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Abstract

AI-generated content (AIGC) technology has emerged as a
prevalent alternative to create multimodal misinformation
on social media platforms, posing unprecedented threats
to societal safety. However, standard prompting leverages
multimodal large language models (MLLMs) to identify the
emerging misinformation, which ignores the misinforma-
tion attribution. To this end, we present Insight-A, ex-
ploring attribution with MLLM insights for detecting multi-
modal misinformation. Insight-A makes two efforts: I) at-
tribute misinformation to forgery sources, and II) an effec-
tive pipeline with hierarchical reasoning that detects distor-
tions across modalities. Specifically, to attribute misinfor-
mation to forgery traces based on generation patterns, we
devise cross-attribution prompting (CAP) to model the so-
phisticated correlations between perception and reasoning.
Meanwhile, to reduce the subjectivity of human-annotated
prompts, automatic attribution-debiased prompting (ADP)
is used for task adaptation on MLLMs. Additionally, we
design image captioning (IC) to achieve visual details for
enhancing cross-modal consistency checking. Extensive ex-
periments demonstrate the superiority of our proposal and
provide a new paradigm for multimodal misinformation de-
tection in the era of AIGC.

1. Introduction
The proliferation of AI-generated content (AIGC) technol-
ogy has lowered the barrier for malicious fabricators to pro-
duce multimodal misinformation [13, 34]. This has flooded
social media platforms, posing threats to societal safety
[14, 46]. Traditional methods to the task of multimodal mis-
information detection have focused on AI-generated bench-
marks, where they leverage supervised machine learning
frameworks to identify the authenticity of news captions,
news images, or image-text pairs [15, 36]. This paradigm
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Figure 1. Misinformation detection methods (a) and (b) vs our
Insight-A (c). Previous methods either train dedicated detectors,
or use standard prompting to combat misinformation. In contrast,
our Insight-A attributes multimodal content to generation patterns,
thus making accurate decisions.

has now been disrupted by the emergence of both advanced
multimodal large language models (MLLMs) and mixed-
source multimodal misinformation [26, 35]. Effective mul-
timodal misinformation detection is thus crucial to the cred-
ibility of multimodal content for the general public.

In the era of AIGC, multimodal misinformation evolves
to multiple and random sources, including textual verac-
ity distortion (TVD), visual veracity distortion (VVD), and
cross-modal consistency distortion (CCD). While many
studies exist for probing surface features to detect mixed-
source multimodal misinformation [2, 6], research on
the inherent attribution of each distortion remains under-
explored. Previous work treats generation patterns as a criti-
cal signal to capture the distinction between different distor-
tions, thereby accurately distinguishing multimodal misin-
formation. Firstly, as illustrated in Figure 1, a dedicated de-
tector is used to judge the generation pattern, with its prob-
ability incorporated into a human-crafted prompt for the fi-
nal judgment [39]. However, such proposal depends pri-
marily on large-scale datasets annotated with high-quality
labels, which are time-consuming and expensive. On the
other hand, a low-resource approach is to utilize standard

ar
X

iv
:2

51
1.

21
70

5v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 1

7 
N

ov
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.21705v1


prompting (SP) for directly querying MLLMs in a zero-shot
setting [15]. Nonetheless, this direct query method strug-
gles to make correct decisions due to the lack of mimick-
ing human-like reasoning. Hence, it is essential to explore
generation patterns with effective reasoning for better un-
derstanding the characteristics of distinct distortions in the
context of multimodal misinformation detection.

In this paper, our goal is to track attribution for mul-
timodal misinformation detection. However, identify-
ing multimodal misinformation attribution is non-trivial.
Firstly, the subjectivity of human-crafted queries around
multimodal misinformation attribution is inevitable to en-
counter language biases, such as rare words or grammatical
mistakes. Secondly, the choice of the generation pattern
introduces challenges in bridging the sophisticated corre-
lations between perception and reasoning. Finally, the de-
tailed description from news images is essential for com-
pensation, enhancing consistency checking across modali-
ties.

To this end, we present a novel zero-shot frame-
work, dubbed Insight-A, exploring Attribution with MLLM
Insights for effective multimodal misinformation detec-
tion. Specifically, we first design automatic attribution-
debiased prompting (ADP) to eliminate language biases
from human-crafted queries. Subsequently, a cross-
attribution prompting (CAP) strategy achieves the reason-
ing paths across different generation patterns, and allocates
alignment scores to each generation pattern and its reason-
ing path for accurate reasoning answers. Moreover, image
captioning (IC) is designed to provide visual details, thus
integrating clues into decision-making for debunking mul-
timodal misinformation.

We conduct experiments to compare our Insight-A with
advancing state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods on the mixed-
sourced multimodal misinformation benchmark dataset
MMFakeBench. Experimental results illustrate the supe-
riority of Insight-A and further provide an in-depth analysis
of different methods for future works in the era of AIGC.

In summary, our major contributions are as follows:

• We present a novel method, dubbed Insight-A, exploring
attribution with MLLM insights for detecting multimodal
misinformation in a zero-shot setting.

• We introduce a cross-attribution prompting method that
facilitates the accurate decision-making more heavily
from reasoning paths with higher credibility.

• Extensive experiments on the MMFakeBench dataset
demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of Insight-
A, and our method of identifying distinct veracity distor-
tions related to multimodal misinformation.

2. Related Work

2.1. Multimodal Misinformation Detection
Most of existing works on the task of multimodal misin-
formation detection use deep models with supervised learn-
ing, which can be divided into the following three types:
1) some methods focus on textual veracity in human feed-
back [27], pre-trained language models (PLMs) [47], and
style [36]. 2) some researchers are dedicated to visual ve-
racity by extracting features based on sentiment [31], back-
ground [36], and pre-trained visual models [25]. 3) mul-
timodal misinformation strengthens the deception for the
general public. Extracting multimodal features, and then
fusing them captures the inconsistencies between both news
captions and images. Some studies design various attention-
based modules for cross-modal fusion [8, 40, 44]. In this
paper, we rely on the reasoning and generation capabilities
of MLLMs, thus achieving accurate judgments regarding
multimodal misinformation.

2.2. MLLMs for Multimodal Misinformation De-
tection

With the rise and application of large language models
(LLMs), numerous works have paved the way for enhanc-
ing the perceptual capacities of LLMs regarding visual con-
tent [3, 17, 34]. This promotes the development of MLLMs
in multimodal and visual domains [6, 12, 24, 30, 40]. In
the realm of multimodal misinformation detection, recent
methods leverage diverse series of MLLMs to analyze news
without post-training [26]. More importantly, in order to
identify mixed-source multimodal misinformation in the era
of AIGC, a forerunner uses a hierarchical decomposition
paradigm to achieve reasoning answers in a zero-shot set-
ting [26]. Despite their impressive performance, they do
not consider multimodal misinformation attribution. In con-
trast, our work is to explore attribution with MLLM insights
on multimodal misinformation.

3. Methodology

3.1. Problem Definition
Multimodal misinformation detection is the task of identi-
fying the authenticity of a given image-text pair. Formally,
let D = {(xt

i, x
v
i , yi)|(xt

i, x
v
i ) ∈ X , yi ∈ Y}Ni=1 represent

the set of image-text pairs X and their labels Y . The sym-
bols xt

i and xv
i denote the i-th news caption and its attached

news image. N refers to the number of all image-text pairs
in D. Given a pair of image-text (xt

i, x
v
i ), the goal of a

multimodal misinformation detector is to provide a predic-
tion y ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, where y = 0 denotes the real item,
y = 1 denotes the textual veracity distortion (TVD), y = 2
denotes the visual veracity distortion (VVD), and y = 3
denotes the cross-modal consistency distortion (CCD). The



Figure 2. The overall architecture of Insight-A, which consists of automatic attribution-debiased prompting, cross-attribution prompting,
and image captioning.

latter three are classified as the fake item.
The task of multimodal misinformation detection is re-

garded as a multiclass classification issue, where the model
f learns a function: f(X ) → Y .

3.2. Attribution-Debiased Prompting
Empirical studies have shown that MLLMs exhibit the
predicted consistency and instruction-following capabilities
[7, 40, 42]. In a zero-shot setting, an effective approach
is to use human-crafted prompts, for guiding MLLMs to
probe multimodal misinformation detection and attribution.
However, this typically includes language biases, such as
rare words and grammatical mistakes, due to the subjectiv-
ity of human. This constrains MLLMs for task adaptation,
thereby reducing the performance of multimodal misinfor-
mation detection [45].

To address this limitation, we introduce automatic
attribution-debiased prompting (ADP). It leverages a
MLLM to simulate human-like behaviors [43], thereby gen-
erating debiased prompts with the same semantics as man-
ually annotated prompts for task adaptation of the MLLM.
Based on the intention, we craft the query to the MLLM for
natural language processing as follows:

Query: . . . your task is to generate a sentence, please
follow the instructions below:
1. Eliminate language biases including rare words

and grammatical mistakes in the Raw Sentence.
2. Only return a new prompt while ensuring that it
aligns with the unchanged semantics of the Raw Sen-
tence.

Input: [Raw Sentence SADP ]

Specifically, the ADP directs MLLMs to perform lan-
guage bias elimination and semantic alignment by analyz-
ing the given query Qinit. Formally, the generated sentence
can be obtained by:

RADP = argmaxP (R | Qinit, SADP ), (1)

where RADP denotes the generated sentence based on the
query Qinit and raw sentence SADP . From the results
of Table 5, the ADP can effectively enhance the model to
probe multimodal misinformation attribution for improving
detection.

3.3. Cross-Attribution Prompting
After generating the query from the ADP, as shown in Fig-
ure 2, we further design cross-attribution prompting (CAP)
to make rigorous and correct decisions more heavily from
attribution reasoning with higher credibility. In contrast to
illogical repetitive answers from MLLMs [4], the CAP inte-
grates generation patterns with hierarchical attribution rea-
soning. This focuses on capturing the attribution of multi-
modal misinformation in a high-quality reasoning and high-



confidence classification manner. In response to such ideas,
the designed CAP conducts the following solution from
the perspectives of generation pattern, attribution reasoning,
and cross-attribution scoring.

Generation Pattern. Following the definition of multi-
modal misinformation in the era of AIGC [15, 26], we in-
vestigate generation categories of textual veracity distortion
and visual veracity distortion. In textual veracity distor-
tion, forgery captions are created by PT = {Largemodel,
Smallmodel, Artificiality}. In visual veracity distortion,
forgery images are made from PV = {Largemodel, Ar-
tificiality}. In our initial experiments, we have observed
the fact that large models struggle to understand these spe-
cific words related to generation categories. To improve
the MLLM’s understanding, basic definitions are essen-
tial to {PT ,PV } for enhancing MLLM’s reasoning beyond
words, as shown in Figure 2.

Attribution Reasoning. Previous studies have shown
that, although existing MLLMs have robust reasoning and
generation capabilities in extensive domains, they may gen-
erate hallucinations for human preferences [17, 19, 37]. In
contrast to standard prompting for reasoning a certain gen-
eration category, we conduct fine-grained MLLM’s reason-
ing for the news towards each potential generation category.

Specifically, depending on one generation category pti
from PT , the language of the ADP is regarded as a query
QADP , which is introduced into the MLLM for attribution
reasoning. The news caption xt

i is also inserted into the
query. Following this, the MLLM yields the response as:

Rpt
i
= argmaxP (R | QADP , x

t
i, p

t
i), (2)

where, Rpt
i

denotes the generated reasoning path with mul-
tiple steps in the news caption xt

i and a certain generation
category pti. Furthermore, the attribution reasoning is per-
formed in other generation categories from PT . Subse-
quently, as for the news image xv

i , the MLLM produces the
result by:

Rpv
i
= argmaxP (R | QADP , x

v
i , p

v
i ), (3)

where, Rpv
i

denotes the yielded reasoning path with multi-
ple steps in the news image xv

i and one generation category
pvi from the set PV .

Cross-Attribution Scoring. After performing attribution
reasoning in both news captions and images, we further
introduce cross-attribution scoring to assign an alignment
score for the attribution of the news. Specifically, the first
step is to guide the MLLM to allocate respective scores to
each attribution reasoning Rp based on its quality evalua-
tion, denoted as sr = {sr1, sr2, ..., srM}. The second step

is to query the MLLM for the likelihood of each gener-
ation category P related to the news, denoted as sp =
{sp1, s

p
2, ..., s

p
M}. Eventually, we integrate these two scores

for consistency across attributions. The whole process is
formulated as follows:

RCAP = argmax
i∈M

sri · s
p
i , (4)

where sr and sp are independent during the process of
cross-attribution scoring. This is beneficial to the model for
comprehensive evaluation, rather than one-path reasoning.

3.4. Image Captioning
By selecting a possible generation category towards both
news captions and news images, as shown in Figure 2, we
incorporate these clues into the model for judging the au-
thenticity of text or image. However, there may be seman-
tic inconsistencies between them. To enhance cross-modal
alignment, we conduct cross-modal consistency checking
within the final decision-making. Considering that the news
image typically contains visual redundancy, leading to the
disturbance in the sense [38, 40].

Inspired by previous work, visual signals in the form of
linguistic descriptions can enable the model to effectively
comprehend informative contents related to the news image
[5, 48]. In response to this characteristic, we perform image
captioning (IC) to give the textual content of the news image
for improving cross-modal consistency checking. As shown
in Figure 2, the descriptive words (e.g., “snowboarder” and
“snowy mountain”), which correspond well with the news.
Finally, we incorporate this description alongside the news
into the MLLM for facilitating informed decision-making:

Rend = argmaxP (R | Qend, x
t
i, x

v
i , x

v′

i ), (5)

where, Qend and Rend denote the query and the final an-
swer, and xv′

i represents the textual content corresponding
to the news image.

4. Experiment
4.1. Experimental Setups
Datasets To evaluate the efficiency of our Insight-A, we
conduct extensive experiments on the widely used bench-
mark dataset MMFakeBench [26]. This dataset comprises
11,000 image-text pairs, which intertwine mixed-source
and multiple-type multimodal content. Moreover, it is split
into validation and test sets with a ratio of 1:10.

Evaluation Metrics To ensure fairness, we are consistent
with previous studies [6, 8, 26], employing the following
evaluation metrics: F1, Pre, Rec, and ACC. Expressly, F1 is
the widely adopted macro-F1 score, balancing precision and
recall through their harmonic mean. Likewise, Pre, Rec,



Method Model Validation (1000) Test (10000)

F1↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ ACC↑ F1↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ ACC↑

MMD-Agent

VILALLaMA2-13B 22.7 27.3 24.4 28.7 24.0 30.4 25.5 29.4
InstructBLIPVicuna-13B 26.0 33.3 30.1 29.5 24.5 32.1 28.8 27.3
BLIP2FlanT5-XXL 31.6 39.8 32.2 34.4 28.8 39.0 30.4 32.1
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-13B 38.0 44.5 41.0 40.6 34.5 42.7 37.5 37.4
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B 49.9 54.4 52.9 48.7 47.7 52.1 49.6 46.6

InsightBaseline
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-13B 34.6 43.1 38.9 40.1 34.5 43.6 38.2 39.5
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B 53.7 53.7 56.4 54.9 53.2 52.3 55.5 55.0

Insight-A

LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-13B 42.1 50.9 50.0 43.0 41.2 51.0 48.5 41.9
Imp.(%) +7.5 +7.8 +11.1 +2.9 +6.7 +7.4 +10.3 +2.4
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B 59.1 60.9 59.2 57.0 58.6 62.0 57.6 56.1
Imp.(%) +5.4 +7.2 +2.8 +2.1 +5.4 +9.7 +2.1 +1.1

Table 1. Multiclass results (%) of different detection methods with different MLLMs on the benchmark dataset MMFakeBench. Best
results are in bold.

and ACC represent precision, recall, and accuracy as sup-
plementary evaluation metrics.

Comparison Methods To demonstrate the effectiveness
and generalizability of Insight-A against SOTA methods
in the setting of zero-shot, we select the following repre-
sentative MLLMs as foundational models for comprehen-
sive comparison: VILA [21], InstructBLIP [11], BLIP-
2 [20], and LLaVA-1.6 [23]. These large models range
from 13B parameters to 34B parameters. In MLLMs with
13B parameters, VILA, InstructBLIP, and BLIP-2 include
LLaMA2 [33], Vicuna [9], and FlanT5-XXL [10]. In addi-
tion, LLaVA-1.6 contains two types: Vicuna with 13B pa-
rameters, and Vicuna with 34B parameters.

Moreover, all experimental results are obtained by uti-
lizing one NVIDIA A800 GPU (80GB) with PyTorch [29].
For consistency, we align hyper-parameters and setups with
the SOTA MMD-Agent [26].

5. Overall Results
In this part, we apply our Insight-A to the two baseline mod-
els, and illustrate the effectiveness and generalizability of
Insight-A in the following settings: 1) multiclass evalua-
tion, 2) binary evaluation, and 3) fine-grained evaluation.

Multiclass Evaluation. In Table 1, the experimental re-
sults emphasize the effectiveness and generalizability of
Insight-A for multiclass classification in the realm of mul-
timodal misinformation detection. Applied to LLaVA-
1.6Vicuna-34B, Insight-A substantially boosts performance
across all evaluation metrics, achieving the best results
against the MMD-Agent. Typically, in the model LLaVA-
1.6Vicuna-13B, Insight-A achieves 7.5% and 6.7% improve-
ments over our baseline method in F1 score on the val-
idation and test sets, respectively. In the model LLaVA-

Model LLM Size MMD-Agent Insight-A Validation Test

LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 13B ✓ ✗ 51.8 50.2
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 13B ✗ ✓ 56.1 57.7
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 13B ✗ ✗ 50.6 52.5

LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✓ ✗ 67.2 68.1
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✗ ✓ 68.3 72.5
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✗ ✗ 67.6 70.2

Table 2. Binary overall results (F1 score (%)) of different detec-
tion methods under MLLMs on both validation and test sets of
MMFakeBench. Best results are in bold.

1.6Vicuna-34B, Insight-A still attains significant increases, un-
derscoring our method’s effectiveness. Moreover, Insight-
A presents a consistent tendency on both validation and
test sets, highlighting the Insight-A’s strength in the gen-
eralization capabilities. In a nutshell, this strong perfor-
mance across all evaluation metrics confirms the efficacy
of Insight-A and its potential to advance multimodal misin-
formation detection capabilities.

Binary Evaluation. From Table 2, we can observe that
our Insight-A achieves the highest F1 score, and outper-
forms other compared methods regarding binary overall re-
sults. In the 3-th row and the 6-th row of Table 2, we
provide the results when removing both MMD-Agent and
Insight-A. The comparison between them shows that our
Insight-A surpasses other methods by a large margin across
different foundational models. Moreover, one can see that
the MLLM with more parameters indeed introduces signif-
icant improvements in overall performance, which is con-
sistent with the scaling law [18]. Along with the LLaVA-
1.6Vicuna-34B, additional improvements of 1.1% and 4.4%
are observed, showing the value of Insight-A even in larger
models. Consistent results confirm the Insight-A’s distin-
guishing capabilities.



Method Model Real↑ TVD↑ VVD↑ CCD↑ Overall↑

MMD-Agent

VILALLaMA2-13B 32.4 13.4 4.3 37.6 21.9
InstructBLIPVicuna-13B 41.9 18.8 19.6 23.8 26.0
BLIP2FlanT5-XXL 41.5 39.2 13.1 32.6 31.6
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-13B 17.9 51.5 30.9 42.3 35.7
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B 51.1 37.6 61.7 49.2 49.9

InsightBaseline
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-13B 19.4 58.2 20.6 40.3 34.6
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B 55.1 65.3 47.4 47.0 53.7

Insight-A LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-13B 42.4 45.4 36.4 44.0 42.1
LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B 57.1 58.9 68.6 51.9 59.1

Table 3. Performance (F1 score (%)) of different methods on dif-
ferent forgery sources of multimodal misinformation. Best results
are in bold.

Category Multiclass Cls. Binary Cls.

Method F1↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ ACC↑ F1↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ ACC↑
GPT-4VChatGPT 51.0 66.8 49.7 54.0 72.3 72.1 72.8 75.6
+ MMD-Agent 61.6 67.8 59.3 62.1 74.0 73.4 75.5 76.8
+ InsightBaseline 57.3 58.3 56.8 65.6 81.6 82.1 81.3 83.3
+ Insight-A 61.8 61.5 62.3 67.5 82.2 82.3 82.1 83.7

Table 4. Performance (%) comparison of different methods with
the proprietary MLLM on both binary and multiclass classification
(Cls.). Best results are in bold.

Fine-Grained Evaluation. In Table 3, we compare
Insight-A with other methods across different forgery
sources, including TVD, VVD, and CCD. From the re-
sults, we can conclude that the majority of open-source
models perform well in certain scenarios, but experience
performance degradation in others. However, our Insight-
A effectively reduces the performance discrepancies be-
tween different scenarios by a huge margin. Compared
to the MMD-Agent with LLaVA-1.6Vicuna-34B across differ-
ent forgery scenarios, our proposed method provides gains
of 6%, 21.3%, 6.9%, and 2.7%, respectively. The re-
sults across different forgery sources effectively illustrate
Insight-A’s robustness in complex environments.

In Table 4, we also provide a detailed comparison be-
tween Insight-A and MMD-Agent within the proprietary
model (e.g., GPT-4V [28]). Insight-A achieves the best
performance on both multiclass and binary classification,
reaching the new SOTA. Typically, although GPT-4V with
standard prompting reaches a relatively high performance
(see 1-th row in Table 4), the lack of inherent reasoning pre-
vents it from debunking erroneous information in the sense.
Each method can enhance the model to understand and cap-
ture synthetic multimodal misinformation (see 2-th row to
4-th row in Table 4), thus achieving a gain in performance.
Furthermore, MMD-Agent with GPT-4V presents a high
precision and a low recall, which indicates that it tends to
make decisions for misinformation with identifiable points
of falsification. However, Insight-A presents a good bal-
ance between precision and recall, highlighting its strength
in debunking misinformation with both ambiguous contents
and identifiable points of falsification.

Category Model Real↑ TVD↑ VVD↑ CCD↑ Overall↑
Human 56.7 58.6 63.5 51.3 57.5

Language
LLaMA-3 43.5 41.5 56.8 44.5 46.6
Qwen-3 49.2 58.4 58.4 44.7 52.7
DeepSeek-V3 54.8 44.8 67.0 51.7 54.6

Multimodal
GPT-4o 55.4 57.9 67.3 50.5 57.8
Gemma-3 55.9 57.4 68.3 51.5 58.3
LLaVA-1.6 57.1 58.9 68.6 51.9 59.1

Table 5. Performance (F1 score (%)) on different large models for
the ADP. Best results are in bold.

Model + CAP + IC F1↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ ACC↑

LLaVA-1.6

✗ ✗ 53.7 53.7 56.4 54.9
✗ ✓ 54.4 (↑0.7) 53.6 (↓0.1) 57.1 (↑0.7) 55.7 (↑0.8)
✓ ✗ 58.7 (↑5.0) 60.5 (↑6.8) 58.7 (↑2.3) 56.4 (↑1.5)
✓ ✓ 59.1 (↑5.4) 60.9 (↑7.2) 59.2 (↑2.8) 57.0 (↑2.1)

Table 6. Results (%) of ablations for the effect of CAP and IC on
multiclass classification.

Category Multiclass Cls. Binary Cls. Attribution

Model F1↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ ACC↑ F1↑ F1↑

LLaVA-1.6

53.7 53.7 56.4 54.9 67.6 42.1
Insight-A with predicted attributions

59.1 60.9 59.2 57.0 68.3 52.8
Insight-A with ground truth attributions

68.6 67.3 71.2 67.9 74.0 -

Table 7. Performance (%) comparison on both classification (Cls.)
and attribution.

Model LLM Size + ARS + PPS F1↑
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✗ ✗ 54.4
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✓ ✗ 57.3 (↑2.9)
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✗ ✓ 57.8 (↑3.4)
LLaVA-1.6 Vicuna 34B ✓ ✓ 59.1 (↑4.7)

Table 8. Results (%) of ablations for cross-attribution scoring in
Insight-A. ARS denotes attribution reasoning scoring, and PPS de-
notes generation pattern scoring.

Metric MMD-Agent InsightBaseline Insight-A

Average Inference Time (s) 49.04s 45.14s 50.13s
GPU Memory Usage (GB) 82G 72G 72G
Performance (F1) 49.9 53.7 59.1

Table 9. Efficiency comparison of different methods on the
LLaVA-1.6 model with 34B parameters.

To sum up, the experiments above confirm the effective-
ness and generalizability of our Insight-A to the task of mul-
timodal misinformation detection in a zero-shot setting.

6. Ablation Study

Impact of Models on ADP. In Table 5, we present the re-
sults of ADP by adopting different large models. LLMs in-



Figure 3. Performance (detection success rate) of different meth-
ods on two generation categories.

clude LLaMA-3 [1], Qwen-3 [41], and DeepSeek-V3 [22].
MLLMs include GPT-4o [16], Gemma-3 [32], and LLaVA-
1.6 [23]. From the results, we can achieve the following
findings: The expert with domain knowledge performs the
task adaptation prompting, resulting in accurate detections.
The comparison between LLMs and MLLMs shows that
MLLMs typically possess superior performance, which is
attributed to their fine-tuning across multimodal tasks and
datasets. On the other hand, the ADP on LLaVA-1.6 is con-
sistent with the foundational model in Insight-A, thus lead-
ing to a significant gain in performance. Hence, leveraging
the inherent capability of large models to the ADP can ef-
fectively enhance the detection performance of Insight-A.
This promotes us to explore multimodal misinformation at-
tribution from the perspective of MLLMs insight.

CAP and IC. As shown in Table 6, we further evaluate
the effectiveness of CAP and IC in Insight-A with LLaVA-
1.6Vicuna-34B. In 1-th row, we remove both CAP and IC com-
ponents to achieve the results of our baseline method. The
2-th row and 3-th row refer to CAP and IC, respectively.
Contrasting 1-th row with 2-th row verifies that deriving vi-
sual details via IC can incorporate informative cues into the
final decision-making, thereby yielding performance gains.
The comparison between 1-th row and 3-th row reveals that
utilizing the CAP in our baseline method provides a large
improvement in performance. In 4-th row, working with all
modules further enhances the detection capabilities. The re-
sults clearly demonstrate the significance of both CAP and
IC in our Insight-A.

Effect of Attribution. To investigate the significance of
multimodal misinformation attribution, we conduct exten-
sive experiments as follows:
• In Table 7, we report the results on classification and attri-

bution. Here, we leverage LLaVA-1.6 with 34B parame-
ters as the foundational model. The F1 score is used as an
evaluation metric for estimating attribution performance.
The 1-th row denotes the results of our baseline method.

Figure 4. The qualitative results of Insight-A.

Integrating attribution into our Insight-A significantly im-
proves its performance (see 2-th row and 3-th row in Table
7). Furthermore, we illustrate that our Insight-A results
using 70% of the ground truth attribution lead to the best
performance on both multiclass and binary classification.
This is expected because the ground truth attribution is
achieved by decomposing the essence of misinformation
production. The results confirm that predicting accurate
attributions can ensure the high performance for multi-
modal misinformation detection.

• As shown in Figure 3, we exhibit the detection results
of different methods on two prevalent generation cate-
gories. In text, the clear definition of AI-generated con-
tents enables models to capture their boundary. Non AI-
generated texts include compound generation categories,
leading to a more substantial challenge. In image, syn-
thetic images are created on real-life scenarios and AIGC
technologies, limiting the perceptual capabilities of mod-
els for detecting them. Another type of image is edited by
humans, which typically contains explicit forgery traces.
This facilitates models to identify them. In both texts and
images, our Insight-A leverages the inherent capabilities
of MLLMs for reasoning answers, resulting in significant
gains in performance. This underscores Insight-A’s su-
periority in the task of multimodal misinformation detec-
tion.

• Finally, in Table 8, we perform experiments for the effect
of cross-attribution scoring in the CAP. From the results,
we can note that each scoring way guides the model to
catch forgery traces within multimodal contents, result-
ing in performance gains of 2.9% and 3.4%, respectively.
This further confirms the significance of multimodal mis-
information attribution. On the other hand, the mutual
synergy between scoring ways (see 4-th row in Table 8)
brings a 4.7% improvement, highlighting the strength of
multiple reasoning paths in tasks demanding both percep-
tion and reasoning.

In summary, each designed module in Insight-A can pro-
mote it to effectively and accurately catch forgery sources
and attributions, thereby leading to superior performance in
the realm of multimodal misinformation detection.



7. Further Analysis

Analysis on Efficiency. In Table 9, we compare the in-
ference time and GPU memory usage of different methods
for measuring the efficiency of our Insight-A. From the re-
sults, we can observe that while Insight-A shows a slight
increase in the inference time due to multiple attribution
reasoning paths, its performance surpasses the SOTA by a
significant margin. In addition, our Insight-A utilizes fewer
computational resources, and provides higher performance.
This confirms the efficiency of Insight-A in the deployment
stage.

Analysis on Cases. As shown in Figure 4, we present a
challenging instance for analyzing the ability of Insight-
A. Specifically, in text, Insight-A provides strong confi-
dence levels of both perception and reasoning for a spe-
cific generation category, ensuring the news caption attri-
bution. In image, Insight-A also provides high confidence
levels for each attribution reasoning. However, the category
scoring presents significant discrepancies between different
generation categories. Therefore, such independent cross-
attribution scoring effectively guides Insight-A to make cor-
rect decisions.

8. Conclusion
This paper introduces Insight-A, a novel framework that
explores attribution with MLLM insights for debunk-
ing misinformation in the era of AIGC. We empha-
size the significance of multimodal misinformation attri-
bution using multiple reasoning paths in Insight-A, un-
derscoring it as a pivotal factor for detecting verac-
ity distortion. Experiments across various evaluation
settings demonstrate the effectiveness and generalizabil-
ity of Insight-A, paving the way for combating decep-
tive misinformation created by AIGC technology nowa-
days.
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André Hiroshi Bando, Carolina Pelegrini Barbosa Gracitelli,
Vincenz Ferrer, Leo Anthony Celi, Danielle Bitterman,
Michael G Morley, and Luis Filipe Nakayama. Multi-
ophthalingua: A multilingual benchmark for assessing and
debiasing llm ophthalmological qa in lmics. Proceedings
of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 39(27):
28321–28330, 2025. 2

[31] Rui Shao, Tianxing Wu, Jianlong Wu, Liqiang Nie, and Zi-
wei Liu. Detecting and grounding multi-modal media manip-
ulation and beyond. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis
and Machine Intelligence, 46(8):5556–5574, 2024. 2

[32] Gemma Team. Gemma 3. 2025. 7
[33] Hugo Touvron, Louis Martin, Kevin Stone, Peter Albert,

Amjad Almahairi, Yasmine Babaei, Nikolay Bashlykov,
Soumya Batra, Prajjwal Bhargava, Shruti Bhosale, et al.
Llama 2: Open foundation and fine-tuned chat models. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2307.09288, 2023. 5

[34] Jin Wang, Chenghui Lv, Xian Li, Shichao Dong, Huadong
Li, Kelu Yao, Chao Li, Wenqi Shao, and Ping Luo.
Forensics-bench: A comprehensive forgery detection bench-
mark suite for large vision language models. In Proceedings
of the Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference
(CVPR), pages 4233–4245, 2025. 1, 2

[35] Peng Wang, Shuai Bai, Sinan Tan, Shijie Wang, Zhihao Fan,
Jinze Bai, Keqin Chen, Xuejing Liu, Jialin Wang, Wenbin
Ge, Yang Fan, Kai Dang, Mengfei Du, Xuancheng Ren, Rui
Men, Dayiheng Liu, Chang Zhou, Jingren Zhou, and Jun-
yang Lin. Qwen2-vl: Enhancing vision-language model’s
perception of the world at any resolution. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2409.12191, 2024. 1

[36] Shengkang Wang, Hongzhan Lin, Ziyang Luo, Zhen Ye,
Guang Chen, and Jing Ma. Mfc-bench: Benchmarking mul-
timodal fact-checking with large vision-language models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.11288, 2024. 1, 2



[37] Maxwell Weinzierl and Sanda Harabagiu. Tree-of-
counterfactual prompting for zero-shot stance detection. In
Proceedings of the 62nd Annual Meeting of the Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 861–880, Bangkok, Thailand, 2024. Association for
Computational Linguistics. 4

[38] Xing Wu, Chaochen Gao, Zijia Lin, Zhongyuan Wang,
Jizhong Han, and Songlin Hu. RaP: Redundancy-aware
video-language pre-training for text-video retrieval. In
Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
EMNLP 2022, pages 3036–3047, Abu Dhabi, United Arab
Emirates, 2022. Association for Computational Linguistics.
4

[39] Qingzheng Xu, Heming Du, Szymon Łukasik, Tianqing Zhu,
Sen Wang, and Xin Yu. Mdam3: A misinformation detec-
tion and analysis framework for multitype multimodal me-
dia. In Proceedings of the ACM on Web Conference 2025,
page 5285–5296, New York, NY, USA, 2025. Association
for Computing Machinery. 1

[40] Yifang Xu, Yunzhuo Sun, Benxiang Zhai, Ming Li, Wenxin
Liang, Yang Li, and Sidan Du. Zero-shot video moment
retrieval via off-the-shelf multimodal large language mod-
els. Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intel-
ligence, 39(9):8978–8986, 2025. 2, 3, 4

[41] An Yang, Anfeng Li, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang,
Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu, Chang Gao, Chen-
gen Huang, Chenxu Lv, Chujie Zheng, Dayiheng Liu, Fan
Zhou, Fei Huang, Feng Hu, Hao Ge, Haoran Wei, Huan
Lin, Jialong Tang, Jian Yang, Jianhong Tu, Jianwei Zhang,
Jianxin Yang, Jiaxi Yang, Jing Zhou, Jingren Zhou, Junyang
Lin, Kai Dang, Keqin Bao, Kexin Yang, Le Yu, Lianghao
Deng, Mei Li, Mingfeng Xue, Mingze Li, Pei Zhang, Peng
Wang, Qin Zhu, Rui Men, Ruize Gao, Shixuan Liu, Shuang
Luo, Tianhao Li, Tianyi Tang, Wenbiao Yin, Xingzhang
Ren, Xinyu Wang, Xinyu Zhang, Xuancheng Ren, Yang Fan,
Yang Su, Yichang Zhang, Yinger Zhang, Yu Wan, Yuqiong
Liu, Zekun Wang, Zeyu Cui, Zhenru Zhang, Zhipeng Zhou,
and Zihan Qiu. Qwen3 technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.09388, 2025. 7

[42] Jixun Yao, Yang Yuguang, Yu Pan, Ziqian Ning, Jianhao Ye,
Hongbin Zhou, and Lei Xie. Stablevc: Style controllable
zero-shot voice conversion with conditional flow matching.
Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelli-
gence, 39(24):25669–25677, 2025. 3

[43] Haoran Ye, Tianze Zhang, Yuhang Xie, Liyuan Zhang,
Yuanyi Ren, Xin Zhang, and Guojie Song. Generative
psycho-lexical approach for constructing value systems in
large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.02444,
2025. 3

[44] Qichao Ying, Xiaoxiao Hu, Yangming Zhou, Zhenxing Qian,
Dan Zeng, and Shiming Ge. Bootstrapping multi-view
representations for fake news detection. Proceedings of
the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 37(4):5384–
5392, 2023. 2

[45] Ji Zhang, Shihan Wu, Lianli Gao, Heng Tao Shen, and
Jingkuan Song. Dept: Decoupled prompt tuning. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision

and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 12924–12933, 2024.
3

[46] Litian Zhang, Xiaoming Zhang, Ziyi Zhou, Feiran Huang,
and Chaozhuo Li. Reinforced adaptive knowledge learning
for multimodal fake news detection. Proceedings of the AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 38(15):16777–16785,
2024. 1

[47] Xuan Zhang and Wei Gao. Towards LLM-based fact ver-
ification on news claims with a hierarchical step-by-step
prompting method. In Proceedings of the 13th International
Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing and the
3rd Conference of the Asia-Pacific Chapter of the Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Pa-
pers), pages 996–1011, Nusa Dua, Bali, 2023. Association
for Computational Linguistics. 2

[48] Zhenxing Zhang, Yaxiong Wang, Lechao Cheng, Zhun
Zhong, Dan Guo, and Meng Wang. Asap: Advancing seman-
tic alignment promotes multi-modal manipulation detecting
and grounding. In Proceedings of the Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition Conference (CVPR), pages 4005–4014,
2025. 4


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Multimodal Misinformation Detection
	MLLMs for Multimodal Misinformation Detection

	Methodology
	Problem Definition
	Attribution-Debiased Prompting
	Cross-Attribution Prompting
	Image Captioning

	Experiment
	Experimental Setups

	Overall Results
	Ablation Study
	Further Analysis
	Conclusion

