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Abstract—Accurate and interpretable crop disease diagnosis is
essential for agricultural decision-making, yet existing methods
often rely on costly supervised fine-tuning and perform poorly
under domain shifts. We propose Caption–Prompt–Judge (CPJ),
a training-free few-shot framework that enhances Agri-Pest VQA
through structured, interpretable image captions. CPJ employs
large vision-language models to generate multi-angle captions,
refined iteratively via an LLM-as-Judge module, which then
inform a dual-answer VQA process for both recognition and man-
agement responses. Evaluated on CDDMBench, CPJ significantly
improves performance: using GPT-5-mini captions, GPT-5-Nano
achieves +22.7 pp in disease classification and +19.5 points in
QA score over no-caption baselines. The framework provides
transparent, evidence-based reasoning, advancing robust and
explainable agricultural diagnosis without fine-tuning. Our code
and data are publicly available.1

Index Terms—Agricultural VQA, Crop Disease Diagnosis,
Explainable AI, Vision-Language Models, LLM-as-a-Judge

I. INTRODUCTION

Accurate and interpretable crop disease diagnosis is critical
for agricultural decision-making. Conventional vision models
(e.g., YOLO) only provide categorical labels without integrat-
ing essential context such as environment or crop variety,
hindering practical utility as real-world diagnosis demands
deeper reasoning combining visual evidence and expert knowl-
edge. The opacity of such black-box systems undermines trust,
emphasizing the need for explainable AI (XAI) [1].

Advanced large vision-language models (LVLMs), such as
Qwen-VL and GPT-series, demonstrate strong performance in
open-domain visual question answering (VQA) [2], [3]. Yet
when applied to Agri-Pest VQA, these models often rely on
raw image data alone, resulting in incomplete interpretations
that miss critical diagnostic details distinguishing pathogen
types. Domain-specific approaches like ITLMLP for cucumber
disease recognition [4] and multimodal foundation models for
agricultural applications [5] show promising directions but
lack comprehensive explainability frameworks.

Existing works, including multimodal datasets like AgMMU
and CDDM [6], [7], focus on fine-tuning [8], [9] for accuracy
but neglect structured explainability, leading to unreliable
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outputs under domain shifts [10]. Without intermediate rep-
resentations, models cannot connect visual cues to causal
explanations, reducing interpretability and robustness.

We propose enhancing Agri-Pest VQA with explicit, in-
terpretable image captions as auxiliary inputs. We employ
a larger LVLM to generate multi-angle descriptive captions
detailing plant types, disease symptoms, severity, and un-
certainties. These captions act as transparent intermediates,
augmenting the model’s understanding like human experts
verbalizing observations before diagnosis, thereby improving
explainability through traceable, human-readable artifacts [11].

We propose the Caption–Prompt–Judge (CPJ) frame-
work, a training-free pipeline leveraging LLM-as-a-Judge self-
refined captions for debiased, evidence-grounded Agri-Pest
VQA. As illustrated in Fig. 1, CPJ operates through: (i)
generative interpretable captioning with iterative refinement
via LLM-as-a-Judge, (ii) caption-informed VQA using task-
specific prompts, and (iii) answer selection based on diagnostic
validity and practical relevance.

Evaluated on CDDMBench [7] using lightweight LVLMs
(Qwen-VL-Chat, GPT-5-Nano), CPJ achieves significant im-
provements via strict keyword matching for classification and
LLM-based scoring for QA. GPT-5-Nano with GPT-5-mini
captions achieves +22.7 pp in disease classification and +19.5
points in QA score over baselines, demonstrating enhanced
accuracy and transparency without supervised fine-tuning.

Our contributions include:
• Framework: A training-free CPJ framework prioritizing

interpretability through iteratively refined captions, en-
abling transparent diagnostic reasoning and addressing
the gap between black-box predictions and explainable
AI needs.

• Methodology: Integration of multi-angle descriptions
with LLM-as-a-Judge refinement and dual-answer VQA
generation, bridging visual-semantic gaps while maintain-
ing objectivity through crop/disease name exclusion in
caption prompts.

• Empirical Validation: Comprehensive evaluation on
CDDMBench showing significant gains: GPT-5-Nano
achieves +22.7pp in disease classification and +19.5
points in QA score with GPT-5-mini captions, with
human expert validation (94.2% agreement, Cohen’s k =
0.88) confirming LLM-as-a-Judge reliability.
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Fig. 1. Overview of the “CPJ” pipeline for explainable Agri-Pest VQA, featuring three cohesive stages: (i) Generative Explanational Captioning: A
large vision-language model analyzes input crop disease images to generate multi-angle descriptive captions detailing plant morphology, disease symptoms,
severity levels, and diagnostic uncertainties. These captions undergo iterative refinement via LLM-as-a-Judge evaluation to ensure accuracy, completeness, and
neutrality. (ii) Task-Specific Prompt-Based VQA Generation: Using the refined captions alongside original images and few-shot exemplars, the VQA model
generates dual complementary answers addressing both disease recognition (crop type, disease identification, visual features) and actionable management
guidance (treatment methods, prevention strategies). (iii) LLM-as-a-Judge Answer Selection: A stronger LLM evaluates both candidate answers against
reference answers using multi-dimensional criteria (factual accuracy, completeness, specificity, practical relevance), selecting the superior response to deliver
reliable, interpretable diagnostic recommendations.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Agricultural Vision-Language Models

Recent advancements in Vision-Language Models (VLMs)
have enabled domain-specific adaptations for agricultural dis-
ease diagnosis. Traditional approaches to crop disease identi-
fication relied on handcrafted features and classical machine
learning [12], but the advent of deep learning, particularly
Vision Transformers (ViT) [13], has significantly improved
classification accuracy. Pre-trained language models have also
shown promise in agricultural text classification tasks [14].
Zhu et al. [15] comprehensively review VLM applications in
agriculture, covering pest detection, weed identification, and
seed quality assessment, while addressing challenges such as
data scarcity, domain shift, and training efficiency. Specialized
models like AgroGPT and AgriGPT-VL [16] demonstrate
the efficacy of domain-specific training: Yang et al. train
AgriGPT-VL on the large-scale Agri-3M-VL dataset via a
progressive curriculum from text grounding to multimodal
alignment, achieving state-of-the-art performance on agricul-
tural benchmarks. Similarly, AgriVLM [17] integrates ViT and
ChatGLM via Q-Former with LoRA fine-tuning, achieving
over 90% accuracy in crop growth stage and disease recogni-
tion through parameter-efficient adaptation. Few-shot learning
approaches [18] further enhance model adaptability in low-
resource scenarios, while specialized agricultural tasks benefit
from vision language model leveraging [19].

Benchmark evaluations reveal significant challenges in agri-
cultural VQA [20]. Shinoda et al. [21] introduce AgroBench,
an expert-annotated benchmark covering 203 crop and 682
disease categories across seven tasks, revealing that over 50%
of errors stem from lack of domain-specific knowledge. Ra-

nario and Earles [22] benchmark 27 agricultural classification
tasks, finding that zero-shot VLMs underperform supervised
baselines and that multiple-choice prompting significantly
outperforms open-ended generation. While large-scale datasets
(e.g., MIRAGE [23], CDDMBench [7],AgMMU [6] ) enable
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) methods to achieve strong in-
domain performance [24], these approaches tend to overfit
narrow distributions and lack transparent reasoning. This limits
their robustness to domain shifts (e.g., geography, season) and
scalability in resource-limited agricultural settings [10].

B. Explainable AI in Vision-Language Models

The opacity of VLMs necessitates explainability frame-
works to enhance transparency and trustworthiness across di-
verse domains. Dinga et al. employ Shapley Values to interpret
VLM-generated map descriptions, quantifying region-specific
contributions to textual outputs and revealing how map labels
and scale influence caption accuracy [25]. In medical imaging,
Kamal et al. integrate U-Net, Vision Transformer, and Medical
Language Graphs with LRP and LIME to interpret image cap-
tioning models, improving transparency in diagnostic report
generation [26]. Masala and Leordeanu introduce GEST, a
spatio-temporal event graph framework for explainable video
description, converting structured graphs into natural language
to enhance interpretability in vision-to-language tasks [27].
Natarajan and Nambiar’s VALE [28] combines SHAP, SAM,
and VLMs to generate visual-textual rationales for image
classification via prompt engineering. Saakyan et al. [29]
investigate VLMs’ figurative meaning comprehension via the
V-FLUTE dataset, framing it as explainable visual entailment.
Park et al. [30] explore MLLMs for interface understanding,
demonstrating cross-domain vision-language reasoning.



The LLM-as-a-Judge paradigm [31] has emerged as a pow-
erful evaluation mechanism across diverse AI tasks, including
code understanding and translation quality assessment. Our
CPJ framework extends these XAI and evaluation principles
to agricultural diagnosis, employing structured captions and
LLM-based refinement to enhance interpretability without
domain-specific annotations.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Image Interpretability and Caption Enhancement

Motivation. Raw agricultural images often contain subtle
visual cues that are difficult for models to interpret di-
rectly—such as early-stage lesions, minor discoloration, or
texture variations indicative of nutrient deficiencies. Exist-
ing vision-language models, while powerful in open-domain
tasks, may overlook these domain-specific details when pro-
cessing images end-to-end. By explicitly generating detailed,
structured captions as an intermediate step, we provide the
model with a richer semantic context that highlights critical
diagnostic features, thereby improving both accuracy and
interpretability.

To achieve high-quality visual question answering (VQA)
in agriculture, we enhance semantic descriptions of input crop
images using multimodal large models without fine-tuning.
Leveraging few-shot prompting, our method generates detailed
captions including morphological traits (leaf shape, texture,
size), symptom characteristics (lesion patterns, discoloration,
necrosis), and developmental stages. These captions serve as
rich, interpretable intermediate representations that bridge the
semantic gap between raw pixel data and agricultural domain
knowledge.

Bias Mitigation. To minimize bias in subsequent VQA,
prompts explicitly exclude crop or disease names, focusing on
objective morphological and symptomatic features. This pre-
vents premature diagnostic conclusions and ensures captions
remain neutral observations.

The initial caption, generated via a vision-language model
(VLM) with few-shot prompting, is:

C0 = MVLM(I, Pfew), (1)
where I is the image and Pfew is the prompt template.

A large language model (LLM) evaluates caption quality
s(C0) based on accuracy, completeness, and neutrality [32].
Captions below the threshold τ = 8.0 are refined:

C∗ =

{
C0, s(C0) ≥ τ,

MVLM(I,R(C0)), otherwise,
(2)

where R(·) provides targeted refinement instructions. This
iterative process ensures captions are interpretable and seman-
tically dense, forming a robust foundation for VQA tasks.

B. Explanational caption-Optimized VQA

Using refined captions from stage one, we implement a
multimodal VQA pipeline [33] for crop disease classification
and knowledge answering. Given input X = (I, C∗, Q), where

Q is the query, the VQA model generates two complementary
answers:

A = {A(1), A(2)} = MVQA(X,Ptask), (3)
where Ptask is the task-specific prompt template.

1) Crop Disease Classification Task: This task identifies
crop species and disease type through joint analysis of visual
and textual data. Two complementary outputs ensure compre-
hensive recognition: 1). Pest/disease identification: Symptoms,
severity, and characteristic features of the plant and disease. 2).
Crop identification: Specific crop type, variety, and distinctive
morphological traits.

2) Crop Disease Knowledge Question Answering Task:
This task generates actionable agricultural knowledge with
expert-level prompts [6]. Outputs include: 1). Treatment, pre-
vention, and control recommendations with specific methods.
2). Disease explanation: Symptoms, etiology, and lifecycle
mechanisms.

Prompts ensure two complementary answers per query,
addressing both recognition and explanation. Few-shot exam-
ples include images, explanational captions, questions, and
the two-answer structure to maintain contextual consistency.
Prompt engineering supports zero- to five-shot settings, ensur-
ing scalability and efficiency.

C. LLM-as-a-Judge Answer Selection
To enhance robustness and reduce uncertainty in VQA

outputs, we introduce an LLM-as-a-Judge stage that evaluates
and selects the most reliable answer from dual-answer can-
didates, addressing hallucination mitigation and completeness
verification.

A stronger LLM (e.g., GPT-4) evaluates both VQA answers
using multi-dimensional criteria Ω. For the disease diagnosis
task, criteria include: (i) plant accuracy (correct crop species
identification), (ii) disease accuracy (correct disease/pest iden-
tification), (iii) symptom accuracy (precise symptom descrip-
tion), (iv) format adherence (both plant and disease infor-
mation present), and (v) completeness (comprehensive and
professional response). For the knowledge QA task, criteria
encompass: (i) accuracy (scientifically correct information),
(ii) completeness (covers all relevant aspects), (iii) specificity
(precise details on rates, timings, methods), (iv) practicality
(actionable for farmers), and (v) scientific validity (evidence-
based with proper terminology). Each criterion is scored, and
the total score guides selection:

Score(A) =
1

|Ω|
∑
ω∈Ω

gω(A,Aref), (4)

where gω(·) is the scoring function for criterion ω, and Aref
is the reference answer.

The answer with the highest score is selected:

A∗ = argmax
A∈A

Score(A). (5)
The LLM provides an evaluation report detailing strengths

and weaknesses of each answer, key differences from the
reference, and justifications for scoring decisions, ensuring
diagnostic transparency. The system outputs A∗ and the eval-
uation report, delivering reliable recommendations.



TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF QWEN-VL-CHAT AND GPT-5-NANO ACROSS TWO EXPLANATORY CAPTIONS GENERATED BY

QWEN2.5-VL-72B-INSTRUCT AND GPT-5-MINI ON THE CDDMBENCH DATASET FOR TWO TASKS. STRATEGIES INCLUDE “EXPLANATIONAL CAPTION”
(OPTIMIZED CAPTIONS), “EXPLANATIONAL CAPTION + FEW-SHOT” (WITH IN-CONTEXT EXAMPLES), AND “+LLM-AS-A-JUDGE” (SELECTING THE BEST
OF TWO ANSWERS PER QUESTION). SCORES REPRESENT THE HIGHEST OF TWO CANDIDATES, WITH BEST RESULTS IN BOLD FOR EACH TYPE OF MODEL.

Model Crop Disease Diagnosis Crop Disease Knowledge QA
Crop Classification Disease Classification

Generated Explanation Caption (Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct)
Qwen-VL-Chat (Liu et al. (2024) Baseline) 28.40% 5.00% 41
Qwen-VL-Chat (Our Baseline) 28.55% 5.80% 41.5
Qwen-VL-Chat (Explanational Caption) 29.30% 12.10% 46.5
Qwen-VL-Chat ( +few shot) 53.39% 24.49% 50
Qwen-VL-Chat ( +llm-as-a-judge) 54.90% 25.39% 51
Gpt-5-Nano (Our Baseline) 47.00% 11.00% 65
Gpt-5-Nano (Explanational Caption) 51.20% 31.40% 75.5
Gpt-5-Nano ( +few-shot) 50.10% 31.00% 74.5
Gpt-5-Nano ( +llm-as-a-judge) 53.20% 32.80% 76

Generated Explanation Caption (GPT-5-mini)
Qwen-VL-Chat (Explanational Caption) 28.99% 7.17% 44
Qwen-VL-Chat ( +few-shot) 51.00% 14.50% 49
Qwen-VL-Chat ( +llm-as-a-judge) 51.60% 14.80% 49.5
Gpt-5-Nano (Our Baseline) 47.00% 11.00% 65
Gpt-5-Nano (Explanational Caption) 60.30% 31.60% 84
Gpt-5-Nano ( +few-shot) 58.90% 29.80% 76
Gpt-5-Nano ( +llm-as-a-judge) 63.38% 33.70% 84.5

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND ANALYSIS

A. Dataset and Evaluation

We evaluate our framework on the CDDMBench dataset [7]
across two tasks, following the original evaluation settings,
metrics, and test splits.

For the Crop Disease Diagnosis task, the test set in-
cludes 3,000 images withheld from training. Each explanatory
question pair assesses the model’s ability to identify crop
and disease types, with performance measured by keyword
matching in responses.

For the Crop Disease Knowledge QA task, the test set
contains 20 questions spanning 10 crop disease types, paired
with images. Responses are scored by GPT-4 on usefulness,
relevance, and accuracy (1–10), with scores normalized to a
100-point scale. All evaluation protocols strictly adhere to [7].

B. Model Selection and Settings

To enhance interpretability, we employ two large vision-
language models, Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct and GPT-5-mini,
to generate explanatory descriptive captions for each input
image. These captions describe plant type, disease symptoms,
severity, and uncertainties. Each caption is evaluated by the
same model acting as an LLM-as-a-Judge, and those scoring
below 8 out of 10 are refined iteratively. For VQA, we
use the 7B Qwen-VL-Chat model and GPT-5-Nano under
few-shot settings, with key parameters set as: Qwen-VL-Chat
(temperature: 0.5, max tokens: 400, top p: 0.8, max retries:
3) and GPT-5-Nano (reasoning effort: medium, verbosity: low,
max retries: 3, timeout: 30). The final answer is selected
by GPT-5 as LLM-as-a-Judge Answer Selection based on

accuracy and specificity without image access to avoid bias.
Our framework is implemented using LangChain [34]–[36] for
prompt management, model execution, and pipeline design.
All models are accessed via API.

C. Main Results

Table I compares Qwen-VL-Chat and GPT-5-Nano on Crop
Disease Diagnosis and Crop Disease Knowledge QA tasks
across various caption strategies. The combination of Expla-
national Caption, few-shot prompting, and LLM-as-a-Judge
delivered the best performance for both models.

Overall Performance. Using GPT-5-mini captions, GPT-
5-Nano achieved best results at 63.38%, 33.70%, and 84.5,
representing gains of +22.7pp in disease classification and
+19.5 points in QA over baselines. With Qwen2.5-VL-72B
captions, Qwen-VL-Chat scored 54.90%, 25.39%, and 51.0,
while GPT-5-Nano scored 53.20%, 32.80%, and 76.0.

Model-Specific Patterns. GPT-5-Nano benefits more from
caption quality while Qwen-VL-Chat exhibits stronger in-
context learning from few-shot prompting. This suggests
reasoning-focused models rely more on caption quality for
grounding, while vision-centric models benefit more from
example-based learning, with ablation results in Sec. IV-D.

Cross-Caption Generator Analysis. GPT-5-mini cap-
tions outperform Qwen2.5-VL-72B captions (+9.08pp crop,
+2.10pp disease), indicating caption generation capability di-
rectly influences downstream performance. Few-shot prompt-
ing shows differential effects: Qwen-VL-Chat gains substan-
tially (+24.10pp crop), while GPT-5-Nano shows minor de-
creases (-1.40pp crop), suggesting vision-centric models ben-



Fig. 2. Performance trends in the ablation study using Qwen2.5-VL-72B-
Instruct with Explanational Captions (EC). The abbreviations are as follows:
EC for Explanational Caption, CC for Crop Classification, DC for Disease
Classification, CDK for Crop Disease Knowledge, Qwen for Qwen-VL-Chat,
and GPT for GPT-5-Nano.

efit more from visual patterns while reasoning models leverage
captions effectively in zero-shot settings.

D. Ablation Study

This section examines component-wise contributions from
Sec. IV-C. As shown in Fig. 2, both Qwen-VL-Chat and
GPT-5-Nano steadily benefit from optimized captions, few-
shot prompting, and LLM-as-a-Judge. We perform ablations
under the Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct caption setting to quantify
each module’s role.

Baseline → Unoptimized Captions. For Qwen-VL-Chat,
unoptimized captions slightly improve Crop Classification
(+0.05 pp) but significantly enhance Disease Classification
(+6.20 pp) and QA (+4.0). GPT-5-Nano shows larger im-
provements (+1.90 pp / +19.20 pp / +7.5), indicating higher
sensitivity to contextual information.

Caption Optimization. Iterative refinement boosts Qwen-
VL-Chat by +0.70 pp / +0.10 pp / +1.0 and GPT-5-Nano by
+2.30 pp / +1.20 pp / +3.0, demonstrating benefits from higher
semantic density and reduced label leakage.

Few-shot Prompting. Qwen-VL-Chat achieves the largest
boost at three-shot (+22.50 pp / +19.40 pp / +7.8), showing
strong in-context learning capabilities. GPT-5-Nano shows
smaller changes, suggesting robust baseline reasoning.

Five-shot + LLM-as-a-Judge. Best results: Qwen-VL-Chat
reaches 54.90%, 25.39%, and 51.0; GPT-5-Nano achieves
52.40%, 32.50%, and 73.0. The LLM-as-a-Judge stage ef-
fectively filters hallucinations and selects factually complete
answers, enhancing diagnostic reliability.

E. Qualitative Analysis and Error Patterns

To understand CPJ’s performance mechanisms, we analyze
150 sampled predictions. Table II categorizes behaviors into
success cases and common error patterns.

Success mechanisms. Explanational Captions enable pre-
cise pathogen identification by translating visual symptoms
into structured semantic features. For bacterial leaf spot,
caption descriptions such as “necrotic lesions, yellow halos”
directly map to pathogen-specific diagnostic criteria, enabling
accurate treatment protocols. LLM-as-a-Judge shows strong
factuality verification (73% vs. 51% correctness), effectively
filtering hallucinations through multi-criteria scoring.

TABLE II
ERROR PATTERN ANALYSIS WITH FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FROM 150

SAMPLED PREDICTIONS. THE TABLE PRESENTS SUCCESS CASES AND
FOUR PRIMARY ERROR CATEGORIES: EARLY-STAGE AMBIGUOUS

SYMPTOMS (18%), CO-INFECTION CONFUSION (12%), LOW CAPTION
QUALITY (8%), AND JUDGE BIAS TOWARD VERBOSITY (5%).

Category Description & Frequency

Success Case Bacterial leaf spot: Caption “necrotic le-
sions, yellow halos” → correct diagnosis
(9/10 QA)

Error:Ambiguous Early-stage subtle symptoms (∼18%)
Error:Co-infection Mixed diseases confuse prediction

(∼12%)
Error:Caption qual-
ity

Low-quality captions degrade VQA
(∼8%)

Error:Judge bias Favors verbose responses (∼5%)

Failure modes. The dominant error (18%) stems from
early disease stage ambiguity, where minimal visual symptoms
provide insufficient diagnostic evidence even after caption
enhancement. Co-infection scenarios (12%) require multi-
label architectures. Caption quality issues (8%) correlate with
image artifacts (blur, occlusion, lighting), suggesting adaptive
preprocessing. Judge bias (5%) indicates need for length-
normalized scoring.

V. CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS

We proposed a parameter-free, environment-adaptive
generate–judge–select pipeline for agricultural VQA, coupling
debiased, optimized captions with a two-answer VQA de-
sign and an LLM-as-a-Judge selector. On CDDMBench, the
framework improves recognition and knowledge QA without
SFT: GPT-5-mini captions help GPT-5-Nano achieve 63.38%
(Crop), 33.70% (Disease), and 84.5 (QA); Qwen-VL-Chat
attains 54.90%, 25.39%, and 51.0, outperforming caption-free
baselines. The method is lightweight, reproducible, and en-
hances interpretability through structured evidence and rubric-
based judgments. By decomposing the diagnostic process
into explicit captioning, dual-answer generation, and meta-
evaluation stages, CPJ provides practitioners with transparent
reasoning chains that connect visual observations to action-
able recommendations, fostering trust and enabling informed
decision-making in AI-driven agricultural decision support
systems across diverse farming contexts.

Limitations include sensitivity to caption quality, judge
bias toward verbose responses, and lack of temporal/multi-
view context. Caption refinement significantly mitigates qual-
ity issues, yet edge cases with severe image degradation
remain challenging. The current framework operates on single
images, limiting its ability to capture disease progression
or environmental variations across time and spatial scales.
Future work will explore knowledge-grounded verification,
uncertainty calibration, multi-image and multilingual settings,
cross-regional adaptation, and on-device deployment for field
applications in resource-constrained environments.
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