20.0 33.33| 26.67 46.67| 40.0 53.33 46.67 73.33
Mistral Large (123B) 33.33 20.0 | 26.67 26.67| 53.33 66.67 66.67 53.33 46.67 40.0 | 73.33 66.67
Llama8B 0.0 26.67 0.0 26.67 13.33 33.33| 20.0 13.33] 26.67 40.0 | 20.0 20.0
Llama70B 6.67 13.33| 0.0 0.0 13.33 40.0 | 33.33 46.67| 13.33 46.67 33.33 73.33
Llama405B 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.33| 26.67 53.33 26.67 46.67 6.67 20.0 | 53.33 93.33
Titan lite 13.33 20.0 | 20.0 20.0 | 0.0 40.0 | 40.0 33.33| 20.0 33.33| 6.67 26.67
Titan express 20.0 26.67 13.33 13.33| 20.0 13.33| 40.0 53.33 20.0 20.0 | 33.33 26.67
Titan large 26.67 20.0 | 20.0 6.67 | 13.33 40.0| 60.0 40.0 | 13.33 33.33 33.33 20.0
Command r 0.0 6.67 | 20.0 33.33 26.67 53.33 53.33 13.33| 20.0 6.67 | 33.33 46.67
Command r + 6.67 13.33| 0.0 13.33| 13.33 26.67| 13.33 20.0 | 26.67 6.67 | 33.33 26.67
Command light text 6.67 13.33| 13.33 20.0 | 0.0 40.0 13.33 20.0 | 26.67 20.0| 13.33 13.33
Command text 13.33 20.0 | 6.67 6.67 | 6.67 26.67| 40.0 26.67 13.33 26.67| 13.33 33.33
Claude Opus 13.33 0.0 6.67 6.67 | 33.33 46.67 46.67 40.0 | 20.0 26.67 53.33 73.33
Claude Instant 0.0 13.33| 13.33 20.0 | 26.67 46.67| 33.33 20.0 | 33.33 40.0 | 46.67 60.0
Claude Haiku 20.0 13.33| 6.67 0.0 20.0 20.0 | 26.67 6.67 | 20.0 20.0 | 40.0 53.33
Claude v2 26.67 13.33| 20.0 0.0 46.67 40.0 13.33 40.0 | 33.33 20.0 | 40.0 66.67
Claude 3.5 Sonnet 26.67 13.33 0.0 13.33| 13.33 33.33| 33.33 40.0 | 20.0 20.0 | 60.0 73.33
Claude 3.7 Sonnet? 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.67 | 13.33 13.33| 33.33 20.0 | 6.67 20.0 | 40.0 33.33

Table 8.16: Anchoring response rate for all LLMs tested using ZS prompting for the most difficult in
assignment (R,3) and swapping (Rs2) redefinitions. The highest anchoring rate for each LLM family is
marked in bold.

The findings of this Table denote that all LLMs, regardless of their parameter size are susceptible to anchoring,
with MC responses yielding higher anchoring rates. Anchoring is also evident in all model families. This
phenomenon can be attributed in the knowledgeability of each LLM, i.e. the ability of the LLM to respond
correctly in the NR case, which is proven via the correlation between the NR correct response rate and the
LLM anchoring rate for each LLM. High correlation reveals that more knowledgeable LLMs (successful in
the NR case) anchor more and vice versa. According to the results of Table 8.17, for @1 and Q2 levels, the
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Figure 8.4.2: Number of anchored responses for varying LLM sizes in the Llama family (MC response
format).

correlation is either weak or negative, suggesting that knowledgeable models, performing well in @1 and Q-
questions tend to anchor less. This serves as a sanity check, confirming that LLMs understand the redefinition
task and that anchoring rates are not due to prompting deficiencies.

Level | Ra1  Rs2  R.3 | Rl Ry2
Free-Form (FF)

(o} -0.458  -0.071 0.008 [ 0.199  -0.016

Q> | -0.502 =0.573  -0.472 | 0.107 0.019

Qs 0.489  0.237  0.292 | 0.666  0.668

Multiple Choice (MC)

Q1 -0.642 -0.4 -0.344 | -0.052 0.025
Q2 -0.275 | -0.316 | -0.245 | 0.41 0.151
Q3 -0.063 = 0.457 @ 0.081 | 0.666  0.75

Table 8.17: Correlation between average NR correct response rate with anchored response rate for each
redefinition and question level in ZS setup. Cells in pink indicate a high positive correlation (> 0.3),
while cells in indicate a high negative correlation (< —0.3).

Other than knowledgeability, model scale also serves as a contributing factor to anchoring, as demonstrated
in Figure 8.4.2 for the Llama model family. In this case, the anchoring rate increases in the larger variant of
405B parameters, while being at its lowest in the 8B case. This pattern -applicable to other LLMs apart from
Llama models- is consistent regardless the prompting technique employed, as well as the type of redefinition
(Rq3 and R42), verifying the inverse scaling trend.

Finally, a striking observation concerns the LLMs’ inability of abstaining from responding when they are
highly uncertain of the final response, or when they cannot reason over redefined values at all. For this
reason, we decompose the LLMs’ wrong responses in actually wrong responses and refusals to respond,
proving that larger models present a false confidence towards responding, a fact associated with lower refusal
rates. Furthermore, prompting techniques play a crucial role in refusal rates, with FS mitigating refusal the
most. This result is intuitive, as the LLM is exposed to more examples containing redefinitions in its input,
making it less likely to refuse the task.

8.4.2 Cognitive biases

Cognitive biases as a phenomenon in LLMs has been studied in several prior works [302, 192, 73, 45, 325, 243,
216], even though their actual employment as adversarial attack has not been investigated so far. Therefore,
we propose crafting adversarial attacks driven by cognitive biases widely used in product recommendations,
while leveraging state-of-the-art LLMs as recommenders. At the same time, cognitive biases comprise a more
intuitive and realistic way of affecting product visibility, in contrast to prior works focusing on manipulating
LLM recommendations [239, 163], which primarily design easily detectable and non-sensible textual sequences
to enforce the adversarial attack. To this end, our proposed set of attacks includes the cognitive biases
presented in Figure 8.4.3.
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SOCIAL PROOF SCARCITY
Over 10K have purchased this  Only 5 left in stock, hurry up
product the past month! before they're gone!

CONTRAST EFFECT STORYTELLING

It is more affordable compared  Imagine entering a crowded
to same-feature products train [...] advance your day

AUTHORITY BIAS EXCLUSIVITY
Fitness experts endorse this Join our exclusive club to
product for extra strength access limited edition items

IDENTITY SIGNALING DENOMINATOR
Eco-concious product for a NEGLECT
greener planet It only costs 1$ per day!

DECOY EFFECT DISCOUNT FRAMING

Better than similarly-priced This product is now available
products that offer basic [...] at a 50% discount!

Figure 8.4.3: Examples of all implemented cognitive biases, used as adversarial attacks.

The majority of these biases can be explicitly handcrafted based on expert knowledge, and then embedded
in the description of a product. Those are called expert attacks. Moreover, attacks can be refined and
paraphrased via the usage of an LLM (and specifically Claude 3.5 Sonnet) that generates the final attacked
product description. These are called generated attacks.

We impose those attacks on a variety of LLMs, targeting one product description at a time. Then, we
evaluate the changes in recommendation (a binary indicator - the product is recommended or not) and
position (whether the recommended product has moved lower on higher in rank). More specifically, we use
two key metrics to quantify differences before and after attack:

e Recommendation rate (Rate) - how often a product is recommended by the LLM (not all products
are always included in the output).

e Recommendation position (Pos) - the rank or order in which the product appears when it is
recommended by the LLM.

For both metrics, we report: 1) Absolute change (A) - the difference between pre- and post-attack values,
2) Statistical significance (#p) - the number of products for which the change is statistically significant, 3)
Relative change (0) - the percentage change relative to the pre-attack value.

In particular, for recommendation rate, we measure the percentage increase or decrease in how frequently a
product is recommended, considering only statistically significant changes. As for recommendation position,
we compute the average shift in ranking (e.g., moving up or down in the list), again highlighting only
significant cases. Related results are presented in Table 8.18.

This Table reveals both positive and negative effects in product recommendation for different cognitive biases.
For example, social proof consistently boosts average product visibility and recommendation position across
100 runs of the experiment, achieving § Rate = +334% and a § Pos = +50% when using Claude 3.5 Sonnet.
Other attacks positively influencing recommendation rate or position are exclusivity, scarcity and discount
framing. On the other hand, exclusivity and scarcity consistently pose a significant negative impact on
product visibility across every LLM and product. For instance, products stating "only few items left" are
recommended ARate = —13.5, i.e. 13.5 times less frequently on average across 100 runs, while also being
positioned approximately one position lower compared to the same product pre-attack. This results in a
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Coffee Machines Cameras Coffee Machines Cameras

Bias Model Rate Pos Rate Pos Bias Rate Pos Rate Pos
A #p A #p | A #p A #p A #p A #p | A #p A #p
LLaMA-8b +14.67 3 -0.74 4 | +14.67 3 -1.16 2 +7.25 4 N/A 0 | +8.67 3 -1.20 2
LLaMA-70b +18.75 8 -1.05 6 | +19.20 5 -0.78 5 +15.00 3 -0.57 1 | +2.67 3 N/A 0
Social LLaMA-405b | +20.33 3 -1.29 4 | +17.00 5 -0.96 3 | Storytelling N/A 0 -0.81 1 | +14.00 1 N/A 0
proof Claude 3.5 +10.60 5 -0.40 3 | +14.17 6 -0.76 4 effect N/A 0 N/A 0 | -27.86 7 +0.76 1
Claude 3.7 +9.75 4 -0.40 3 | +22.38 8 -1.11 8 +12.00 1 N/A 0 +16.00 3 +0.59 1
Mistral N/A 0 -0.98 5 | +18.40 5 -1.12 5 N/A 0 N/A 0 | +14.43 7 -1.26 3
LLaMA-8b -28.33 6 +1.24 2 | -24.89 9 +0.56 1 +12.00 2 -0.09 2 | N/A 0 -1.16 1
LLaMA-70b -26.22 9 +1.11 5 | -46.00 8 +0.79 1 +15.50 2 -0.54 1 | +10.00 2 +0.38 1
Exclusivity] LLaMA-405b | -27.78 9 +40.76 3 |-16.25 4  +1.28 5 | Contrast +17.00 1 +1.07 2 N/A 0 N/A 0
Claude 3.5 -23.86 7  +1.79 1 | -30.56 9 +1.83 5 effect +7.00 1 N/A 0 -13.00 1 -0.14 2
Claude 3.7 -30.11 9 +1.13 2 | -44.60 10 +1.35 5 +21.50 2 -0.20 1 | +18.00 2 -0.42 1
Mistral -23.70 10 +1.48 6 |-20.43 7 +1.39 9 -21.00 1 N/A 0 | N/A 0 N/A 0
LLaMA-8b -19.00 5 +0.56 2 | -17.75 4 40.70 1 -4.00 3 -1.37 2 N/A 0 -0.79 2
LLaMA-70b -17.17 6 +0.43 5 | -22.57 7  40.78 3 +17.50 2 N/A 0 -13.40 5 0.00 3
Scarcit LLaMA-405b | -22.00 6 N/A 0 | -22.00 1 +1.01 1 Denominat{ 1450727 N/A 0 +13.00 1 N/A 0
Y Claude 3.5 -13.50 6 +0.90 2 |-17.33 6 +0.71 1 neglect | +8.00 1 +1.13 1 -30.71 7 N/A 0
Claude 3.7 N/A 0 +1.02 3 |-18.00 1 +0.77 5 +20.50 2 N/A 0 | +21.00 2 N/A 0
Mistral -15.00 1 4099 3 | N/A 0 +1.22 1 N/A 0 N/A 0 | N/A 0 -0.99 1
LLaMA-8b +9.50 6 -1.96 2 | +19.50 4 -1.79 5 -3.00 2 N/A 0 -4.33 3 -1.36 2
LLaMA-70b +23.00 9 -1.04 2 | +21.00 6 N/A 0 +14.00 3 N/A 0 +9.50 2 +0.26 1
Discount LLaMA-405b | +19.00 2 -0.66 1 | +18.00 2 N/A 0 | Decoy +16.00 1 -1.25 1 | N/A 0 -1.25 2
framing Claude 3.5 +12.67 6 +0.13 4 | +17.50 4 -0.79 1 effect -0.50 2 +0.11 1 -18.00 2 N/A 0
Claude 3.7 +37.40 5 -0.34 3 | +22.25 8 -0.41 1 -0.50 4 4+0.17 2 | -19.00 2 N/A 0
Mistral -+10.00 2 -0.92 3 | +1820 5 -1.18 3 N/A 0 -0.82 2 | +12.67 3 -0.82 3
LLaMA-8b -+15.00 2 -0.63 2 | 413,50 2 -0.84 2 -12.67 3 -0.44 1 N/A 0 -1.17 1
LLaMA-70b -15.00 1 -0.27 2 -13.25 4 -0.82 1 N/A 0 -0.77 2 -2.50 6 +0.52 2
Authority | LLaMA-405b | +5.33 3 N/A 0 | N/A 0 N/A 0 | Identity +21.00 1 N/A 0 | N/A 0 N/A 0
bias Claude 3.5 N/A 0 -1.18 1 -11.80 5 -0.72 2 signaling +6.00 1 N/A 0 -17.00 2 -0.48 1
Claude 3.7 -20.00 1 N/A 0 | +20.00 1 -0.17 2 N/A 0 N/A 0 +20.33 3 N/A 0
Mistral +1450 2 N/A 0 | +17.00 2 -0.77 1 -1400 1 N/A 0 |N/A 0 N/A 0

Table 8.18: Results (generated attacks) on coffee machines and cameras. highlights attacks that

consistently increase product visibility, whereas pink denotes attacks that consistently decrease product
visibility. N/A refers to non-applicable after vs before comparison due to #p = 0.

0Rate = —30% when a product is supposed to sell out, while its position deteriorates by 6 Pos = —54.15%.
The impact is even more pronounced for products aimed at an exclusive group of consumers, with a j Rate =
—45.23%, and a 6Pos = —116.23%. These findings are particularly striking given how commonly these
biases are used in marketing. Notably, while exclusivity and scarcity are known to be highly effective in
influencing human consumers, our results show that they can actually diminish product visibility in LLM-
based recommenders.

The rest of the attacks either do not affect LLMs in a consistent manner (e.g. decoy effect), or their effects
are mixed between LLMs or products.

We delve into the influence of a positive (social proof) and a negative (exclusivity) attack for each product
in Figure 8.4.4 before versus after attack in two different LLMs.

The findings of Figure 8.4.4 suggest consistent influence on positive or negative product recommendation for
almost all 10 products attacked, one at a time. Notably, positive bias effects (e.g., social proof) are more
impactful on initially low-ranked products, whereas negative biases (e.g., scarcity) tend to more strongly
affect highly ranked ones.

Another surprising result is exhibited in Figure 8.4.5: more capable models, such as LLaMA-405b and
Claude3.5 tend to promote attacked products, as evidenced by the increased number of products that be-
came top-1 recommendation post-attack, even though they were not pre-attack. On the other hand, other
LLMs, including Llama 8B, Llama 70B and Mistral appear to be more robust, showcasing lower numbers of
boosted products under attack. This unpredictable behavior regardless of scale undermines the vulnerability
of state-of-the-art LLMs in recommendation, while their unpredictable and inconsistent fragility underlines
the importance of fine-grained, per-product analysis for uncovering subtle but practically significant vulner-
abilities.

By focusing on model size, Figure 8.4.6 investigates LLMs belonging in the same model family but having
different number of parameters. The results reveal no clear correlation between model size and susceptibility
to attacks, as performance trends remain largely consistent regardless of model scale, meaning that model
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(b) MRR results of LLaMA-405b.

Figure 8.4.4: The MRR values for each product in the coffee machines dataset, for a positive and a negative
influential attack for: (a) Claude 3.7, (b) LLaMA-405b.
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Figure 8.4.5: Number of products that became the most frequently recommended due to the attack (not
most recommended before). Only the biases with non-zero values are shown. exp stands for ezpert attacks,
contrasting the generated ones.
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Figure 8.4.6: MRR values pre- and post-attack in the coffee machines dataset, for various sizes of the
LLaMA model.

size is not capable of reducing susceptibility to adversarial attacks on its own.

To investigate how different biases affect LLM recommendations, we examined whether actually lowering a
product’s price or simply framing it with a discount without changing the price is more effective in increasing
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its visibility. Our findings show that framing a product with a discount (even when the actual price remains
unchanged) tends to lead to more recommendations by the LLM. This result highlights the strong influence
of perceived savings on model behavior. We further extend the earlier comparison to evaluate the impact of
social proof bias in comparison to altering a product’s ratings, which reflect the product’s perceived quality:
the goal is to estimate how much a product’s rating would need to change to offset the influence of social
proof bias. By systematically lowering product ratings in small steps, we observe that social proof generally
helps maintain a product’s visibility, even as ratings declined. While larger decreases in ratings may not
be fully compensated by social proof, its presence still provides a measurable advantage, sustaining higher
recommendation rates than products without any social proof.

Another problematic aspect of cognitive biases is that they are hardly defensible: even when we alter the
system prompt, enforcing the LLM to act as an unbiased recommender and promote products based on their
actual features, price and ratings and nothing else, the attacked products still made it to the top of the rank.
Importantly, the results show that the attacks remained largely effective even when a defense prompt was
applied, suggesting that the implemented defenses were insufficient to counteract the influence of these biases,
which outlines and reinforces the hypothesis that such biases are deeply embedded to the LLM itself, and
thus hardly separable from it.

Overall, the prior analysis suggests the unreliability of state-of-the-art LLMs due to their susceptibility to
widely employed cognitive biases, and their inability to defend against them. Despite the impressive capa-
bilities that these models present at scale, their effortless employment especially in high-stakes applications
should be carefully considered.

8.4.3 Are LLMs as knowledge bases a good idea?

Answering this central question is challenging and needs examination of several parameters, weighting the
advantages and disadvantages of the established usage of LLMs as knowledge bases.

It is unavoidable to acknowledge the significant improvements that LLM knowledge has offered to recent Al
systems. To this end, we summarize the twofold appeal of LLMs as knowledge bases. First, they undoubtedly
provide vast knowledge coverage. Trained on terabytes of textual data, LLMs capture patterns across diverse
domains, ranging from natural sciences to social interactions, enabling them to answer questions that would
otherwise require complex joins across multiple traditional KBs. Second, they facilitate performance enhance-
ment in practical applications, as proven by our experimentation. By leveraging their generative capabilities,
LLMs can synthesize information, perform multi-hop reasoning, and generate coherent explanations or sum-
maries, thereby reducing the cognitive and computational load on end-users. This natural language interface
contrasts sharply with the rigid query languages required by conventional databases, offering more intuitive
and flexible access to information. Continuous evidence demonstrates that LLMs can outperform classical
KB-driven approaches in tasks involving contextual reasoning, summarization, and knowledge extrapolation,
particularly in open-domain settings (e.g., open-domain question answering and dialogue systems).

However, the deployment of LLMs as knowledge repositories is not without substantial challenges, as stated in
the previous sections. Chief among these is the phenomenon of hallucination, where models produce outputs
that are factually incorrect or misleading despite appearing plausible and confident. Unlike traditional
KBs, where every assertion can be traced back to a curated source, LLM-generated knowledge lacks explicit
provenance, making verification difficult. This issue is compounded by biases embedded during training:
models inherit the statistical and sociocultural biases present in their training corpora, which can propagate
in generated content and potentially reinforce misleading misrepresentations. Moreover, recent empirical
investigations have highlighted the presence of inverse trends, wherein increasing model scale or training
data volume does not uniformly enhance factual reliability and, in some instances, exacerbates errors or
inconsistencies. Such findings underscore the limitations of relying solely on LLMs for precise, critical, or
high-stakes decision-making.

Another consideration pertains to knowledge updating and maintenance. In traditional KBs, new facts can
be inserted, corrected, or deleted with relative ease. In contrast, LLMs require retraining, fine-tuning, or
complex prompt engineering to incorporate novel information—a process that is resource-intensive and may
introduce unforeseen interactions with preexisting knowledge. This static nature of knowledge representation
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within LLMs presents both practical and epistemic constraints, especially in domains characterized by rapid
knowledge turnover, such as medicine, law, or emerging technologies.

Given these dynamics, a hybrid approach emerges as a more pragmatic solution. By integrating LLMs
with structured KBs or retrieval-based systems, it becomes possible to harness the generative and reason-
ing strengths of LLMs while anchoring outputs in verified sources. Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG)
frameworks, for example, allow models to access external KBs or document corpora dynamically, mitigating
hallucination and enhancing factual accuracy. Such systems combine the best of both worlds: the flexibility
and inferential power of LLMs and the precision, traceability, and verifiability of conventional knowledge
bases.
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Chapter 9

Conclusion

The present thesis has examined knowledge in its many forms, its structures, representations, transforma-
tions, and operational roles, across a spectrum of explanation-centered settings, counterfactual reasoning
frameworks, and multimodal learning paradigms. Starting from the foundational premise that knowledge is
neither monolithic nor static, but rather an assemblage of symbolic, statistical, perceptual, and relational
components, the thesis explored how contemporary Al systems engage with these heterogeneous forms of
knowledge and how their limitations shape both the quality and reliability of the explanations they produce.
The provided taxonomy of knowledge types established a conceptual foundation for understanding how sym-
bolic schemas, causal structures, factual assertions, perceptual regularities, and commonsense priors interact
within modern machine learning systems. This conceptual lens became essential for the subsequent chapters,
which collectively argue that the future of explainability hinges on rethinking what counts as “knowledge” in
AT and how it can be operationalized to support reliable inference and robust reasoning.

Counterfactual explanations offered the first substantive case study of this principle. By dissecting how
counterfactuals depend on causal knowledge, plausible world models, and stable generalization, the thesis
demonstrated that many existing methods are implicitly constrained by the forms of knowledge they do
not possess. The analysis showed that formal counterfactuals remain brittle or uninterpretable when lack-
ing conceptualization, underscoring the need for explicit, structured knowledge to support consistent “what
if” reasoning. This finding naturally motivated the utilization of explicit knowledge bases as tools for en-
hancing explainability by satisfying desiderata interconnected with conceptualization, offering meaningful,
understandable and optimal explanations, tailored to the final recipient-the human. Here, symbolic and
graph-structured representations, such as knowledge graphs, were shown to function as interpretable scaf-
folds that can guide or constrain model explanations. Their explicitness provides not only transparency but
also controllability, allowing explanation methods to rely on verifiable information rather than latent statis-
tical proxies. Yet, despite their promise, these systems reveal the ongoing tension between fixed knowledge
repositories and the dynamic, high-dimensional reasoning behavior of contemporary models.

This tension becomes even more pronounced in vision-language settings, where explanations must bridge
perceptual and linguistic domains. We argue that multimodal systems depend heavily on latent associations
that are difficult to audit, and that their explanations often suffer from both perceptual ambiguity and
linguistic hallucination. We showed that injecting or aligning external knowledge can mitigate some of these
failures, if the knowledge is multimodally grounded. This observation set the stage for analyzing knowledge
enhancement in vision-language tasks more broadly, highlighting that future multimodal systems will rely
increasingly on hybrid knowledge representations that combine structured resources with flexible learned
embeddings.

Consequently, addressing knowledge enhancement using large language models, showed that LLMs introduce
both opportunity and fragility into this landscape. While LLMSs can act as compressors, translators, or gener-
ators of knowledge, and even as dynamic mediators between multimodal components, their internal knowledge
remains opaque, hard to verify, and susceptible to anchoring and misgeneralization. Experiments with re-
defining physical constants or applying cognitive-bias-based adversarial prompts illustrated how easily such
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models can be steered away from factual accuracy, reinforcing the argument that LLMs alone are insufficient
as authoritative knowledge repositories. Nonetheless, they offer a powerful interface layer: their capacity
to contextualize, retrieve, and integrate disparate knowledge sources suggests that future vision-language
systems may evolve into integrated knowledge-rich architectures in which LLMs orchestrate interactions be-
tween structured databases, multimodal encoders, and task-specific reasoning modules. The conclusion that
emerges is that LLMs will not replace explicit knowledge sources but will increasingly function as adaptive
controllers that manage them, enabling more coherent, grounded, and interpretable explanations.

Taken together, the thesis contributes a unified perspective on the future of knowledge in explainable and
multimodal AI: knowledge must become explicit, structured, and verifiable; multimodal systems must be
enriched with external sources rather than relying solely on internal representations; and LLMs should be
understood not as monolithic reservoirs of truth, but as flexible, probabilistic knowledge interfaces whose
reliability depends on their connection to curated and grounded knowledge bases. The trajectory points
toward a new generation of knowledge-rich vision-language models—integrated systems where perceptual
understanding, linguistic reasoning, and external knowledge acquisition operate in tandem. These systems
promise to move beyond the brittle statistical associations of current architectures, enabling explanations
that are both intelligible and trustworthy. The thesis thus closes by envisioning a paradigm in which explicit
knowledge, structured representations, counterfactual reasoning, and LLM-mediated retrieval converge to
redefine what it means for multimodal AI to understand and explain the world.

Discussion

The findings of this thesis expose a persistent tension at the core of contemporary multimodal Al systems: de-
spite their remarkable generative and reasoning capabilities, they operate within an unstable epistemic space
where knowledge is inconsistently represented, weakly grounded, and unevenly integrated across modalities.
The examination of different types of knowledge, from structured symbolic information to commonsense and
perceptual concepts, shows that no single paradigm currently offers the robustness or coherence required for
reliable multimodal reasoning. Counterfactual explanations further highlight this fragility. By systematically
perturbing concepts in questions, images, or textual descriptions, it becomes evident that vision-language
models often rely on statistical regularities rather than genuine multimodal alignment. Their responses change
in unpredictable ways depending on the nature of the perturbation, indicating that these systems do not nec-
essarily encode relations between concepts, but rather patterns of co-occurrence that may not correspond to
meaningful understanding. This limitation has direct consequences for interpretability: counterfactuals can
show how the model changes its predictions, but not always why those changes occur, precisely because the
model’s internal representations are not structured around clearly defined semantic units.

Explicit knowledge bases were examined as a corrective to this opacity, providing a more controlled envi-
ronment for interpreting and constraining model behavior. Their advantages, including transparency, re-
lational structure, and manipulability make them well suited for explainability. Yet their integration into
visual-language tasks revealed another challenge: while symbolic resources such as WordNet or ConceptNet
can guide perturbations or serve as anchors for semantic reasoning, they often lack the granularity, cover-
age, and multimodal grounding required for complex tasks. This mismatch becomes even more pronounced
in vision—language explanations, where the visual content introduces ambiguities that symbolic structures
alone cannot resolve. As the thesis demonstrates, symbolic knowledge can improve both interpretability and
robustness, but only when it is carefully aligned with the visual distributions on which models are trained.
Without this alignment, symbolic guidance risks becoming superficial, influencing the explanation process
without genuinely influencing the underlying reasoning.

The exploration of knowledge enhancement in multimodal tasks further reinforces this point. Knowledge
injection, whether through pre-training, retrieval mechanisms, or structured perturbation, can improve model
consistency and reduce shortcut behaviors, but its effects are uneven and highly dependent on the type
of knowledge and the architecture of the system. Models benefit most when external knowledge enriches
the contextual associations they already rely on, but struggle when this knowledge challenges entrenched
statistical biases. Counterfactual reasoning is particularly instructive in this regard: when perturbations
expose latent biases, models often fail to reinterpret the scene according to the new context, revealing both
their strengths in narrow semantic domains and their limitations in broader conceptual reasoning. This
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suggests that multimodal knowledge enhancement cannot be treated as a simple add-on; rather, it demands
architectures that actively reconcile external knowledge with learned visual representations.

Against this backdrop, the role of LLMs as knowledge sources introduces both new opportunities and new
complexities. Large language models offer vast, flexible stores of implicit knowledge, and their integration
into multimodal systems has led to the emergence of large vision-language models (LVLMs) that appear ca-
pable of unifying perception and knowledge within a single generative framework. Yet this thesis highlights a
fundamental epistemic ambiguity: because LLM knowledge is latent, unstructured, and learned from hetero-
geneous textual data, it lacks explicit boundaries and may conflict with perceptual information. When LLMs
are used for knowledge enhancement, they inherit these uncertainties. Their ability to generate explanations
or supplement visual information does not guarantee correctness or grounding, and their persuasive fluency
often obscures the absence of genuine visual reasoning. Thus, while LLM-based enhancement represents a
major step toward integrated knowledge-rich multimodal systems, it amplifies rather than resolves existing
concerns about bias, hallucination, and interpretability.

Overall, these findings indicate that the future of multimodal knowledge integration must move beyond sim-
ple combinations of modalities or the additive inclusion of external resources. What emerges from this thesis
is the need for principled integration: systems that not only access knowledge but organize, validate, and
align it across modalities. The field is shifting toward multitask, multimodal architectures capable of drawing
on diverse knowledge sources, yet these systems will remain epistemically unstable unless they incorporate
explicit mechanisms for reconciling structured and unstructured knowledge, for grounding textual knowl-
edge in vision, and for maintaining consistent reasoning under counterfactual change. The critical analyses
throughout the thesis point to the necessity of hybrid approaches where symbolic and neural representa-
tions are mutually constraining, where counterfactual evaluations become standard tools for stress-testing
multimodal reasoning, and where LLMs function not merely as knowledge reservoirs but as components in
larger, knowledge-aware computational ecosystems. Such systems represent a promising direction for future
research, laying the foundation for VL. models that are not only more capable, but also more trustworthy,
interpretable, and aligned with human cognitive expectations.

Future research directions

The findings and critical reflections of this thesis suggest several avenues for advancing knowledge-rich multi-
modal systems, especially in the context of visual-language reasoning, explainability, and model robustness.
A pervasive theme throughout the work is that contemporary architectures are limited not by their capacity
to process modalities, but by their incomplete and unstable representations of knowledge itself. Future re-
search must therefore address how multimodal systems can evolve from pattern-driven tools into structured,
knowledge-aware agents capable of reliable reasoning.

A first direction concerns the development of hybrid knowledge architectures that go beyond the dichotomy
between symbolic knowledge bases and latent neural representations. The experiments using counterfactual
perturbations demonstrate that explicit knowledge bases introduce semantic control and interpretability, yet
they remain too rigid and incomplete for the full scope of multimodal understanding. Conversely, implicit
knowledge encoded by LLMs and LVLMs is broad but amorphous, lacking the structure needed for transparent
reasoning. Future multimodal models should incorporate mechanisms for bidirectional knowledge alignment,
where symbolic structures constrain generative reasoning while neural representations dynamically extend
and refine symbolic graphs. Such hybridization would require new methods for synchronizing visual grounding
with symbolic knowledge hierarchies, allowing models to reason over concepts at varying levels of abstraction
while maintaining interpretability.

Another promising direction lies in expanding counterfactual reasoning frameworks beyond their current
role as diagnostic tools. The thesis shows that counterfactual interventions reveal latent biases, structural
weaknesses, and inconsistencies in multimodal models. However, counterfactuals can also serve as training
signals. A future research path involves using knowledge-driven counterfactuals not only to evaluate models,
but also to shape their learning objectives. By incorporating structured perturbations into pre-training or
fine-tuning loops, models could be forced to develop robustness to concept manipulation, better distinguish
causal from correlational cues, and align their representations with human-understandable semantic shifts.
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This would effectively embed explainability into the learning dynamics rather than treating it as a post hoc
property.

A further direction concerns the construction of next-generation multimodal benchmarks that explicitly inte-
grate knowledge and counterfactual structure. Current datasets, including VQA-v2 or Visual Genome, encode
rich visual relationships but lack systematic knowledge variation or controlled conceptual contrasts. Future
benchmarks could incorporate curated symbolic annotations, hierarchical concept structures, or controlled
color and attribute transformations that mirror the perturbation strategies used in this thesis. Such datasets
would allow researchers to quantitatively evaluate how well models handle conceptual changes, generalize
to unseen semantic configurations, or reconcile visual and textual inconsistencies. They would also reduce
shortcut exploitation by forcing models to operate within semantically heterogeneous environments.

The rapid emergence of LVLMs opens additional research challenges. While these systems offer unprecedented
multimodal fluency, they also exacerbate issues of hallucination, ungrounded reasoning, and epistemic uncer-
tainty. Future work must explore explicit knowledge regulation mechanisms within LVLMs, whether through
retrieval-augmented generation, adaptive symbolic constraints, or modular reasoning components embedded
in LLM backbones. Important open questions include how to preserve the generative capabilities of LVLMs
while enforcing semantic fidelity, how to reconcile their internal knowledge with external sources, and how
to design architectures that maintain consistent reasoning under counterfactual perturbation. Research into
knowledge audits for LVLMs, such as systematic evaluations of what they know, how they know it, and how
they apply it may become essential for ensuring their reliability in high-stakes multimodal tasks.

Moreover, the integration of explicit knowledge bases with LLM-driven reasoning suggests an opportunity
to build unified knowledge-centric multimodal ecosystems. In such systems, symbolic resources would pro-
vide structure, constraints, and verifiable semantics; LLMs would supply broad contextual knowledge and
linguistic reasoning; and visual encoders would ground both in perceptual evidence. Achieving this integra-
tion will require rethinking the architecture of multimodal Al altogether, moving away from loosely-coupled
pipelines and toward models that treat knowledge as a first-class, dynamically evolving component. This
also invites interdisciplinary collaborations: cognitive science can inform concept hierarchies, linguistics can
guide semantic representation, and computer vision can contribute grounding strategies. The ultimate goal is
to create multimodal models that can reason, explain, and generate with the coherence of symbolic systems
and the flexibility of neural ones.

A final and increasingly influential future direction concerns the transition from static multimodal models
to agentic Al systems that integrate LLMs and LVLMs as complementary knowledge-bearing entities. The
thesis has shown that LLMs possess broad, flexible semantic knowledge that can be mobilized for explanation,
inference, and counterfactual reasoning, while LVLMs provide perceptual grounding and multimodal synthesis
capabilities. Importantly, LVLMs are themselves LLM-driven architectures; they carry substantial internal
world knowledge and can perform many tasks without external assistance. Nevertheless, the experiments
and conceptual analysis presented here reinforce that LLMs remain superior as explicit knowledge providers,
especially when precision, structured retrieval, or reasoning constraints are required. This suggests that
multimodal intelligence will increasingly emerge not from a single monolithic model, but from cooperative
agentic systems in which an LLM and an LVLM operate as distinct but interacting components.

Future agentic architectures will likely adopt a two-agent paradigm: a knowledge agent (LLM) and a per-
ception—action agent (LVLM). The LLM agent would curate, refine, and reason over symbolic or factual
knowledge, acting as a live knowledge base that can be queried, audited, and dynamically updated. The
LVLM agent would ground this knowledge in visual input, perform multimodal reasoning, and generate ex-
planations or counterfactuals linked directly to perceptual evidence. Such a division of labour avoids the
brittleness associated with relying solely on latent representations within a single LVLM, while enabling a
more explicit, queryable understanding of when and why a model knows something. It also mirrors cognitive
architectures where declarative and perceptual knowledge coexist yet remain functionally separable.

This agentic perspective synthesizes the earlier future directions on hybrid knowledge architectures, counter-
factual training, and knowledge-regulated LVLMs. For instance, hybrid knowledge representations, such as
symbolic graphs aligned with neural embeddings could be maintained by the LLM agent, while the LVLM
would ensure that such structures remain visually grounded. Counterfactual interventions could be executed
cooperatively: the LLM proposes semantically meaningful perturbations, and the LVLM enacts them in the
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visual space. Knowledge-regulated LVLMs could incorporate real-time LLM audits, enabling the system
to detect hallucinations, request clarification, or retrieve missing knowledge before generating multimodal
outputs. Benchmarks for such agentic systems would need to test not only multimodal reasoning, but also
coordination, delegation, and the consistency of shared knowledge across agents.

In this sense, the future of multimodal Al lies not merely in building larger, more entangled LVLMs, but in
designing distributed, agentic ecosystems in which multimodal capabilities arise from structured interactions
between specialised components. This paradigm aligns naturally with the broader trajectory of Al research,
which increasingly views intelligence as an emergent property of systems capable of planning, communicating,
and updating internal states in response to goals. Here, LLMs and LVLMs serve as the foundational cognitive
units—one tasked with semantic reasoning, the other with perception and multimodal generation—each
enhancing the other’s limitations through structured cooperation.

Ultimately, these agentic multimodal systems have the potential to unify all strands of this thesis:
types of knowledge become functional resources; counterfactual reasoning becomes an operational tool for
decision-making; explicit knowledge bases evolve into dynamic, LLM-accessible memory structures; and vi-
sion—language reasoning becomes a collaborative process distributed across agents. As LLMs act not only
as models but as knowledge regulators, and LVLMs serve as grounded perceptual actors, multimodal Al
will move toward systems capable of understanding, explaining, adapting, and interacting with the world
in ways that extend beyond current static architectures. The convergence of knowledge-rich reasoning and
visual grounding within agentic frameworks marks a decisive step toward the next generation of multimodal
intelligence.
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