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Abstract

Large vision-language models (LVLMs) have significantly improved multimodal
reasoning tasks, such as visual question answering and image captioning. These
models embed multimodal facts within their parameters, rather than relying on ex-
ternal knowledge bases to store factual information explicitly. However, the content
discerned by LVLMs may deviate from actual facts due to inherent bias or incorrect
inference. To address this issue, we introduce MFC-Bench, a rigorous and com-
prehensive benchmark designed to evaluate the factual accuracy of LVLMs across
three tasks: Manipulation, Out-of-Context, and Veracity Classification. Through
our evaluation on MFC-Bench, we benchmarked 12 diverse and representative
LVLMs, uncovering that current models still fall short in multimodal fact-checking
and demonstrate insensitivity to various forms of manipulated content. We hope
that MFC-Bench could raise attention to the trustworthy artificial intelligence po-
tentially assisted by LVLMs in the future. The MFC-Bench and accompanying re-
sources are publicly accessible at https://github.com/wskbest/MFC-Bench,
contributing to ongoing research in the multimodal fact-checking field.

1 Introduction

Significant advancements have been made in natural language processing (NLP), highlighted by
the development of large language models (LLMs) (Chang et al., 2023) equipped with billions of
parameters and pre-trained on extensive data (Brown et al., 2020; Chowdhery et al., 2022; Touvron
et al., 2023a,b). These models, including notable examples like ChatGPT and GPT-4 (OpenAI,
2023), have shown remarkable proficiency in understanding and executing human instructions
through methods such as instruction fine-tuning and reinforcement learning from human feedback
(RLHF) (Ouyang et al., 2022). They offer robust zero-shot capabilities, allowing them to perform
tasks effectively without further parameter tuning (Kojima et al., 2022; Lin et al., 2023; Wei et al.,
2021, 2023). Simultaneously, there has been progress in adapting these capabilities to vision-based
LLMs (Dai et al., 2023; Gong et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023a; OpenAI, 2023; Team et al., 2023; Zhu
et al., 2023), known as large vision-language models (LVLMs), which extend their proficiency across
various multimodal vision-language tasks (Fu et al., 2023; Hudson and Manning, 2019; Lu et al.,
2022). This convergence of advancements in both unimodal and multimodal domains represents a
significant leap in artificial intelligence, setting the stage for more cohesive and adaptive applications
across different platforms and modalities.

Recent studies have thoroughly investigated the extent to which LLMs hold factual information and
their capacity to reason with such knowledge (Hu et al., 2024b), which hypothesized that LLMs,
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InteracteHarper
Beckham on the frow
wearing a Tiffany
necklace.

Face Swap

Howe speaks to the
media before the US
Hockey Hall of Fame
s 27th Annual
Enshrinement Dinner
at the Xcel Energy
Center in St Paul
Minn.

CLIP Generate

Todd Stern angrily
rebuffed the
suggestion that US
used strongarm
tactics to force
countries to sign up
to the Copenhagen
Accord.

Face Attribute
Edit

Hillary Rodham
Clinton speaks at a
town hall meeting in
Las Vegas on
Tuesday.

Background
Change

Marty Hahne, a magician from
Ozark, MO, is burdened by the
excessive regulations of the
Agriculture Department, which
not only demands a license for
his performance rabbit but also
insists on a pointless written
disaster plan.

Marty Hahne a magician from
Ozark Mo has a rabbit that he
pulls out of his hat during his
magic acts The Agriculture
Department requires him to
have a license for that rabbit as
well as a written disaster plan.

Text Style
Transfer

Miliband hosted a lunch for
Hollande when he came to
London during the French
election campaign in February.

Cameron and Hollande are
expected to put on a friendly
front as they hail AngloFrench
defence cooperation at the
summit.

Text Entity
Replace

Lebanese women hold placards
of victims of the Iran embassy
bombing claimed by the
Brigades.

OOC
Classification

President Obama has sold the tabulating
of votes in U.S. national elections to
Scytl, a Spanish company run by a donor
to his campaign.

Veracity
Classification

Manipulation
Classification

Figure 1: MFC-Bench is a comprehensive benchmark designed to evaluate the LVLMs across three
distinct multimodal fact-checking tasks: Manipulation, Out-of-Context, and Veracity Classification.

trained on vast data, could adequately substitute for evidence retrieval and conduct fact-checking
autonomously, relying solely on their parametric knowledge. Beyond text-only fact-checking (Guo
et al., 2022; Thorne et al., 2018; Lin et al., 2023, 2022a), multimodal content is often perceived as
more credible and spreads more quickly than similar textual claims (Li and Xie, 2020; Newman
et al., 2012). However, the capabilities and limitations of LVLMs in managing multimodal reasoning
tasks (Akhtar et al., 2023) related to factuality, particularly in identifying online unverified information
within multimodal inputs, remain underexplored. These multimodal fact-checking tasks (Nakamura
et al., 2020; Newman et al., 2012; Shao et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2023) are crucial for understanding
social dynamics and require sophisticated social judgment and decision-making abilities. Given
that LVLMs are trained on extensive and varied image-text corpora and demonstrate remarkable
generalization capabilities (Liu et al., 2023a), it is vital to evaluate both their strengths and potential
challenges in handling factual knowledge and reasoning. This inquiry is particularly relevant to
ensuring trustworthy insights, focusing on how LVLMs analyze and integrate complex visual and
textual elements accurately and responsibly.

To this end, we introduce MFC-Bench as shown in Figure 1, a comprehensive Multimodal Fact-
Checking testbed designed to evaluate LVLM in terms of identifying factual inconsistencies and
counterfactual scenarios. MFC-Bench encompasses a wide range of visual and textual queries,
organized into three binary classification tasks: Manipulation Classification, Out-of-Context Classifi-
cation, and Veracity Classification. These tasks draw from a mix of diverse datasets (Newman et al.,
2012; Shao et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2023) and our newly created datasets specifically designed for
analyzing manipulations of multimodal facts: 1) The Manipulation Classification task targets various
alterations like face swapping, face attribute editing, background changing, image generation, entity
replacement, and style transfer; 2) The Out-of-Context Classification task focuses on identifying the
false connection between the image and text that may be both true; 3) The Veracity Classification task
is the multimodal counterpart to classifying the veracity of textual claims given the visual evidence, by
leveraging the inherent knowledge embedded in LVLMs. Such a three-task design philosophy aims to
investigate the helpfulness of LVLMs in the stage of verdict prediction for multimodal fact-checking.
We presented these tasks to LVLMs with carefully crafted prompts, gathered the model’s feedback,
and conducted a comprehensive analysis of the outcomes, which allowed us to evaluate the model’s
performance on MFC-Bench, ensuring a thorough understanding of its capabilities and limitations.

Through MFC-Bench, we comprehensively assess the ability of various LVLMs (Bai et al., 2023;
Dai et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023a; OpenAI, 2023) to accurately identify manipulated and misleading
content within multimodal inputs. Our benchmark offers a rigorous examination of current LVLMs,
highlighting the considerable gaps in their performance. Tasks aimed at detecting false connections,
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Table 1: Dataset sources, description, and distribution.

Tasks Description Sources Distribution

Fact. Non-Fact. All

Manipulation

Face Swap DGM4 4,000 2,000 6,000
Face Attribute Edit DGM4 4,000 2,000 6,000
Background Change Ours 1,000 2,000 3,000
CLIP-based SD Generate Ours 5,000 5,000 10,000
Text Style Transfer Ours 1,000 1,000 2,000
Text Entity Replace Ours 1,000 1,000 2,000

OOC Detect out of context NewsCLIPpings 1,000 1,000 2,000

Veracity Verify the claim w/ image Mocheg 469 1,531 2,000

such as OOC Classification, reveal pronounced disparities in LVLM efficacy. For more intricate tasks
like Manipulation Classification, which necessitates deep background knowledge and sophisticated
reasoning, LVLMs typically demonstrate only moderate success. Overall, MFC-Bench is designed
to provide researchers with a multi-dimensional understanding of their models’ capabilities in
multimodal fact-checking. Our goal is to advance auditing insights within LVLMs, playing a crucial
role in curbing the spread of online disinformation and promoting the stability and cohesion of diverse
communities.

Our contributions are three-fold: 1) We introduce MFC-Bench, a comprehensive testbed with 33K
multimodal samples across three fact-checking tasks to assess LVLMs’ trustworthiness; 2) Extensive
evaluation of 12 advanced LVLMs reveals significant challenges, with GPT-4V only achieving F1
scores of 45.6%, 75.2%, and 60.0% across the Manipulation, OOC, and Veracity Classification tasks,
respectively; 3) We provide a detailed analysis of performance variations among different LVLMs
using strategies like chain-of-thought and in-context learning prompts.

2 Dataset Construction

To systematically assess the visual and linguistic factual knowledge related to inconsistencies and
counterfactual reasoning abilities of LVLMs, we formulate our benchmark into three specific tasks:
Manipulation Classification, Out-of-Context Classification, and Veracity Classification. For these
tasks, we carefully curate appropriate visual and textual queries from a variety of sources to ensure a
comprehensive evaluation of LVLMs in multimodal fact-checking, as summarized in Table 1.

2.1 Task

2.1.1 Manipulation Classification

Manipulation Classification (Qi et al., 2019) is a task meticulously designed to ascertain whether
multimodal data encompasses fabricated elements. To investigate LVLMs’ proficiency in identifying
multimodal content altered through various manipulative techniques, we designed six types of
manipulation3. The first four methods focus on visual alterations, while the last two target textual
modifications.

• Method 1: Face Swap (FS). Face Swap involves the process of cutting a face from one
image and replacing it with a different face in another image. It can be used to create realistic
but fake images of public figures, such as politicians, celebrities, or journalists, appearing to
do things they never did. It is important for LVLMs not only to verify the authenticity of
news text content but also to accurately identify whether the individuals in the accompanying
photos correspond to the reported events. We have sampled and chosen a Face Swap subset
of the DGM4 dataset (Shao et al., 2023) as part of our benchmark to detect Whether LVLM
can recognize individuals and retrieve information related to individuals from its internal
parametric knowledge through multimodal data.

3Here, we consider the most challenging setting (Akhtar et al., 2023) that the correct content in one modality,
accompanied by the manipulated content in the other modality, which increases credibility.
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• Method 2: Face Attribute Edit (AE). Unlike Face Swap, Face Attribute Edit achieves
deception by altering the facial expressions of humans like newsmakers. This can be
potentially harmful to the public, as it can particularly portray a public figure laughing
inappropriately in a serious context, which is highly misleading and infuriating. To identify
such discrepancies, LVLMs must precisely recognize the type of event and the expected
demeanor of the individuals involved. Our benchmark randomly selected visual and textual
samples related to face attribute editing from the previously established DGM4 dataset (Shao
et al., 2023). This inclusion allows us to evaluate the multimodal fact-checking capabilities
of LVLMs in recognizing the scene, identifying personal information and detecting the
correctness of face’s status in visual content.

• Method 3: Background Change (BC). The same individuals, involving the same events,
can take place in different locations. Before the emergence of diffusion models, manipulating
a suitable scene was extremely challenging. However, with the advent of diffusion models
(Rombach et al., 2022), we can now effortlessly alter the background of images, thereby
creating scenes that did not originally exist in fact. Specifically, we are interested in whether
LVLMs can exactly determine if the time and location of an event align with the actual scene.
We utilized Grounding DINO (Liu et al., 2023b) and stable-diffusion-inpainting4

models to generate a background for an outdoor scene. Our objective was to examine the
capability of LVLMs in faithfully identifying these artificially constructed counterfactual
scenarios.

• Method 4: CLIP-based Stable Diffusion Generate (CG). Stable diffusion (SD) tradi-
tionally employs the text-to-image generation. However, by incorporating CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021), we can transform the process into an image-to-image generation (Ramesh
et al., 2022), enabling the manipulated image to retain the linguistic information from
the original image. It is crucial for LVLMs to accurately discern between authentic
and fabricated images by incorporating their internal knowledge, Using StabilityAI’s
Stable-Diffusion-2-1-Unclip5, we generated stable diffusion versions of the orig-
inal images for replacement. This design allows us to test the fact-checking capacity of
LVLMs for awareness of whether the multimodal contents have been manipulated with the
original image information.

• Method 5: Text Entity Replace (ER). Entity replacement is a traditional method of
text manipulation. Using Named Entity Recognition (NER) (Lample et al., 2016) from
bert-base-NER6, we identified named entities corresponding to persons within a given
claim where newsmakers are mentioned. Subsequently, we located these named entities in
another claim with the same persons and swapped the surrounding contextual texts between
the two claims. It creates counterfactual scenarios where the photos and claims contain
the same individuals, but the events depicted are different. This scenario challenges the
ability of LVLMs to keenly associate individuals with events, relying on their internal factual
knowledge.

• Method 6: Text Style Transfer (ST). Similar to Face Attribute Edit, Text Style Transfer
can alter the perception of the same person and event, giving a different factual impression.
For instance, an originally sad event can be described in a way that makes it seem humorous.
This poses a substantial challenge for fact-checking efforts as it requires LVLMs not only
to detect the factual content but also to understand the tone and style nuances that might
misrepresent the underlying truth of the situation. Hence, we first utilized GPT-4 (OpenAI,
2023) to determine whether the sentiment of the text is positive or negative. Then, leveraging
the advanced text style transfer capabilities of GPT-4, we rewrote the text to express the
opposite sentiment. The process examines LVLMs’ ability to rigorously comprehend the
events and associated sentiments depicted in images and claims, and to correctly correlate
them.

2.1.2 Out-of-Context Classification

Out-of-Context (OOC) Classification (Luo et al., 2021) aims to evaluate the coherence and correspon-
dence of context across various modalities. Unlike the aforementioned manipulation techniques that

4https://huggingface.co/runwayml/stable-diffusion-inpainting
5https://huggingface.co/stabilityai/stable-diffusion-2-1-unclip
6https://huggingface.co/dslim/bert-base-NER
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require modifying images and texts, OOC Classification combines real but misused images and texts.
If the image and claim are contextually aligned, we define the relationship as true. Conversely, if
the image and claim are not contextually aligned, we define the relationship as false. We collected
multimodal samples from the NewsCLIPpings dataset (Luo et al., 2021), using embedding methods
such as CLIP and SBERT-WK (Wang and Kuo, 2020) to extract the most similar misused images, for
the evaluation of LVLMs’ ability in discerning subtle semantic inconsistencies between images and
texts in OOC Classification.

2.1.3 Veracity Classification

Veracity Classification (Yao et al., 2023) involves assessing whether the context from one modality
aligns with or accurately reflects the context from another modality. Based on the image evidence,
the LVLMs need to predict the truthfulness (Supported, Refuted) of the claim. We curated a subset
of the Mocheg dataset (Yao et al., 2023) for this task. If the image supports the truthfulness of the
claim, we label the relationship between the image and the claim as “Supported” indicating a true
label. Otherwise, it is labeled as “Refuted” indicating a false label. This is a cross-modal semantic
transformation task designed to test whether LVLMs can detect complete semantic factual consistency
between the two modalities.

2.2 Label Setting

To unify the three tasks and facilitate a more effective analysis of benchmark results, we simplify the
tasks into binary classification, we define the label L = {Fact., Non-Fact.}. The Manipulation
Classification task involves determining whether multimodal news is fabricated, with labels indicating
“Manipulated” (Non-Fact.) or “Not Manipulated” (Fact.) The OOC Classification task assesses
whether the image and claim are inconsistent, with labels indicating “Matched” (Fact.) or “Not
Matched” (Non-Fact.). Lastly, the Veracity Classification task evaluates whether the claim is true
based on the image, with labels indicating “True” (Fact.) or “Not True” (Non-Fact.).

3 Methodology

3.1 Models

To provide an exhaustive perspective on the current state of LVLMs within the context of multimodal
fact-checking, we conducted evaluations on 12 representative accessible LVLMs. Our selection
encompasses a range of models from diverse organizations, differing in size, which allows for a
thorough understanding of the capabilities and limitations of LVLMs in handling multimodal content
concerned with facts.

For the open-source and accessible LVLMs, we adopt the representative models like LLaVA-
NeXT (Liu et al., 2024), InstructBLIP (Dai et al., 2023), Qwen-VL (Bai et al., 2023), Yi-VL (Young
et al., 2024), InternVL (Chen et al., 2023c), CogVLM (Wang et al., 2023a), MiniCPM-V-2 (Hu
et al., 2024a), mPLUG-Owl (Ye et al., 2023a), Emu2 (Sun et al., 2023) and MiniGPT-v2 (Chen et al.,
2023b). As two of the most powerful closed-source LVLMs, both GPT-4V and Claude3-Haiku are
also included in our testing scope.

3.2 Prompt Strategy

We define a multimodal content M = {I, C} as a tuple consisting of an image I and an accompanying
claim C to be fact-checked.

Given that our benchmark comprises three distinct tasks, we have developed three task instructions
Ti specifically designed to enhance the multimodal fact-checking capabilities of the LVLMs.

• Manipulation Classification (Task T1): “Manipulation encompasses various alterations
such as face swapping, face attribute editing, background changing, image generation, entity
replacement, and style transfer. Your task is to determine if the image and caption have been
manipulated.”

• Out-of-Context Classification (Task T2): “Out-of-Context Classification is a task in which
the goal is to identify whether a given image and accompanying text are contextually
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 Question  Given a caption "Harper Beckham on the frow wearing a Tiffany necklace." and its image, is this multimodal
content manipulated? 
Answer yes or no.

 Question  Given a caption "Hillary 
Rodham Clinton speaks at a
town hall meeting in  Las Vegas
on Tuesday."  and its image, is
this multimodal content
manipulated?
Answer yes or no.
 Answer: Yes. 

 Question  Given a caption "Hillary 
Rodham Clinton speaks at a
town hall meeting in  Las Vegas
on Tuesday."  and its image, is
this multimodal content
manipulated?
Answer yes or no.
 Answer: Yes. 

 Question  Given a caption "Hillary  Rodham Clinton
speaks at a town hall  meeting in  Las Vegas on Tuesday." 
and its image, is this multimodal content manipulated?
Answer yes or no.
Rationale: The inconsistency between the described event
 (town hall meeting) and the visible background (open
sky with clouds) strongly suggests that the background
has been altered.
 Answer: Yes. 

 Question  Given a caption "Hillary  Rodham Clinton
speaks at a town hall  meeting in  Las Vegas on Tuesday." 
and its image, is this multimodal content manipulated?
Answer yes or no.
Rationale: The inconsistency between the described event
 (town hall meeting) and the visible background (open
sky with clouds) strongly suggests that the background
has been altered.
 Answer: Yes. 

 Task  Manipulation encompasses various alterations such as face swapping, face attribute editing, background changing, image
generation, entity replacement, and style transfer. Your task is to determine if the image and caption have been manipulated.

 Question  Given a caption "Harper Beckham on the frow wearing a Tiffany necklace." and its image, is this multimodal
content manipulated? (CoT Optional: Let's think step-by-step.)
Answer yes or no.

 Image 

 Question  Given a caption "Hillary 
Rodham Clinton speaks at a
town hall meeting in  Las Vegas
on Tuesday."  and its image, is
this multimodal content
manipulated?
Answer yes or no.
 Answer: Yes. 

 Image 

(a) Zero Shot (Optional: CoT)

 xN Examples 

 Image 

(b) Few Shot (Optional: CoT)

 Question  Given a caption "Hillary  Rodham Clinton
speaks at a town hall  meeting in  Las Vegas on Tuesday." 
and its image, is this multimodal content manipulated?
Answer yes or no.
 Rationale  The inconsistency between the described event
 (town hall meeting) and the visible background (open
sky with clouds) strongly suggests that the background
has been altered.
 Answer: Yes. 

 Image 

 xN Examples 
 w/ CoT 

Figure 2: Comparison of prompts in zero-shot and few-shot scenarios with and without CoT.

mismatched or falsely connected. Your task is to identify whether a given image and its
accompanying text are contextually mismatched or falsely connected.”

• Veracity Classification (Task T3): “The Veracity task in a multimodal context involves
assessing the truthfulness or accuracy of textual claims by using visual evidence. Your
task is to determine the truthfulness of textual claims based on the accompanying visual
evidence.”

To enable the model to answer binary classification questions, we carefully design three questions for
three tasks and incorporate the image I and claim C into them.

• Manipulation Classification (Question Q1): “Given a claim {C} and its image {I}, is this
multimodal content manipulated?”

• Out-of-Context Classification (Question Q2): “Does this claim {C} match its image
{I}?”

• Veracity Classification (Question Q3): “Based on the image {I}, is this claim {C} true?”

At the end of each prompt template, we specify the required output format F : “Answer yes or no.”. As
demonstrated in Figure 2, to explore the effect of different prompt strategies like Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) (Wei et al., 2022) or In-Context Learning (ICL) prompting, we utilized the four following
prompt methods for the MFC-Bench: Zero-shot, Zero-shot with CoT (Kojima et al., 2022), Few-shot,
and Few-shot with CoT (Wei et al., 2022).

• Zero-shot Prompt. We initially employed the zero-shot setting to activate the fact-checking
capabilities of LVLMs. Given a task instruction Ti, a question unit Qi, and the return format
F , the LVLMs f(·) are expected to determine whether the output Y = f(Ti, Qi, F ) is
“Yes” or “No”, as depicted in Figure 2(a). To extend the Zero-shot with CoT setting in
LLMs described in Kojima et al. (2022), we simply incorporated the CoT prompt Cp “Let’s
think step by step” into the original prompt to encourage the LVLMs to implicitly conduct
complex reasoning of determining the factual label L. Consequently, LVLMs will process
f(Ti, Qi, Cp, F ) and finally return the answer to multimodal fact-checking.

• Few-shot Prompt. Previous literature has indicated that pre-trained LLMs can significantly
benefit from the inclusion of a few ICL demonstrations (Brown et al., 2020).To assess
whether the LVLMs could gain similar advantages from the in-context demonstrations in
multimodal fact-checking, we employed the few-shot setting. For the few-shot examples,
we define each example E = {Qi, L} consisting of a question Qi and its corresponding
label L. The inputs of LVLMs are given as {Ti, E

N , Qi, F}, where EN represents multiple
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Table 2: Results of different LVLMs on the MFC-Bench across different multimodal fact-checking
tasks, in the zero-shot setting. The accuracy and macro-averaged F1 score (%) are reported as the
metrics. The best and second test results are in bold and underlined, respectively.

Models Size Manipulation OOC Veracity

Accuracy F1 Accuracy F1 Accuracy F1

GPT-4V - 55.3 45.6 75.8 75.2 77.4 60.0
Claude3-Haiku - 50.6 36.8 59.8 59.5 80.3 57.4
Emu2 37B 36.5 30.5 51.9 51.1 70.0 52.6
InternVL 25.5B 60.4 45.3 73.4 73.0 80.0 57.4
CogVLM 17B 57.0 54.6 61.4 56.2 76.4 63.4
LLaVA-NeXT 13B 62.1 56.9 61.8 57.2 78.4 51.3
InstructBLIP 13B 41.7 30.7 59.5 52.3 49.6 49.3
Qwen-VL 7B 45.5 45.5 69.7 69.4 82.7 69.3
mPLUG-Owl 7B 62.4 50.5 48.3 46.1 60.8 49.7
MiniGPT-v2 7B 41.4 29.5 62.4 62.3 79.3 65.0
Yi-VL 6B 58.5 42.4 70.4 70.4 78.4 60.0
MiniCPM-V-2 2.8B 63.2 56.2 67.2 66.3 81.8 65.5

examples and N denotes the number of examples, as demonstrated in Figure 2(b). In terms
of the Few-shot with CoT prompt, we manually curated a rationale R for each example to
guide the LVLMs, where the example is represented as Ec = {Qi, R, L} and the input is
{Ti, E

N
c , Qi, F}.

4 Experiments

In the preceding sections, we have outlined the composition of the benchmark, the tested models,
the task definitions, and the prompting methods. In this section, we will commence by presenting
the performance of various LVLMs on the MFC-Bench across different tasks and prompt strategies,
followed by a detailed analysis.

4.1 Experimental Setup

We conduct extensive experiments on the MFC-Bench to evaluate a total of 12 representative LVLMs:
1) GPT-4V (OpenAI, 2023); 2) Claude3-Haiku; 3) Emu2 (Sun et al., 2023); 4) InternVL (Chen et al.,
2023c); 5) CogVLM (Wang et al., 2023a); 6) LLaVA-NeXT (Liu et al., 2024); 7) InstructBLIP (Dai
et al., 2023); 8) Qwen-VL (Bai et al., 2023); 9) mPLUG-Owl (Ye et al., 2023a); 10) MiniGPT-v2 (Chen
et al., 2023b); 11) Yi-VL (Young et al., 2024); 12) MiniCPM-V-2 (Hu et al., 2024a).

To ensure our results are reproducible, we set the temperature as 0 without any sampling mechanism.
We use the accuracy and macro-averaged F1 score as the evaluation metrics. More implementation
details and baseline descriptions are provided in Appendix §A.

4.2 Main Results

In Table 2, we present the average outcomes of 12 accessible and representative LVLMs in a zero-shot
setting on the MFC-Bench. From the results, we derive the following observations:

1) For the overall performance of the LVLMs on the Manipulation Classification, the open-sourced
model LLaVA-NeXT achieves the best performance with the 56.9% macro-averaged F1 score. It is
worth noting that the most lightweight model, MiniCPM-V-2, also performs well across a spectrum
of manipulation techniques, with the highest 63.2% accuracy and 56.2% macro-averaged F1 score.
Counterintuitively, the more powerful closed-source models, namely GPT-4V and Claude3-Haiku,
fail to produce promising results in this task. 2) This discrepancy underscores the complexity of
model architecture and the necessity of task-specific tuning, revealing that sheer computational power
does not guarantee superior performance in such a specialized task for manipulation classification.
None of the tested models exceed a performance threshold of 57%, revealing a vulnerability of vision-
language foundation models in this multimodal fact-checking subtask. 3) In OOC Classification,
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Table 3: Results of different LVLMs on the MFC-Bench across different multimodal fact-checking
tasks with the zero-shot CoT setting.

Models Size Manipulation OOC Veracity

Accuracy F1 Accuracy F1 Accuracy F1

GPT-4V - 54.8 50.6 76.5 76.2 77.7 58.7
Claude3-Haiku - 50.6 42.7 57.0 55.8 80.1 54.0
Emu2 37B 40.6 38.9 52.7 46.3 42.8 40.3
InternVL 25.5B 61.9 49.2 56.5 47.7 79.0 53.6
CogVLM 17B 58.3 54.7 61.3 56.3 75.2 61.4
LLaVA-NeXT 13B 58.0 55.5 52.4 39.1 77.2 46.2
InstructBLIP 13B 41.4 31.0 57.0 47.6 37.2 36.9
Qwen-VL 7B 45.2 45.2 71.9 71.8 81.8 65.3
mPLUG-Owl 7B 52.2 50.6 49.5 47.8 68.8 51.2
MiniGPT-v2 7B 41.5 31.1 61.8 59.6 77.4 64.4
Yi-VL 6B 58.8 40.7 69.4 69.3 78.0 56.1
MiniCPM-V-2 2.8B 62.4 50.5 68.2 67.5 80.8 62.2

GPT-4V stands out as the preeminent model with the highest 75.8% accuracy and 75.2% macro-
averaged F1 score. In terms of Veracity Classification, Qwen-VL is distinguished by its considerable
macro-averaged F1 score of 69.3%. 4) Overall, we can find almost all the LVLMs could achieve better
performance on OOC Classification but worse on Manipulation Classification, and performance
on Veracity Classification lies in the intermediate range. This pattern underscores the rational
distribution of task difficulty within our proposed benchmark, MFC-Bench, which comprehensively
spans a spectrum from challenging to straightforward multimodal fact-checking tasks.

Figure 3: Yes/No Bias in tested LVLMs. Figure 4: Model size effects of LVLMs.

4.3 Yes/No Bias

During benchmarking, we identified a Yes/No Bias issue with the tested LVLMs, where it tends to
consistently respond with either “yes” or “no”. We have chosen two key metrics to evaluate the Yes/No
bias of the model for the Manipulation Classification task: 1) False Positive Rate (FPR) (Fawcett,
2006) and 2) False Negative Rate (FNR) (Powers, 2020). In Figure 3, models such as GPT-4V,
Claude3-Haiku, Yi-VL, and InternVL tend to answer “no” more frequently. Conversely, models like
Emu2, MiniGPT-v2, and InstructBLIP are more inclined to answer “yes”. Meanwhile, LLaVA-NeXT,
CogVLM, Qwen-VL, and mPLUG-Owl exhibit a balanced performance without a strong bias towards
either affirmative or negative classifications. Given that these models were not specifically trained for
this task, the presence of such biases is not unexpected. This underscores the necessity of MFC-Bench,
aiming to guide the enhancement of fact-checking capabilities in LVLMs for future developments.

4.4 Effect of Model Size

To explore the impact of model size on factual capabilities, we analyzed two families of LVLMs:
InstructBLIP and LLaVA-NeXT, which both utilize the same language backbone, i.e., Vicuna (Chiang
et al., 2023), and employ similar CLIP models, with InstructBLIP using EVA CLIP-g and LLava-
NeXT using CLIP ViT-L/14. Specifically, we examined InstructBLIP (7B), InstructBLIP (13B),
LLava-NeXT (7B), LLava-NeXT (13B), and LLava-NeXT (34B). As shown in Figure 4, the following
observations were made: 1) In Manipulation Classification, there is a minimal correlation between
the model size of the specific LVLMs family and the performance. 2) Regarding OOC Classification
and Veracity Classification, the model performance generally improves with the increased model size.
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(a) Performance of Macro-Averaged F1. (b) Rates of valid responses.

Figure 5: Comparison between few-shot conditions w/ and w/o CoT for Qwen-VL and LLaVA-NeXT.

4.5 Effect of CoT

As Table 2 and Table 3 show, the impact of CoT in the zero-shot setting varies across different
models and tasks on MFC-Bench. For Manipulation Classification, most LVLMs exhibit improved
performance with CoT, particularly in terms of the F1 score, as seen in GPT-4V, where the F1 score
increased from 45.6% to 50.6%, and in Claude3-Haiku, where it rose from 36.8% to 42.7%. In the
case of OOC Classification, CoT proves beneficial for some LVLMs, such as Qwen-VL, while it
negatively affects others, like Claude3-Haiku. For Veracity Classification, CoT generally does not
significantly impact performance and may even reduce it for certain models.

In few-shot settings, as shown in Figure 5, CoT does not enhance the performance of Qwen-VL
(7B) and LLaVA-NeXT (13B). For Qwen-VL(7B), CoT has a minimal to slightly positive impact on
performance across all shot scenarios, without notably influencing the rate of valid responses. Con-
versely, CoT impacts LLaVA-NeXT (13B) inconsistently. The possible reasons for these observations
include the underdeveloped ability of the LVLM to handle multiple image inputs and the excessive
length of the rationale, which diminishes the model’s ability to understand the task effectively.

4.6 Effect of ICL

To thoroughly investigate the impact of In-Context Learning (ICL) on model performance, we
selected Qwen-VL (7B) and LLaVA-NeXT (13B) that support multiple image inputs to conduct
few-shot experiments on Manipulation Classification. We calculated the macro-averaged F1 scores
and the rates of valid responses for both LVLMs, where the valid response means the response
without ambiguous outputs. 1) The results, as illustrated in Figure 5, indicate that the implementation
of few-shot learning does not enhance the fact-checking capabilities of these models. 2) For the
performance of Qwen-VL in Figure 5a, the few-shot prompt (i.e., ICL) did not result in a performance
improvement. Instead, we found that it induced model inertia, leading it to predominantly respond
with “no” in most instances. 3) For LLaVA-NeXT, as the number of shots increases, the average
number of valid responses from the model progressively decreases, as shown in Figure 5b. We
speculate that this number decline of valid responses to our prompt is likely due to the model’s lack of
sufficient training on multi-image scenarios. We provide more qualitative analysis in Appendix §D.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

In this study, we aim to investigate the trustworthy insight of LVLMs by examining the multimodal
fact-checking ability of LVLMs across a spectrum of task categories. For this purpose, we have
developed the MFC-Bench, a comprehensive testbed consisting of 33K multimodal samples, spanning
three tasks of varied complexity. Our evaluation of various LVLMs using different prompting methods,
including those with CoT or ICL prompts, on the MFC-Bench reveals that these models still exhibit
limitations in accurately addressing multimodal fact-checking tasks. In our future work, we plan to
update our benchmark on the justification production for multimodal fact-checking with LVLMs.
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A Descriptions of LVLM Baselines

We conduct extensive experiments on the MFC-Bench to evaluate a total of 12 LVLMs:

• GPT-4V (OpenAI, 2023), developed by OpenAI, is a version of the GPT-4 architecture
that includes capabilities for processing and generating images in addition to text. We
specifically utilize the “gpt-4-vision-preview” version.

• Claude3-Haiku 7, developed by Anthropic, possesses sophisticated vision capabilities
comparable to other leading models. It can process a wide range of visual formats, including
photos, charts, graphs, and technical diagrams. We specifically utilize the “claude-3-haiku-
20240307” version.

• Emu2 (Sun et al., 2023) is a generative multimodal model with 37 billion parameters,
designed to enhance task-agnostic in-context learning capabilities through effective scaling.
We specifically utilize the “Emu2” version.

• InternVL (Chen et al., 2023c) is a large-scale vision-language foundation model, scaling
up the vision foundation model to 6 billion parameters and progressively aligning it with
the LLM, using web-scale image-text data from various sources. We specifically utilize the
“InternVL-Chat-V1-5” version.

• CogVLM (Wang et al., 2023a) is a powerful open-source visual language foundation model
that achieves state-of-the-art performance on multiple cross-modal benchmarks by using
a trainable visual expert module for deep fusion of vision and language features. We
specifically utilize the “cogvlm-chat” version.

• LLaVA-NeXT (Liu et al., 2024) is the new version of LLaVA (Liu et al., 2023a), with
improved reasoning, OCR, and world knowledge capabilities. We specifically utilize the
“llava-v1.6-vicuna-7b, llava-v1.6-vicuna-13b, llava-v1.6-34b” version.

7https://claude.ai/
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• InstructBLIP (Dai et al., 2023) introduces a novel vision-language instruction-tuning frame-
work utilizing BLIP-2 models to enhance zero-shot generalization performance across di-
verse vision-language tasks. We specifically utilize the “instructblip-vicuna-7b, instructblip-
vicuna-13b” version.

• Qwen-VL (Bai et al., 2023) is Alibaba Cloud’s multimodal large vision-language model
that excels in multilingual text recognition, fine-grained understanding, and multi-image
interleaved conversations, significantly outperforming other large vision-language models in
various benchmarks. We specifically utilize the “Qwen/Qwen-VL-Chat” version.

• mPLUG-Owl (Ye et al., 2023a), developed by DAMO Academy, is a training approach
that enhances LLMs with multimodal capabilities by integrating a foundational LLM with a
visual knowledge module and a visual abstractor module, using a two-stage method to align
image and text. We specifically utilize the “mplug-owl-llama-7b” version.

• MiniGPT-v2 (Chen et al., 2023b) is a unified vision-language model designed for diverse
tasks such as image description and visual question answering, utilizing unique task identi-
fiers for improved performance and efficiency. We specifically built the model based on the
“llama-2-7b-chat” LLaMA version with the checkpoint of the online developing demo.

• Yi-VL (Young et al., 2024) is an open-source multimodal vision-language model from the Yi
LLM series, excelling in content comprehension and multi-round image conversations, and
leading in recent English and Chinese benchmarks. We specifically utilize the “Yi-VL-6B”
version.

• MiniCPM-V-2 8 is a robust multimodal large language model designed for efficient end-side
deployment. It is built on the foundation of SigLip-400M and MiniCPM-2.4B, connected
by a perceiver resampler. We specifically utilize the “MiniCPM-V 2.0” version.

B Implementation Details

B.1 Data Construction

For Manipulation Classification, we designed six types of manipulation, selecting data from the
DGM4 dataset (Shao et al., 2023) and constructing additional datasets ourselves. The initial data
was sourced from the VisualNews (Liu et al., 2021) datasets. The DGM4 dataset complies with the
Apache-2.0 license. The VisualNews dataset is available upon request.

• Method 1: Face Swap (FS). A Face Swap subset of the DGM4 dataset (Shao et al., 2023)
was sampled and selected.

• Method 2: Face Attribute Edit (AE). Visual and textual samples related to face attribute
editing were randomly selected from the previously established DGM4 dataset (Shao et al.,
2023).

• Method 3: Background Change (BC). Backgrounds for outdoor scenes were generated
using Grounding DINO (Liu et al., 2023b) and stable-diffusion-inpainting9 techniques.First,
we used Grounding DINO to detect the people in the photos and create inverse masks. Then,
we provided these masks along with the original images for stable-diffusion-inpainting. The
prompt for generating the backgrounds was “blue sky, white clouds.” The pipeline was
implemented using ComfyUI.

• Method 4: CLIP-based Stable Diffusion Generate (CG). Stable diffusion versions of
the original images were generated using StabilityAI’s Stable-Diffusion-2-1-Unclip. By
utilizing Stable-Diffusion-2-1-Unclip, we input the original claim and image into the model
to generate the manipulated images.

• Method 5: Text Entity Replace (ER). Named entities corresponding to persons within a
given claim were identified using Named Entity Recognition (NER) (Lample et al., 2016)
from bert-base-NER10, and the surrounding contextual texts between two claims were
swapped. To ensure that the claims contain people, we first screened the data and selected
only the claims that included individuals.

8https://huggingface.co/openbmb/MiniCPM-V-2
9https://huggingface.co/runwayml/stable-diffusion-inpainting

10https://huggingface.co/dslim/bert-base-NER
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• Method 6: Text Style Transfer (ST). The sentiment of the text was first determined using
GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023), and then the text was rewritten to express the opposite sentiment
using GPT-4’s advanced text style transfer capabilities.

The Out-of-Context Classification data is sourced from the NewsCLIPpings dataset (Luo et al., 2021),
while the Veracity Classification data is obtained and sampled randomly from the Mocheg dataset
(Yao et al., 2023). The NewsCLIPpings dataset is available upon request. Mocheg dataset complies
with the Apache-2.0 license.

B.2 GPUs Usage

We utilized the high-performance computing platform and employed Slurm to request 2-4 A800
GPUs for benchmarking.

C Related Work

C.1 LLMs and LVLMs

Recent advancements have seen LLMs excel across various domains, with major tech companies
developing high-performing proprietary models such as OpenAI’s GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) and
GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023), Google’s PaLM (Chowdhery et al., 2022) and Gemini (Team et al., 2023),
and Anthropic’s Claude. These models, however, are often only accessible via specific APIs or not
at all. In contrast, the AI community has embraced the emergence of open-source LLMs, making
significant contributions like MistralAI’s Mistral-series (Jiang et al., 2023), Google’s UL2-20B (Tay
et al., 2023) and Gemma (Mesnard et al., 2024), Tsinghua University’s GLM-130B (Zeng et al.,
2023), and Meta’s OPT (Zhang et al., 2022) and the LLaMA series (Touvron et al., 2023a,b; Meta,
2024), enhanced by extensive alignment efforts (Wang et al., 2023c; Xu et al., 2023; Luo et al.,
2023b,a; Mukherjee et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023b).

LVLMs have significantly advanced the understanding of both textual and visual data within a unified
framework (Chen et al., 2023a; Zhang et al., 2024). Innovative models such as Flamingo (Alayrac
et al., 2022) and PaLM-E (Driess et al., 2023) have demonstrated the ability to integrate visual
and textual information effectively, without the need for task-specific training. Concurrently, the
development of diverse multimodal datasets (Yang et al., 2023) stemming from GPT-4 and GPT-
4V (OpenAI, 2023) has spurred the fine-tuning of models like LLaVA (Liu et al., 2023a), MiniGPT-
4 (Zhu et al., 2023), mPLUG-Owl (Ye et al., 2023b), InstructBLIP (Dai et al., 2023), and others (Bai
et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023b; Gong et al., 2023; Team et al., 2023; Bavishi et al., 2023), highlighting
a trend towards more versatile and real-world applicable multimodal systems.

C.2 Factual Knowledge in LMs

Previous studies have established that language models (LMs) can function as repositories of factual
knowledge, serving effectively as knowledge bases (Petroni et al., 2019, 2020; Heinzerling and
Inui, 2021). This reservoir of factual information acquired during pretraining proves beneficial for
knowledge-intensive tasks, such as question-answering and fact-checking (Roberts et al., 2020; Yu
et al., 2022; Pan et al., 2023). Petroni et al. (2019) used cloze tests involving triples and tailored
prompts to evaluate the factual knowledge embedded in language models, while Jiang et al. (2020)
focused on optimizing prompt design to enhance factual retrieval from these models.

Despite these advancements, the reliability of these methods has been questioned. Elazar et al.
(2021) highlighted the inconsistency in rank-based probing methods when using paraphrased contexts.
Similarly, Cao et al. (2021) argued that biased prompting and the leakage of correct answers can often
lead to an overestimation of an LM’s knowledge retention. On the other hand, Varshney et al. (2022)
employed question-answering formats to gauge models’ uncertainty about specific facts, suggesting
a different approach to measure factual accuracy. Our methodology aligns more closely with the
approaches of Kadavath et al. (2022); Lin et al. (2022b); Hu et al. (2024b), which involve querying
models directly to self-evaluate their accuracy in delivering factual responses, offering a more direct
assessment of their knowledge capabilities. But differently, this work focuses on the multimodal
nature of fact checking to explore the complex reasoning capability of LVLMs.
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C.3 Multimodal Fact-Checking

Multimodal Fact-Checking refers to the systematic process of identifying counterfactuals or incon-
sistencies between facts across different modalities within multimodal data (Akhtar et al., 2023).
Common manifestations of multimodal misinformation include claims about digitally manipulated
context (Agarwal et al., 2019; Shao et al., 2023) and the amalgamation of context from disparate
modalities and contexts (Luo et al., 2021; Aneja et al., 2021). The former is predominantly associated
with deepfake technologies (Maras and Alexandrou, 2018; Dolhansky et al., 2019), while the latter is
linked with cheapfake methodologies (Aneja et al., 2021). An essential Multimodal Fact-Checking
pipeline consists of evidence retrieval and the adjudication process. Evidence retrieval furnishes the
foundational basis for subsequent multimodal judgments. Within the adjudication phase, tasks are
delineated into distinct categories, such as Manipulation Classification, Out-of-Context Classification,
and Veracity Classification.

Manipulation Classification (Shao et al., 2023) is a task meticulously designed to ascertain whether
multimodal data encompasses fabricated elements. Out-of-context Classification (Luo et al., 2021)
aims to evaluate the coherence and correspondence of context across various modalities. Veracity
Classification (Yao et al., 2023) involves assessing whether the context from one modality aligns
with or accurately reflects the context from another modality. Collectively, these tasks constitute
the comprehensive process of multimodal fact-checking. In this work, we employed six different
manipulation techniques to assess whether LVLMs can detect manipulations in multimodal news.
Data from the NewsCLIPpings dataset is used to challenge LVLMs’ ability to discern semantic
differences between real images and real text, specifically for OOC classification. Similar to text,
the cross-modal Veracity task is used to evaluate LVLMs’ ability to perform factual inference across
different modalities.

C.4 Benchmarks for LVLMs

Traditional multimodal benchmarks have been centered around specific skills such as visual recog-
nition (Goyal et al., 2017), image description (Agrawal et al., 2019), and visual commonsense
reasoning (Zellers et al., 2019). However, the advent of advanced LVLMs has necessitated the
development of new benchmarks to keep pace with their robust zero-shot capabilities, which often
exceed those measured by conventional metrics. This has exposed shortcomings in their ability to
match answers accurately, highlighting issues with robustness. To address these limitations, the
research community has introduced several innovative benchmarks, such as MME (Fu et al., 2023),
MMBench (Liu et al., 2023c), MM-Vet (Yu et al., 2023), SEED-Bench (Li et al., 2023a), GOAT-
Bench (Lin et al., 2024), LAMM (Yin et al., 2023) and MMCode (Li et al., 2024). These benchmarks
are designed to facilitate structured evaluations of complex multimodal tasks and reveal the flaws
of traditional methods. Distinct from these, our proposed benchmark is tailored to systematically
assess multimodal factual knowledge, especially concerning disinformation detection in the realm
of deepfakes and cheapfakes. This testbed would allow for a more thorough exploration of LVLMs’
trustworthy awareness concerning a wider range of task types associated with multimodal factuality.

D Analysis

D.1 Potential Test Set Leakage

For the open-source LVLMs, test set leakage is not a concern, as the literature explicitly delineates
the datasets and instruction-tuning procedures employed in their training, none of which encompass
the multimodal data utilized in our MFC-Bench. However, we cannot fully guarantee the exclusion
of potential data leakage with GPT-4V and Claude3-Haiku, as its internal workings remain opaque.
Nevertheless, as evidenced by the results in the experiments, where all LVLMs were evaluated directly
on the MFC-Bench, the absence of significant test set leakage is implied. This is inferred from the
fact that direct application of the LVLMs did not yield disproportionately high performance, which
would be expected if the models were benefiting from test set leakage.
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Figure 6: Effect of prompts specifically designed for different types of manipulation techniques.

D.2 Results on Different Manipulation Techniques

We further provide the detailed results of the 12 representative LVLMs on the Manipulation Classifi-
cation with respect to the six manipulation methods, as depicted in Table 4-5.

D.3 Effect of Prompts on Manipulation Classification

To verify the model’s understanding of manipulation tasks, we designed prompts for six different
manipulation tasks and tested them on twelve models (see §E ). As shown in Figure 6, the model’s
performance on each sub-task was consistent with that of a single prompt. This suggests that the
model struggles with manipulation fact-checking. For the Background Change task, the scenarios we
set might have been too simple, making it easy for the model to detect the manipulations.

Table 4: Detailed results of LVLMs on the Manipulation Classification in the zero-shot setting.

Models FS AE BC CG ER ST

Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1

GPT-4V (-) 52.5 40.7 49.5 37.1 82.2 81.3 52.3 44.6 47.7 35.9 47.3 34.2
Claude3-Haiku (-) 50.2 35.8 50.2 36.1 50.0 35.5 50.2 35.7 52.5 40.6 50.7 37.2

Emu2 (37B) 35.5 30.7 35.3 30.0 32.7 25.9 33.6 28.8 50.2 36.7 49.8 38.1
InternVL (25.5B) 64.4 44.4 65.1 43.9 78.9 71.3 53.0 41.5 50.6 36.0 50.5 36.2
CogVLM (17B) 54.0 51.6 53.1 50.4 71.7 70.5 60.7 58.9 46.7 41.1 48.2 41.1

LLaVA-NeXT (13B) 60.7 51.2 60.5 50.7 81.8 79.9 61.9 59.6 48.5 38.4 55.5 51.2
InstructBLIP (13B) 33.6 25.7 33.6 25.8 33.6 25.7 50.5 35.8 50.2 35.0 50.7 36.7

Qwen-VL (7B) 45.4 45.2 46.3 46.1 46.9 46.8 46.9 46.2 39.8 39.4 40.2 40.0
mPLUG-Owl (7B) 45.5 45.5 45.1 45.1 47.7 47.7 50.5 49.4 50.2 49.4 49.2 48.2
MiniGPT-v2 (7B) 33.4 25.1 33.3 25.0 33.4 25.2 50.2 34.0 50.1 33.8 48.8 33.1

Yi-VL (6B) 65.3 44.2 64.7 43.7 68.9 50.5 51.2 40.2 49.4 34.6 49.6 36.8
MiniCPM-V-2 (2.8B) 62.2 50.4 62.5 50.1 83.7 85.8 63.1 59.9 48.1 36.1 49.6 38.9

D.4 Case Study

To better understand the reasoning process of the model in fact-checking, we are conducting a
study on the correct and incorrect reasoning processes of the GPT-4V model. Figure 7 illustrates
an instance where GPT-4V fails to identify manipulated content, specifically a face swap involving
Joe Biden and another individual. This oversight underscores a significant limitation of GPT-4V in
accurately recognizing individuals within images. The model’s rationale primarily emphasizes overall
scene consistency and plausible historical context, but it fails to detect the specific manipulation
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Table 5: Detailed results of LVLMs on the Manipulation Classification in the zero-shot with CoT
setting.

Models FS AE BC CG ER ST

Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1 Acc F1

GPT-4V (-) 46.7 45.2 51.0 48.5 67.9 67.5 56.7 51.0 54.4 49.4 52.2 42.1
Claude3-Haiku (-) 50.0 43.7 50.1 43.5 52.6 46.7 50.1 39.0 49.1 41.2 51.6 42.3

Emu2 (37B) 40.2 39.3 40.0 39.3 38.0 37.3 38.2 36.3 49.2 42.8 49.8 43.2
InternVL (25.5B) 65.2 45.0 64.4 44.8 85.7 85.2 55.8 46.8 50.1 36.0 50.7 37.1
CogVLM (17B) 56.7 53.0 55.1 51.3 74.8 73.2 59.5 56.3 48.9 42.7 51.1 44.3

LLaVA-NeXT (13B) 55.4 51.3 55.3 51.1 76.4 75.5 59.1 58.0 47.1 40.5 51.6 48.8
InstructBLIP (13B) 33.5 25.8 33.6 26.0 34.0 26.5 50.2 36.5 50.0 35.7 47.2 35.5

Qwen-VL (7B) 46.7 46.4 47.2 46.9 46.2 46.1 45.8 45.3 38.1 37.8 38.2 38.1
mPLUG-Owl (7B) 53.9 50.6 53.8 50.5 54.7 50.8 50.6 50.3 50.2 49.5 48.2 47.7
MiniGPT-v2 (7B) 33.8 26.0 33.7 26.1 34.8 26.7 50.5 36.1 48.8 36.4 46.3 33.7

Yi-VL (6B) 66.3 42.8 65.5 42.2 69.1 48.7 50.9 37.9 49.7 33.9 49.7 35.4
MiniCPM-V-2 (2.8B) 65.0 44.2 65.2 44.0 81.8 76.8 58.3 51.9 49.2 35.0 50.1 37.1

Joe Biden looks on as President Obama pitches his executive actions to reduce gun violence at
the White House last week.

 Image   Caption 

 Rationale  Upon reviewing the image and the caption, the rationale for determining whether the multimodal content
is manipulated involves analyzing a few key aspects:
1. Image Analysis: The image shows two individuals, one of whom appears to be former President Barack Obama,
and the other resembles Joe Biden. This matches the description given in the caption.
2. Caption Context: The caption "Joe Biden looks on as President Obama pitches his executive actions to reduce
gun violence at the White House last week" aligns with the visual content. Joe Biden is indeed seen looking on while
Barack Obama appears to be speaking.
3. Visual Consistency: The image does not show any signs of obvious manipulation such as mismatched lighting,
unusual blurring, or inconsistent shadows that would suggest digital alteration. Both individuals are well-lit and
appear naturally within the context of the scene.
4. Historical Context: The scenario described in the caption is a plausible historical event, as Barack Obama and
Joe Biden often appeared together during their tenure in the White House, particularly on significant policy
announcements.
Given these points, there is no evidence from the provided image and caption to suggest that the content is
manipulated. Therefore, the answer is no, the content does not appear to be manipulated.

Figure 7: Example of wrongly predicted manipulation by GPT-4V with rationale.

of Joe Biden’s identity. In contrast, Figure 8 showcases GPT-4V’s successful identification of
manipulated content by accurately discerning the discrepancy between the emotional state depicted in
the image and the corresponding caption. Todd Stern’s smiling expression contrasts with the caption’s
description of him angrily rebuffing a suggestion. GPT-4V effectively recognizes this emotional
mismatch, demonstrating its capability to evaluate the coherence between visual and textual elements.

D.5 Error Analysis

In zero-shot settings, the model’s performance relies solely on its understanding of the instructions,
its comprehension of the images and claims, and ultimately making a judgment based on this
understanding(see also §D.4). The main results indicate that the model’s fact-checking ability is
weak. As discussed in §4.3, the Yes/No Bias also highlights this issue.

In few-shot settings, the model does not gain insights from the examples. As Figure 5 shows, LLaVA-
NeXT’s usable response rate decreases, and it starts outputting gibberish instead of “yes” or “no”.
Specifically, in few-shot with CoT conditions, LLaVA-NeXT does not generate its own reasoning
process but merely copies the rationale from previous examples. For example, one output from
LLaVA-NeXT is, “Answer yes or no. Rationale: The image shows what seems to be an unnatural or
edited blend of faces, particularly noticeable in the features of the man and the child. This indicates
that the image may have been digitally altered.”, which is already included in the demonstrations of
the prompt.
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US Special Envoy Todd Stern angrily rebuffed the suggestion that America used strongarm
tactics to force countries to sign up to the Copenhagen Accord

 Image   Caption 

 Rationale  The rationale for determining that the content is manipulated is based on the mismatch between the
visual and textual elements:
1. Visual Element (Image): The image shows Todd Stern smiling, suggesting a positive or neutral emotional state.
2. Textual Element (Caption): The caption describes Todd Stern as angrily rebuffing a suggestion, indicating a
negative or confrontational emotional state.
The emotional tone conveyed by the image does not match the emotional tone described in the caption. This
incongruity between the image and the caption suggests that they do not correspond to the same context or
moment, indicating manipulation of the multimodal content.

Figure 8: Example of correctly predicted manipulation by GPT-4V with rationale.

E Prompts Designed for Manipulation Techniques

1. Face Swap is a manipulation technique of cutting a face from one image and replacing it with a
different face in another image. Your task is to determine if the claim and its image have used Face
Swap. Answer yes or no.

2. Face Attribute Edit is a manipulation technique for altering facial expressions. Your task is to
determine if the claim and its image have used Face Attribute Edit. Answer yes or no.

3. Background Change is a manipulation technique that involves altering the background of images.
Your task is to determine if the claim and its image have used Background Change. Answer yes or no.

4. CLIP-based Stable Diffusion Generation is a manipulation technique that utilizes an image-to-
image generation pipeline to produce manipulated images. Your task is to determine if the claim and
its image have used CLIP-based Stable Diffusion Generate. Answer yes or no.

5. Text Entity Replace is a manipulation technique that involves identifying named entities corre-
sponding to persons in one text, locating these entities in another text, and swapping the surrounding
contextual texts between the two. Your task is to determine if the claim and its image have used Text
Entity Replace. Answer yes or no.

6. Text Style Transfer is a manipulation technique that rewrites text to express the opposite sentiment.
Your task is to determine if the claim and its image have used Text Style Transfer. Answer yes or no.

F Ethics

The aim of this research is to focus on the multimodal fact-checking issue related to LVLMs, to
curb the dissemination of multimodal disinformation, and to protect individuals from exposure
to fake news. However, we acknowledge the risk that malicious actors might attempt to reverse-
engineer misinformation that could evade detection by AI systems trained on LVLMs. We vehemently
discourage and denounce such practices, and emphasize that human moderation is essential to prevent
such occurrences. Our utilization of data adheres to the terms of the datasets (Shao et al., 2023; Luo
et al., 2021; Yao et al., 2023). All the data in this work only includes text and image modalities and
does not contain any user information on social media.

G Limitations and Future Work

As this is the first benchmark work to evaluate the multimodal fact-checking capacity of LVLMs,
there are no doubt multiple efforts needed to improve the work in the future:

• The dynamic and context-specific nature of multimodal fact-checking presents a challenge
in interpretation and analysis. The current benchmark may not fully capture this complexity,
potentially limiting the generalizability of our findings. Human interpretation of multimodal
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disinformation is inherently intricate and contextual. Additionally, future studies could be
enhanced by a more comprehensive examination of bias and fairness in model evaluations
to prevent the reinforcement or exacerbation of stereotypical hallucinations.

• While this pioneering work delivers comprehensive results related to multimodal fact-
checking, further improving the interpretability of these findings could provide deeper,
more actionable insights for practical applications and further development of models.
Delving into the underlying reasons for the fact-checking outcomes observed in LVLMs and
discussing these in detail would not only shed light on model behaviors but also suggest
avenues for optimization. Expanding on how these results can be translated into model
enhancements and identifying specific aspects that could benefit from refinement would
make the findings more applicable. Additionally, exploring how these interpretations align
with real-world multimodal data usage could guide future research directions, fostering
advancements in both theoretical and applied domains of multimodal fact-checking.

• During the benchmarking process, we did not require the model to provide its reasoning
process, asking only for a “yes” or “no” response. In future work, we should investigate the
model’s internal reasoning mechanisms and how it arrives at its conclusions. Furthermore,
the current LVLM demonstrates grounding capabilities that can be leveraged to better
understand the model’s interpretation of images and its fact-checking judgments.

• Expanding the scope to include a broader array of models could enhance the robustness
and applicability of the results. Incorporating diverse multilingual datasets, the audio
modality, advanced manipulation techniques (both DeepFake and CheapFake), and emerging
LVLMs into our benchmark work could provide a more nuanced understanding of LVLMs’
capabilities across various languages. Although there is a long way to go, where there is a
will, there is a way.
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