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Abstract

Understanding multi-image, multi-turn scenarios is a critical
yet underexplored capability for Large Vision-Language Mod-
els (LVLMs). Existing benchmarks predominantly focus on
static or horizontal comparisons—e.g., spotting visual differ-
ences or assessing appropriateness-while relying heavily on
language cues. Such settings overlook progressive, context-
dependent reasoning and the challenge of visual-to-visual in-
ference. To bridge this gap, we present VisChainBench, a large-
scale benchmark designed to rigorously evaluate LVLMs’ abil-
ity to perform multi-step visual reasoning across sequential,
interdependent tasks with minimal language guidance. Vis-
ChainBench contains 1,457 tasks spanning over 20,000 images
across three diverse domains (e.g., daily scenarios, engineer-
ing troubleshooting), structured to mimic real-world decision-
making processes. Uniquely, the benchmark is constructed
using a multi-agent generation pipeline, ensuring high visual
diversity and controlled language bias. All the benchmark data
and code for benchmark construction are available for viewing
and download via following Link:

https://huggingface.co/datasets/eyehole/VisChainBench

Introduction

The rapid development of Large Vision-Language Models
(LVLMs) (Li et al. 2025; Bai et al. 2025; Google 2024; Liu
et al. 2024a; openai 2024) has led to impressive progress
in multimodal understanding, enabling applications rang-
ing from visual question answering (Yu et al. 2023; Masry
et al. 2022) to interactive robotics (Zitkovich et al. 2023; Li
et al. 2024b). A core capability underlying these advances is
the ability to reason over multiple images across extended
interactions-a skill essential for real-world tasks such as tech-
nical troubleshooting, intelligent device agents, or sequential
visual decision-making. For instance, diagnosing a malfunc-
tioning device may require analyzing its defective component,
selecting the appropriate repair tool, and verifying the out-
come—all through a chain of visual inputs.

In realistic scenarios such as embodied agents (Yang et al.
2025; Koh et al. 2024; Jansen et al. 2024), models are ex-
pected to track dynamic environmental changes across im-
age sequences and respond accordingly. Similarly, personal
assistant agents must interpret evolving screenshots and au-
tonomously identify pending tasks. These applications re-
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Figure 1: Traditional VQA tasks rely on language prompts and re-
sponses (top). VisChainBench introduces a purely visual paradigm,
where the context, prompt, and answer are all images-challenging
models to perform multi-step visual reasoning without textual cues
(bottom).

quire models to infer task objectives purely from visual con-
text, without explicit textual prompts—a capability largely
absent from current benchmark evaluations. This gap raises a
critical question: what forms of reasoning must LVLMs per-
form to succeed in such settings? From assessing the current
visual state to anticipating future steps and making decisions
under uncertainty with less language guidance, robust multi-
modal reasoning is key.

Although many LVLMs achieve strong results on percep-
tual or single-step tasks, their ability to conduct multi-step,
image-to-image, and context-dependent reasoning, as men-
tioned above, remains underexplored. To address this, we
introduce VisChainBench, a benchmark specifically designed
to evaluate multi-turn visual reasoning under minimal linguis-
tic guidance. Unlike prior datasets, our benchmark presents
tasks as structured visual chains, requiring models to reason
progressively across linked visual contexts.

VisChainBench is constructed using a multi-agent pipeline:
initial task structures are generated by language models, rele-
vant images are retrieved or synthesized, and human annota-
tors refine both the tasks and their annotations. This process
ensures high-quality, diverse, and visually grounded task se-
quences that challenge model reasoning beyond superficial
patterns.
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Figure 2: Comparison of task formats in prior benchmarks. Previous benchmarks are often text-heavy and encourage shallow image
comparisons, whereas our benchmark emphasizes progressive image-grounded reasoning.

Our benchmark features the following distinctive aspects:
(1) Multi-turn, multi-image structure. Each task simulates
extended human-Al interactions, involving up to 6 dialogue
turns and 27 evolving images—capturing real-world com-
plexity such as procedural workflows and troubleshooting
steps. (2) Image-centric reasoning with distractors. Tasks are
designed to probe models’ ability to reason between images,
not merely identify isolated features, and include carefully
controlled distractor options. (3) Long-context visual under-
standing. With up to 27 images per task and over 20,000
images in total, the benchmark challenges models to pro-
cess high-volume visual data with minimal textual cues. (4)
Structured, reproducible evaluation. All tasks are format-
ted as single- or multiple-choice questions with predefined
ground-truth labels, and we release evaluation scripts to en-
sure consistency and comparability.

We evaluate eight proprietary and two open-source LVLMs
on VisChainBench. Our results reveal a substantial perfor-
mance gap between proprietary and open models. To fos-
ter further progress, we release our benchmark construction
pipeline to support the community in generating domain-
specific data for training and evaluation.

Our contributions are:

* We introduce a large-scale benchmark targeting multi-
turn, multi-image visual reasoning under minimal lan-
guage conditions.

* We provide a systematic evaluation of existing LVL.Ms
across diverse domains and reasoning formats.

* We open-source our multi-agent dataset generation frame-
work to promote future research in visual reasoning.

Related Work

Multi-image and Long-Context MLLMs. The rapid ad-
vancements in Large Vision-Language Models(LVLMs)
(Google 2024; Abouelenin et al. 2025) have shown the ability
to handle multiple image inputs and image-text sequences
(Liu et al. 2024e; Lu et al. 2024). However, some of the mod-
els have relatively short context windows for multi-image
inputs. There are recent works that aim to overcome this
shortcoming (Xue et al. 2024; Ge et al. 2024). Some other
LVLMs have developed the ability to perform video under-
standing (Cheng et al. 2024; Li et al. 2024a; Chen et al. 2024),
and are trained to process multiple long image sequences and
long contexts. Recently, researchers have focused on training
LVLMs to comprehend multiple images using interleaved
image-text corpora (Dong et al. 2024a,b; Jiang et al. 2024;
Ye et al. 2024). However they are still trained with image-
text pairs with instructions. The ability for LVLMs to reason
under fewer text instructions has not been evaluated.

Current evaluation of LVLMs. Most of the popular
LVLM benchmarks are evaluating the models on singe-image
(Wu et al. 2023; Marino et al. 2019; Goyal et al. 2017; Singh
et al. 2019). Recently there have been Benchmarks on test-
ing models’ multi-image processing abilities.Such as multi-
image conversation (Liu et al. 2024d), multi-image under-
standing (Meng et al. 2024; Tan et al. 2024), multi-image
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Figure 3: Three kinds of reasoning example, including Multi-turn Image-Text VQA, Image In-Context Reasoning and Multi-turn Image
VQA. We keep the text instructions and questions in the Multi-turn Image-Text VQA but make the next-turn reasoning rely more on previous
image choices. In Image In-Context Reasoning and Multi-turn Image VQA the tested models have to find out the current task instruction and

question itself with only the task-agnostic prompt.

reasoning (Kazemi et al. 2024; Zhao et al. 2024), multi-image
comparation (Wu et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2024a) and mul-
timodel multi-turn instruction (Liu et al. 2024b). However,
none of the existing benchmarks evaluated the combination
of multi-image reasoning with image instruction and image
question, highlighting a need for this framework.

Comparison to Video Understanding Benchmarks.
While video understanding tasks (Cheng et al. 2024; Wang
et al. 2022; Xue et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2024b) aim to evalu-
ate temporal modelling and frame-level motion understand-
ing, our benchmark focuses on high-level procedural rea-
soning across discrete, semantically meaningful visual steps.
Each image in VisChainBench represents a distinct stage
in a task workflow, such as selecting a tool” or verifying
completion,” rather than being a frame in a continuous video
stream. This distinction makes VisChainBench more suitable
for evaluating decision-making and planning capabilities,
which are critical for embodied agents and multi-step assis-
tants. In contrast to end-to-end video models, our benchmark
encourages models to reason over image-to-image transi-
tions and maintain long-term consistency across multi-turn
interactions.

Compare to current multiturn multimodel agent bench
Compared to prior benchmarks such as Embodied-
Bench (Yang et al. 2025) and VisualAgentBench (Liu et al.

2024c), which evaluate multimodal agents in grounded,
task-oriented scenarios often with heavy reliance on textual
prompts, our benchmark VisChainBench uniquely empha-
sizes multi-turn, multi-image reasoning with minimal lan-
guage guidance. Specifically, VisChainBench introduces a
purely visual reasoning paradigm, where the context, query,
and answer are all image-based, enabling the assessment of
visual-to-visual reasoning without language priors. This is an
unevaluated capability for real-world agents operating in en-
vironments where explicit textual instructions are unavailable.
These aspects make VisChainBench a complementary and
necessary addition to the current ecosystem of multimodal
multi-turn benchmarks.

VisChainBench
Benchmark Overview

In real-world applications, LVLMs capable of processing con-
tinuous image streams without relying on text-based prompts
unlock transformative potential across industries. However,
the development of standardised benchmarks for such image-
stream-centric reasoning remains significantly lagging. This
gap limits the systematic validation of LVLMs’ ability to
autonomously derive insights from raw image sequences,
hindering their deployment in mission-critical domains like
precision agriculture, infrastructure inspection, or emergency



Category Metric Count
Global Dataset Total Tasks 1,457
Total Images 20,431

Avg./Task 14

Multi-turn-IT-VQA Images 9,826
Avg. Images 15

Words/Q 11

Image-In-Context Images 3,192
Avg./Task 7

Multi-turn Image VQA Images 7,413
Avg./Task 20

Table 1: Statistics of VisChainBench
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Figure 4: Task distribution across domains. Our benchmark fea-
tures tasks in three primary formats. Data was collected with empha-
sis on problem decomposition and solution strategies across diverse
domains.

response systems, where dynamic visual reasoning must oper-
ate without human-curated prompts or post-hoc explanations.

Although many existing benchmarks claim to target multi-
image and multi-turn dialogue scenarios, their evaluation
protocols are predominantly text-centric, focusing on long-
form language-based interactions. In most cases, only the
initial input includes images, while subsequent turns rely
heavily on textual exchanges with little or no additional vi-
sual input. As a result, the actual reasoning being tested is
grounded in the initial image context but proceeds largely
through linguistic prompts and responses. Benchmarks such
as MMDU (Liu et al. 2024d) and MILEBench (Song et al.
2024) illustrate this trend, where task instructions and ques-
tions remain primarily language-driven. Consequently, these
benchmarks offer limited evaluation of true image-to-image
or non-text-based visual reasoning capabilities.

To evaluate the multi-image multi-turn lack of text-
conditioned reasoning of current LVLMs, we developed a
multi-agent framework and developed the VisChainBench
based on the framework.

Evaluation Taxonomy

VisChainBench consists of three major evaluation forms:
Image-text multi-turn reasoning, In Context image-only rea-
soning, and Image-only Multi-turn reasoning, as depicted in
Figure 3. These tasks primarily construct the task instructions
and questions using images as much as possible. The number

of images contained in each subtask can be seen in Table 1.

Image-text multi-turn reasoning The Image-text multi-turn
reasoning is designed to test the MLLM'’s ability to reason
in multi-turn multi-model tasks, while the text question is
designed to minimise the language hint and prior. The next
turn question is designed to maximise the use of the former
image-choosing trajectory, while minimising the beginning
text instructions influence. The Image-text multi-turn rea-
soning is constructed with four domains containing Daily
task solving, Engineering task solving, Natural Science Un-
derstanding, and Information Technology Reasoning. Which
totally contains 646 tasks, including 2k questions in multi-
turn form.

In Context image-only reasoning The In Context image-
only reasoning is designed to test the MLLM’s reasoning
and context-understanding ability in the full image condition.
The task is constructed without any text instruction, but using
pure images as a condition brief and question formatting. The
In Context image-only reasoning is constructed with three do-
mains containing Daily task understanding, Engineering task
understanding, and Information Technology understanding,
containing 437 tasks.

Image-only Multi-turn reasoning The Image-only Multi-
turn reasoning is designed to combine the In Context image-
only reasoning into Image-text multi-turn reasoning, where
we reformed the minimal text task description into image-
only task description.This form makes the task harder and
combines a mixture of image-to-image reasoning chains. This
task is constructed with three domains containing 437 tasks
with over 7K images.

Multi-Agent Benchmark Construction

Task generation The process begins with Llama3.3-70B
(meta 2024) generating multi-step procedural tasks and de-
composing them into sequential subtasks. For each sub-
task, the model constructs JSON-formatted task descrip-
tions containing initial scene context,multi-turn visual ques-
tions,Contextually relevant answer choices with image slots,
and Ground truth annotations for correct workflow progres-
sion.

Image Collection To ensure visual consistency, we employ
a dual-model verification system. A Qwen2-VL-72B model
first generates search keywords from task descriptions. Initial
images are retrieved via keyword-based searches from the
internet. We filter sources for commercial licenses, retain-
ing only images with Creative Commons licenses. A second
Qwen2-VL-72B then performs contextual validation, reject-
ing mismatched images. For rejected cases, we conduct mul-
tiple rounds of refined keyword searches before considering
synthetic image generation. Only if suitable images remain
unavailable after these repeated search efforts do we utilize
doubao-t2i-drawing (bytedance 2025) to generate synthetic
images via Qwen model-driven prompt engineering.Analysis
of 500 sampled images from our task corpus shows that less
than 5% are T2I-generated. This iterative validation loop
continues until all images match the task context.

Task vertification The synthetic dataset undergoes auto-
mated validation using Qwen2-VL-72B to assess task in-
tegrity. The model processes the entire dataset through multi-
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Figure 5: Benchmark Construction Process.The workflow begins with automated task generation using Llama3.3-70B to produce structured
JSON task descriptions. Then we use a Qwen2-VL-72B model to get corresponding images based on the Task description files and perform
consistency verification. Validated tasks will be processed through human quality checks and modifications. This pipeline ensures systematic
task creation while maintaining quality control between each processing stage.

turn reasoning, generating predicted answers for each visual
question. These predictions are compared against the ground
truth labels. The system aggregates raw correctness metrics
and identifies discrepancies between model outputs and hu-
man annotations. These results are compiled into an error
priority list that highlights tasks requiring human review, fo-
cusing on cases where model predictions conflict with ground
truth labels. The verification outputs guide human annotators
by flagging potential inconsistencies while preserving the
original dataset’s evaluation objectives.

Human Annotators and Quality Control To ensure high-
quality human annotations while minimising labour, we adopt
a three-step verification and correction pipeline.(1) We con-
duct an initial round of human review to filter out low-quality
or inconsistent tasks. Subsequently, annotators answer the
filtered tasks and flag any remaining ambiguities or errors.(2)
We develop a specialised user interface (UI) to visualise
correctness metrics, integrating raw performance data from
Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) with human an-
notations. This Ul enables systematic comparison, helping
human experts efficiently review and refine the dataset.(3) To
validate annotation reliability, a separate group of annotators
completes a quiz-based evaluation of the revised dataset. If
task accuracy falls below a predefined threshold, the dataset
is reverted to the second step for further corrections. This iter-
ative process ensures robust quality control while balancing
annotation effort and precision.

During human annotation, all our annotators were Master-
level or junior Phd-level students, with a total of 6 partici-
pants. They all have relevant with professional backgrounds.
All of the annotators are trained with a small subset of pre-
annotated good dataset examples.

Evaulation

Our dataset uses a hard-coded answer label in the JSON
file. All the LVLMs are tested with the same prompt. We
have tested different image input methods with different label
methods tries, in order to give the LVLMs the instructions
of the image order. The LVLM:s are instructed to answer the
image label.

Experiments

We evaluated some representative LVLMs on our VisChain-
Bench benchmark and presented the analysis of our findings.

Experimental setup

We evaluated the performance of two closed-source API
models, GPT-40 (openai 2024) and gemini-2.0-flash (Google
2024).For open-source MLLMs we choose Qwen2.5VL
32B/7B/3B (Bai et al. 2025),Phi4-multimodel-instruct
(Abouelenin et al. 2025),MiniCPM-V 2.6 (OpenBMB
2024),LLAVA-NEXT-34b (Liu et al. 2024a),llama3.2-
vision: 1 1b-instruct (meta 2024),InternVL3-14B/7B(Zhu et al.
2025).

We all use the same prompt structure during testing the
MLLMs, with a zero-shot setting, the default text prompt
is detailed in the appendix. The image for choosing will
be shown with a corner number label, indicating the choice
sequence, following the findings in (Li et al. 2024c). We also
tested a long thinking model, VLM-R1 (Shen et al. 2025),
the results show there is no significant improvement for this
task.

Experimental Result and Analysis

Closed-source models (GPT-40, Gemini) outperform open-
source models by a large margin, especially in ITMR and



Part

Models Param ITMR ICIR IOMR Overall
CA TC TC CA TC
Closed-source models:
gpt-4o 77.65 3158 71.74 7575 30.01 73.85
gemini-2.0-flash 82.04 46.10 70.73 75.81 1924 6795
Open-source models:
LLAVA-NEXT:34b 34B 10.85 0 10.28 25.32 0 19.72
Qwen2.5VL32B 32B 7142 2993 2591 5793 12.04 51.97
InternVL3-14B 14B 65.67 23.0 33.23 5774 9.99 52.21
llama3.2-vision:11B-it 11B 7.25 025 10.79 28.67 1.06 15.57
InternVL3-7B 7B 56.60 6.63 24.04 46.65 5.15 42.43
MiniCPM-V 2.6 8B 2357 240 1750 46.69 4.50 25.01
Phi4-multimodel-it 6B 25.48 1.36  10.57 17.78 0.53 17.94
Qwen2.5VL7B 7B 5444 886 20.88 3391 194 35.56
Qwen2.5-VL-3B-it 3B 30.45 1.14 2.65 33.81 1.31 22.30
Qwen2.5VL-3B-VLM-R1 3B 26.35 2.36 3.18 37.33 1.13 22.29

Table 2: Experiment Result on VisChainBench.We report the metrics of Correct Answered Questions percentage (CA) and Task Completed
percentage (TC) in three task forms: Image-Text Multi-turn Reasoning (ITMR), In Context Image-only Reasoning (ICIR) and Image-Only
Multi-turn Reasoning (IOMR). For Overall, we simply average the CA score in three tasks. The CA and TC are the same since ICIR only
involves one round of questioning, which we use TC to calculate the overall CA.

ICIR.Gemini-2.0-flash achieves the highest CA (82.04%) in
ITMR, while GPT-40 leads in ICIR (71.74%). We found
for MLLMs with smaller parameters, the performance on
multi-turn multi-image reasoning shows a huge gap compare
to the models with Bigger parameters. Larger models (e.g.,
Qwen2.5VL-32B) significantly outperform smaller variants
(e.g., Qwen2.5VL-3B), with a 41% CA gap in ITMR.

For open source models, the strong performance of models
like Qwen2.5VL-32B and InternVL3-14B on VisChainBench
can be attributed to their training on structured, multi-image,
and instruction-aligned data, as well as architectural designs
that support long-context visual reasoning. These models are
better equipped for image-to-image inference and sequential
visual understanding, which are central to our benchmark.
In contrast, models such as LLaVA-NEXT, MiniCPM, and
Phi4 underperform due to their focus on single-image tasks,
limited context handling, and reliance on language-heavy
instruction tuning. Their pretraining lacks sufficient exposure
to procedural or multi-turn visual workflows, making them
less capable in image-only or low-text reasoning settings.
This highlights the importance of targeted pretraining for
multi-step visual reasoning under minimal language guid-
ance.

We observe a steep performance increase in Fig.6 for
vision-language models as model size increases—much
steeper than scaling trends reported on classical bench-
marks(Bai et al. 2025; Zhu et al. 2025) like BLINK(Fu
et al. 2024) and MTVQA(Tang et al. 2024). For instance,
Qwen2.5VL improves by over 30 points from 3B to 32B on
VisChainBench, while comparable gains on VQA tasks typi-
cally require jumps from 7B to 70B (e.g., BLIP-2 to Gemini).
GPT4o also follows this trend.

We hypothesize this is due to the nature of our bench-

Scaling Comparison: VisChainBench vs BLINK vs MTVQA
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Figure 6: Scaling Comparison of Qwen Models on VisChainBench,
BLINK and MTVQA Tasks

mark: multi-turn, multi-image reasoning tasks demand latent
world model construction and temporal-spatial coherence,
capabilities which emerge only at larger scales. This is con-
sistent with scaling trends observed in math reasoning (e.g.,
GSMB8K) and video understanding (e.g., NExT-QA), where
task structure—not dataset scale—is the primary bottleneck
at small model sizes.

The long thinking model (VLM-R1) with a small parame-
ter size shows no observable advantage on VisChainBench.
In fact, the specialised VLM-R1 variant of Qwen2.5VL-3B
performs slightly worse than the base model across all sub-
tasks. This suggests that long-thinking fine-tuning, at least
in its current form, may not enhance the image-to-image
reasoning capabilities required for multi-turn visual tasks.
Upon inspecting the model outputs, we observed that VLM-
R1 often bypasses the expected multi-step reasoning process
and directly outputs an answer without generating explicit



ITMR-Daily  ICIR-Daily = IOMR-Daily

CA TC TC CA TC

Zero-shot  66.58 20.24 2291 64.55 18.54
with CoT  73.53 29.76 22.35 70.84 24.16

Table 3: Ablation Study on Qwen2.5VL32B. We analyse the per-
formance of Chain-of-Thought prompting on Image-Text Multi-turn
Reasoning (ITMR) and In Context Image-only Reasoning (ICIR)
tasks on the Daily Task Reasoning subset, reporting Correct An-
swered Questions percentage (CA) and Task Completed percentage
(TC).

intermediate reasoning chains. This behavior indicates that,
despite being optimized for chain-of-thought prompting, the
model may not have learned to apply such reasoning pat-
terns in visual-only or low-text scenarios. These findings
raise important questions about the generalization of long-
thinking alignment methods from language-dominant tasks
to vision-centric benchmarks.

We evaluate the impact of Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
prompting (Wei et al. 2022) on Qwen2.5VL-32B’s perfor-
mance on the Daily Task subset (Table ??), focusing on three
sub-tasks: Image-Text Multi-turn Reasoning (ITMR-Daily),
In-Context Image-only Reasoning (ICIR-Daily), and Image-
only Multi-turn Reasoning (IOMR-Daily). The results show
significant gains on tasks with text instructions: +6.95% CA
(66.58% — 73.53%) and +9.52% TC (20.24% — 29.76%)
in ITMR-Daily, demonstrating CoT’s effectiveness when
linguistic scaffolding is present. However, for low-text or
image-only tasks such as ICIR-Daily, the gains are marginal
(22.91% vs. 22.35% TC), suggesting that CoT provides lit-
tle additional value when visual context must be reasoned
over without textual support. Interestingly, for IOMR-Daily,
which combines image-only and multi-turn reasoning, CoT
still brings some improvement, hinting that chain-style rea-
soning can help even in reduced-text scenarios if the model is
already trained for multi-turn understanding. We hypothesise
that CoT’s limited impact in image-only tasks may stem from
the vision encoder’s inability to explicitly ’see” reasoning
chains between visual tokens—unlike in text, where token-
level reasoning can be more easily structured. This raises the
open question of whether visual CoT requires fundamentally
architectural support or fine-tuning objectives to be effective.

Error Case Study

In evaluating model performance, we observe several crit-
ical issues that hinder effective assessment. Some models
exhibit instruction-following deficiencies, such as LLaVA,
which, despite correctly identifying the right answers, fail to
adhere to the specified output formats. Additionally, certain
models demonstrate refusal behaviours by requesting addi-
tional details before generating outputs, potentially stemming
from over-reliance on input completeness. More critically,
hallucination remains a pervasive problem, with models fre-
quently misinterpreting visual content, such as misidentify-
ing objects or their logical relationships, or missing image
inputs in Fig.7. Moreover, for low-performance models in our

Figure 7: Model Failure Cases. Persistent limitations in LVLMs
observed during multi-image reasoning. Left: Phi4 multilingual
hallucination. Center: Qwen2.5VL-7B visual hallucination. Right:
Phi4 visual hallucination. Readers are encouraged to zoom in for
finer detail.

task, severe chaotic outputs and factual inaccuracies emerge,
particularly in multilingual multimodal scenarios. For in-
stance, Phi-4 exhibits erratic behaviours when processing
cross-lingual inputs, such as conflating semantic meanings
across languages or generating contradictory responses in
reasoning steps. These systemic shortcomings collectively
underscore significant challenges in current vision-language
models, particularly in instruction compliance, multimodal
recognition, and visual factual reasoning.

Conclusion

By leveraging a multi-agent framework for task generation,
image collection, and validation, VisChainBench ensures vi-
sual complexity and contextual consistency across 1.4k tasks
spanning three diverse domains. The benchmark’s design
emphasises image-centric reasoning over text-based cues,
closely mirroring real-world scenarios such as technical trou-
bleshooting and sequential decision-making. Human anno-
tation, guided by systematic quality control mechanisms,
further ensures task integrity and relevance.

This work underscores the need for benchmarks that pri-
oritise visual-to-visual reasoning in LVLM development, par-
ticularly for applications requiring dynamic interaction with
visual environments. Future research directions include ex-
panding the benchmark into more domains, for instance,
medical procedures or mathematical reasoning could be a
promising area for exploration. Another possible direction
is exploring new interaction methods with current LVLMs.
Besides the traditional text and image-based interactions, we
can investigate more intuitive and natural ways of communi-
cation. For example, gesture-based interaction LVLMs or a
self-interested ( through vision ) multimodal agent could be
an interesting direction.

Limitations We acknowledge three key limitations in our
benchmark design. (1) VisChainBench primarily evaluates
LVLMs in three specific domains (daily tasks, engineering
scenarios, and information technology contexts), potentially
overlooking specialised domains like medical procedures,
mathematical reasoning, or artistic creation that demand dis-
tinct reasoning patterns. (2) While our benchmark is designed
to minimise language usage, a limited amount of text is still
employed in the task prompts to initialise the model’s be-
haviour and define output formats. This necessary scaffold-



ing—such as the instruction to begin answers with *AN-
SWER:’ or to select from labelled options—may still intro-
duce subtle language priors or instruction-following biases.
As a result, it is not a fully language-free evaluation, and
future work may explore fully instruction-less prompting or
alternative interface paradigms.
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Prompt For Keyword Generation

I want to construct a dataset about multistep scenario
reasoning. For example, for the keyword “’tea,” there
is 1. Wash the cup and little 2 .Boil water in a kettle
3. Place tea leaves or a tea bag into the teapot or cup.
This is a unique way to do this without other possible
solutions. Then I will find images for these steps,So
the task should also be suitable for image search-
ing. Now I want you to generate a list of keywords
for seeds to generate these tasks. For example: Car
tyre(Car flat tyre replacement steps). Please generate
some task keywords that meet these requirements in
daily tasks. Just output the keywords, no need for
reasoning output. I need 100 words.

Figure 8: Prompt For Keyword Generation

Zitkovich, B.; Yu, T.; Xu, S.; Xu, P;; Xiao, T.; Xia, F.; Wu, J.;
Wohlhart, P.; Welker, S.; Wahid, A.; and Others. 2023. Rt-2:
Vision-language-action models transfer web knowledge to
robotic control. In Conference on Robot Learning, 2165—
2183. PMLR.

In this appendix, we offer more details for the proposed
VisChainBench , along with the experiment details and dis-
cussions. Specifically, Appendix A includes our project URL
and benchmark download URL. Appendix B includes details
on constructing the dataset. Appendix C includes our exper-
iment settings details. Appendix D provides the datasheets
for VisChainBench.

Open-source Links

All the benchmark data and code for benchmark construction
are available for viewing and download via following Link:

* https://huggingface.co/datasets/eyehole/VisChainBench

More Details of VisChainBench

We present the constructing details of our benchmark Vis-
ChainBench,the pipeline of our data cluser,and the prompt
design for task generation and image filtering, the human
annotation framework.

Keyword Generation

In this section, we will introduce how to prompt the LLM to
generate the keyword used in task generation fig.8. First
we manually constructed JSON task examples and then
prompted them with the task description. The Keyword gen-
eration model we have tested includes Llama3.3-70B,GPT4o0
and Deepseek-R1.

Prompt for task description file generation

In this section we showed the prompt used for json genera-
tion fig. 91011.These prompts guide the creation of structured
JSON workflows that simulate real-world procedural tasks
requiring ordered image selection, such as “’preparing tea”

Prompt For JSON file Generation

I want you to think about a list of things that can
not be finished in one step, I am interested in tasks
that require a series of steps to complete, where the
order of steps is necessary, and where the process
cannot be finished in one single action. or I want
to turn this into a multi-turn image-choosing game,
adding some distracting images in each step. I will
give you a keyword as a seed, You should generate
the content based on the seed. You can decide task
step length by yourself, since some tasks maybe only
have 2 steps, while some hard tasks require more than
5 steps. If you feel the keyword is not suitable for task
generation, you can output REJECT. However you
can associate the keyword like: (The keyword health
is hard to generate task,but health associate-; dentists
-¢, task: How to fill holes in your tooth.) You need
to do things extra: 1. filter the task that is not easily
to find images to describe steps, output REJECT. 2.
Add distraction choices to each step. 3. The image
should be easy to find on the internet. Do not contain
too many elements in one photo. 4. The task can be
stopped halfway finished, then you can output the
images for choice.

You should ONLY output your data in JSON for-
mat.Do not generate “‘ because your output will be
directly sent into json.load() function. Nothing else
should be generated, except REJECT, I will show
you an example:

Figure 9: JSON file generation prompt

or "filling tooth cavities”. Each task begins with a keyword
seed (e.g., ’tea”) and undergoes rigorous filtering to reject ab-
stract concepts (e.g., “happiness”) or scenarios lacking clear
visual representations. The system enforces three core princi-
ples: (1) Multi-step necessity — tasks must involve sequential
dependencies where intermediate steps affect subsequent
choices; (2) Distractor design — each step includes plausible
but incorrect images (e.g., showing a coffee maker during
tea preparation); (3) Visual feasibility — images must depict
unambiguous, web-searchable actions without overlapping
interpretations. Negative examples demonstrate common pit-
falls, such as ambiguous correct answers (e.g., both “hanging
shirt” and “folded pants” being reasonable for clothing stor-
age) or over-specific image descriptions that hinder retrieval.



JSON Example

Based on the keyword tea:

{

"initial_scene_description": "You
are going to make a cup of tea",
"Ql": {

"question": "How do you prepare

the water for making tea?",
"task_description": "Boil water in
a kettle to use for your tea.",
"choices": [

{"image": "boilingwater_kettle.jpg",
"correct": true},

{"image": "teapot_with_flowers.jpg",
"correct": false},

{"image": "coffee maker.jpg",
"correct": false},

{"image": "plastic_cup.jpg",
"correct": false}

]

v}éz ". {

"question": "How should you add
tea to your cup or teapot?",
"task_description": "Place tea
leaves or a tea bag into the
teapot or cup.",

"choices": [

{"image": "teabag.-in_cup.jpg",
"correct": true},

{"image": "spoon_with_sugar.jpg",
"correct": false},

{"image": "instant_coffee_pack.jpg",
"correct": false},

{"image": "bottle of_water.jpg",
"correct": false}

]

}
}

Figure 10: A JSON example

Negtive Example

Bad question example:

"question": "How should you cook
for meal first?",
"task_ description":
the glass cup.",

"Pour milk into

"choices": [

{"image": "milk with_ glasses.jpg",
"correct": true},

{"image": "Bread.with breadmachine. jpg
"correct": false},

{"image": "instant_coffee_pack.jpg",
"correct": false},

{"image": "A pancake._need_to_heat.jpg",
"correct": false}

]

(There is no absolute way to cook meal and
A_pancake_need_to_heat is too abstract to express in
photo, so the question is bad.)

Bad keyword example: ‘‘Happiness’’,
‘‘mindfulness’’ (abstract concepts, hard to
visualize)

Bad task example: Task: How to assemble
a toy car. (parts online are often mismatched,
hard to depict as a coherent scenario)

Bad image choosing example:

Step: Hang the ironed clothes.
imagel: shirt on a hanger. image2:
pants folded and placed on a

shelf. image3: person holding a
basketball.

(imagel and image2 are both reasonable, so
choice is ambiguous.)

Bad image choosing example:

Step: Connect the wires to the new
light fixture.

imagel: person connecting wires to
a new light fixture. image2: New
light fixture installed and turned
on. Image 3: person holding a tube
cutter.

(image? is a possible next step after imagel, so
imagel is not uniquely correct.)

Bad image description example:

"A person holding the new hard disk
drive and preparing to install it"
(description too long and specific, hard to find an
accurate matching image)

Figure 11: Negative example in prompt



Prompt for image filtering

Prompt for image filtering

You are an image choosing Agent, helping to choose
the best image fitting the image descriptions. You
will be given multiple images with number labels on
it. Now I want you based on the text descriptions,
return the most relevant image.

Pay attention to the distractions in the image, such as
unrelated text or visual elements that don’t contribute
to the context of the image. If no image matches the
requirement, output: NONE

Example 1:

description: A photo of a dog.

<image0>, <imagel>, <image2>, <image3>
Output: 2

Example 2:

description: A photo of a coffee bean.
<image0>(a picture of coffee bean on tea
leaves),<imagel>(a picture of coffee bean,tea and
coco),<image?2>(a picture of coffee bean only)
Output: 2(Since they are all coffee beans,We want
other things appear LESS in photo.)

Text Descriptions: a dog riding a motorcycle.
Output: NONE

Now, based on the descriptions, generate which
image to choose. Just the number. No other output
allowed.

In this section we tested Qwen2-VL-72B and Qwen2-VL-
7B. The images form the search engine will be input together
with the prompt. If model output NONE, the framework will
return more search results for possible image choices.

Web UI for human annotators

In this section we use the streamlit framework to form a Web
UI for manual data inspection and annotation.The interface
is shown as Fig. 12.

Experiment setting details

We initialise each interaction with a foundational prompt
that explicitly defines the multimodal task. And the prompt
enforces strict output formatting through structural re-
quirements: ANSWER: [Your choice here].We sim-
ply use a Regex function to extract the answer following
the instructed label ”ANSWER”, prohibiting markdown or
free-form text generation. The answer without following the
instructed format will be seen as wrong. Here we only show
the prompt for Image-only Multi-turn reasoning in Fig 13
due to the space limitations.Full prompt can be seen in our
code.

Example 3:<image0>, <imagel>, <image2>, <injage3>
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Figure 12: Human annotators webpage

Prompt For Image-only Multi-turn reasoning test-
ing

You are a assistant in pure image condition task. You
will be shown an initial image and a series of images
representing situations and options. For each step,
you will see a condition image showing the current
situation and multiple option images labeled 1, 2, 3.
Your task is to choose the most appropriate option (1,
2, or 3) for the given condition. Your answer should
begin with ’ANSWER:’.

Figure 13: Prompt for Image-only Multi-turn reasoning testing




