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Abstract

Vision-Language Models (VLMs) have demon-
strated remarkable capabilities in understand-
ing multimodal inputs and have been widely in-
tegrated into Retrieval-Augmented Generation
(RAG) based conversational systems. While
current VLM-powered chatbots can provide
textual source references in their responses,
they exhibit significant limitations in referenc-
ing contextually relevant images during con-
versations. In this paper, we introduce Con-
textual Image Reference – the ability to ap-
propriately reference relevant images from re-
trieval documents based on conversation con-
text – and systematically investigate VLMs’
capability in this aspect. We conduct the
first evaluation for contextual image referenc-
ing, comprising a dedicated testing dataset and
evaluation metrics. Furthermore, we propose
ImageRef-VL, a method that significantly en-
hances open-source VLMs’ image referencing
capabilities through instruction fine-tuning on a
large-scale, manually curated multimodal con-
versation dataset. Experimental results demon-
strate that ImageRef-VL not only outperforms
proprietary models but also achieves an 88%
performance improvement over state-of-the-art
open-source VLMs in contextual image refer-
encing tasks. Our code is available at https:
//github.com/bytedance/ImageRef-VL.

1 Introduction

In recent years, Vision-Language Models (VLMs)
have achieved remarkable progress, enabling ad-
vanced multi-modal reasoning and generation from
combined text and image inputs. Both close-source
models, such as GPT-4o (Hurst et al., 2024) and
Claude (Anthropic, 2024), and open-source models,

*This work was done when the author Jingwei Yi was at
Bytedance Group for intern.

†Corresponding authors.
1The response was generated with reference to https:

//en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brachiosaurus.

What does a Brachiosaurus look like?

ImageRef-VL

User

A Brachiosaurus is a large sauropod dinosaur 
that lived during the Late Jurassic period. …

Brachiosaurus is estimated to have been 
between 18 and 22 meters …

Figure 1: An example of contextual image reference,
where referencing the images of a Brachiosaurus can
largely enhance user comprehension and engagement.1

such as Phi-3.5-Vision (Abdin et al., 2024), Qwen2-
VL (Wang et al., 2024) and InternVL2 (Chen et al.,
2024), have demonstrated impressive capabilities
across a range of vision-language tasks (Hudson
and Manning, 2019; Yu et al., 2023; Fu et al.,
2024). Concurrently, the integration of VLMs
with Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) has
allowed these models to retrieve and incorporate
external knowledge into their responses2345. One
feature of VLM-based RAG chatbots is to provide
references to the retrieved text sources used to gen-
erate responses. Extensive research efforts have
been dedicated to improving textual reference ac-
curacy in RAG chatbots (Gao et al., 2023a; Shen
et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024a; Fierro et al., 2024).

While VLM-based RAG systems have made sig-
nificant strides in providing reliable textual refer-
ences, they face a critical limitation in their ability

2https://chatgpt.com/
3https://claude.ai/
4https://www.doubao.com/chat/
5https://www.perplexity.ai/
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to leverage visual content effectively during con-
versations. We identify this gap as the absence
of Contextual Image Reference - the capability to
strategically select and incorporate relevant images
from retrieved documents to enhance response com-
prehension and user engagement. As demonstrated
in Figure 1, when discussing complex subjects like
the Brachiosaurus, purely textual descriptions of
its physical characteristics often fail to convey in-
formation intuitively. Despite its potential impact
on multimodal conversation systems, the challenge
of contextual image referencing remains largely
unexplored in current research.

To address these challenges, we first propose
and formally define Contextual Image Reference
as a novel task that requires VLMs to incorpo-
rate relevant images as integral components of
their responses. To systematically evaluate per-
formance on this task, we construct a dedicated
testing dataset and develop comprehensive metrics
that assess a model’s capability to integrate images
in contextually appropriate ways. Building upon
open-source VLMs, (i.e., InternVL2), we present
ImageRef-VL, a framework that enhances mod-
els’ contextual image referencing abilities. Our ap-
proach involves generating initial responses using
existing LLMs and VLMs, carefully curating these
outputs through manual refinement, and leveraging
the resulting high-quality dataset for supervised
fine-tuning. Through this process, ImageRef-VL
learns to make informed decisions about when and
how to incorporate images as authoritative visual
references.

The primary contributions of our work are sum-
marized as follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first
to introduce and formally define Contextual
Image Reference as a novel task for multi-
modal conversational AI, addressing a critical
gap in current VLM capabilities.

• We conduct a comprehensive evaluation for
this task, including a carefully curated testing
dataset and novel metrics that capture both the
relevance and naturalness of image references.

• We propose ImageRef-VL, a fine-tuning
framework that significantly advances the
state-of-the-art in contextual image referenc-
ing, demonstrating an 88% performance im-
provement over existing open-source VLMs.

• Through extensive experiments across various
scenarios, we validate the effectiveness of our
approach and establish strong baseline results
for future research.

2 Related Works

2.1 Vision Language Models
Large Language Models (LLMs), primarily based
on the transformer architecture (Vaswani, 2017),
have recently achieved remarkable performance
in a wide range of natural language tasks (Zhang
et al., 2023; Poesia et al., 2022; Kojima et al., 2022).
Building upon these advances, Vision-Language
Models (VLMs) extend LLM capabilities to the
visual domain, enabling sophisticated reasoning
and content generation from both textual and vi-
sual inputs (Meta, 2024; Lu et al., 2024; Liu et al.,
2024b,a). Recently, numerous VLMs have been in-
troduced, spanning both close-souced systems (e.g.,
GPT-4o (Hurst et al., 2024), Claude (Anthropic,
2024)) and open-source frameworks (e.g., Phi-3.5-
Vision (Abdin et al., 2024), Qwen2-VL (Wang
et al., 2024), InternVL2 (Chen et al., 2024)). These
models have demonstrated impressive capabilities
across diverse vision-language benchmarks (Hud-
son and Manning, 2019; Yu et al., 2023; Fu et al.,
2024), promoting an evolving research landscape in
multimodal machine intelligence. Existing VLMs
are generally composed of three core components,
i.e., a vision encoder, an adapter, and an LLM back-
end. The vision encoder, such as CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021) or BLIP (Li et al., 2022, 2023), is de-
signed to extract rich visual features from images,
converting them into representations that can be
effectively processed by downstream components.
The adapter component subsequently bridges these
extracted features to the language model, employ-
ing architectures such as simple multi-layer percep-
trons (Liu et al., 2024b,a) or Q-formers (Li et al.,
2023) Finally, the LLM generates responses by
combining the visual and textual inputs.

2.2 Retrieval-Augmented Generation
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) is a tech-
nique designed to enhance the capabilities of LLMs
by integrating external knowledge sources (Gao
et al., 2023b; Gupta et al., 2024). It addresses key
challenges of LLMs, such as hallucinations (Huang
et al., 2023; Tonmoy et al., 2024; Xu et al.,
2024; Fan et al., 2024) and time-sensitive infor-
mation (Mousavi et al., 2024), by incorporating rel-
evant information retrieved from external databases

2



or documents. The RAG process typically involves
three main steps: retrieval, generation, and aug-
mentation. First, a retriever identifies and extracts
relevant document chunks from a knowledge base
based on semantic similarity to the user’s query.
These retrieved chunks are then combined with
the original query to form an augmented context,
which is used as input for the LLM to generate a
response.

2.3 LLM Citation Generation

LLM Citation Generation has gained attention as a
way to enhance the verifiability and transparency
of model-generated responses by including cita-
tions linked to external evidence. Citation gener-
ation improves the factual accuracy of LLMs an-
swers (Gao et al., 2023a) and allows users to trace
the sources of information, thereby increasing the
credibility and explainability of outputs (Tahaei
et al., 2024). Early work like ALCE (Gao et al.,
2023a) proposed foundational methods and eval-
uation metrics for enabling LLMs to generate ci-
tations. Subsequent studies have improved cita-
tion quality through fine-tuning approaches (Huang
et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2024) or
multi-stage pipelines (Zhang et al., 2024b; Henni-
gen et al., 2023; Lee et al., 2023). Although exist-
ing works have explored the citation generation for
LLMs, no prior studies have addressed the prob-
lem of contextual image reference in multimodal
settings or proposed corresponding solutions.

3 Problem Definition.

In this section, we present the problem definition
for contextual image reference. Given an input
prompt consisting of an ordered sequence of mixed
images and text, denoted as {E1, E2, . . . , Em},
where each element Ei is either an image Ii from
the set I = {I1, I2, . . . , In} or a text segment Ti

from the set T = {T1, T2, . . . , Tk}, the model’s
goal is to generate a textural response R that meets
the prompt’s requirements. The response R can
be with some images referenced through a con-
textual image ID that falls within the range [1, n],
corresponding to the images in the input set. These
image references must be contextually appropriate
and align with the textual descriptions or contex-
tual requirements specified in the prompt, ensuring
the response is coherent, relevant, and adheres to
the prescribed format.

4 Method

To enhance the contextual image referencing ca-
pability of vision-language models, it is critical to
incorporate contextually relevant image-text data
during the model’s training phase. Specifically,
datasets that feature contextually integrated image
references should be included in the supervised
fine-tuning (SFT) stages of the model’s develop-
ment. We construct the training dataset by incor-
porating image references from the retrieved doc-
uments into appropriate positions within the orig-
inal text-only responses generated by the LLM.
To achieve this goal, two challenges need to be
addressed. The first is to collect an SFT dataset
containing responses with contextual image refer-
ences. The second is to effectively fine-tune exist-
ing VLMs.
Overview. To address the initial challenge, we
developed a method to generate responses with
contextual image references using existing LLMs,
VLMs and user prompts. Given a prompt, we first
generate a text-based response, then create a cap-
tion for the input image using the VLM, and inte-
grate this caption into the text. Our model training
follows the VLM’s standard SFT approach, but
we enhance image understanding by requiring the
model to refer explicitly to input images. To pre-
serve the general VLM capabilities, we combine
the original SFT data with interleaved multi-image
SFT data. The ImageRef-VL framework is illus-
trated in Figure 2.

4.1 Training Data Construction

To construct the training dataset, we use existing
LLMs and VLMs to create a high-quality dataset
through a multi-stage few-shot learning approach,
and then manually select qualified samples for
model training. This method significantly reduces
the labeling effort. Specifically, the data generation
process involves three steps: generating text-based
responses from pure text content, generating cap-
tions for each image based on text context, and
adding the images references into the responses.
Text Response Generation. In this step, we re-
move the images from the prompt and provide
some reference text for the model to generate a
pure text response.
Image Caption Generation. In this step, we need
to generate context-based image descriptions. The
image description should not only include informa-
tion about the image itself but also complement the

3



Stage 1: Training dataset construction

Stage 2: Supervised fine-tuning

Language 
model

Vision 
encoder

Vision-language
model

Vision-language
model

Vision-language
model

Prompt

Image 1

Image N

…

I! …

D! D" D#…
Image descriptions

Images

I!I" I# D! I#D#…

C! C#…

Image captions

Image context & desc.

…

Language 
model

Text prompt

Textual response

C! C#…

I$

Text. resp. & image captions

Interleaved 
response

AdapterI!…

Images

I#

Patch repr.

…
Text

prompt

Text and image tokens

I$
Interleaved 

response

Generative loss

Figure 2: The training strategy of the proposed IMI-VL model. Stage 1: Training dataset construction involves
generating textual responses and image descriptions through a language model and a vision-language model. These
are combined into interleaved responses using image contexts and captions. Stage 2: Supervised fine-tuning refines
the model with a vision encoder, adapter, and language model, optimizing through generative loss.

information related to the image described in the
text. For example, when describing an image in
the Wikipedia page about Einstein, it is not enough
to simply say, ‘This is a portrait of an elderly man
with white hair’; we also need to complete the in-
formation by adding, ‘This is a portrait of Einstein
in his later years.’ However, directly using the
existing VLM to perform this task can lead to over-
reliance on context: when the image is unrelated
to the context, the model may incorrectly force a
connection, and some contextual information may
be left incomplete.

To address this issue, we propose a two-stage
image description generation approach. In the first
stage, we generate a description based solely on the
image itself. In the second stage, we provide the im-
age description along with the context to the VLM,
asking it to supplement the missing information.
We use in-context learning and include examples
in both stages to guide the VLM on how to better
generate the image description and complete the
information.
Image Insertions. We input the generated image
captions and text responses into an LLM, asking
the model to insert the images into the text response.
The final results, after manual filtering, form our
IMI-interleave training dataset.
Mixture of Datasets. To ensure the LLM truly
understands the images in context, we also incor-
porate a certain proportion of contextual image

caption generation tasks in the training set, where
VLMs generate captions for multiple images in the
prompt based on the context, with the captions be-
ing those produced in the second step. Additionally,
to prevent a significant decline in the performance
of VLMs on other image-related tasks, we mix in a
proportion of the InternVL2 SFT dataset into our
training set.

4.2 Model Training

We used the constructed dataset to perform super-
vised fine-tuning on the VLM to enhance its ability
to understand interleaved multi-image tasks. In
this subsection, we will briefly introduce the model
architecture and training loss.
Model Architecture. As shown in stage 2 of Fig-
ure 2, our fine-tuned model consists of three com-
ponents: the vision encoder, the adapter, and the
language model. Given a user prompt and retrieved
documents with images, the vision encoder pro-
cesses each image, extracting patch features from
the image. The adapter, acting as a bridge between
the vision encoder and the language model, maps
the patch features into the embedding space of the
language model, resulting in image tokens. The
textual part of the prompt is tokenized and embed-
ded to obtain text tokens. Finally, the text tokens
and image tokens are fed into the language model
in their original positions for modeling.
Training Loss. We proceed the typical supervised
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fine-tuning process (Ouyang et al., 2022). The
dataset D is composed of N prompt-response pairs:
D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1, where both prompt xi and
ground-truth response yi are a sequence of tokens.
We denote p(yij |xi ⊕ yi<j) as the probability of the
outputting next token as yij given previous tokens
xi⊕yi<j , where ⊕ is the concatenation operator and
yi<j denotes the tokens before index j. The train-

ing loss is then L = − log
∏ni

j=1 p(y
i
j |xi ⊕ yi<j),

with ni being the length of yi and the optimization
variable being a VLM.

5 Evaluation Settings.

To evaluate the performance of model support-
ing contextual image references, we propose three
kinds of evaluation metrics, i.e., textual content
evaluation, image position evaluation, overall re-
sponse evaluation.

5.1 Automated Evaluation

Text Evaluation. When a model generates re-
sponses with contextual image references, we can
evaluate the textual portion of the response. Follow-
ing the existing LLM-as-judge approach (Zheng
et al., 2023), allowing a large language model to
score the response and then calculating the can-
didate model’s average score across all test sam-
ples. Considering that current large language mod-
els may not perform well in understanding multi-
image prompts, we only include the textual prompt
and provide a reference answer for scoring.
Image Position Evaluation. Inspired by existing
work on image position prediction (Muraoka et al.,
2020), when a model generates contextual image
references, we can evaluate whether each image is
placed in an appropriate position. However, previ-
ous approaches rely on an existing image-inserted
dataset, checking whether the model places the
image in a specific, pre-defined position or if the
image ranks within the top-K choices. However,
this metric does not align well with the actual user
experience, as multiple images within the candidate
pool could be suitable for position i.

To address this issue, we redesigned the image
position evaluation metric. Specifically, for each
potential image insertion point, we classify all im-
ages into four categories:

• 3-point images: Images that perfectly match
the current contextual content.

• 2-point images: Images that match the current
contextual content but are of low quality (e.g.,
blurry, obstructed).

• 1-point images: Images related to the main
subject mentioned in the current context.

• 0-point images: Images not related to the cur-
rent contextual content.

Finally, we can obtain a testing dataset in the fol-
lowing format:

Dtest =
{
pi :

{
s :

[
I1spi , . . . , I

Mspi
spi

] ∣∣∣
s ∈ [0, 3]

} ∣∣∣ pi ∈ Pi, i ∈ [1, N ]
}
,

(1)

where Pi is all potential image insertion points
of the i-th testing sample, Ijspi is the j-th image
with s point for position pi, Mspi is the maximum
number of s-point images at position pi, and N is
the number of samples in the testing dataset.

Based on this label definition, we designed three
metrics: Precision, Recall3, F1 and Score.

• Precision is defined as the accuracy of the
illustrations, meaning the probability that an
inserted image is a nonzero score image. It is
defined as follows:

Precision =

∑N
i=1 I(si > 0)

N
, (2)

where N is the total number of inserted im-
ages, and I(si > 0) is an indicator function
that returns 1 if the score si of the i-th image
is greater than zero, and 0 otherwise.

• Recall3 is defined as the coverage rate of the
relevant images, representing the probability
that the images were inserted at all possible
positions where the 3-point images could be
inserted. Since the same image cannot be
inserted in two different positions, we used
the BPM algorithm to calculate the maximum
number of relevant images that can be inserted
under the current sample’s score label. The
Recall metric is defined as follows:

Recall3 =

∑
p∈P I(sp = 3)∑

p∈P M3p
, (3)

where P is the set of all possible image in-
sertion points, and I(sp = 1) is an indicator
function that returns 1 if an image with score
3 is inserted at position p, and 0 otherwise.
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Table 1: Statistic details of datasets used in our experi-
ments.

Train
Dataset # Sample # Image Avg. prompt len.

CIR-Interleave 7,645 73,833 5,481.67
CIR-Caption 5,633 29,558 2,215.84
InternVL2-SFT 1,267,819 1,227,131 501.54

Test
Dataset # Sample # Image Avg. prompt len.

CIR-Test 456 3,767 5,884.99

• F1 is the harmonic mean of precision and re-
call3, which is formulated as follows:

F1 = 2× Precision × Recall3
Precision + Recall3

(4)

5.2 Human Evaluation
In addition to evaluating the text generation content
and image placement, it is also necessary to assess
the overall quality of the generated interleaved re-
sponse. However, there is currently no effective
automated method to evaluate the quality of a text-
image interleaved response. Therefore, we employ
human evaluation, assigning separate scores for
the text, image, and overall response quality. For
scoring in all three aspects, we use a 5-point Likert
scale (Joshi et al., 2015) as the rating option.

6 Experimental Results

6.1 Experimental Settings
According to the description in Section 4.1, we con-
structed two datasets, the CIR-Interleave and CIR-
Caption datasets, to enhance the model’s ability of
contextural image referencing. The CIR-Interleave
dataset consists of multiple user prompt and re-
trieved documents, and the model is required to
generate responses with contextural image refer-
ences based on these texts and user prompts. The
CIR-Caption dataset contains contextual caption
texts, and the model is tasked with providing con-
textually relevant captions for each image men-
tioned within the text. Additionally, we blend the
InternVL SFT dataset at a certain ratio to fine-tune
the model. During the testing phase, we construct
the CIR-Test dataset as outlined in Section 5, and
report evaluation scores on this dataset, including
text evaluation scores, image position evaluation
metrics such as precision, recall, F1, and human
evaluation scores. Detailed statistics for all the
datasets used during training and testing can be
found in Table 1.

We conduct experiments on InternVL2-8B and
InternVL2-26B (Chen et al., 2024), using 16 A100
GPUs, optimizing the full-fine-tuning training pro-
cess with DeepSpeed Zero-3 and gradient check-
pointing for improved memory efficiency and scal-
ability. Both models are trained with a global
batch size of 128, utilizing a learning rate of 4e-
5 for the 8B model and 2e-5 for the 26B model,
with corresponding weight decay values of 0.01
and 0.05. Training is conducted over 1000 steps,
with a maximum sequence length of 16,384 tokens.
For ImageRef-VL-26B, we mix the InternVL2-
SFT dataset with the combined MI-Interleave and
IMI-Caption datasets at a 1:1 ratio and train the
model for 550 steps. For ImageRef-VL-8B, we
mix the InternVL2-SFT dataset with the combined
MI-Interleave and IMI-Caption datasets at a 1:4
ratio and train the model for 950 steps.

6.2 Performance Comparison
In the subsection, we compare the performance of
ImageRef-VL with the baseline methods, including
existing close-sourced vision-language models:

• GPT-4o (Hurst et al., 2024): a fast, cost-
effective, multimodal large language model
by OpenAI.

• Claude-3.5-Sonnet (Anthropic, 2024): A
multimodal large language model by An-
thropic, offering advanced safety and lan-
guage capabilities.

and open-sourced vision-language models:

• Phi-3.5-Vision (Abdin et al., 2024): a
lightweight, open multimodal large language
model by Microsoft.

• Qwen2-VL-7B (Wang et al., 2024): the latest
version of the vision language models in the
Qwen model families.

• InternVL2-26B (Chen et al., 2024): the latest
addition to the InternVL series of multimodal
large language models.

and the three-stage response generation method
introduced in Section 4.1 with GPT-4o and
InternVL2-26B. We report the text evaluation score
and human evaluation score for all models. For im-
age position evaluation score, controlled sampling6

is used for open-sourced VLMs to complete image
6https://github.com/dottxt-ai/outlines
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Table 2: Performance comparison of our ImageRef-VL with baselines. The top method for each metric is in bold,
and the second-best is underlined.

Method Model
Text eval. Image position evaluation Human evaluation

Score Precision Recall3 F1 Text Image Overall

Close-sourced VLMs
GPT-4o 7.27 — — — 2.61 3.78 3.17
Claude-3.5-sonnet 7.35 — — — 2.60 3.91 3.32

Open-sourced VLMs
Phi-3.5-Vision 2.51 100.00 5.73 10.83 1.55 2.20 1.57
Qwen2-VL-7B 1.95 100.00 5.73 10.83 1.82 2.15 1.73
InternVL2-26B 4.84 79.59 10.56 18.65 1.92 2.51 1.87

Three-stage generation
GPT-4o 7.86 66.09 62.94 64.48 2.77 3.80 3.25
InternVL2-26B 5.85 59.05 59.43 59.24 2.09 3.21 2.29

Our method
ImageRef-VL-8B 7.09 65.20 37.25 47.41 2.97 4.05 3.52
ImageRef-VL-26B 7.30 63.75 29.26 40.11 2.90 4.08 3.36

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Proportion

GPT-4o
GPT-4o-3stage

IMI-VL-26B
IMI-VL-8B

Text

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Proportion

Image

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Proportion

Overall
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Figure 3: Human evaluation score distribution of four methods.

references based on the given text. For three-stage
methods, we provide text in prompts and ask the
model to insert image references (see Section 4.1
Image Insertions part). Since closed-source VLMs
lack controlled sampling capabilities, their image
position scores cannot be reported. The experimen-
tal results are shown in Table 2. We also present
the detailed distribution of human evaluation scores
for GPT-4o, GPT-4o three-stage, as well as our
ImageRef-VL-8B and -32B in Figure 3.
Effectiveness of ImageRef-VL. In terms of the
human evaluation metrics, ImageRef-VL-8B and
ImageRef-VL-26B achieved the best performance
in text scores, illustration scores, and overall ex-
perience. An 88% performance improvement is
achieved over state-of-the-art open-source VLMs.
This demonstrates the effectiveness of our ap-
proach. By further examining Figure 3, we can
observe that the proportion of severe bad cases
produced by ImageRef-VL is significantly lower
than that of other methods, with the bad case rate
of ImageRef-VL-26B being lower than that of
ImageRef-VL-8B.
Open-source VLMs are significantly inferior to
that of closed-source VLMs. Besides, among
open-source VLMs, InternVL2 outperforms the
others. Currently, open-source VLMs have not con-
sidered multi-image contextual understanding tasks

during the SFT phase, which could be a reason for
their weaker performance. Additionally, there is
an inherent performance gap between open-source
VLMs and state-of-the-art closed-source VLMs.
Among the three open-source VLMs we tested, In-
ternVL2 considered contextual multi-image input
during the pretraining phase, which might explain
why it performs better.
Three-stage approach yields better results com-
pared to direct end-to-end inference. The LLMs
ability to understand long-context multi-image sce-
narios is weaker than its ability to perform text-
based tasks. Additionally, the caption generation in
the three-stage approach benefits from in-context
learning, which provides a solid foundation for ac-
curate illustration in the final stage.
Effectiveness of Automatic Metrics. In addi-
tion to manual evaluation metrics, we propose two
types of automatic evaluation metrics to efficiently
conduct preliminary evaluation and model screen-
ing. For text evaluation, the Pearson correlation
with the text score of human evaluation is 0.9033
(p < 0.005), demonstrating its validity. For im-
age position evaluation, due to differences in il-
lustration processes between the three-stage and
end-to-end approaches, a fair comparison is not fea-
sible. Excluding the three-stage approach, we cal-
culate the Pearson correlation between the F1 score

7
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Figure 4: Impact of the hyper-parameters on our ImageRef-VL-8B and ImageRef-VL-26B.
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Figure 5: Computational cost comparison between our
ImageRef-VL and three-stage methods.

and image score of human evaluation as 0.9854
(p < 0.005), confirming the metric’s validity.

6.3 Computation Overhead Analysis
In this section, we compare the computational
costs of ImageRef-VL, an end-to-end interleaved
response generation approach, with a three-stage
generation approach. Define the number of images
in a sample as N , the textual context length for
each image as L, the total context length as M , the
number of tokens occupied by a single image in
the VLM as P , the response length as R, and the
length of each image caption is C. The computa-
tional complexity of end-to-end method is

O((M +NP +R)2), (5)

while the complexity of three-stage method is

O((M +R)2 + 9N(L+ P + C)2

+ 9(R+NC)2).
(6)

To more intuitively understand the difference
in computational costs between the two meth-
ods, Figure 5 contrasts ImageRef-VL-8B and
ImageRef-VL-26B with their respective three-stage

InternVL2-8B and InternVL2-26B counterparts.
More specifically, we tested the end-to-end and
3-stage approaches of the 8B and 26B models on a
machine equipped with 8 NVIDIA A100-SXM4-
80GB GPUs to measure the execution time. The
experimental results demonstrate that the end-to-
end approach significantly reduces computational
overhead compared to the three-stage scheme.

6.4 Hyper-parameter Analysis
Throughout the experiment, we focus on the im-
pact of two hyper-parameters on the results: the
proportion of mixed InternVL2 SFT data and the
training steps of the model.
Data Mixture Ratio. Figure 4(a) shows the results
for different data mixture ratios. For ImageRef-
VL-26B, both the text evaluation score and image
position evaluation F1 score initially rise and then
decline, peaking at around a 1:1 data mixture ra-
tio. In contrast, ImageRef-VL-8B’s text evaluation
score steadily increases with a higher MI data pro-
portion, while the image position evaluation F1
score first drops and then rises.
Training Steps. The results of different data mix-
ture ratio are shown in Figure 4(b). For ImageRef-
VL-26B, the text evaluation score of the model
increases with the number of training steps, con-
verging and stabilizing around 500 steps. The F1
score of image position evaluation initially fluctu-
ates but also stabilizes around 500 steps. ImageRef-
VL-8B shows a similar trend, but the convergence
occurs around 700 steps.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced Contextual Image Ref-
erence as a novel capability for Vision-Language
Models and presented ImageRef-VL, a framework
that significantly advances the state-of-the-art in
this domain. Through our carefully curated train-
ing data and proposed fine-tuning approach, we
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demonstrated substantial improvements in VLMs’
ability to incorporate relevant images contextually
in their responses. Our comprehensive evaluation
framework, including both automated metrics and
human assessment, validates the effectiveness of
our approach. ImageRef-VL demonstrates supe-
rior performance over baseline models, achieving
significantly better contextual image referencing
while being computationally more efficient than
multi-stage approaches. Our end-to-end system
advances the development of visually-aware con-
versational AI. Future work could explore dynamic
image generation and modification capabilities. We
believe this work provides a strong foundation for
research in multimodal AI systems with enhanced
visual understanding.

Limitations

Our work validates the capability of enhanced
VLMs to perform interleaved multi-image under-
standing, thereby exploring the feasibility of con-
textual image reference. However, our current
experiments are based on post-finetuning of In-
ternVL2. Starting from a well-pretrained VLM and
incorporating the collected dataset into the super-
vised finetuning phase might yield better results.
Additionally, the current model still exhibits a prob-
ability of bad cases. On one hand, collecting more
and richer training datasets might address this is-
sue; on the other hand, designing rewards and lever-
aging techniques like RLHF or RLAIF could be
employed for further fine-tuning of the model.
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