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Abstract

Recent advancements in Large Multimodal Models (LMMs) have made significant
progress in the field of single-image visual question answering. However, these models
face substantial challenges when tasked with queries that span extensive collections
of images, similar to real-world scenarios like searching through large photo albums,
finding specific information across the internet, or monitoring environmental changes
through satellite imagery. This paper explores the task of Multi-Image Visual Question
Answering (MIQA): given a large set of images and a natural language query, the task
is to generate a relevant and grounded response. We propose a new public benchmark,
dubbed "Visual Haystacks (VHs)," specifically designed to evaluate LMMs’ capabilities
in visual retrieval and reasoning over sets of unrelated images, where we perform
comprehensive evaluations demonstrating that even robust closed-source models
struggle significantly. Towards addressing these shortcomings, we introduce MIRAGE
(Multi-Image Retrieval Augmented Generation), a novel retrieval/QA framework
tailored for LMMs that confronts the challenges of MIQA with marked efficiency and
accuracy improvements over baseline methods. Our evaluation shows that MIRAGE
surpasses closed-source GPT-4o models by up to 11% on the VHs benchmark and
offers up to 3.4x improvements in efficiency over text-focused multi-stage approaches.

1 Introduction

The development of high-quality visual question-answering (VQA) technologies based on large foundation
models marks a significant milestone in bridging the gap between humans and machines, enabling the
extraction of insightful information from visual content through natural language questions. However, the
scope of existing VQA approaches has predominantly been restricted to single-image analysis, narrowing its
utility for addressing more intricate inquiries that involve extensive collections of visual data. Take, for exam-
ple, the challenges of discerning patterns in vast arrays of medical images, monitoring deforestation through
satellite imagery, mapping urban changes using autonomous navigation data, analyzing thematic elements
across large art collections, or understanding consumer behavior from retail surveillance footage. Each of
these scenarios entails not only visual processing across hundreds or thousands of images but also necessi-
tates cross-image processing of these findings — a task that exceeds the reach of traditional VQA systems.

Addressing this gap necessitates the development of robust Multi-Image Visual Question Answering
(MIQA) systems capable of efficiently processing and analyzing extensive collections of images. The
core challenges in MIQA lie in the ability to (1) accurately retrieve relevant images from a vast pool of
potentially unrelated images and (2) integrate relevant visual information from these images to correctly
answer the question. While recent models capable of MIQA such as Gemini 1.5-pro and GPT-4V are
capable of taking multiple images as input (MII-capable) and have overcome key technical hurdles to
MIQA (such as long-context learning), it remains unknown if they can perform the retrieval and integration
tasks, particularly as the volume and variability of images increases.
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Figure 1: (a) Unlike existing visual Needle-In-A-Haystack (NIAH) challenges [37] that overlay needle
information as text directly onto the image, our "Visual Haystacks" (VHs) benchmark is visually focused,
requiring the model to retrieve the needle image from the haystack and then reason to answer the
specific question using visual contents. (b) We benchmark existing LMMs under different NIAH settings
where only one needle image is present among ten images. While traditional visual NIAH challenges
overemphasize text retrieval, which can be easily hacked by state-of-the-art models with strong OCR
capabilities, they are unable to solve the simple visual questions in VHs.

In this work, we begin by rigorously evaluating the readiness of existing MII capable models for the
MIQA task by introducing a new benchmark for MIQA dubbed “Visual Haystacks (VHs),” designed to
explicitly test a model’s ability to first retrieve relevant images and then integrate information across those
images. While based on existing needle-in-a-haystack (NIAH) evaluations [17, 37], VHs goes beyond
simple text/OCR-based needles (For example, Gemini 1.5 Pro is evaluated using text-overlays on images),
and leverages needles which require visual reasoning capability (“For the image containing a cat, is there
a dog?”) in both the retrieval and integration stages. Evaluating both open and closed-source models on
VHs demonstrates a surprising result: existing MII-capable models fail to answer simple MIQA problems,
leading to performance degradation of up to 50% over non-retrieval QA problems. We also notice a dramatic
positional-bias phenomenon across these models similar to that noticed in natural-language tasks by Liu et
al. [29]: when the relevant image is placed deeper within the context, performance degrades even further.

To address these issues, we introduce a simple single-stage training paradigm, “MIRAGE” (Multi-Image Re-
trieval Augmented Generation), which extends the LLaVA [27] model to handle MIQA tasks. Our proposed
paradigm consists of several components, each designed to alleviate key issues in the MIQA task, among
them (1) augmenting the image-encoder with a compressive image encoding and (2) leveraging a retrieval-
based, query-aware, relevance filter, both aimed at allowing more images given the same context budget,
and (3) augmenting the training process with additional targeted synthetic and real MIQA data. Through
results on VHs and existing benchmarks for MIQA including RetVQA [19], we demonstrate that our
proposed approach outperforms standard retrieval-augmented methods on MIQA benchmarks, is robust to
depth in visual-haystack questions, and is more efficient than text-focused multi-stage planning approaches.

To summarize, our contributions are as follows:

• We introduce a new benchmark, “Visual Haystacks (VHs)” which explicitly tests MIQA models
on their ability to retrieve and integrate visual information.

• We conduct comprehensive evaluations of existing open and closed-source models on the VHs
benchmark, and demonstrate that not only are existing models incapable of solving the VHs
task, but demonstrate notable positional bias for MIQA tasks (similar to the “lost-in-the-middle”
phenomena).

• We introduce MIRAGE (Multi-Image Retrieval Augmented Generation), a novel retrieval-aware
training framework designed explicitly for MIQA, and demonstrate that it can perform GPT-4o
by up to 11% (N=3, Single Needle) on VHs, while remaining up to 3.4x times more efficient
than text-focused multi-stage planning approaches.

2 The Visual Haystacks Benchmark (VHs)

The "Needle-In-A-Haystack" (NIAH) challenge [17, 37] has recently become one of the most popular
methods for evaluating LLM/LMM systems’ ability to process long-context inputs. In this task, essential
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information (“the needle”), which contains the answer to a specific question, is embedded within a vast
amount of data (“the haystack”). The system must then retrieve the relevant information and answer the
question correctly. Building on the NIAH concept, we explore its application in the Multimodal Image
Question Answering (MIQA) task. Formally, the MIQA task requires a model to answer a single question
(“Q”) given a large number of images (I = I0,I1,I2,...,IN ). In this scenario, at least one target image
contains the answer, while the rest serve as distractors. Evaluating models on this task necessitates a
robust benchmark that can accurately measure their performance in retrieving the correct information
to do question answering with extensive visual inputs. In this section, we first elaborate on the limitations
of existing benchmarks and introduce a new benchmark, dubbed "Visual Haystacks" (VHs). Then,
we conduct a comprehensive analysis of existing methods, including open-source, closed-source and
long-context LMM solutions, on this benchmark dataset and highlight their limitations.

2.1 Benchmark Construction

Currently, no existing NIAH dataset is designed for reasoning across a large number of images (instead of a
text counterpart). The closest example is the demo in the Gemini-v1.5 technical report [37], which created
“needle” frames in a long video by overlaying text reading “The secret is Needle” on a frame within the
video, and asking the model to retrieve the secret text. While such an approach can evaluate a model’s
ability to retrieve content from a large context, this needle image creation approach is overly OCR-centric,
essentially allowing the model to perform text retrieval followed by text reasoning, which de-emphasizes
the image retrieval and image reasoning components. Furthermore, the challenge included only a single
test case, rather than multiple test cases across diverse scenarios, making the evaluation less convincing.

To address these shortcomings, we introduce a new benchmark which we call "Visual Haystacks
(VHs)." The VHs dataset (which we release under a CC-BY-4.0 license) is constructed using the COCO
dataset (CC-BY-4.0 license) [24], which already has accurate object-level annotations. To generate
a question/answer pair, we begin by selecting two objects from COCO’s label set for the question.
We then generate the text of the question in one of two settings: a single-needle setting, for which
the question is framed as “For the image with anchor object, is there target object?”
and a multi-needle setting where the question is framed as either “For all images with anchor
object, do all of them contain target object?” or “For all images with anchor
object, do any of them contain target object?”. The answers are binary—Yes or No—and
are carefully curated to ensure that guessing or relying on common sense reasoning without viewing the
image results in a 50% accuracy rate. This design ensures that the anchor object serves as the key for
image retrieval, while the target object forms the basis of the actual question during image reasoning.

After selecting the object pairs and determining the answers, we compile the corresponding image
haystacks by first extracting the needle images (images containing both the anchor objects). The needle
images contain the "anchor object" and may or may not contain the target object based on the answer.
Then, these images are paired with multiple negative distractors to form varied haystack sizes, ranging
from 1 to 10,000 haystack images. The distractor images are carefully selected to not contain any anchor
object (following COCO’s object annotations), however, some of them contain the target objects so as
to create meaningful distractors. The single-needle mode contains only one needle image in the haystack,
while the multi-needle mode includes between two and five needle images. We carefully filter out all
images present in the LLaVA instruction fine-tuning set. VHs consists of 880 and 1000 question-answer
pairs for single- and multi-needle setting, with an explicit small subset VHssmall consisting of 100 questions,
which can be used for economical evaluation of expensive closed-source models.

As shown in Figure 1 (a), VH is closer to real-world scenarios compared with the prior Gemini-style
challenges. It requires models to assess the relevance of each "visual context" to the prompted question
and utilize visual reasoning to formulate precise answers. Figure 1 (b) presents an experiment over
Gemini-style dataset and ours. The results demonstrate that shifting the benchmark from text-oriented
to visual-oriented significantly increases the difficulty for existing MII-capable methods, such as GPT-4
and Gemini, highlighting the importance of our dataset.

2.2 Single-Needle Challenge

In our initial experiments on the VHs dataset, we evaluate several state-of-the-art MII-capable methods (in-
cluding both open-source and proprietary models including LLaVA-v1.5 [26], GPT-4o [32], Claude-3 Opus,
and Gemini-v1.5 [42]. We further include a “Captioning” baseline, a two-stage approach where the images
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Method Tokens/Img N=1 (Oracle) N=3 N=5 N=10 N=50 N=100 N=1K N=10K

Naive

Question Only (LLama3) - 0.52 - - - - - - -
Caption-Based (LLaVA + LLama3) 576 0.79 0.67 0.69 0.68 0.59 E E E

LMM

LLaVA-v1.5-7B 576 0.87 0.70 E E E E E E
Claude-3 Opus ≈64 0.67 0.54 0.51 0.47 E E E E
Gemini-1.5 ≈258 0.87 0.73 0.68 0.64 0.58 0.59 E E
GPT-4o (low-res) ≈85 0.82 0.68 0.68 0.64 0.57 0.53 E E

RAG-based

MIRAGE (Ours) 32 0.81 0.76 0.71 0.66 0.60 0.55 0.49 0.43

Table 1: Results for several models on VHs for single-needle questions. All models experience significant falloff
as the size of the haystack (N) increases, indicating that existing approaches are not robust to complex visual-linguistic
processing over long visual contexts. E: Exceeds context length.

Method Oracle N=5 N=10 N=50 N=100 N=1K N=10K

Naive Question Only (LLama3) 0.48 - - - - - -
Caption-Based (LLaVA + LLama3) 0.70 0.70 0.66 0.56 E E E

LMM
Claude-3 Opus 0.55 0.49 0.48 E E E E
Gemini-1.5 0.56 0.51 0.54 0.50 0.52 E E
GPT-4o (low-res) 0.71 0.65 0.63 0.49 0.52 E E

RAG-based MIRAGE (Ours) 0.57 0.56 0.54 0.51 0.50 0.48 0.49

Table 2: Performance on VHs for multi-needle questions. We can see that all visually-aware models perform poorly,
indicating that models find it challenging to implicitly integrate visual information. E: Exceeds context length.

are first captioned using LLaVA, and then the question is answered using the text content of the resulting
captions. For each setting, we leveraged the VHSsmall dataset, and reported the bootstrapping average results
using 75 of the 100 samples for each bootstrap sample, resulting in standard deviations between 3-4% for
all experiments. The results presented in Table 1 reveal several critical insights. Overall, we notice that even
though the models perform well on existing NIAH datasets (Figure 1), performance is significantly worse
on the VHs dataset across the board. Because oracle results remain high, it is likely that existing approaches
primarily struggle with visual retrieval, particularly in the presence of challenging detractor samples.

Interestingly, chaining a captioning model (LLaVA [27]) with an LLM aggregator (LLama-3 [1]) is straight-
forward and effective, suggesting that the issues on the task are largely limited to visual processing capabil-
ities and not information processing behavior. Unfortunately, this approach is generally inadequate for the
MIQA challenge due to its computational expense and limited context lengths. For instance, when process-
ing 100 images, it takes over 3 minutes to answer a single question (see Figure 4 for full runtime results),
and 100 captions exceed the 8K context length of LLama3, leading to inaccurate and nonsensical outputs.

Beyond the performance of the text-only baselines, it is important to look at the divide between open-source
and closed-source LMMs. Unfortunately, open-source LMMs such as LLaVA suffer primarily from
context-length issues, taking at most three images in their shorter trained context lengths. Proprietary
long-context models can handle up to one hundred images, but despite their technical capability of handling
such long contexts, these models are highly susceptible to distractions from irrelevant images. Further,
even though these models are long-context, they are not capable of handling very large haystacks. For
1K and larger haystacks, Gemini-v1.5 and GPT-4o with the low-resolution encoding scheme reject most
API requests as it exceeds the payload size limits.

In addition to being prone to distractions, we also found the accuracy of LMMs is very sensitive to the
position of the needle image within the input sequence, as shown in Figure 2. LLaVA performs better
when the needle image is placed immediately before the question (suffering up to a 26.5% degradation
when this is not the case), while proprietary models perform better when the image is at the beginning
(leading to up to a 28.5% performance degradation). This pattern suggests a challenge similar to the
"loss-in-the-middle" phenomenon in NLP [29], where relevant information is contained in either the
beginning or end of the context, leading to inherent positional biases in the performance of the model.
Interestingly, this pathology was not observed in the prior Gemini-style NIAH challenge, which required
only text retrieval and reasoning, as shown in the top row in Figure 1 (b). This interesting result clearly
highlights the importance of vision-specific NIAH benchmarks such as VHs.
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Figure 2: Plots showing needle position, vs. performance on the VHs benchmark for several image settings. We
can see that for existing LMMs, the needle position is extremely important, with performance degradation of up to
41% when the needle is not placed in the optimal location in the input context. The gray boxes in the LLaVA results
indicate that these experiments exceed the available context length (and performance is accordingly random).

2.3 Multi-Needle Challenge

We use a similar setup to subsection 2.2 to evaluate in the multi-needle setting. The results of the
multi-needle challenge are shown in Table 2. Overall, we see similar (yet more dramatic) results to
the single-needle setup. Here, however, the captioning approach has the best performance, suggesting
that using an external LLM to integrate multiple text inputs is superior to an LMM’s internal capability
to aggregate information from multiple image inputs. Similar to the single-needle case, however, the
captioning baseline suffers from the same computational burden and performs poorly when N=100 due
to context length limitations. It is notable that LMMs alone perform quite poorly on this task, specifically,
Gemini-1.5 and Claude-3’s performance on multi-image reasoning was very poor, almost guessing the
answer most of the time, indicating its inability to aggregate information from multiple images effectively.

3 MIRAGE: Multi-Image Retrieval Augmented Generation

To develop an open-source framework for MIQA capable of improved performance on the VHs benchmark,
we introduce MIRAGE, a new framework for training an open-source MII-capable model. This framework
addresses several critical challenges for baseline performance in MIQA including: (1) reducing the required
tokens per image to allow the input of more images, (2) incorporating a lightweight retriever module
trained inline with the LMM to filter out irrelevant images, and (3) providing an open-source training
dataset and recipe designed for multi-image reasoning that is robust against noisy images and the position
of the correct image. We elaborate on these components in the subsequent sections.

3.1 Model Architecture

As shown in Figure 3, MIRAGE is a RAG-based solution extended from LLaVA-v1.5-7B [26], where the
input prompt to the model is structured as "Image 1: <img_token>, Image 2: <img_token>,
... <Actual Question>". First, similar to LLaVA, each image is passed through a frozen CLIP
image encoder to extract patch-level features (576 tokens). To reduce the token-intensity, we first apply
an image compressor, designed to reduce the overall token intensity by reducing the number of tokens
per image. In this work, we leverage a Q-former [21], a light-weight transformer model with K =32
learned query vectors cross-attending to the full 576 patch features, to compress the patch-level features
from 576 to 32 tokens/image (a 18x reduction in token intensity). After this initial reduction, following
LLaVA, the output passes through two MLP layers with GELU activation functions [13] which helps adapt
to the LLM’s input dimension. We explore this choice compared to other compressors further in Table 4.

While the token reduction via the Q-former alone allows MIRAGE to handle more than 50 images as
input with minimal reduction in accuracy (see Table 3), in MIQA we often want to answer questions over
many hundreds or thousands of images. Such limitations lend themselves to retrieval-based approaches,
in which a small amount of additional processing is performed per-image to determine if the image is
relevant, and the LMM (which is context-length aware) is run against the reduced relevant set. In order to
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Figure 3: Model Overview: MIRAGE handles questions and images through several steps: encoding
features with CLIP, compressing image features with our Q-Former, calculating relevance scores with
a retriever, and feeding only relevant images to the LLM. During instruction finetuning, the model is
supervised for the next token prediction and the relevance prediction task, utilizing Binary Cross Entropy
loss between the ground truth 0, 1 and the predicted number.

enable this capability, we augment our filter with a hard-pass filter or “retriever.” While this hard-pass filter
can take many forms (such as a CLIP-similarity threshold), we found it effective to train a query-aware
retrieval model in-line with the next-token prediction task. Formally, given a set of images, I made up of
image tokens {i0,...,in}, it is our goal to retain the minimal subset Imin⊂I such that we can still accurately
answer the queryQ. Let the image encoding module as a function ψ(I), we can get:

Fi, Ri=ψ(Ii, Q), (1)

where Fi represents image features and Ri represents the relevance score of the image of Image I. In
practice, our retriever module consists of a single-layer MLP on top of the temporally pooled query and
image features, along with a sigmoid activation to predict a 0/1 value. Such an approach has significant
benefits, as the retriever is query-aware, and can make use of the information from the query to determine
image relevance. A downside to this approach, however, is that we can no longer use efficient data
structures (such as LSH) for k-nearest neighbors recall (unlike a split-head/metric-based model such as
CLIP [35]). It remains interesting and exciting future work to explore if high-recall query-aware split-head
models can be created. The output of the retriever module is a score between 0 and 1 indicating the
relevance of the image to the query. During training, this output is optimized against the ground truth
relevance, while during inference, only images deemed relevant (in our experiments, having relevance
score>0.5 are forwarded to the LMM). We explore this choice further in section 4.

After applying the image token reduction and retrieval filtering, the LLM takes the resulting set of visual
features and the encoded questions as input. Similar to existing LMMs, we concatenate the image and
query inputs and fine-tune the model from an existing LLM using next-token prediction.

3.2 Model Training

Training Data: While single-image QA data is relatively plentiful, open-source data for MIQA is quite lim-
ited in the community. Thus, the training data for MIRAGE contains data from two key sources: (1) Existing
MIQA data, and (2) Synthetic MIQA data derived from single-image QA datasets. We first included all pub-
licly available MIQA training sets, including RetVQA [34], SlideVQA [41], and WebQA [7]. RETVQA has
the largest available dataset, with about 377K questions curated from Visual Genome data. However, these
multi-image questions come from scene graphs and cover a very limited domain, such as counting, relation-
ships, and object attributes. WebQA contains diverse images and questions from Wikipedia, and SlideVQA
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Method
MIQA (RetVQA) Single-Image QA

Recall Precision VQA Acc. VQAv2 GQA Vizwiz TextVQA POPE MMB MMB-CN MM-Vet

Qwen-VL-Chat [2] - - 0.0* 78.2 57.5 38.9 61.5 - 60.6 56.7 -
LLaVA-v1.5-7B [26] - - 30.6 78.5 62.0 50.0 58.2 85.9 64.3 58.3 31.1
GPT-4o [32] - - 34.6 - - - - - - - -
GPT-4 [33] - - - 77.2 - - 78.0 - - - -
Gemini-v1.5 [42] - - 32.2 73.2 - - 73.5 - - - -
LWM [28] - - - 55.8 44.8 11.6 18.8 75.2 - - 9.6
MI-BART [34] - - 76.5 - - - - - - - -

MIRAGE (Ours) 80.5 49.9 70.8 70.0 55.2 40.1 46.3 83.4 57.6 48.8 25.8

Table 3: Comparative performance of methods on multi-image and single-image QA tasks. We can see that MIRAGE
has strong recall/precision capabilities, strong multi-image QA performance, and competitive single-image QA
performance. *Qwen-VL-Chat is also over-fit to the VG dataset, and produces object bounding boxes instead of
answers for the RetVQA queries.

Method Tokens/Img VQAv2 GQA Vizwiz TextVQA POPE MMB MMB-CN MM-Vet

Original LLaVA 576 78.5 62.0 50.0 58.2 85.9 64.3 58.3 31.1
3x3 Max-Pooling 64 68.7 56.2 41.3 48.5 83.0 59.2 49.3 24.3
Global Avg. Pooling 1 62.5 51.3 37.7 45.5 79.6 55.0 45.5 18.9

MIRAGE/Q-Former (Ours) 32 72.8 56.6 48.0 47.1 83.9 61.5 55.0 27.3

Table 4: Exploration of various token reduction methods. We can see that the Q-former is most efficient at reducing
the number of tokens while retaining most of the general QA performance.

includes complex questions for multiple slides, but these datasets only include 19K and 12K questions,
respectively. In these three datasets, there are only one or two relevant images, in a set of 15-30 total images.

Second, to augment our training data and enhance diversity, we adapted the LLaVA single-image training
data to a multi-image format. While a straightforward method for synthetic data augmentation would
be to find many distractor images for a single-image QA, identifying suitable distractors is challenging,
and many questions naturally apply to multiple images, complicating dataset construction. To avoid
such situations, we filter questions for similar content (based on keyword frequency, retaining unique
questions), and then randomly sample two to ten distractor images from unrelated subsets. This process
results in an instruction-tuning dataset containing 1.2M samples. We further shuffle the images within each
instruction-tuning pair during training to ensure the relevant images can appear in any position, aiming
to make our model insensitive to the needle image’s position.

Training Procedure: Similar to LLaVA, MIRAGE follows a two-stage training paradigm: pre-training
and fine-tuning. In the pre-training stage, we freeze the CLIP visual encoder and LLM backbone, disable
the retriever functions, and only train the Q-Former compressor and the MLP feature alignment layers
using the next-token prediction task. We use the Share-GPT captioning data [27] for pretraining. In the
fine-tuning stage, we apply the retriever and fine-tune the entire model (except for the fixed CLIP visual
encoder) using the training dataset described above. In addition to the conventional next token prediction
loss, we also co-train the retriever with binary cross-entropy loss, assigning a weight of 5.0 to positive
samples to emphasize recall and address the imbalance due to the many zero cases. We train the model for
one epoch on 8 A100 GPUs (taking approximately two days), during which, in the first 75% of training,
we always pass only the features of relevant images to the LLM. For the remaining time, we occasionally
feed several distractor images to the model, to improve robustness to imperfect retrieval.

4 Results & Discussion

Visual Haystacks: The performance of MIRAGE on the VHs task is shown in Table 1 and Table 2. In
the single-needle challenge, our model achieves competitive oracle performance compared to existing
approaches, however performance is somewhat lower due to the underlying token compression. Overall, MI-
RAGE outperforms GPT-4o (low-resolution) across all settings and surpasses Gemini-v1.5-pro and Claude-
3 Opus with haystack sizes below 50 images (despite being significantly cheaper on a per-token basis). In
the multi-needle setting, MIRAGE outperforms Gemini-v1.5-pro (even in oracle performance), suggesting
that MIRAGE is significantly better than Gemini at simple reasoning across multiple images (which makes
sense, given the multi-image aware training). Unfortunately, MIRAGE under-performs compared to GPT-
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Figure 4: Comparison between MIRAGE retriever and CLIP retriever across both performance and runtime. We can
see that while CLIP is slightly faster, MIRAGE has significantly higher recall, which impacts downstream performance.
Both MIRAGE approaches with a retrieval component are significantly more efficient than GPT-4o and Caption-based
baselines.

4o and caption-based baselines in oracle performance, suggesting that there remains significant room for
future work in the reasoning component. We hypothesize that such degraded oracle performance is because
existing training sets only require models to learn from at most two images, limiting our model’s ability
to handle tasks requiring reasoning across more than three images, an issue that can be resolved with future
developments to MIQA datasets. MIRAGE shines, however, in retrieval performance, and enables much
longer contexts than GPT-4o and Gemini alone, which cannot handle the 1K and 10K image scenarios.

Conventional VQA Tasks: We also compare MIRAGE with other methods on conventional VQA tasks,
including the RetVQA multi-image task [34] and several single-image QA tasks, VQA-v2 [10], GQA [15],
VizWiz [11], TextVQA [39], POPE [22], MMB [30], MMB-CN [30], and MM-Vet [51]. In all cases, we
follow standard evaluation procedures from either RetVQA [34] or LLaVA [27]. As shown in Table 3,
MIRAGE is the only method that is capable of both multi-image QA and single-image QA. Open-source
models (LLaVA [27], Qwen-VL-Chat [2]) struggle with the multi-image QA task, likely due to insufficient
context length and over-specialized training (e.g., over-fitting in Qwen-VL-Chat or lack of multi-image QA
diversity in LLaVA’s dataset). Similarly, commercial long-context LMMs also perform poorly on the multi-
image reasoning task, confirming the results demonstrated by VHs in section 2, likely due to similar reasons.

Image Token Compression Scheme: The goal of MIRAGE is to enable future research into MIQA tasks.
One of the most important questions in such tasks is how we can reduce the context length required per
image. To evaluate this, we compared several different token compression schemes, including token max
pooling and average-pooling compression of an image to a single token. In this experiment, all models
are trained on LLaVA’s single-image instruction fine-tuning dataset, and the retriever is disabled. The
results are shown in Table 4. While previous work claims Q-Former is sub-optimal [9], our results show
that Q-Former maintains reasonable performance while reducing context length.

MIRAGE retriever vs. CLIP: While MIRAGE trains the retrieval model inline, it is also possible to
use an external retrieval module such as CLIP [35] to perform lookup prior to passing images to the
downstream LLM. To explore this question, we compare the single-stage MIRAGE retriever with using
CLIP as the retriever on the VHs benchmark in Figure 4. This experiment demonstrates that while CLIP
is somewhat faster, it struggles with recall, a critical metric for the MIRAGE system, as poor recall leads
to necessary information being dropped before even making it to the LLM for analysis.

4.1 Limitations and Societal Impact

VHs: While VHs is the first benchmark to investigate how LMMs can retrieve and reason across sets
of images, it has some notable limitations. The primary limitation of the benchmark is the scope: since
it is based on MS-COCO images, it inherits the implicit biases in the dataset including notable gender, race,
and location biases [12, 5, 14, 44]. It is important to work in the future toward developing benchmarks
that do not favor models that prefer data having such biases. Beyond such implicit biases, COCO objects
are also limited to 80 categories - strong performance on the VHs benchmark does not imply that the
model will generalize well to all MIQA problems. Finally, the VHs benchmark is primarily template-based,
which means that it does not evaluate the language reasoning capabilities of the LLM. A more complex
benchmark would require making more detailed inferences, and require multi-hop reasoning across a
wider range of open-domain object sets.
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MIRAGE: MIRAGE is significantly more efficient than its LLaVA base, while simultaneously performing
better on many MIQA benchmarks. To perform well on MIQA benchmarks, however, we note that
MIRAGE sacrifices some single-image performance, likely due to inefficiencies in the multi-task training
setup. It remains interesting and necessary for future work to explore how such approaches can retain single-
image performance while improving multi-image capabilities. It is also important to recognize that as a large
multi-modal model, the potential for misuse of the model exists. Many of the impacts of such models are
well studied in other related works [4, 27, 26]. Recognizing this, MIRAGE inherits the safety mechanisms
from the LLaVA code-base [27], and includes relevant training details in a fully public code release.

5 Related Work

Ours is not the first work to address the MIQA problem. Similar to our work, Bansal et al. [3] introduce
a method for multi-image question answering, however in their approach, all of the images (up to 10)
are relevant to the question, and their method does not contain a retrieval component. Penamakur et al.
[34] propose a dataset and method for retrieval-based visual question answering (RetVQA), and share
with our work the fact that answers must be gleaned from a set of both relevant and irrelevant images.
However, their work differs from ours in two key ways: (1) RetVQA question contexts contain at most
two relevant images, meaning that models do not have to reason across many images, largely sidestepping
the problem of limited context length, and (2) their approach only allows for small image worlds (up to
30), meaning that they can use a pairwise encoder for each image, and they do not need to search over a
large dataset of images potentially containing distractors, limiting the efficiency of their approach. Finally,
they are only able to perform question answering over the images, whereas we pursue a method that can
additionally perform more complex reasoning tasks given the images in the dataset.

Similar to our MIRAGE approach is Chen et al. [8] and Yasunaga et al. [49] which both retrieve multiple
visual documents to answer queries. In the case of Chen et al. [8], the queries are open-ended question
answering, and thus, are not grounded within a particular set of context images. Yasunaga et al. [49]
focuses on one and few-shot classification and image generation, and does not use their multi-image
retrieval to answer aggregated questions about those images. In single-image QA, image retrieval in large
multimodal models (LMMs) has been explored using “retrieval-tokens” [20], however, it is unclear how
such an approach would scale to multi-image QA problems with multiple relevant images. In addition to
general QA, several other works contain domain-specific multi-image QA problems, including Slide VQA
[41], Multimodal QA [40], WebQA [7] and Document VQA [43], however, none are explicitly designed
to answer integration questions across multiple images from a subset of large, unrelated images (like VHs).

Outside of VQA, In traditional NLP, retrieving small passages or single documents from large-scale corpuses
has proven effective. Zhang et al. [52] introduces a method which fine-tunes LLMs on both relevant and
irrelevant documents to support better RAG performance, but does not train an explicit query-aware filter or
compression module. ATLAS [16] treats documents as latent variables during training, allowing for efficient
retrieval, but requires a complex joint-training setup. Similarly, several methods [38, 36, 6, 18] have demon-
strated success with zero or few-shot augmentation of standard LLM contexts with retrieved documents.
Beyond context augmentation, several traditional NLP approaches [25, 45, 47, 31, 46, 48] have demon-
strated that fine-tuning LLMs to be robust to noisy RAG outputs can lead to performance improvements.

MIQA vs. Video-QA: While several methods have been developed for video question answering (such
as Video-LLaVA [23]), the task of answering questions over video is fundamentally different from MIQA.
While models that can solve MIQA can often solve video tasks, the inverse is not true, as video frames
contain many frame-wise inter-dependencies that are exploited by encoder models (such as MAG-ViT
[50] which use temporal blocks, or frame-subsampling, which drops closely related frames). MIQA has
independent images, rendering most video models inadequate for this task. It is an interesting direction
for future work to explore how to connect MIQA and Video-QA, particularly across the data dimension,
wherein Video-QA datasets could provide useful training data for MIQA models.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce “Visual Haystacks” (VHs), a new benchmark for multi-image question answering,
designed to test a large multi-modal model’s ability to retrieve relevant images from a large collection of unre-
lated inputs, and reason about those images. We show that VHs is significantly more informative than exist-
ing NIAH benchmarks based on OCR/Text-finding capabilities and that both open and closed-source models
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struggle with this task. To help close the performance gap, we further introduce MIRAGE, a training frame-
work designed for open-source models capable of answering both single-image and multi-image questions,
and demonstrate that it can outperform Gemini 1.5 in the VHs benchmark in almost all scenarios while be-
ing 3x more efficient than multi-stage pipeline methods. Both VHs and MIRAGE represent some of the first
concrete steps towards large MII models capable of answering questions over thousands or tens of thousands
of unrelated images. While they represent strong steps forward, the problem is far from solved, and we hope
that this benchmark and framework will inspire continued research in MII models and the MIQA problem.
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Appendix

In this appendix we discuss several additional experimental results and details not included in the main paper.

• Appendix A discusses the code release.
• Appendix B discusses the training dataset used for MIRAGE.

A Code Release

Our code and the VHs benchmark datasets are publicly available at https://visual-haystacks.
github.io.

B MIRAGE Training Dataset

The full distribution of training data is detailed in Figure B.1. In general, the data is primarily composed
of multi-image augmented data from the LLaVA training set, however it also contains a mix of data from
other multi-image sources including RetVQA [34], SlideVQA [41], and WebQA [7].

Figure B.1: Detailed Distribution of our Instruction Finetuning Data
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