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Abstract

One of the most challenging question types in VQA is
when answering the question requires outside knowledge
not present in the image. In this work we study open-domain
knowledge, the setting when the knowledge required to an-
swer a question is not given/annotated, neither at training
nor test time. We tap into two types of knowledge repre-
sentations and reasoning. First, implicit knowledge which
can be learned effectively from unsupervised language pre-
training and supervised training data with transformer-
based models. Second, explicit, symbolic knowledge en-
coded in knowledge bases. Our approach combines both—
exploiting the powerful implicit reasoning of transformer
models for answer prediction, and integrating symbolic rep-
resentations from a knowledge graph, while never losing
their explicit semantics to an implicit embedding. We com-
bine diverse sources of knowledge to cover the wide vari-
ety of knowledge needed to solve knowledge-based ques-
tions. We show our approach, KRISP (Knowledge Rea-
soning with Implicit and Symbolic rePresentations), signifi-
cantly outperforms state-of-the-art on OK-VQA, the largest
available dataset for open-domain knowledge-based VQA.
We show with extensive ablations that while our model suc-
cessfully exploits implicit knowledge reasoning, the sym-
bolic answer module which explicitly connects the knowl-
edge graph to the answer vocabulary is critical to the per-
formance of our method and generalizes to rare answers.

1. Introduction

Consider the example shown from a recent VQA
dataset [52] in Fig. 1. To answer this question, we not only
need to parse the question and understand the image but also
use external knowledge. Early work in VQA focused on im-
age and question parsing [2, 6, 23, 50, 51] assuming all re-
quired knowledge can be learned from the VQA training set.
However, learning knowledge from image-question-answer
triplets in the training dataset is not scalable and is liable
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Figure 1. An OK-VQA example that requires external knowledge.
Our KRISP model uses a symbolic knowledge graph as well as
the implicit knowledge learned from large-scale BERT training to
answer the question.

to biases in the training datasets. We should exploit other
external knowledge sources such as Wikipedia or knowl-
edge graphs. Recently OK-VQA [52] provided a dataset
consisting of these types of questions to let us better study
open-domain knowledge in VQA.

We can define two types of knowledge representation
that can be useful for these types of questions: First we
have implicit knowledge, knowledge which is embedded
into some non-symbolic form such as the weights of a neu-
ral network derived from annotated data or large-scale un-
supervised language training. Recently, Transformer- and
specifically BERT [16]-based multi-modal VQA models
have been proposed [41, 48, 49], which incorporate large
scale language pretraining, implicitly capturing language
based knowledge. This type of knowledge can be quite use-
ful, but we find this form of implicitly learned knowledge is
not sufficient to answer many knowledge-based questions as
we will show. Perhaps this is not surprising if one considers
that many knowledge facts are very rare such as “Thomas
Newcomen invented the steam engine” and learning them
with hidden implicit representations might be less efficient
while there are external sources and knowledge bases that
state it explicitly.

The other type of knowledge typically studied is ex-
plicit or symbolic knowledge, often in the form of knowl-



edge graphs. Approaches that use this form of knowledge
either take the symbolic knowledge and then embed-and-
fuse them into a larger VQA model before answer pre-
diction which no longer maintains the well-defined knowl-
edge structures [52, 40], or by relying on a closed set of
knowledge facts with strong annotation of source knowl-
edge [55, 77, 80]. In the second case, the VQA dataset it-
self has ground truth “facts” associated with the question, so
solving these questions often ends up being the problem of
retrieving a fact from the closed set. In our method, we pre-
serve the symbolic meaning of our knowledge from input
until answer prediction. This allows us to use knowledge
that is rare or is about rare entities as learning the reason-
ing logic with symbols is shared across all symbols. And
unlike other work, we do not have a closed set or ground
truth knowledge, so we must build a large diverse knowl-
edge base for use by our model.

In this work, we develop an architecture, KRISP (Knowl-
edge Reasoning with Implicit and Symbolic rePresenta-
tions), to successfully combine the implicit and symbolic
knowledge. Specifically, KRISP uses (i) a multi-modal
BERT-pretrained transformer to process the question and
image, and take advantage of the implicit knowledge in
BERT, and (ii) a graph network to make use of symbolic
knowledge bases. To cover the wide variety of knowl-
edge required in OK-VQA, we draw on four very different
knowledge sources to construct our knowledge graph: DB-
Pedia [7], ConceptNet [46], VisualGenome [37] and hasPart
KB [10]. This covers crowdsourced data, visual data, ency-
clopedic data, knowledge about everyday objects, knowl-
edge about science and knowledge about specific people,
places and events. Finally, our method preserves the sym-
bolic meaning of the knowledge by making predictions
based on the hidden state of individual nodes in the knowl-
edge graph and using a late-fusion strategy to combine the
implicit and symbolic parts of the model.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

1. We propose KRISP (Knowledge Reasoning with Im-
plicit and Symbolic rePresentations), a novel model
incorporating explicit reasoning in a knowledge graph
with implicit reasoning in a multi-modal transformer.

2. Our model sets a new state-of-the-art on the challeng-
ing Open Knowledge VQA dataset (OK-VQA) [52],
significantly outperforming prior work.

3. We extensively ablate our model to analyze various
knowledge fusion strategies.

4. We analyze how our model explicitly reasons about
facts and answers questions by predicting answers
from its knowledge graph.

2. Related Work

Multimodal Vision and Language Modeling. Approaches
for multimodal vision and language tasks have explored

diverse set of fusion strategies such as bilinear models
(e.g. [24, 33]) or self-attention (e.g. [25]). Many recent
works have been inspired by the success of Transformer
[74] and BERT [16] models for natural language tasks and
proposed transformer-based fusion between image and text
[3, 15, 39, 41, 48, 71, 72, 87]. Similar to these works as
part of our method we train a multimodal transformer with
BERT-pretraining to import the implicit language knowl-
edge learned by BERT and learn any knowledge implic-
itly encoded in the training data and study how it fares on
knowledge focused VQA.

Another line of work for VQA has been extracting pro-
grams from the question for more explicit reasoning with
modules [5] or extracting symbols from the image to rea-
son over them [85]. These works focus on reasoning about
things explicitly shown in the image but do not integrate any
external knowledge.

Knowledge in Computer Vision. Knowledge has a long
history in computer vision problems. Some of the earli-
est versions of this work was relating to attributes [19, 68]
or knowledge mined from the web [64], often for zero- or
few-shot learning problems [20, 38, 63], as well as for fine-
grained classification [18]. The use of word embeddings

from language has been extensive including in [22, 36, 47].
Class hierarchies such as WordNet [54] have often been
used to aid in image recognition [88, 61]. Knowledge

graphs have also found extensive use in visual classification
and detection [53, 13], zero-shot classification [79] and im-
age retrieval [32]. In our work we also rely on a knowledge
graph to represent symbolic knowledge.
Knowledge-based VQA datasets. While open-ended
VQA datasets (e.g. [0]) might require outside knowledge to
answer some of its questions which cannot be learned from
the dataset, there are a few datasets which focus specifi-
cally on knowledge based multi-modal reasoning. One is
FVQA [77], where image-questions-answer triples are an-
notated with a fact-triple (e.g. “chair is furniture") from a
fixed outside knowledge base, which allows deriving the
answer. Specifically one of the two nodes (i.e. chair or fur-
niture in this example) is the answer. A more recent and
more challenging dataset is OK-VQA [52] which stands for
Open Knowledge VQA, as the name suggests, focusing on
knowledge which is not tied to a specific knowledge base.
In this work we focus our evaluation on OK-VQA due to
its relatively large number of knowledge-based questions,
as well as its challenging and open-ended nature.
Symbolic Knowledge for VQA. Symbolic knowledge
from knowledge bases is most commonly represented as
graphs/knowledge bases [40, 55, 56, 76, 77] or textual
knowledge sources such as Wikipedia [52, 80]. We can
separate these works in two directions according to the cri-
terion if the symbols are retained until answer prediction
or not. [55, 76, 77] retain the symbols until the answers,



allowing good generalization capabilities but require anno-
tations of the “correct” knowledge fact and are difficult to
generalize to open knowledge VQA. For improved gener-
alization to open-domain VQA, [26, 52, 40, 80] embed the
symbolic knowledge to an implicit embedding loosing the
semantics of the symbols, but therefore are able to easily
integrate the embedding with standard VQA approaches.
Similar to our work, the recent work [26] relies on a mul-
timodal transformer model (pretrained ViIBERT [48], how-
ever, similar to the other works it looses the semantics of
the knowledge symbols when it integrates over them with
an attention model. In contrast, our work shows how to take
advantage of both the implicit and symbolic knowledge di-
rections: We retain symbols until the end without the need
of knowledge-fact annotations and integrate it with implicit
knowledge and powerful reasoning abilities of multi-modal
transformers.

Knowledge Bases & Knowledge in NLP. There have
been a number of knowledge bases proposed and used for
knowledge-based reasoning, both for language-only and
multi-modal tasks [88, 14, 17, 66, 91, 90, 10, 54, 37].
In the natural language processing literature, there has
been much work in question answering from knowledge

sources [9, 84, 11] including for open-domain question an-
swering [12, 78, 83, 82].
3. The KRISP Model

In this section we introduce our model: Knowledge
Reasoning with Implicit and Symbolic rePresentations
(KRISP). An overview of our model can be seen in Fig. 3.
We first introduce our transformer-based multi-modal im-
plicit knowledge reasoning (Sec. 3.1), then discus the
symbolic knowledge sources and reasoning with symbols
(Sec. 3.2), and then describe their integration in Sec. 3.3.

3.1. Reasoning with Implicit Knowledge

We want to incorporate implicit external knowledge as
well as multi-modal knowledge which can be learned from
training set in our model. Language models, and especially
transformer-based language models, have shown to contain
common sense and factual knowledge [59, 31]. Most recent
multi-modal models have also relied on the transformer ar-
chitecture to learn vision-and-language alignment [41, 48].
We adopt this direction in our work and build a multi-modal
transformer model, pre-trained with BERT [16], which has
been pre-trained on the following language corpora to cap-
ture implicit knowledge: BooksCorpus [89] (800M words)
and English Wikipedia [1] (2.5B words). To learn multi-
modal knowledge from the training set, our model is most
closely related to the architecture used in [41]. We also ex-
plore multi-modal pre-training in Section 4.5.

Question Encoding. We tokenize a question () using
WordPiece [81] as in BERT [16], giving us a sequence

of |@Q| tokens and embed them with the pre-tained BERT
embeddings and append BERT’s positional encoding, giv-
ing us a sequence of d-dimensional token representation
Ty, IIQQI' We feed these into the transformer, finetuning
the representation during training.

Visual Features. As with most VQA systems, we use Vvi-
sual features extracted on the dataset by a visual recogni-
tion system trained on other tasks. We use bottom-up fea-
tures [4] collected from the classification head of a detec-
tion model, specifically Faster R-CNN [62]. Because of the
overlap in OK-VQA test and VisualGenome/COCO [44]
trainval, we trained our detection model from scratch on
VisualGenome, using a new split of VisualGenome not
containing OK-VQA test images. The detector uses fea-
ture pyramid networks [45], and is trained using the hyper-
parameters used for the baselines in [30].

We input bounding box features extracted from the im-
age as well as the question words to the transformer. We
mean-pool the output of all transformer steps to get our
combined implicit knowledge representation z?"Plicit,

3.2. Reasoning with Symbolic Knowledge

Visual Symbols. In addition to using a pre-trained visual
recognition system to get image features, we also extract vi-
sual concepts (i.e. the predictions). This not only allows us
to get a set of concepts to use to prune our knowledge graph
(see Sec. 3.2), it also gives us an entry point to get from the
raw image to a set of symbols. This is significant—in order
for our graph network to be able to reason about the ques-
tion, it not only needs to reason about the question itself, but
the entities in the image. For instance, if a question were to
ask “what is a female one of these called?” in order use
our knowledge that a female sheep is called an “ewe,” the
graph network needs to actually know that the thing in the
picture is a sheep. As we will see, being able to use these
symbols is critical for our graph network to reason about the
question.

There are a number of visual concepts we want to cover:
places, objects, parts of objects and attributes. Therefore
we run four classifiers and detectors trained on images
from the following datasets: ImageNet [65] for objects,
Places365 [86] for places, LVIS [28] for objects and ob-
ject parts and Visual Genome [37] for objects, parts and
attributes. This gives us a total of about 4000 visual con-
cepts. We give additional details about these classifiers in
Appendix A.2.

Knowledge Graph Construction.

Unlike previous work such as [55], or in NLP work on
datasets such as SQuAD [60] which study the problem of
closed-system knowledge retrieval, we do not have a ground
truth set of facts or knowledge which can be used to answer
the question. We must make an additional choice of what
knowledge sources to use and how to clean or filter them.
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Figure 2. Example knowledge and edge types from our knowledge graph from our four sources of explicit knowledge.

There are a few different kinds of knowledge that might
help us on this task. One is what you might call trivia
knowledge: facts about famous people, places or events.
Another is commonsense knowledge: what are houses
made of, what is a wheel part of. Another is scientific
knowledge: what genus are dogs, what are different kinds
of nutrients. Finally, situational knowledge: where do cars
tend to be located, what tends to be inside bowls.

The first and largest source of knowledge we use is DB-
Pedia [7], containing millions of knowledge triplets in its
raw form. DBPedia is created automatically from data from
Wikipedia [1]. This tends to give a lot of categorical in-
formation e.g. (Denmark, is_a, country), especially about
proper nouns such as places, people, companies, films etc.
The second source of knowledge is ConceptNet [46], a
crowd-sourced project containing over 100,000 facts orga-
nized as knowledge triples collected by translating English-
language facts into an organized triplet structure. It also
contains as a subset the WordNet [54] ontology. This
dataset contains commonsense knowledge about the world
such as (dog, has_property, friendly). Following [53], we
also use the scene graphs from VisualGenome [37] as an-
other source of knowledge. As in [53], we take a split of
VisualGenome that does not contain any OK-VQA test im-
ages. This knowledge source tends to give us more spatial
relationships e.g. (boat, is_on, water) and common pairwise
affordances e.g. (person, sits_on, coach). Finally, we use
the new hasPart KB [10] to get part relationships between
common objects such as (dog, has_part, whiskers) as well
as scientific ones (molecules, has_part, atoms). We show
example knowledge triplets from our in Fig. 2.

With these knowledge sources, we can capture a large
amount of knowledge about the world. But we then run
into a problem of scale. In its raw form, DBPedia alone
contains millions of edges, with the others containing a to-
tal of over 200,000 knowledge triplets. This first presents
a technical problem—this graph is far too large to fit into
GPU memory if we use a graph neural network model. But
more fundamentally, while this knowledge graph contains a
lot of useful information for our downstream task, it also in-
cludes a lot of irrelevant knowledge. In particular, DBPedia,
being parsed automatically from Wikipedia pages, contains
information about virtually every film, book, song and no-
table human in history. While some of those may be useful
for particular questions, the vast majority is not.

To deal with these issues, we limit our knowledge graph
to entities that are likely to be helpful for our end task. First,
we collect all of the symbolic entities from the dataset: in
particular the question, answers and visual concepts that can
be picked up by visual recognition systems (see Sec. 3.2).
We then include edges that only include these concepts

I After this filtering, we have a total of about 36,000
edges and 8,000 nodes. We provide more exhaustive details
of our knowledge collection and filtering in Appendix A.1.
Graph Network. Now we move to our symbolic knowl-
edge representation. We want to treat our knowledge graph
as input without having to decide on which few facts out of
our entire knowledge graph might be relevant. So to pro-
cess on our entire knowledge graph and decide this during
training, we use a graph neural network to incorporate our
knowledge.

In our network, each node of the graph network cor-
responds to one specific symbol representing one concept
such as “dog” or “human” in our knowledge graph.

The idea is that the graph neural network can take in in-
formation about each specific symbol and use the knowl-
edge edges to infer information about other symbols by
passing information along the edges in the knowledge
graph. And, in our graph neural network we share the net-
work parameters across all symbols, meaning that unlike for
other types of networks, the reasoning logic is shared across
all symbols which should allow it to generalize better to rare
symbols or graph edges.

We use the Relational Graph Convolutional Network
(RGCN) [67] as the base graph network for our model. Un-
like the related GCN [35], this model natively supports hav-
ing different calculations between nodes for different edge
types (an is_a relationship is treated differently than a has_a
relationship) and edge directions (dog is_a animal is differ-
ent than animal is_a dog). With this architecture we also
avoid the large asymptotic runtime of other architectures
with these properties such as [43] or [75].

Graph Inputs. For one particular question image pair, each
node in the graph network receives 4 inputs. 1. An indicator
0/1 of whether the concept appears in the question. 2. The
classifier probabilities from Sec. 3.2 for the node’s concept,
(or O if the concept is not detected in the particular image)
With 4 image classifiers or detectors, the node receives 4
separate numbers. 3. The 300d word2vec (GloVe [58]) rep-

! As before, we use the training set to avoid data leakage.



Symbolic Knowledge:

Knowledge
Base

question
symbols

Question

What kind of event can be
celebrated with these cakes?

Image
symbols

Graph-based

Eq.(2)
potential answers

zsymbolic ysymbotic

max | Answer
Easter

input
Pre-trained BERT tokens |8

&
="+ Image

Implicit Knowledge: Transformer-based

avg-pool Eq.(1)
MMBERT >D —

implicit
y p

Zimplicit

Figure 3. Our model KRISP integrates implicit knowledge and reasoning (bottom) with explicit graph-based reasoning on a knowledge base
(top). The implicit knowledge model receives the visual features and question encoding whereas the explicit knowledge model operates on
image and question symbols. They predict answers according to Eq. 1&2 and we take the max overall prediction (see Sec. 3.3).

resentation of that concept, or average word2vec for multi-
word concepts. 4. The implicit knowledge representation
Zimplicit from Sec. 3.1 passed through a fully connected
layer: fc(z'mPlicit) with ReLU activation to reduce the size
of this feature to 128 for efficient graph computation.

Following the standard formulation of graph neural net-
works, we write the input to the graph neural networks
(described above) as X = H© where X is a R"*d
matrix with n node inputs of size d; = 433. Then for
each layer of the RGCN, we have a non-linear function
HWY = f(HO KG) where KG is the knowledge graph.
The RGCN convolution uses different weight matrices for
different edge types and for different directions. As a result
the semantic difference between an is-a relationship and a
has-a relationship as well as the direction of those edges is
captured in the structure of the network and different trans-
formations are learned for each. After all RGCN layers are
computed we end up with H(%) = G which is a R”*%* ma-
trix which corresponds to having a hidden state of size fj,
for each node (and therefore concept) in our graph.

Additional architectural details and parameters of the
graph network can be found in Appendix B.

3.3. Integrating Implicit and Symbolic Knowledge

Finally, given the output of our implicit transformer-
based module z*™P!¢i and our explicit/symbolic module
G, how do we get our final prediction? Our main insight
to make a separate prediction for z*™P!“* and for each
node/concept in the knowledge graph.

Implicit Answer Prediction. As is now commonplace
among VQA methods, to get the implicit answer prediction,
we do a final prediction layer and predict the answer within
a set vocabulary of answers V' € R® where a is the size of

the answer vocabulary. We simply have:
yimplicitza(wzimplicit +b) (1)

where o is the sigmoid activation.
Symbolic Answer Prediction. To predict the answers for
symbolic, we note that G can be rewritten as a hidden state
node z¥™"" for each node/concept i in the knowledge
graph. Because each of these nodes corresponds to a word
or multi-word symbol, we actually have nodes and corre-
sponding hidden states that are possible answers to a VQ A
question. So for each hidden state that is in our answer vo-
cab V € R* we make a prediction for it.
For each of these answer nodes i, we predict:
yfymlmlic:o.((ws nym501i0+bs)T (szimplicit+bz))’ (2)
We additionally re-use the implicit hidden state z*"*Plicit

to make this prediction. This gives us an additional late fu-
sion between the implicit and symbolic parts of our model.
Final Prediction. Finally, given our final predictions from
each part of the network y*P!i¢i and y5¥™bolic we can sim-
ply choose the final answer by choosing the highest scor-
ing answer from both answer vectors. For training, we can
simply optimize y*™P!¢ and ys¥™mbolic separately with a
binary cross entropy loss end-to-end through the entire net-
work. See Fig. 3.

4. Results
4.1. Experimental Setup

For all experiments, we train our models with Py-
Torch [57] and the MMF Multimodal Framework [69]. We
use PyTorch Geometric [21] for our graph neural network



implementations. We use the default training hyperparame-
ters from MMF which we provide in Appendix B. For con-
sistency, for each result we train each model on 3 random
seeds and take the average as the result. We show sample
std on these runs in Appendix C.

For the purpose of state-of-the art comparisons in Ta-
ble 5, we compare our main method on the 1.0 version of
OK-VQA [52]. Recently, a 1.1 version of the dataset was
released, and all other experiments including ablations are
done on this version. The only change between the versions
is a change in how answer stemming is handled, resulting
in a more coherent answer vocabulary. In particular, we
observe that the new answer vocab has much fewer “non-
word” stemming such as “buse” for busses and “poni tail”
instead of “pony tail.” Unless otherwise stated, an experi-
ment is on version 1.1.

For many of our ablations and analysis we train just
the Multi-modal BERT (MMBERT) model described in
Sec. 3.1 by itself. Unless otherwise stated, this model and
ours is always initialized from BERT.

In Sec. 4.2 we do a through ablation of KRISP compar-
ing the different parts of the model and design choices we
made. In Sec. 4.3 we show the results of a number of exper-
iments to more thoroughly analyze our method, especially
looking at its performance on rare answers. In Sec. 4.4
we look at some specific questions and predictions from
our model to get a more grounded idea of what our model
does on real examples. Finally, in Sec. 4.5 we add visual-
linguistic pre-training to our models to show how our model
achieves state-of-the-art performance on OK-VQA.

4.2. Model Analysis and Ablations

We first analyse our model to see where the improvement

is coming from with several ablations, especially focusing
on symbolic vs. implicit knowledge and their integration.
We want to understand which parts of our method are work-
ing and why.
Ablation of Symbolic Knowledge. First, we see how much
of improvement comes from the Multi-modal BERT back-
bone of our model versus from the symbolic Graph Net-
work. In Table 1 (lines 1&2), we see that KRISP combin-
ing implicit and symbolic knowledge improves significantly
over the Multi-modal BERT by about 3%.

We should, however, make sure this improvement is due
to the symbolic knowledge and not merely from a more
complex or better architecture. While our KRISP only has
slightly more parameters (116M parameters versus MM-
BERT with 113M), it does add at least some extra compu-
tation. To test this, we approximate a version of our method
with only the architecture and not the underlying knowl-
edge. To do this, we keep all network details the same,
but instead of using the knowledge graph we constructed in
Sec. 3.2, we use a randomly connected graph. We keep all

Method accuracy
1.  KRISP (ours) 32.31
Ablation of Symbolic Knowledge
2.  MMBERT 29.26
3. KRISP w/ random graph 30.15
Ablation of Implicit Knowledge
4. KRISP w/o BERT pretrain 26.28
5. MMBERT w/o BERT pretrain 21.82
Ablation of Network Architecture
6. KRISP no late fusion 31.10
7. KRISP no MMBERT input 31.10
8. KRISP no MMBERT input or late fusion 25.00
9. KRISP no backprop into MMBERT 27.98
10. KRISP with GCN 30.58
11. KRISP feed graph into MMBERT 30.99
Ablation of Graph Inputs
12. KRISP no Q to graph 31.74
13.  KRISP no I to graph 31.59
14.  KRISP no symbol input 30.26
15.  KRISP no w2v 31.95

Table 1. KRISP ablation on OK-VQA v1.1. We show the per-
formance of our model compared with the implicit-only baseline
(MMBERT). We also show ablations without BERT training, with
a random knowledge graph, ablations on our model architecture,
and ablations where we remove the question input to the graph
network (no Q), the image inputs (no I) and both (no symbol).

of the nodes the same, but we randomize the edges connect-
ing them. So in this version with a random graph, our graph
network receives all of the same inputs and the outputs, but
all connections are completely random. If the performance
were just from the computation, we would expect this to
work. Instead, we see from line 3 that the performance us-
ing the random graph drops significantly.

Ablation of Implicit Knowledge. Next we look at the im-
plicit knowledge contained in the BERT versus our com-
bined system to see how much of an effect it had. From
Table 1 we can see that BERT is a crucial element. Without
the BERT pre-training (lines 4&5), our method falls by 6%
and the Multi-modal BERT falls by an even larger 7%. This
shows that the implicit knowledge is an important com-
ponent of our model. The difference between KRISP and
Multi-modal BERT when neither has BERT pre-training is
actually higher than the difference with BERT, about 4.5%,
suggesting that there is some overlap in the knowledge con-
tained in our knowledge graphs with the implicit knowledge
in BERT, but most of that knowledge is non-overlapping.

Ablation of Network Architecture. Next, we want to get
a sense of which parts of our architecture were important.
As we can see, our particular architecture is critical: the use
of MMBERT features as input to KRISP and the late fusion



Method accuracy

1. KRISP max(y*mPlicit ysymbolicy (oyrs) 32.31
2. KRISP yimplicit 31.47
3. KRISP ysymbolic 29.36
4. KRISP no backprop y*mrlicit 28.19
5. KRISP oracle(ymPlicit |y symbolic) 36.71

Table 2. KRISP Subpart Analysis on OK-VQA v1.1. Here we
show the OK-VQA accuracy of different parts of the model sep-
arately: just the MMBERT (y*™P!¢i) " just the graph network
(y*v™bolicy . We also show the MMBERT only without a back-
propogation signal between the two parts and an oracle best-case
performance between the two parts.

were both important. With just one of these (lines 6°&7),
performance drops by about 1%, but without either (line
8), performance drops over 7%. Without at least one con-
nection between the Multi-modal BERT and the graph net-
work, there can be no fusion of the visual features and ques-
tion and the graph network cannot incorporate any of the
implicit knowledge in BERT. We also tried KRISP where
these two ways of fusing were present, but we did not allow
any backpropogation from the Graph Network to MMBERT
(line 9). This also performs badly, as the graph network can-
not correct errors coming from this input, but not as bad as
removing these connections entirely (line 8).

We also tried a less powerful graph network: GCN [35]
(line 10) which critically does not have directed edges or
edge types. This baseline hurts performance by about 2%
justifying our choice of a graph network that uses edge di-
rection and type. We also have another architectural abla-
tion, where we feed the graph network features directly to
the Multi-modal BERT rather than having a separate answer
prediction directly from the graph as in KRISP or any of the
other baselines (line 11). This architecture performs much
worse than our final model.

Ablation of Graph Inputs. Next we look at the symbolic
and non-symbolic inputs to the knowledge graph nodes to
see what effect those might have had in the next section
of Table 1. First, we ablate the question indicator input
(line 12) and the image confidences (line 13) described in
Sec. 3.2. We find that removing one or the other drops per-
formance, but not drastically, but dropping both (line 14)
drops performance by about 2%, much more than the effect
of dropping the MMBERT input to the graph. We also ab-
late the word2vec inputs to nodes (line 15) and find that this
part made the least difference, dropping it less than 1%.

Preserving Symbolic Meaning. One major claim we make
is that symbolic and implicit knowledge are both necessary
for this problem. The results without BERT training make
the case pretty clearly that implicit, non-symbolic knowl-
edge from BERT is critical. From the ablation of symbolic

ZWe replace Eq. 2 with a linear layer that only takes in 2 ymbolic,

Metric—  Frequency Rank  # Unique answers
Method | All Correct  All Correct

KRISP (ours) 528.5 456.7 1349 780
MMBERT 467.1 4274 1247 719

Table 3. Long-tail Analysis. We show KRISP and the non-
symbolic MMBERT long-tail metrics for “all” predictions made
by the model and for “correct” predictions. Higher is better.

knowledge, we show that it is the symbolic knowledge (and
not just the architecture) greatly contributes to the perfor-
mance of our method. On the symbol input side, we show
that removing the symbolic inputs (line 12) hurts perfor-
mance, even more than removing the Multi-modal BERT
hidden input (line 7) which contains information about the
same image and question, but in a non-symbolic form. Fi-
nally we have a baseline (line 11) where instead of pre-
dicting separate outputs from the graph network and Multi-
modal BERT, we directly connect the graph network into
MMBERT, feeding a pooled graph hidden state (see Ap-
pendix A.4 for more details) into the MMBERT as an input.
This baseline does significantly worse. What these ablation
have in common is that they remove the direct connection
between the symbols and the knowledge graph. When the
graph network is not able to connect the knowledge sym-
bolically to the input symbols or the output symbols, we
see that it performs worse. In addition, we know symbolic
knowledge itself is useful because when we only change
the connections between nodes and nothing else (line 3),
performance drops drastically. Our entire graph module di-
rectly connects symbols in the input (question words and
image symbols from classifiers) to symbols that are the out-
put (the answer words) and this seems to be critical to the
performance of KRISP.

4.3. Quantitative Result Analysis

First we examine the parts of our model separately to
see if we can learn anything about how the MMBERT and
Graph Network parts of KRISP interact.

In Table 2 we look at the performance of different
parts of our model (without retraining the model for lines
1,2,3,5). Since the MMBERT and Graph Network parts of
KRISP produce separate predictions, we can analyze them
separately. For instance, we find that despite the fact that the
MMBERT part of our model does not receive input from the
Graph Network, the MMBERT (Table 2, line 2) has a higher
accuracy of 31.47% than the MMBERT baseline (Table 1,
line 2), 29.26%. This we suspect is because this part of the
network receives a back-propagation from the Graph Net-
work part of the model and this extra component improves
the quality of the MMBERT pooled feature because it is
also trained to reduce the loss from the late fusion predic-
tions. Indeed, if we remove the back-propagation signal



Q: What source of heat isthe pot using?

BL: hot ‘ Ours: gas 0

Knowledge

(gas, used for, heat) (gas, used for, cook)

(pot, is on, stove) (pot, used for, cook)

(gas stove, is a, stove) (gas, has part, methane)

Q: Canyou guess the model of tv shown in this picture?

BL: flat screen ‘ Qurs : samsung 0

Knowledge

(samsung, is a, company) (tv, used for, learn)

= | (tv, atlocation, living room) (tv, made of, metal)

K% | (remote control, at location, tv) (tv, isa, media)

Q: The kids on skateboards are wearing what kind of safety gear?

BLiskateboard (@) ous :heimet &9

Knowledge

(helmet, used for, protect head)

‘J (helmet, used for, protection)

(helmet, is a, safety) (boy, is on, skateboard)

i
= ;,gl .‘ (wheel, is on, skateboard) (helmet, is on, head)

Q: What healthy properties do these fruit contain?

BL:orange . Qurs: vitamin O

Knowledge

(banana, has part, vitamin) (fruit, has property, healthy)

(banana, is a, fruit) (fruit, has property, very healthy)

(orange, is a, fruit) (vitamin, is a, nutrition)

Q: What branch of the military is this woman from?

BL: navy Q Ours: marine .

Knowledge

(navy, is a, colour) (plant, has part, branch)

(navy, is a, fashion) (military, part of, government)

= | (military, is a, film) (person, at location, military base)

Q: What is this street made of?

BL: brick O Ours: concrete .

Knowledge

| | (sidewalk, made of, concrete) (freeway, made of, concrete)

building, is made of, brick) (brick, made of, clay)

(stripe is on street) (avenue, isa, street)

Figure 4. Qualitative examples from KRISP. Showing predictions by our model and the implicit knowledge baseline Multi-modal BERT.
We show the question, image, and answers given by both models. We also show knowledge in the graph related to the question, answers

or image that seemed most relevant.

(Table 2, line 4) we see that the accuracy of this part of
the model drops down to 28.19%. We also see a direct im-
provement beyond this effect. Comparing the Multi-modal
BERT (line 2) and Graph Network (line 3) -only accuracies,
the Graph Network does a bit worse on its own, but not by a
huge amount, and the Graph Network predictions are used
47% of the time in the joint model (line 1). Since the accu-
racy of the combined model is higher than each, it is able
to choose the correct answer from between MMBERT and
Graph Network. Finally, we see that if we had an oracle that
always chose the best prediction from either the MMBERT
or the Graph Network, we would improve the accuracy to
36.71%! Obviously this is not a realistic number to achieve
since it uses ground truth, but it shows that the MMBERT
and Graph Network predictions are non-redundant.

Long-Tail Analysis. Next, we try to see whether our ex-
plicit/implicit model performs any differently on the “long
tail” of OK-VQA. OK-VQA itself is built as a long-tail
dataset, specifically rejecting answers that appear too many
times to avoid models overfitting to the answer vocabulary,
making it a good dataset to study knowledge-based VQA.
Even with this filtering, some answers do appear more of-
ten than others, so we can try to study whether our method
does better on rare answers.

In Table 3 we show metrics on KRISP versus the baseline
Multi-modal BERT. First we use a metric we refer to as
“Answer Frequency Rank”. This simply means we order the
answers in the dataset from most common to least common
and assign them a rank from 1 for the most common to the
total number of answers in the dataset. On this metric our
model scores higher, which means it chooses on average
less common answers. This is true whether you measure for
all prediction or for only correct predictions. For a perhaps

more intuitive metric we also look at the number of unique
answers our model predicts versus the baseline. Here we
predict 1349 versus 1247 or 780 versus 719 if we only look
at correct predictions. These results indicate that our model
is generalizing better to the long-tail.

4.4. Qualitative Analysis

Finally, we show some examples of our model to how
our knowledge graph might be helping answer questions. It
is obviously good to analyze our method quantitatively to
get an objective sense of what our method is doing, but see-
ing what our model does on specific examples can be very
instructive. See Fig. 4. In the top left example we see an ex-
ample where our model correctly guesses that the source of
heat for the pot is “gas.” Looking at the knowledge graph,
some knowledge that may have been helpful was that gas is
used for heat, that both gas and pot are used to cook. The
knowledge graph here connects directly from a word in the
question to the answer. In the next question, it asks what
model the tv is and it guesses Samsung. This is supported
by an edge that indicates that Samsung is a company which
makes it more likely to be a “model” of a product. In the
next example we see that there is knowledge connecting the
answer “helmet” to the word “safety” in the question as well
as other information such that helmet is used for protection
that supports the answer. In the next question we see that
we have knowledge that connects entities in the question to
the image (both oranges and bananas are fruit) and infor-
mation that bananas have vitamins, connecting directly to
the answer “vitamin.” Finally, we show some examples our
method did poorly on. For the next question, our method
says the woman in the picture is a marine instead of navy.
Here it may have been confused by knowledge that navy



Pre-training MMBERT KRISP

BERT only 29.29 32.31
Masked COCO Captions 33.19 35.04
Masked VQA Questions 34.32 35.74
VQAvV2 37.10 37.79
VQAV2 (incl. graph) - 38.90

Table 4. Vision/Language Pre-Training results on OK-VQA v1.1.
We compare MMBERT and KRISP on our three pre-training
tasks, Masked COCO, Masked VQA and VQA. For the MMBERT
model we only pre-train the transformer except in the last experi-
ment where we pre-train the entire model (incl. graph).

is a color or a fashion, showing that homonyms can be a
problem for symbolic knowledge. Finally for the last ques-
tion, our method answers concrete instead of brick, likely
because the available knowledge supported this. We include
more examples in Appendix E.

4.5. Pre-training and State-of-the-Art Comparison

In this section we study the benefit of visio-linguistic
pre-training which has shown to be beneficial for many
vision-and-language tasks (see e.g. [48, 41]) including OK-
VQA [26] and compare the results to prior work.
Pre-training. First, we look at three kinds of pre-training
for our model and how it affects the performance.

The first two are Masked COCO and Masked VQA, in-
troduced in [70]. The objective is that given the image re-
gions asv = {vy, ..., un }, the input texts as | = {l1, ..., {pr}
we train a model to reconstruct either [ and/or v from cor-
rupted versions ¢ and [ where some words ,,, or image re-
gions v, are masked. In the Masked COCO task, the cap-
tains are used as [ and for the Masked VQA task, the ques-
tions are used as /. The third task is simply training on the
question answering objective of VQAv2 [27].

In Table 4 we show the results of KRISP as well as the
baseline MMBERT pre-trained on these tasks. Note that
the transformers are still pre-trained on BERT—we do this
pre-training starting from BERT. For all but the last line in
the table, we only pre-train the transformer model on these
tasks. For the final number, we pre-train our entire KRISP
model including the graph network on the VQA task.

As we can see, all forms of pre-training improve our
models. The most effective method of pre-training is to
train on VQA. This is intuitive since OK-VQA and VQA
are quite similar tasks. We also see that our KRISP model
consistently outperforms MMBERT, which is our model
without symbolic knowledge. Interestingly, we find that it is
not only beneficial to pre-train the transformer but also the
symbolic graph network (note that for MMBERT the entire
model is pre-trained already in the second to last line as it
does not have a graph component). Our fully pre-trained
KRISP achieves 38.90% accuracy, compared to fully pre-

Method accuracy
Q-Only 14.93
MLP 20.67
BAN [33] 25.17
BAN+AN [52] 25.61
BAN+KG-Aug [40] 26.71
MUTAN [£] 26.41

MUTAN+AN [52] 27.84
ConceptBERT [20] 33.66
KRISP (ours) 38.35

Table 5. Benchmark results on OK-VQA v1.0

trained MMBERT of 37.10%.

OK-VQA v1.0 Comparison. In Table 4 we set the bar
for performance on OK-VQA v1.1 with an accuracy of
38.90%. In order to compare to other works (all of which
show results on v1.0), we compute the performance of our
best model (VQA joint graph and transformer pre-training)
on OK-VQA v1.0 as well. We see that our model achieves
38.35% accuracies versus the best previous state-state-of-
the-art of 33.66% [26].

We note from the last lines of Table 4 versus the last line
in Table 5 that our method performs a bit better on version
1.1 of the dataset, suggesting that indeed this is a cleaner
handling of answer vocab.

5. Conclusion

In this paper we introduce Knowledge Reasoning with
Implicit and Symbolic rePresentations (KRISP): a method
for incorporating implicit and symbolic knowledge into
Knowledge-Based VQA. We show it outperforms prior
works on OK-VQA [52], the largest available open-domain
knowledge VQA dataset. We show through extensive abla-
tions that our particular architecture outperforms baselines
and other alternatives by preserving the symbolic represen-
tations from input to prediction. Moreover, through exper-
iments, analysis, and examples we find our model makes
use of both implicit and symbolic knowledge to answer
knowledge-based questions and generalizes to rare answers.

Acknowledgements: We want to thank Amanpreet Singh, Abhishek Das,
Ronghang Hu and Vedanuj Goswami who provided data and help with the
MMF Multimodal Framework and PyTorch Geometric. As part of their
affiliation with CMU, Kenneth Marino is supported by the Department
of Defense (DoD) through the National Defense Science & Engineering
Graduate Fellowship (NDSEG) Program. The Georgia Tech effort was
supported in part by NSF, AFRL, DARPA, and ONR YIP. The views and
conclusions contained herein are those of the authors and should not be in-
terpreted as necessarily representing the official policies or endorsements,
either expressed or implied, of the U.S. Government, or any sponsor.



References

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

(9]

(10]

(11]

[12]

(13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

Wikipedia: The free encyclopedia.
wikipedia.org/. 3,4
Aishwarya Agrawal, Jiasen Lu, Stanislaw Antol, Margaret
Mitchell, C Lawrence Zitnick, Devi Parikh, and Dhruv Batra.
Vqa: Visual question answering. IJCV, 2017. 1

Chris Alberti, Jeffrey Ling, Michael Collins, and David Re-
itter. Fusion of detected objects in text for visual question
answering. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Em-
pirical Methods in Natural Language Processing and the 9th
International Joint Conference on Natural Language Pro-
cessing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), pages 2131-2140, 2019. 2
Peter Anderson, Xiaodong He, Chris Buehler, Damien
Teney, Mark Johnson, Stephen Gould, and Lei Zhang.
Bottom-up and top-down attention for image captioning and
visual question answering. In CVPR, pages 6077-6086,
2018. 3

Jacob Andreas, Marcus Rohrbach, Trevor Darrell, and Dan
Klein. Neural module networks. In CVPR, 2016. 2
Stanislaw Antol, Aishwarya Agrawal, Jiasen Lu, Margaret
Mitchell, Dhruv Batra, C. Lawrence Zitnick, and Devi
Parikh. VQA: visual question answering. In /ICCV, 2015.
1,2

Soren Auer, Christian Bizer, Georgi Kobilarov, Jens
Lehmann, Richard Cyganiak, and Zachary Ives. Dbpedia:
A nucleus for a web of open data. In The semantic web,
pages 722-735. Springer, 2007. 2, 4, 14

Hedi Ben-younes, Rémi Cadene, Matthieu Cord, and Nicolas
Thome. Mutan: Multimodal tucker fusion for visual question
answering. In /ICCV, 2017. 9

Jonathan Berant, Andrew Chou, Roy Frostig, and Percy
Liang. Semantic parsing on freebase from question-answer
pairs. In EMNLP, 2013. 3

Sumithra Bhakthavatsalam, Kyle Richardson, Niket Tandon,
and Peter Clark. Do dogs have whiskers? a new knowledge
base of haspart relations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.07510,
2020. 2,3,4, 14

Antoine Bordes, Sumit Chopra, and Jason Weston. Question
answering with subgraph embeddings. In EMNLP, 2014. 3
Dangi Chen, Adam Fisch, Jason Weston, and Antoine Bor-
des. Reading wikipedia to answer open-domain questions.
InACL (1),2017. 3

Xinlei Chen, Li-Jia Li, Li Fei-Fei, and Abhinav Gupta. Iter-
ative visual reasoning beyond convolutions. In CVPR, pages
7239-7248, 2018. 2

Xinlei Chen, Abhinav Shrivastava, and Abhinav Gupta. Neil:
Extracting visual knowledge from web data. In /CCV, 2013.
3

Yen-Chun Chen, Linjie Li, Licheng Yu, Ahmed El Kholy,
Faisal Ahmed, Zhe Gan, Yu Cheng, and Jingjing Liu.
Uniter: Learning universal image-text representations. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1909.11740, 2019. 2

Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and Kristina
Toutanova. BERT: Pre-training of deep bidirectional trans-
formers for language understanding. In Proceedings of the
2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics: Human Language

https://www.

10

(17]

(18]

(19]
(20]

(21]

(22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

(26]

(27]

(28]

[29]

(30]

(31]

Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), pages
4171-4186, Minneapolis, Minnesota, June 2019. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics. 1, 2, 3

Santosh Divvala, Ali Farhadi, and Carlos Guestrin. Learning
everything about anything: Webly-supervised visual concept
learning. In CVPR, 2014. 3

Kun Duan, Devi Parikh, David Crandall, and Kristen Grau-
man. Discovering localized attributes for fine-grained recog-
nition. CVPR, 2012. 2

A. Farhadi, I. Endres, D. Hoiem, and D.A. Forsyth. Describ-
ing objects by their attributes. CVPR, 2009. 2

Li Fei-Fei, Rob Fergus, and Pietro Perona. One-shot learning
of object categories. TPAMI, 28, 2006. 2

Matthias Fey and Jan Eric Lenssen. Fast graph repre-
sentation learning with pytorch geometric. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1903.02428, 2019. 5

Andrea Frome, Greg S. Corrado, Jon Shlens, Samy Bengio,
Jeff Dean, Marc’ Aurelio Ranzato, and Tomas Mikolov. De-
vise: A deep visual-semantic embedding model. NeurIPS,
2013. 2

Akira Fukui, Dong Huk Park, Daylen Yang, Anna Rohrbach,
Trevor Darrell, and Marcus Rohrbach. Multimodal com-
pact bilinear pooling for visual question answering and vi-
sual grounding. In EMNLP, 2016. 1

Akira Fukui, Dong Huk Park, Daylen Yang, Anna Rohrbach,
Trevor Darrell, and Marcus Rohrbach. Multimodal com-
pact bilinear pooling for visual question answering and vi-
sual grounding. In Proceedings of the 2016 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages
457468, 2016. 2

Peng Gao, Zhengkai Jiang, Haoxuan You, Pan Lu,
Steven CH Hoi, Xiaogang Wang, and Hongsheng Li. Dy-
namic fusion with intra-and inter-modality attention flow for
visual question answering. In CVPR, pages 6639-6648,
2019. 2

Frangois Garderes, Maryam Ziaeefard, Baptiste Abeloos,
and Freddy Lecue. Conceptbert: Concept-aware represen-
tation for visual question answering. In Proceedings of
the 2020 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing: Findings, pages 489-498, 2020. 3, 9
Yash Goyal, Tejas Khot, Douglas Summers-Stay, Dhruv Ba-
tra, and Devi Parikh. Making the v in vqa matter: Elevating
the role of image understanding in visual question answer-
ing. In CVPR, 2017. 9

Agrim Gupta, Piotr Dollar, and Ross Girshick. LVIS: A
dataset for large vocabulary instance segmentation. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, 2019. 3, 14

Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun.
Deep residual learning for image recognition. In CVPR,
2016. 14

Huaizu Jiang, Ishan Misra, Marcus Rohrbach, Erik Learned-
Miller, and Xinlei Chen. In defense of grid features for vi-
sual question answering. In IEEE Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2020. 3, 14
Zhengbao Jiang, Frank F Xu, Jun Araki, and Graham Neu-
big. How can we know what language models know? Trans-


https://www.wikipedia.org/
https://www.wikipedia.org/

(32]

(33]

[34]

(35]

(36]

(37]

(38]

(39]

[40]

(41]

[42]

[43]

(44]

(45]

[46]

[47]

actions of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
8:423-438, 2020. 3

Justin Johnson, Ranjay Krishna, Michael Stark, Li-Jia Li,
David A Shamma, Michael S Bernstein, and Li Fei-Fei. Im-
age retrieval using scene graphs. CVPR, 2015. 2

Jin-Hwa Kim, Jaehyun Jun, and Byoung-Tak Zhang. Bilin-
ear attention networks. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, pages 1564-1574, 2018. 2,9

Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for
stochastic optimization. arXiv, 2014. 15

Thomas N Kipf and Max Welling. Semi-supervised classi-
fication with graph convolutional networks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1609.02907, 2016. 4,7

Satwik Kottur, Ramakrishna Vedantam, José MF Moura, and
Devi Parikh. Visual word2vec (vis-w2v): Learning visually
grounded word embeddings using abstract scenes. In CVPR,
pages 4985-4994, 2016. 2

Ranjay Krishna, Yuke Zhu, Oliver Groth, Justin Johnson,
Kenji Hata, Joshua Kravitz, Stephanie Chen, Yannis Kalan-
tidis, Li-Jia Li, David A Shamma, et al. Visual genome:
Connecting language and vision using crowdsourced dense
image annotations. IJCV, 123(1):32-73, 2017. 2, 3, 4, 14
Christoph H. Lampert, Hannes Nickisch, and Stefan Harmel-
ing. Attribute-based classification for zero-shot visual object
categorization. TPAMI, 2014. 2

Gen Li, Nan Duan, Yuejian Fang, Daxin Jiang, and Ming
Zhou. Unicoder-vl: A universal encoder for vision and
language by cross-modal pre-training.  arXiv preprint
arXiv:1908.06066, 2019. 2

Guohao Li, Xin Wang, and Wenwu Zhu. Boosting visual
question answering with context-aware knowledge aggrega-
tion. In Proceedings of the 28th ACM International Confer-
ence on Multimedia, New York, NY, USA, 2020. Association
for Computing Machinery. 2, 3,9

Liunian Harold Li, Mark Yatskar, Da Yin, Cho-Jui Hsieh,
and Kai-Wei Chang. Visualbert: A simple and perfor-
mant baseline for vision and language. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1908.03557,2019. 1, 2, 3,9

Xiang Li, Aynaz Taheri, Lifu Tu, and Kevin Gimpel. Com-
monsense knowledge base completion. In Proceedings of
the 54th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 1445—
1455, 2016. 14

Yujia Li and Richard Zemel. Gated graph sequence neural
networks. ICLR, 2016. 4

T. Lin, M. Maire, S. J. Belongie, R. B. Girshick, J. Hays, P.
Perona, D. Ramanan, P. Dollar, and C. L. Zitnick. Microsoft
COCO: common objects in context. ECCV, 2014. 3, 14
Tsung-Yi Lin, Piotr Dolldr, Ross Girshick, Kaiming He,
Bharath Hariharan, and Serge Belongie. Feature pyramid
networks for object detection. In CVPR, pages 2117-2125,
2017. 3

Hugo Liu and Push Singh. Conceptnet—a practical com-
monsense reasoning tool-kit. BT technology journal,
22(4):211-226, 2004. 2, 4, 14

Cewu Lu, Ranjay Krishna, Michael Bernstein, and Li Fei-
Fei. Visual relationship detection with language priors. In

11

(48]

[49]

[50]

(51]

(52]

(53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

(571

(58]

(591

[60]

[61]

(62]

European conference on computer vision, pages 852—-869.
Springer, 2016. 2

Jiasen Lu, Dhruv Batra, Devi Parikh, and Stefan Lee. Vil-
bert: Pretraining task-agnostic visiolinguistic representations
for vision-and-language tasks. In Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems, pages 13-23,2019. 1,2,3,9
Jiasen Lu, Vedanuj Goswami, Marcus Rohrbach, Devi
Parikh, and Stefan Lee. 12-in-1: Multi-task vision and
language representation learning. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 10437-10446, 2020. 1

Mateusz Malinowski and Mario Fritz. Towards a visual tur-
ing challenge. In arXiv, 2014. 1

Mateusz Malinowski, Marcus Rohrbach, and Mario Fritz.
Ask your neurons: A neural-based approach to answering
questions about images. In ICCV, 2015. 1

Kenneth Marino, Mohammad Rastegari, Ali Farhadi, and
Roozbeh Mottaghi. Ok-vqa: A visual question answering
benchmark requiring external knowledge. In CVPR, pages
3195-3204, 2019. 1,2,3,6,9, 14

Kenneth Marino, Ruslan Salakhutdinov, and Abhinav Gupta.
The more you know: Using knowledge graphs for image
classification. In CVPR, 2017. 2, 4

George A. Miller. Wordnet: A lexical database for english.
ACM, 38,1995. 2,3, 4

Medhini Narasimhan, Svetlana Lazebnik, and Alexander G
Schwing. Out of the box: Reasoning with graph convolution
nets for factual visual question answering. NeurIPS, 2018.
2,3

Medhini Narasimhan and Alexander G. Schwing. Straight
to the facts: Learning knowledge base retrieval for factual
visual question answering. In ECCV, 2018. 2

Adam Paszke, Sam Gross, Francisco Massa, Adam Lerer,
James Bradbury, Gregory Chanan, Trevor Killeen, Zeming
Lin, Natalia Gimelshein, Luca Antiga, et al. Pytorch: An
imperative style, high-performance deep learning library. In
Advances in neural information processing systems, pages
8026-8037, 2019. 5, 14

Jeffrey Pennington, Richard Socher, and Christopher D.
Manning. Glove: Global vectors for word representation.
In EMNLP, 2014. 4

Fabio Petroni, Tim Rocktischel, Sebastian Riedel, Patrick
Lewis, Anton Bakhtin, Yuxiang Wu, and Alexander Miller.
Language models as knowledge bases? In Proceedings of
the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing and the 9th International Joint Conference
on Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-1JCNLP), pages
2463-2473, Hong Kong, China, Nov. 2019. Association for
Computational Linguistics. 3

Pranav Rajpurkar, Jian Zhang, Konstantin Lopyrev, and
Percy Liang. Squad: 100,000+ questions for machine com-
prehension of text. In Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing (EMNLP), 2016. 3

Joseph Redmon and Ali Farhadi. Yolo9000: better, faster,
stronger. In CVPR, pages 7263-7271, 2017. 2

Shaoqing Ren, Kaiming He, Ross Girshick, and Jian Sun.
Faster R-CNN: Towards real-time object detection with re-
gion proposal networks. NeurlPS, 2015. 3



[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

(68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

(73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

Marcus Rohrbach, Sandra Ebert, and Bernt Schiele. Transfer
Learning in a Transductive Setting. In NeurIPS, 2013. 2
Marcus Rohrbach, Michael Stark, and Bernt Schiele. Eval-
uating Knowledge Transfer and Zero-Shot Learning in a
Large-Scale Setting. In IEEE Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern
Recog.,2011. 2

Olga Russakovsky, Jia Deng, Hao Su, Jonathan Krause, San-
jeev Satheesh, Sean Ma, Zhiheng Huang, Andrej Karpathy,
Aditya Khosla, Michael Bernstein, Alexander C. Berg, and
Li Fei-Fei. ImageNet Large Scale Visual Recognition Chal-
lenge. IJCV, 115(3):211-252, 2015. 3, 14

Fereshteh Sadeghi, Santosh K Divvala, and Ali Farhadi.
Viske: Visual knowledge extraction and question answering
by visual verification of relation phrases. In CVPR, 2015. 3

Michael Schlichtkrull, Thomas N Kipf, Peter Bloem, Rianne
Van Den Berg, Ivan Titov, and Max Welling. Modeling rela-
tional data with graph convolutional networks. In European
Semantic Web Conference, pages 593—-607. Springer, 2018.
4

Abhinav Shrivastava, Saurabh Singh, and Abhinav Gupta.
Constrained semi-supervised learning using attributes and
comparative attributes. ECCV, 2012. 2

Amanpreet Singh, Vedanuj Goswami, Vivek Natarajan, Yu
Jiang, Xinlei Chen, Meet Shah, Marcus Rohrbach, Dhruv
Batra, and Devi Parikh. Mmf: A multimodal framework for
vision and language research. https://github.com/
facebookresearch/mmf, 2020. 5

Amanpreet Singh, Vedanuj Goswami, and Devi Parikh. Are
we pretraining it right? digging deeper into visio-linguistic
pretraining. arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.08744, 2020. 9
Weijie Su, Xizhou Zhu, Yue Cao, Bin Li, Lewei Lu, Furu
Wei, and Jifeng Dai. Vl-bert: Pre-training of generic visual-
linguistic representations. In International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2019. 2

Hao Tan and Mohit Bansal. Lxmert: Learning cross-
modality encoder representations from transformers. In
Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods
in Natural Language Processing and the 9th International
Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-
IJCNLP), pages 5103-5114, 2019. 2

Jingru Tan, Changbao Wang, Buyu Li, Quanquan Li, Wanli
Ouyang, Changging Yin, and Junjie Yan. Equalization
loss for long-tailed object recognition. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 11662-11671, 2020. 14

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszko-
reit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, F.ukasz Kaiser, and Illia
Polosukhin. Attention is all you need. In Advances in neural
information processing systems, pages 5998-6008, 2017. 2
Petar Velickovi¢, Guillem Cucurull, Arantxa Casanova,
Adriana Romero, Pietro Lio, and Yoshua Bengio. Graph at-
tention networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1710.10903, 2017.
4

Peng Wang, Qi Wu, Chunhua Shen, Anthony R. Dick, and
Anton van den Hengel. Explicit knowledge-based reasoning
for visual question answering. In IJCAI, 2017. 2

12

(771

(78]

[79]

(80]

(81]

(82]

(83]

(84]

(85]

[86]

(87]

(88]

(89]

(90]

Peng Wang, Qi Wu, Chunhua Shen, Anton van den Hengel,
and Anthony R. Dick. Fvqa: Fact-based visual question an-
swering. TPAMI, 2017. 2

Shuohang Wang, Mo Yu, Xiaoxiao Guo, Zhiguo Wang,
Tim Klinger, Wei Zhang, Shiyu Chang, Gerald Tesauro,
Bowen Zhou, and Jing Jiang. R3: Reinforced reader-
ranker for open-domain question answering. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1709.00023,2017. 3

Xiaolong Wang, Yufei Ye, and Abhinav Gupta. Zero-shot
recognition via semantic embeddings and knowledge graphs.
In IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recog-
nition (CVPR), 2018. 2

Qi Wu, Peng Wang, Chunhua Shen, Anthony R. Dick, and
Anton van den Hengel. Ask me anything: Free-form vi-
sual question answering based on knowledge from external
sources. In CVPR, 2016. 2, 3

Yonghui Wu, Mike Schuster, Zhifeng Chen, Quoc V Le,
Mohammad Norouzi, Wolfgang Macherey, Maxim Krikun,
Yuan Cao, Qin Gao, Klaus Macherey, et al. Google’s
neural machine translation system: Bridging the gap be-
tween human and machine translation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1609.08144, 2016. 3

Wei Yang, Yuqing Xie, Aileen Lin, Xingyu Li, Luchen Tan,
Kun Xiong, Ming Li, and Jimmy Lin. End-to-end open-
domain question answering with bertserini. NAACL HLT
2019, page 72,2019. 3

Yi Yang, Wen-tau Yih, and Christopher Meek. Wikiqa: A
challenge dataset for open-domain question answering. In
Proceedings of the 2015 conference on empirical methods in
natural language processing, pages 2013-2018, 2015. 3
Xuchen Yao and Benjamin Van Durme. Information extrac-
tion over structured data: Question answering with freebase.
In ACL, 2014. 3

Kexin Yi, Jiajun Wu, Chuang Gan, Antonio Torralba, Push-
meet Kohli, and Josh Tenenbaum. Neural-symbolic vqa:
Disentangling reasoning from vision and language under-
standing. In Advances in neural information processing sys-
tems, pages 1031-1042, 2018. 2

Bolei Zhou, Agata Lapedriza, Aditya Khosla, Aude Oliva,
and Antonio Torralba. Places: A 10 million image database
for scene recognition. TPAMI, 2017. 3, 14

Luowei Zhou, Hamid Palangi, Lei Zhang, Houdong Hu, Ja-
son J Corso, and Jianfeng Gao. Unified vision-language
pre-training for image captioning and vqa. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1909.11059, 2019. 2

Yuke Zhu, Alireza Fathi, and Li Fei-Fei. Reasoning about
object affordances in a knowledge base representation. In
ECCV,2014. 2,3

Yukun Zhu, Ryan Kiros, Rich Zemel, Ruslan Salakhutdinov,
Raquel Urtasun, Antonio Torralba, and Sanja Fidler. Align-
ing books and movies: Towards story-like visual explana-
tions by watching movies and reading books. In Proceedings
of the IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision,
pages 19-27, 2015. 3

Yuke Zhu, Joseph J. Lim, and Li Fei-Fei. Knowledge acqui-
sition for visual question answering via iterative querying. In
CVPR, 2017. 3


https://github.com/facebookresearch/mmf
https://github.com/facebookresearch/mmf

[91] Yuke Zhu, Ce Zhang, Christopher Ré, and Li Fei-Fei. Build-
ing a large-scale multimodal knowledge base for visual ques-
tion answering. arXiv, 2015. 3

13



A. Methodology Additional Details
A.1. Knowledge Graph Construction

Here we provide additional details on our knowledge

graph construction.
DBPedia. First we extracted DBPedia [7]. DBPedia is ac-
tually a set of datasets collected from Wikipedia articles and
tables. For our knowledge graph we used the October 2016
crawl of Wikipedia.® For our DBPedia edges we used the
following files: Article Categories, Category Labels, DBPe-
dia Ontology, Instance Types, Instance Types Sdtyped Dbo,
Mappingbased Objects, and Person Data.

Next we wrote string parsers and regular ex-
pressions to translate these triplets into lowercase
multi-word english expressions. This involved ex-
tracting the category words from the hyperlink: e.g.,
“<http://dopedia.org/resource/Tadeusz_Borowski>"
would be extracted as “tadeusz borowski”.

Before final filtering, this knowledge source contains

24,685, 703 edges.
VisualGenome. As we say in the main text we collect a
knowledge graph on VisualGenome [37] by taking the most
common edges in the scene graphs. We first create a split of
VisualGenome. So that this graph is maximally useful down
the road, we take a split that only contains the intersection
of COCO [44] train, VisualGenome train, and LVIS [28]
train so that the graph can safely be used for any of these
datasets on COCO. This also means that this split does not
contain and of OK-VQA [52] test set images.

For the remaining images, we take any edge which ap-
pear at least 50 times in that set and add to our list.

Before final filtering, this knowledge source contains
3,326 edges.
hasPart KB / ConceptNet. These two knowledge sources
were already in a fairly processed state, so no additional
processing was necessary before our task-specific filtering.
hasPart KB [10] was directly downloaded from source web-
site.

ConceptNet [460] was from the training data used for [42]
which has already been processed.*

hasPart KB contained 49,848 edges and ConceptNet

contained 102, 400.
Combining and Filtering. To combine and filter these four
knowledge bases into one graph, the first step was to simply
combine all of the knowledge triplets from the four knowl-
edge sources. Then, we removed all stop word concepts
(e.g. is, the, a) from the knowledge graph to avoid non-
meaningful edges.

Next, as we discuss in the main text we collect all of
the symbolic entities from the dataset (question, answers

3https://wiki.dbpedia.org/downloads—2016-10
4https://ttic.uchicago.edu/~kgimpel/resources.
html
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and visual concepts) and then include edges that only in-
clude these concepts. We also limit the number of 25 edge
types that are the most common and useful for our end task,
shown in Fig.2 of the main text.

The final graph is 361,999 edges, 7643 nodes and 25
edge types.

A.2. Image Symbols

To get our image symbols, as we say in the main paper,
we run four classifiers and detectors on our dataset. The
classifiers/detectors we use are the following.

1. A ResNet-152 [29] trained on ImageNet [65]. Imple-
mentation from default PyTorch [57] nn library.

2. A ResNet-18 trained on Places365 [
lication’s released code.

] using that pub-

3. A Faster R-CNN trained on Visual Genome [
the baseline from [30].

] using

4. An EQL loss [
LVIS (v1.0) [

] -trained Mask R-CNN model on
] using the code from [73].

Dataset # Symbols
ImageNet 1000
VisualGenome 1600
LVIS 1203
Places 365

Table 6. Multi-modal BERT Hyperparameters

In Table 6 we show the number of symbols in each of
these datasets.

A.3. Answer vocab

For our answer vocab, we take any answer that appears in
the training set at least 10 times in the answer annotations.
For OKVQA v1.0, our vocabulary size is 2253 and on v1.1
it is 2250.

A.4. Graph Network to Multi-modal BERT Base-
line

Here we more fully describe one of our baselines where
we feed the graph network into Multi-modal BERT without
making a separate prediction.

First, the graph network forward prediction to G is the
same as in Sec. 3.2 of the main paper except without the
Zimplicit jinput as this would make a circular connection be-
tween the graph network and MMBERT. So we take the
input symbols and word2vec and we use the graph convolu-
tion layers H(+1) = f(H®) | KG) where K G is the knowl-
edge graph. As before we end up with H) = G which is a


https://wiki.dbpedia.org/downloads-2016-10
https://ttic.uchicago.edu/~kgimpel/resources.html
https://ttic.uchicago.edu/~kgimpel/resources.html

R™*4» matrix which corresponds to having a hidden state of
size fj for each node (and therefore concept) in our graph.

Next, we summarize all of these separate hidden states
25vmbelic for each node 7 in the graph. We do this by adding
a dummy node and dummy edge type to the input graph
where each node in the graph is connected to the dummy
node by this dummy edge type. The idea is that we cre-
ate a special edge type that will try to “summarize” the in-
formation from all graph hidden states and pass it to this
dummy node. We then perform one final RGCN conv layer:
H(Suwmmary) — f(G K@), and extract the hidden state for

symbolic symbolic
the dummy node z;,,,.,.,,,,, " OF 258000y -

With this summary embedding z5¥750lc ~we then add
this summary vector as an additional input to the MMBERT
model. We compute a linear embedding layer for this input
to processes the graph summary vector and make it the same
input size as the other transformer inputs. We then append
this to the inputs of the MMBERT.

We tried other methods to get a single vector representa-
tion for the graph network, including a self-attention mech-
anism, and the self-attention mechanism for only these sub-
set of hidden states (only question and image nodes, only
answer nodes etc.). All of these performed worse than this
particular way of summarizing the graph network output
into one vector.

B. Network / Training Hyperparameters

Here we record the network and training parameters. In
Table 7 we show the network parameters for the MMBERT
baseline and subpart. In Table 8 we show the network pa-
rameters for the Graph Network. And in Table 9 we show
the training meta-parameters used to train all models.

Parameter Value
Hidden Size 768

Visual Embedding Dim 2048

Num Hidden 12

Num Attention Heads 12
Hidden Dropout Prob 0.1
Transfer function ReLU
BERT model name bert-base-uncased

Table 7. Multi-modal BERT Hyperparameters

C. Variance Values for Tables

Here we show the sample standard deviations for the
runs in our tables in Table 10 and Table 11.

D. Additional Ablations

We show the results of two final sets of ablations here.
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Parameter Value
Node Hidden Size 128
Num Conv Layers 2
Graph Conv Type RGCN
Transfer function ReLU
Multi-modal BERT input compress dim 128

Table 8. Graph Network Hyperparameters

Parameter Value
Optimizer AdamW [34]
Scheduler Warmup Cosine
Batch Size 56
Learning Rate 5e — 5

Eps le — 8
Weight Decay 0
Warmup Steps 2000
Training Steps 88000

Table 9. Training Hyperparameters

First in Table 12 we ablate which sources knowledge
graphs we use. We show at the top our normal result where
we have all 4 knowledge graph sources. Below that we have
the accuracies for just the DBPedia graph, just the Visu-
alGenome graph, just the hasPart KB graph and just the
ConceptNet graph. As you might expect, all of these ab-
lations get lower numbers than the combined graph. The
two best graphs from this analysis seem to be DBPedia and
ConceptNet.

Next in Table 13 we ablate which image classifiers (and
thus which symbols) we use as input to our graph network.
At the top we show the full results with all 4 sets of sym-
bols. Then we individually show the results if we only use
the ImageNet symbols, if we only use the Places symbols,
the LVIS symbols and the VisualGenome symbols. Again,
we see that using any one of these image classifiers rather
than all 4 performs worse than our final method, although
the difference between them is not huge small. Based on
this experiment, VisualGenome detections were the most
significant inputs to the graph network.

E. More Qualitative Examples

Finally we show additional qualitative examples in
Fig. 5.



Method accuracy  std

1. KRISP (ours) 32.31 0.24
Ablation of Symbolic Knowledge

2.  MMBERT 29.26 0.76

3. KRISP w/ random graph 30.15 0.17

Ablation of Implicit Knowledge

4. KRISP w/o BERT pretrain 26.28 0.20

5. MMBERT w/o BERT pretrain 21.82 0.34
Ablation of Network Architecture

6. KRISP no late fusion 31.10 0.12

7. KRISP no MMBERT input 31.10 1.41

8. KRISP no MMBERT input or late fusion 25.00 1.83

9.  KRISP no backprop into MMBERT 27.98 1.23

10. KRISP with GCN 30.58 0.52

11. KRISP feed graph into MMBERT 30.99 0.16

Ablation of Graph Inputs

12. KRISP no Q to graph 31.74 0.31

13.  KRISP no I to graph 31.59 0.34

14.  KRISP no symbol input 30.26 1.30

15. KRISP no w2v 31.95 0.12

Table 10. KRISP ablation on OK-VQA v1.1, with sample standard deviations. Mirrors Table 1 in the main text.

Method accuracy  std
1. KRISP max(ymplicit ysymbolicy (ours) 3231 0.24
2. KRISP yimplicit 31.47 0.05
3. KRISP ysymbolic 29.36 0.50
4. KRISP no backprop gimrlicit 28.19  1.17
5. KRISP oracle(y mPlicit|ysymbolic) 36.71 0.29

Table 11. KRISP Subpart Analysis on OK-VQA v1.1, with sample standard deviations. Mirrors Table 2 in the main text.

Method accuracy  std
KRISP (ours) 32.31 0.24
KRISP DBPedia graph 31.69 1.19
KRISP VG graph 3062  0.20

KRISP hasPart KB graph 30.68 0.59
KRISP ConceptNet graph 31.82 0.37

Table 12. Knowledge Graph Ablation

Method accuracy  std
KRISP (ours) 32.31 0.24
KRISP ImageNet Symbols Only 31.68 0.23
KRISP Places Symbols Only 31.47 0.27
KRISP LVIS Symbols Only 31.48 0.39
KRISP VG Symbols Only 31.95 0.52

Table 13. Image Symbol Ablation
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Q: What activity is usually done sitting in those furniture?

BL: relax . Ours: watch tv O

Knowledge

(human, capable of, watch tv) (sofa, used for, watch tv)

(sofa, at location, livingroom ) (tv, at location, livingroom)

(tv, at location, apartment) (sofa, at location, home)

Q: What are the long objects hanging off of these animals called?

BL: herd . Ours : trunk 0

Knowledge

(elephant, is a, animal) (elephant, has part, head)

(elephant, has part, trunk) (elephant, at location, africa)

(trunk, is on, elephant) (trunk, has part, tissue)

Q: What material is this man's shorts made out of?

BL: plastic . Ours : denim o

Knowledge

(man, is in, shorts) (man, is in, jeans)

(jean, made of, denim) (denim, is a, fabric)

(blue jean, made of, denim) (denim, is a, jeans)

Q: What do people do on these items?

BL: motorcycle ‘

Ours: ride 0 ,_h:*

Knowledge

(person, capable of, ride) (motorcycle, used for, travel)

(bike, used for, ride) (motorcycle, has, mirror)

(motorcycle, used for, ride) (motorcycle, used for, transportation)

Q: From what can you make the shavings of these animals?

BL: shear ‘ Ours : wool O

Knowledge

(wool, at location, sheep) (sheep, has part, wool)

(animal, has part, wool) (wool, is a, material)

(sheep, is a, animal) (sheep, at location, farm)

Q: What is the beverage in the cup called?

BL: hot dog ' Ours : beer O

Knowledge

(beer, is a, beverage) (beer, is in, glass)

(drink, at location, cup) (beer, has property, liquid)

(cup, has a, liquid) (liquid, at location, cup)

Q: Where would you find these items?

BL: computer ‘ Ours : office o

Knowledge

(monitor, at location, office) (keyboard, at location, office)

(desk, at location, office) (machine, at location, office)

(mouse, at location, office) (computer monitor, at location, desk)

Q: What do they call this type of pattern on this bedspread?

BL: checkered . Ours: quilt 0

Knowledge

(quilt, is a, blankets) (bedspread, is a, blankets)

(quilt, has part, cloth) (blanket, is a, bedding)

(blanket, is on, bed) (quilt, is a, hobby)

Q: Who sponsored this tennis player?

BL: nike O Ours: tennis .

Knowledge

(nike, is a, victory) (nike, is a, artwork)

(tennis, is a, activity) (tennis, is a, sport)

(ball, used for, tennis) (tennis, is a, game)

Q: What are the tires made of?

BL: metal . Ours: rubber o

Knowledge

(tire, made of, rubber) (bike, has, tire)

(tire, has part, rubber) (tire, is on, bike)

(rubber, has part, carbon) (rubber, at location, tire)

Q: What is this model train sitting on?

BL: sidewalk . Ours: track

Knowledge

(train car, is on, track) (train, at location, train station)

(train, has, tracks) (train, is on, train tracks)

(track, at location, station) (train, is on, track)

Q: Are these fruits or vegetables?

BL: apple and orange . Ours: fruit 0

Knowledge

(orange, is a, fruit) (mandarin, is a, fruit)

(apple, is a, fruit) (juice, made of, fruit)

(pear, is a, fruit) (fruit, at location, kitchen)

Q: Where do you store this vehicle?

BL: boat ‘ Ours: harbor 0

Knowledge

(boat, at location, harbor) (harbor, is a, station)

(boat, is in, water) (boat, is on, water)

(person, is on, boat) (pole, is on, boat)

Q: Is that horseradish or mustard?

BL: wheat ‘ Ours: mustard O

Knowledge

(mustard, is on, hotdog) (mustard, at location, jar)

(mustard, is a, condiment) (military, part of, government)

(mustard, has property, spicy) (mustard, is a, colour)

Q: Where could you find these animals?

BL: duck . Ours: lake

Knowledge

(duck, at location, lake) (water, at location, lake)

(duck, is a, animal) (duck, is in, water)

(lake, used for, fish) (duck, is a, bird)

Q: What could you make with these?
BL: vegetable . Ours: salad

Knowledge

(lettuce, at location, salad) (lettuce, part of, salad)

(salad, is on, plate) (salad, at location, kitchen)

(lettuce, is a, vegetable) (vegetable, has property, green)

Q: Why is this sign here?

BL: safety Q Ours: direction .

Knowledge

(sign, used for, direction) (emergency, is a, safety)

(safety, has property, important) | (arrow, is on, sign)

(sign, is on, train) (sign, is on, street)

Q: What black veggie is on this pizza?

BL: olive O Qurs: onion .

Knowledge

(olives, is on, pizza) (onion, is a, vegetable)

(onion, at location, pizza) (onion, is a, food)

(onion, at location, market) (onion, is a, root vegetables)

Figure 5. More qualitative examples from KRISP. Showing predictions by our model and the implicit knowledge baseline Multi-modal
BERT. We show the question, image, and answers given by both models. We also show knowledge in the graph related to the question,
answers or image that seemed most relevant.
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