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Abstract

Real-world tasks often require models to learn
from task-specific context rather than relying
only on pre-trained knowledge. While recent
work has highlighted this capability as con-
text learning, existing evaluations mainly fo-
cus on textual contexts. In many practical set-
tings, however, the context to be learned from
is multimodal: scientific findings are conveyed
through figures and tables, financial indicators
are scattered across converted reports, and spa-
tial decisions depend on maps, scenes, or web
pages. We introduce CLBench-V, a benchmark
for multimodal context learning that addresses
the difficulty of localizing where context use
breaks down by organizing tasks around three
dimensions: context grounding, new informa-
tion application, and new knowledge learning.
CLBench-V combines converted public bench-
marks with newly constructed datasets span-
ning domains such as science, finance, long-
document understanding, spatial reasoning, and
web-based visual question answering. To re-
duce the cost of constructing domain-specific
context-learning tasks, we further use auto-
mated construction and filtering procedures
for our newly built datasets. Across 3,443 in-
stances and six recent multimodal models, the
best overall score is only 0.2847, indicating that
multimodal context learning remains far from
saturated. Moreover, InternVL3.5-30B-A3B
performs best on context grounding and new
knowledge learning, while Qwen3.5-Plus per-
forms best on new information application. We
further analyze judge reliability, context length,
image count, and representative failure cases.
Code is available at this url.1

1 Introduction

Large language models increasingly solve prob-
lems using information provided at inference time

*Equal contribution. † Correspondence to: Weiran
Huang (weiran.huang@sjtu.edu.cn).

1https://github.com/IamLihua/CLBench-V

rather than relying solely on parametric knowl-
edge. A prominent training-free paradigm is con-
text learning, where models extract and apply task-
specific facts, rules, procedures, or patterns from
a given context. However, even when presented
with identical contexts, models vary significantly
in their ability to identify relevant information,
apply it correctly, and avoid overriding it with
prior knowledge. Long-context studies further
show that evidence use can degrade with input
length, evidence position, and the number of visual
items (Liu et al., 2024a; Song et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2024c). Because real-world deployments
frequently involve unseen documents, evolving re-
ports, and dynamic environments, robust context
learning capabilities are critical. Therefore, es-
tablishing a rigorous benchmark to evaluate how
effectively models learn from and utilize provided
context is essential.

Existing context-learning benchmarks have
driven significant progress (Bai et al., 2024, 2025;
Dou et al., 2026). They evaluate whether models
can follow new rules, process unfamiliar informa-
tion, or avoid relying on prior knowledge. However,
these benchmarks are restricted to unimodal textual
scenarios, whereas many real-world contexts are
inherently multimodal. Document and chart bench-
marks test reading text, layout, and structured vi-
sual evidence (Mathew et al., 2021; Masry et al.,
2022), while broader and multi-image suites test
cross-domain reasoning and evidence binding (Yue
et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024b; Wang et al., 2024a;
Meng et al., 2024). In domains such as science,
finance, spatial reasoning, and web-based informa-
tion seeking, task contexts frequently combine text
with figures, tables, charts, and layouts (Wang et al.,
2025; Selch et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2026). In
these settings, models must first extract relevant
evidence from diverse visual formats before apply-
ing it to reasoning. To address this gap, this paper
focuses on establishing a rigorous benchmark for
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Figure 1: Overview of CLBench-V. The benchmark covers diverse multimodal contexts and tasks, including
scientific papers, financial reports, long documents, maps, sports scenes, and web-style visual question answering.
We organize these tasks into a three-level capability hierarchy: context grounding, new information application, and
new knowledge learning. The hierarchy helps separate common failures in multimodal context learning, such as
missed evidence, information misuse, and ignoring context-defined knowledge.

multimodal context learning.

Extending context-learning evaluation to multi-
modal settings raises two challenges. First, prior
context-learning benchmarks reveal recurring fail-
ures such as ignoring the provided context or mis-
using it, but they often make it difficult to local-
ize which aspect of context use breaks down (Dou
et al., 2026). Controlled multimodal retrieval and
memory probes expose similarly sharp failures un-
der longer contexts and denser visual distractors
(Wang et al., 2024b; Ren et al., 2026; Guo et al.,
2026). Motivated by these observations, we extend
the failure analysis to multimodal contexts, where
errors can arise from failing to ground relevant ev-
idence, misusing newly provided information, or
ignoring knowledge defined only in the context.
We therefore organize CLBench-V around three di-
mensions of multimodal context learning, making
it naturally suited for analyzing where model per-
formance degrades. Second, high-quality context-
learning tasks are expensive to annotate manually.
Existing multi-image instruction data demonstrate

the value of systematic task construction, but they
do not by themselves guarantee long-context depen-
dence or diagnostic evaluation (Jiang et al., 2024).
For our newly constructed domain-specific tasks,
we therefore introduce automated data construction
and filtering procedures that synthesize candidate
instances at scale while retaining task-specific qual-
ity control.

We propose CLBench-V, a multimodal context-
learning benchmark organized around a three-level
hierarchy. L0 Context Grounding tests whether
models can locate, read, and combine evidence
from multimodal contexts. L1 New Information
Application tests whether models can apply newly
provided facts, values, or cases using capabilities
they already possess. L2 New Knowledge Learning
tests whether models can acquire new rules, dis-
coveries, task semantics, or empirical conclusions
from the context itself. This hierarchy is designed
to separate three common failure modes: failing to
access the relevant multimodal context, misusing
context that has been accessed, and ignoring newly



defined knowledge in favor of prior knowledge.
To instantiate the hierarchy, we combine converted
public benchmarks with newly constructed domain-
specific tasks, including recent medical-paper con-
clusion inference and financial-report ROE analy-
sis, and evaluate all tasks under a unified inference
and scoring framework. Figure 1 summarizes this
design.

Experiments on six multimodal models across
3,443 instances show that current systems still
struggle with multimodal context learning, with
the best overall score reaching only 0.2847.
InternVL3.5-30B-A3B performs best on L0 Con-
text Grounding and L2 New Knowledge Learning,
while Qwen3.5-Plus performs best on L1 New In-
formation Application. This level-wise variation
suggests that accepting multimodal input is not suf-
ficient for reliable context use; models may ground
visual evidence, apply newly supplied information,
and acquire context-defined knowledge with very
different levels of reliability. We also compare dif-
ferent LLM judges and analyze performance across
context length, image count, answer types, and rep-
resentative failure modes.

Our contributions are:

• We define multimodal context learning as a hi-
erarchical capability covering context ground-
ing, new information application, and new
knowledge learning.

• We construct CLBench-V, a multi-source
benchmark that combines converted public
benchmarks with newly built tasks from re-
cent medical papers and financial reports.

• We evaluate a diverse set of multimodal
models and analyze judge reliability, context
length, image count, answer types, and com-
mon failure modes.

2 Related Work

Context learning and long-context evaluation.
Recent long-context benchmarks test retrieval,
long-document question answering, summariza-
tion, few-shot learning, and realistic long-context
reasoning across documents, code, and structured
data (Bai et al., 2024, 2025). Position-sensitive
analyses show that nominal context capacity can
overstate effective evidence use, especially when
relevant information appears in the middle of a
long input (Liu et al., 2024a). Synthetic tests such
as needle-in-a-haystack and its extensions further

probe whether models can retrieve and manipu-
late information buried in long distractor contexts
(Hsieh et al., 2024). Another line of work stud-
ies many-shot in-context learning, where expanded
context windows allow models to learn from hun-
dreds or thousands of demonstrations at inference
time (Agarwal et al., 2024). CL-Bench further ar-
gues that models should be evaluated on whether
they can acquire new information, rules, proce-
dures, and empirical patterns from context, beyond
retrieval or simple demonstration learning (Dou
et al., 2026). CLBench-V extends this motivation
to multimodal settings, where the relevant context
may be distributed across text, images, tables, fig-
ures, and document-derived layouts.

Multimodal long-context modeling. Recent
multimodal long-context work studies how train-
ing recipes, sequence-length exposure, and data-
mixture design affect transfer beyond nominal
context windows (Wang et al., 2025; Li et al.,
2025b). Evaluation has expanded from realistic
multi-image contexts in MileBench to page-rich
document settings in MMLongBench-Doc and M-
LongDoc (Song et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2024; Chia
et al., 2024). Controlled visual needle tests isolate
retrieval, counting, evidence-position, and distrac-
tor sensitivity, while newer memory suites mea-
sure retention over extended multimodal streams
(Wang et al., 2024c,b; Ren et al., 2026; Guo et al.,
2026). These studies reveal that context capac-
ity and context learning are not equivalent: mod-
els may access long inputs yet still fail to inter-
nalize context-defined rules, resolve cross-modal
conflicts, or transfer newly provided knowledge to
final answers. Our benchmark is complementary to
this line by directly testing whether long-context-
capable multimodal models can learn from context
under strict success criteria.

Multi-image and visually rich document un-
derstanding. Multi-image benchmarks test com-
parison, co-reference, temporal ordering, and
cross-image composition, and instruction-tuning
resources provide supervision for interleaved vi-
sual contexts (Wang et al., 2024a; Meng et al.,
2024; Jiang et al., 2024). For documents, DocVQA
and ChartQA establish core reading and visual-
numerical reasoning settings, while broad multi-
modal suites such as MMMU and MMBench cover
diverse expert and general-purpose tasks (Mathew
et al., 2021; Masry et al., 2022; Yue et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2024b). Retrieval-oriented systems



and benchmarks further emphasize page selection
and visual-layout preservation in long documents
(Dong et al., 2025; Shi et al., 2024; Faysse et al.,
2024). In contrast, CLBench-V uses these percep-
tual and retrieval demands as prerequisites, then
diagnoses whether grounded evidence is merely
found, applied as new information, or generalized
as newly acquired knowledge.

3 CLBench-V: Task and Benchmark
Design

3.1 Overview

CLBench-V is designed to evaluate models’ abil-
ity to learn from provided multimodal context and
apply what they learn to solve tasks in realistic
scenarios. The required knowledge is largely be-
yond what models can rely on from pre-training
alone, and appears in diverse forms, including ren-
dered document pages, Markdown-converted long
documents and financial reports, scientific figures
and tables, charts, maps, sports-scene images, web-
style screenshots, and multi-image evidence. All
necessary information is organized in the provided
context, so models are evaluated on context learn-
ing rather than external retrieval.

To make this ability measurable and diagnostic,
CLBench-V organizes tasks into a three-level hi-
erarchy: L0 Context Grounding, L1 New Informa-
tion Application, and L2 New Knowledge Learn-
ing. This design isolates whether failures come
from missing evidence, misusing context-specific
information, or failing to acquire context-defined
knowledge. It also highlights the hardest regime,
L2, where models must synthesize and transfer
newly learned knowledge from multimodal con-
text.

Finally, all datasets are evaluated in a unified
conversion, inference, and scoring framework with
task-specific metrics. This setup supports cross-
level comparability while preserving fine-grained
diagnosis of failure modes. The next subsection
details the hierarchy, followed by benchmark con-
struction and evaluation protocol.

3.2 Three-Level Capability Hierarchy

Building on the overview above, we organize multi-
modal context learning with a three-level hierarchy.
The hierarchy is defined by what the supplied con-
text contributes to the task: evidence that must be
grounded, new information that must be applied,
or new knowledge that must be learned. Figure 1

gives a compact visualization of this progression.

L0: Context Grounding. At this level, the
model must locate, read, and combine evidence
from newly provided multimodal context, with-
out needing to learn a new rule system or domain
theory. Accordingly, these tasks primarily test evi-
dence access and grounding fidelity, including vi-
sual search, counting, spatial localization, topology
following, and cross-image binding. Concretely,
this level includes transit-map reasoning from Rea-
sonMap, high-resolution visual search from Insight-
O3, hard visual QA from ZeroBench, sports spatial
intelligence from CourtSI, and multi-image scien-
tific figure reasoning from MIRBench.

L1: New Information Application. At this level,
the model must use new facts, values, cases, or
document-specific information from the context
while relying on reasoning skills it already has.
In practice, these tasks test whether the model
can correctly bind context-specific values and use
them in existing reasoning procedures, while avoid-
ing outdated or irrelevant prior knowledge. This
level includes visual fact QA from Pix2Fact, long-
document QA from MMLongBench-Pic, browsing-
style final-answer tasks from BrowseComp-V3,
scientific inconsistency questions from PRISMM-
Bench, and financial report ROE analysis.

L2: New Knowledge Learning. At this level,
the model must acquire new rules, empirical pat-
terns, task semantics, scientific conclusions, or pro-
cedures from the context and apply them to an-
swer the task. Compared with lower levels, these
tasks require knowledge acquisition from context-
defined evidence rather than only evidence retrieval
or value application. This level includes the image-
rendered table subset converted from CL-Bench
and paper conclusion inference. Compared with
L0 and L1, L2 is the most challenging because the
model must synthesize context-defined knowledge
and transfer it to answer generation, not just locate
evidence or apply known formulas.

The levels are cumulative: failures in grounding
can prevent information use, and failures in infor-
mation use can prevent knowledge learning. How-
ever, the levels are analytically distinct and expose
different failure modes. In addition to assigning
each task to a level, we analyze instances along
orthogonal dimensions such as model-side require-
ments, multimodal operations, context complexity,
answer format, and evaluation type. These dimen-



sions make the benchmark diagnostic: two tasks
may share the same level while stressing different
operations, such as chart reading, route topology
validation, page-level search, conclusion induction,
or numeric evaluation.

With this hierarchy and diagnostic view in place,
we next describe how CLBench-V is constructed.

3.3 Benchmark Construction

CLBench-V is built from two complementary
sources: integrated public benchmarks and newly
constructed domain-specific tasks. Rather than
treating source datasets as isolated silos, we map
both sources into one normalized schema and orga-
nize tasks by the capability they primarily diagnose:
context grounding, new information application,
or new knowledge learning. Table 1 summarizes
the current composition under this unified orga-
nization. For evaluation, we keep deterministic
task-specific evaluators for structured outputs and
use judge-based semantic evaluation only for open-
ended outputs. We describe these two construction
pipelines in order: Data Integration followed by
Data Construction.

3.3.1 Data Integration
For the public-benchmark source, we first convert
candidate datasets into a unified input-output for-
mat, then apply explicit curation criteria before
final admission.

Criteria for unified conversion. These crite-
ria follow the same objective as our capability de-
sign: evaluating context learning rather than short-
cut retrieval. Concretely, we apply four criteria.
First, visual dependency: images must provide task-
critical evidence, so the target answer should not
be reliably solvable by text-only OCR snippets,
generic image captions, or other image-free short-
cuts. Second, low irrelevant context: we minimize
unrelated context content whenever possible, so
evaluation does not collapse into pure long-context
needle-search and remains focused on new infor-
mation application and new knowledge learning.
This distinction is important because controlled
needle benchmarks already isolate retrieval under
evidence-position and distractor-density changes
(Wang et al., 2024c,b). Third, multi-hop prefer-
ence: we prioritize samples that require composi-
tional reasoning across multiple evidence pieces
(e.g., cross-region, cross-image, cross-modal, or
cross-field binding), reducing single-span lookup
shortcuts. This follows the broader shift from iso-

lated image QA toward cross-image and expert-
level compositional evaluation (Wang et al., 2024a;
Yue et al., 2024). Fourth, scope exclusion: we do
not include video tasks or quasi-video tasks with
dense contiguous multi-frame reasoning. These
tasks are often highly domain-specific, supported
by very large-scale data and mature dedicated eval-
uation ecosystems, and many recent models have
already been exposed to video data during training,
giving them baseline competence in this regime. In
contrast, our focus is multimodal context-learning
ability that goes beyond what models can solve by
relying primarily on training alone.

Data filter. We first choose source bench-
marks that collectively cover visual fact verifica-
tion, long-context document understanding, sci-
entific inconsistency reasoning, transit-map plan-
ning, sports spatial intelligence, high-resolution
visual search, multi-image reasoning, hard vi-
sual QA, browsing-style final-answer synthe-
sis, and context-defined rule following, includ-
ing Pix2Fact, MMLongBench, PRISMM-Bench,
ReasonMap, InSight-o3, MIRBench, ZeroBench,
CourtSI-Bench, BrowseComp-V 3, and CL-Bench
(Jiang et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2025; Selch et al.,
2025; Feng et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025a; Du et al.,
2025; Roberts et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2026; Zhang
et al., 2026; Dou et al., 2026). We then run
conversion-time rejection sampling with Qwen3.5-
Plus as the primary inspector and remove candidate
instances that are likely solvable through shortcut
paths (e.g., weak visual dependency, excessive ir-
relevant context, or single-span lookup behavior).
After this automatic filtering stage, we conduct
manual review to retain high-quality samples that
satisfy our four criteria, preserve diversity of oper-
ations and answer types, and remain aligned with
the benchmark focus on grounding, new informa-
tion application, and new knowledge acquisition.
For retained tasks, we finalize normalization by em-
bedding options for MCQ items, preserving both
Markdown and image-rendered document variants
when available, keeping topology fields for route-
structure validation, and moving required search ev-
idence into context when the original benchmark as-
sumes external retrieval. This pipeline produces the
integrated public-benchmark portion of CLBench-
V.

3.3.2 Data Construction
Beyond public-benchmark integration, we con-
struct domain-specific tasks that target capability



Table 1: Current composition of CLBench-V organized by the proposed capability levels. Some datasets are marked
as boundary cases when their instances combine grounding with higher-level information use or knowledge learning.

Benchmark Component Task Specification

Level Dataset N Task Form Evaluation

L0 ReasonMap-Short 103 Subway map route planning with short queries Topology judge
L0 ReasonMap-Long 101 Subway map route planning with long queries Topology judge
L0 ReasonMap-Plus 37 Subway map counting, boolean, and MCQ

tasks
Rule-based extraction

L0 Insight-O3 145 High-resolution visual search and multi-hop
MCQ

Option extraction

L0 ZeroBench 43 Hard visual question answering Normalized / numeric match
L0 CourtSI 645 Sports spatial intelligence MA / MRA / LocA

L0–L1 MIRBench 1063 Multi-image scientific figure reasoning MCQ Option extraction

L1 Pix2Fact 43 Multimodal visual fact QA LLM judge / normalized match
L1 MMLongBench-Pic 78 Long-context multimodal QA with page images LLM judge / baseline match
L1 BrowseComp-V3 57 Multimodal browsing final-answer tasks LLM judge / normalized match
L1 Financial Report ROE 206 Multimodal financial report analysis ROE exact / MAE

L1–L2 PRISMM-Bench 245 Scientific paper inconsistency QA Option extraction

L2 CL-Bench-Table 96 Context learning with image-rendered tables Rubric judge
L2 Paper Conclusion 581 Scientific paper conclusion inference List-level semantic judge

– Total 3,443 – –

gaps under-covered by existing sources, while keep-
ing the same schema and evaluator interface. This
source contributes two tasks: financial report ROE
analysis and paper conclusion inference.

Financial report ROE analysis. We collect re-
cent financial reports and convert each PDF into
a Markdown-style multimodal document represen-
tation. Models are asked to perform DuPont-style
reasoning and compute ROE from the converted
report context. Prior financial QA benchmarks es-
tablish numerical reasoning over text, tables, and
conversational evidence (Chen et al., 2021; Zhu
et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022); our setting extends
this line to long, converted reports in which rel-
evant quantities can be distributed across pages
and visual structures. This task primarily eval-
uates new information application: the financial
formulas are standard, but the relevant values are
document-specific. The task is built around the
standard three-factor DuPont decomposition:

ROE = Net Profit Margin×Asset Turnover

× Equity Multiplier.
(1)

Equivalently, the model must identify and combine
quantities such as net income, revenue, total as-
sets, and shareholders’ equity from the converted
report content. Although the current evaluation fo-
cuses on final ROE exact match, the task requires
document-level grounding, entity-value binding,

and numerical reasoning over financial statements.

Paper conclusion inference. We collect recent
medical papers and construct tasks that ask models
to infer paper-specific scientific findings. Research-
paper QA datasets such as QASPER ground
information-seeking questions in scientific arti-
cles (Dasigi et al., 2021), while recent multimodal
benchmarks additionally stress scientific figures,
cross-image evidence, and internal paper consis-
tency (Du et al., 2025; Selch et al., 2025). We
focus on recent papers to reduce the chance that
their results have appeared in model pretraining
data, thereby mitigating information leakage. We
choose the medical domain because biomedical pa-
pers often place dense empirical evidence in figures,
microscopy images, radiology images, plots, and
tables, making them a strong testbed for extract-
ing phenomena and conclusions from multimodal
evidence after PDF-to-Markdown conversion.

For each paper, we first convert the PDF into
a Markdown-style multimodal representation that
preserves extracted text and figure/table references,
and then create two truncated versions. The
reference-construction version includes the paper
up to and including the Result section, and is used
to generate a set of reference scientific findings.
The evaluation version includes only the content
before the Result section, while retaining the avail-
able preceding text and figures. At test time, a



model receives the evaluation version and is asked
to predict the scientific findings that would be sup-
ported by the paper’s results. This setup requires
the model to synthesize experimental motivation,
methods, extracted figures/tables, and result-related
multimodal evidence, rather than simply copying
explicit conclusions.

We filter low-quality instances and retain 581
clean examples. For scoring, let Nref be the number
of reference findings, Nhit be the number of model-
predicted findings judged correct, and Nextra be
the number of unsupported extra findings. The
paper-level score is

spaper = max

(
0,

Nhit −Nextra

Nref

)
. (2)

The subtraction term penalizes over-prediction: a
model should not receive high credit by listing
many speculative findings in the hope that some
match the reference set.

Together, the two pipelines provide complemen-
tary coverage: the integration source contributes
broad capability diversity, and the construction
source contributes targeted high-value settings for
context-grounded information use and knowledge
acquisition. We next describe the unified evaluation
protocol used across all tasks.

3.4 Evaluation Protocol
All inference and evaluation logic is implemented
within a unified framework. For every dataset, the
framework constructs standardized model inputs,
records the same metadata fields, invokes models
through a common interface, extracts the final an-
swer when needed, and then dispatches the predic-
tion to the corresponding evaluator. This design
keeps prompting, logging, answer extraction, and
score aggregation consistent across datasets, while
still allowing task-specific metrics for different an-
swer formats.

CLBench-V uses task-specific evaluation when-
ever possible. Multiple-choice datasets use option
extraction followed by exact matching. Numeric
tasks use normalized exact match, tolerance-based
matching, or mean absolute error. Route-planning
tasks use a topology judge that verifies endpoints,
valid lines, and transfer continuity. Open-ended
tasks use answer extraction followed by rubric-
based or semantic LLM judging. For paper con-
clusion inference, we use a list-level judge to esti-
mate Nhit and Nextra, then compute the paper-level
score in Equation 2.

This design reflects a conservative principle car-
ried throughout this section: deterministic evalu-
ators are preferred for structured outputs, while
LLM judges are reserved for tasks where semantic
equivalence is necessary.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Models. We currently report preliminary results
for six multimodal models: InternVL3.5-30B-A3B,
Qwen3.6-27B, Qwen3.5-Plus, Doubao-Seed-2.0-
Lite, Kimi-K2.6, and GPT-5.4. Qwen3.6-27B is
also used as the main judge for judge-based tasks.
Additional model runs are ongoing. All models
receive the same task prompt, input context, and
answer-format instruction unless a model-specific
API constraint requires minor formatting changes.

Prompting and answer extraction. Prompts are
designed to be task-faithful and to minimize ambi-
guity in the expected answer format. For multiple-
choice tasks, models are instructed to provide a
final option letter. For open-ended tasks, models
are instructed to provide a concise final answer af-
ter reasoning. For judge-based tasks, we extract the
final answer before judging to reduce sensitivity to
irrelevant explanation text.

4.2 Main Results

Results by level. Table 2 reports model perfor-
mance aggregated by the three levels. For judge-
based tasks, the main results use Qwen3.6-27B
as the judge model. Overall and level scores are
sample-weighted over the currently completed sub-
sets.

The overall scores remain low for all evaluated
models, with the best model reaching 0.2847. This
suggests that multimodal context learning remains
challenging even for recent multimodal systems,
and that the benchmark is not saturated by any
single model family. The level-wise breakdown
further shows that models fail in different ways.
InternVL3.5-30B-A3B obtains the highest overall
score and the strongest L0 grounding score, while
Qwen3.5-Plus achieves the strongest L1 informa-
tion score. InternVL3.5-30B-A3B also achieves the
best L2 score, largely due to its strong performance
on paper conclusion inference, but struggles on L1
tasks that require applying document-specific val-
ues and facts. Qwen3.6-27B, Qwen3.5-Plus, and
Doubao-Seed-2.0-Lite are comparatively stronger



Table 2: Main results aggregated by the proposed multimodal context learning levels. Dataset scores are weighted
by their corresponding numbers of instances. For aggregation, MIRBench is assigned to L0 and PRISMM-Bench to
L1. The best result in each column is shown in bold, and the second-best is underlined.

Model
Aggregate Capability Level

Overall L0 Grounding L1 Information L2 Knowledge

InternVL3.5-30B-A3B 0.2847 0.3080 0.1313 0.3536
Qwen3.6-27B 0.1958 0.1865 0.2878 0.1398
Qwen3.5-Plus 0.1862 0.1507 0.2954 0.1964
Doubao-Seed-2.0-Lite 0.1850 0.1797 0.2241 0.1655
Kimi-K2.6 0.1991 0.1755 0.2582 0.2186
GPT-5.4 0.1894 0.2003 0.2814 0.0694

Overall L0 Grounding L1 Information L2 Knowledge

InternVL3.5-30B-A3B 0.2847 0.3080 0.1313 0.3536

Qwen3.6-27B 0.1958 0.1865 0.2878 0.1398

Qwen3.5-Plus 0.1862 0.1507 0.2954 0.1964

Doubao-Seed-2.0-Lite 0.1850 0.1797 0.2241 0.1655

Kimi-K2.6 0.1991 0.1755 0.2582 0.2186

GPT-5.4 0.1894 0.2003 0.2814 0.0694

Solid outline: best; dashed outline: second-best within each column.

Figure 2: Capability profiles of the evaluated models. Cell color encodes the score; solid outlines mark the best
model in each column and dashed outlines mark the second-best.

on L1, indicating better use of newly supplied infor-
mation than acquisition of context-defined knowl-
edge. Figure 2 makes these contrasting capability
profiles visually explicit.

Results by dataset. Table 3 reports dataset-level
performance. This view helps separate broad
cross-level trends from dataset-specific bottlenecks
such as route topology, sports localization, long-
document reading, or scientific conclusion induc-
tion.

The dataset-level results reveal substantial het-
erogeneity beneath the aggregate scores. No
model dominates across all datasets: Qwen3.6-
27B leads on Pix2Fact, Insight-O3, and CL-Bench-
Table; Qwen3.5-Plus on MMLongBench-Pic and
PRISMM-Bench; Kimi-K2.6 on all three Rea-
sonMap subsets; InternVL3.5-30B-A3B on Pa-
per Conclusion and MIRBench; and GPT-5.4 on
BrowseComp-V3, CourtSI, and Financial Report
ROE, while tying Doubao-Seed-2.0-Lite on Zer-
oBench. Several tasks remain difficult across mod-
els, especially Pix2Fact, BrowseComp-V3, CL-
Bench-Table, and CourtSI, suggesting persistent

weaknesses in visual fact grounding, web-style ev-
idence synthesis, context-defined rule following,
and spatial intelligence. The sharp variation across
datasets supports the need for evaluating multi-
modal context learning as a structured set of ca-
pabilities rather than as a single averaged score.

5 Do LLM Judges Matter?

Because CLBench-V contains both structured and
open-ended tasks, evaluation quality is itself an im-
portant experimental question. We measure score
shifts across judge models on datasets that require
semantic evaluation. The current comparison re-
ports macro scores for two prediction sets.

The comparison shows non-negligible score vari-
ation across judge models. Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct
gives the highest average score in this setting, while
Qwen3-VL-32B-Instruct gives the lowest average
score. This confirms that judge choice can affect
reported performance on open-ended multimodal
context-learning tasks, motivating transparent re-
porting of the judge model and further calibration
in future versions.



Table 3: Dataset-level results for completed subsets, grouped by capability level. Boundary datasets are shown
in separate columns. The best result in each column is shown in bold, and the second-best is underlined. For
InternVL3.5-30B-A3B, 0.0000 on Financial Report ROE indicates that the run exceeded the model’s maximum
context length.

Model
L0 Grounding L0–L1 L1 Information L1–L2 L2 Knowledge

O3 RMap-S RMap-L RMap+ ZB CourtSI MIR Pix2Fact MML-Pic Browse Finance PRISMM CL Paper

InternVL3.5-30B-A3B 0.2483 0.0680 0.0792 0.2162 0.0465 0.1336 0.4807 0.0588 0.0260 0.0000 0.0000 0.3184 0.0000 0.4120
Qwen3.6-27B 0.5724 0.2913 0.3168 0.4865 0.1395 0.1281 0.1383 0.2941 0.3506 0.0877 0.0922 0.4776 0.0938 0.1474
Qwen3.5-Plus 0.4276 0.2427 0.2376 0.5676 0.1282 0.1389 0.0894 0.2000 0.3621 0.1404 0.0825 0.5061 0.0000 0.2289
Doubao-Seed-2.0-Lite 0.4069 0.3495 0.3861 0.1892 0.2093 0.1115 0.1524 0.1628 0.2676 0.1754 0.0588 0.3714 0.0000 0.1928
Kimi-K2.6 0.3931 0.6800 0.4059 0.5946 0.1026 0.1169 0.0990 0.0556 0.2051 0.1800 0.1165 0.4480 0.0000 0.2547
GPT-5.4 0.3724 0.3689 0.2772 0.4865 0.2093 0.1783 0.1562 0.2326 0.2564 0.2105 0.1262 0.4449 0.0104 0.0792

Table 4: Comparison of LLM judges on semantically
evaluated tasks. Scores are macro averages over datasets
requiring LLM judging for each prediction set. The best
result in each column is shown in bold, and the second-
best is underlined.

Judge InternVL Qwen3.6 Avg.

Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct 0.1095 0.3148 0.2122
Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct 0.0671 0.2744 0.1708
Qwen3-30B-A3B-
Instruct-2507

0.0742 0.2676 0.1709

Qwen3-VL-32B-Instruct 0.0705 0.2423 0.1564
Qwen3.6-27B 0.0686 0.2867 0.1777

6 Diagnostic Analysis

6.1 Context Complexity

We analyze whether model performance is cor-
related with two simple measures of input com-
plexity: the token length of the context and the
number of images supplied in the context. For
Qwen3.6-27B, token length is essentially uncorre-
lated with score (Pearson r = −0.0042, Spearman
ρ = 0.0500), and image count is weakly nega-
tive under both measures (Pearson r = −0.0756,
Spearman ρ = −0.0739). For InternVL3.5-30B-
A3B, both measures are negative under Pearson
correlation (r = −0.1220 for token length and
r = −0.1652 for image count) but weakly pos-
itive under Spearman correlation (ρ = 0.0280
and ρ = 0.1217). The disagreement in sign is
itself informative: it indicates that the negative lin-
ear correlations are produced by a small tail of
extremely long, image-dense inputs rather than
by a steady decline in accuracy as inputs grow.
Excluding the financial reports, which are by far
the longest inputs and on which InternVL3.5-30B-
A3B exceeds its context limit, the token-score
Pearson correlation turns positive for both mod-
els (r = 0.0510 for InternVL3.5-30B-A3B and

r = 0.1429 for Qwen3.6-27B). These results sug-
gest that input length alone does not explain current
failures: what matters is whether an input crosses
a model’s usable context limit, not how long it
is within that limit. Image count remains model-
dependent. In rank terms InternVL3.5-30B-A3B
improves as more images are supplied (ρ = 0.1217,
rising to ρ = 0.2317 once the financial reports
are excluded), whereas Qwen3.6-27B does not
(ρ = −0.0739 and ρ = −0.0402), suggesting
that additional views act as richer evidence for one
model and as visual distraction for the other.

6.2 Failure Taxonomy

We manually inspect representative bad cases and
categorize failures into six types: evidence missing,
where the model does not attend to the relevant vi-
sual region; evidence misbinding, where evidence
is attached to the wrong entity, figure, page, or op-
tion; context misuse, where the model reads the rel-
evant information but applies it incorrectly; prior
override, where the model relies on parametric
knowledge despite contradictory context; incom-
plete induction, where the model notices local facts
but fails to infer the broader context-defined rule or
conclusion; and format failure, where the answer
violates the expected output schema. Detailed, rep-
resentative case studies that operationalize these
failure modes across L0/L1/L2 context-learning
levels are provided in Appendix C.1.

7 Limitations

CLBench-V is an initial benchmark and has several
limitations. First, it integrates heterogeneous data
sources whose annotation styles and evaluation pro-
tocols differ. Second, some subsets are small and
should be interpreted as diagnostic probes rather
than comprehensive task distributions. Third, LLM
judges are necessary for several open-ended tasks



but may introduce model-specific biases despite
answer extraction and rubric design. Fourth, our
current financial-report task evaluates only final
ROE values and does not yet fully score intermedi-
ate DuPont reasoning steps.

8 Conclusion

We introduced CLBench-V, a benchmark for mul-
timodal context learning. By organizing tasks
into context grounding, new information applica-
tion, and new knowledge learning, CLBench-V
distinguishes failures of visual access from failures
of contextual reasoning and knowledge acquisi-
tion. The benchmark combines converted public
datasets with newly constructed scientific-paper
and financial-report tasks, and pairs them with task-
specific evaluation protocols. Our planned and pre-
liminary experiments analyze model performance,
judge reliability, input complexity, and represen-
tative bad cases. We hope CLBench-V provides
a useful diagnostic framework for building multi-
modal systems that can not only see context, but
also use and learn from it.

Ethics Statement

Source Data. CLBench-V is built from con-
verted public benchmarks and newly constructed
tasks based on publicly available scientific papers
and financial reports. For public benchmark com-
ponents, we follow the intended research use of
the original datasets and retain source attribution in
our data records. For newly constructed scientific-
paper tasks, we use recent publicly available papers
and derive questions and reference findings from
paper content. For financial-report tasks, we use
publicly released corporate reports and evaluate
only numerical reasoning over disclosed financial
statements. Although some scientific papers may
include medical images or biomedical findings,
the benchmark is designed only for model eval-
uation and should not be used for clinical decision-
making, diagnosis, investment advice, or other
high-stakes deployment.

Ethics Review. Our benchmark does not involve
human-subject experiments, private user data, or
newly collected personal information. We neverthe-
less screen converted examples for obvious person-
ally identifiable information and exclude content
when it is not necessary for the task. The tasks
are intended to evaluate whether models can use
provided context; they are not intended to infer

sensitive attributes about individuals or to support
decisions about real people. We will release the
data with documentation describing source prove-
nance, task construction, evaluation scripts, and
known limitations.

AI Assistant Usage. AI assistants were used
to support data-processing and benchmark-
construction programming, including format con-
version, script drafting, prompt organization, and
preliminary quality checks. All benchmark defini-
tions, filtering criteria, evaluation protocols, and
paper claims were reviewed by the authors. AI-
generated code or text was treated as an aid rather
than an authority, and outputs used in the bench-
mark were subject to manual inspection or task-
specific validation before inclusion.
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A Dataset-Level Details

Table 5 reports the distribution of input token
lengths for each subdataset. Token counts are com-
puted with the Qwen3-VL-4B tokenizer over the
normalized model input. The table shows that
CLBench-V covers both short visually grounded
tasks and very long document-centered tasks, with
financial reports, MMLongBench-Pic, PRISMM,
and Pix2Fact contributing many examples above
16k tokens.

B Prompt Templates
We use a unified message-construction pipeline across all datasets. Each exam-
ple provides a normalized user query and image list; runtime code optionally
adds a system prompt, answer-format suffix, repair prompt, extraction prompt,
or judge prompt. Image placeholders are written as <image> and replaced by
the corresponding image payload at inference time. Unless otherwise specified,
the default system prompt is:

You are a careful multimodal assistant.
Follow the user's output format exactly.

Task prompt templates. For public benchmark conversions,
we preserve the original task query whenever possible and only add minimal
answer-format constraints. The main templates are summarized below.

Pix2Fact:
Analyze the image(s), question, and crawled webpage
information. Return a JSON object with Observation,
Comprehensive Answer, and Final Answer.

MMLongBench-Pic:
<document text and/or page images>
<question>

PRISMM:
You are provided with a full scientific paper that may
contain an inconsistency.
Question: What is the inconsistency in this paper?
Options: A-D
Please select the single best letter.

ReasonMap-Short / ReasonMap-Long:
<image>
According to the subway map, how do I get from
<departure station> to <arrival station>?
Return route segments with line name, departure stop,
arrival stop, and via stops when required.

ReasonMap-Plus:
<image>
<counting, yes/no, numeric, or multiple-choice query>

InSight-O3:
<image>
<question>
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Table 5: Token-length buckets by subdataset, computed with the Qwen3-VL-4B tokenizer over normalized model
inputs.

Subdataset
≤4k tokens 4k–32k tokens >32k tokens

≤1k 1k–2k 2k–4k 4k–8k 8k–16k 16k–32k 32k–64k 64k–128k >128k

BrowseComp-V3 9 10 21 14 3 0 0 0 0
CL-Bench-Table 6 5 62 11 9 2 1 0 0
CourtSI 0 0 645 0 0 0 0 0 0
Financial Report ROE 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 135 70
Insight-O3 1 13 28 15 9 79 0 0 0
MIRBench 238 220 96 123 202 179 5 0 0
MMLongBench-Pic 0 0 0 0 0 6 48 22 2
Paper Conclusion 0 0 0 216 322 42 1 0 0
Pix2Fact 0 0 0 0 7 36 0 0 0
PRISMM-Bench 0 0 0 0 0 129 110 6 0
ReasonMap-Long 0 0 0 17 2 82 0 0 0
ReasonMap-Plus 0 0 0 14 2 21 0 0 0
ReasonMap-Short 0 0 0 17 2 84 0 0 0
ZeroBench 0 4 7 11 12 9 0 0 0

Figure 3: Appendix case-study panels aligned with the L0/L1/L2 taxonomy. Left (L0): visual grounding and
entity-to-region binding error; middle (L1): context-specific row–column value binding error in chart reasoning;
right (L2): failure to induce a context-defined procedural semantic in scientific-figure inconsistency repair.

A. ... F. ...

MIRBench:
Question: <question>
Options: <options>
Respond with:
Option: <letter>
Reason: <brief explanation>

ZeroBench:
Question: <question>
Put the final answer in curly braces: {final answer}.

CourtSI:
<image>
<sports-scene spatial question with required answer type>

BrowseComp-V3:
<image(s)>
[Question] <question>
Reference Source [1..k]: <provided evidence>

CL-Bench:
<task-specific system prompt>
Component 2: Conversation Transcript
<conversation transcript and supporting artifacts>
<task request>

For the two newly constructed datasets, we use the following templates. The
financial-report prompt is originally written in Chinese; we show an English
equivalent for readability.

Financial Report ROE:
Perform DuPont analysis for the provided financial report
and compute ROE.
Extract net profit, revenue, total assets, and equity.
Compute profit margin, asset turnover, equity multiplier,
and ROE. Show the calculation process.
End with: ROE:<percentage with three significant digits>
<financial report text and page images>

Paper Conclusion:
You are an expert research analyst.
Infer the main experimental conclusions of a research paper
from the provided method description, experimental setup,
result tables, and figures.
Identify main comparisons and trends, then return 4-8 concise
conclusions supported by the experiments.

Answer-format and repair prompts. For tasks with
structured answers, we append a task-specific suffix such as:

MCQ tasks: End with exactly one final line:
Answer: <A/B/C/D/...>

Route tasks: Return only route segments:
--



Route Name: <line name>
Departure Stop: <station>
Arrival Stop: <station>
Via Stops: <comma-separated stops, or None>

Numeric / short-answer tasks:
End with exactly one final line:
Answer: <short final answer>

If a response cannot be parsed and format retry is enabled, the model receives:

Your previous response could not be parsed for evaluation.
Task: <task>
Format issue: <reason>
Required format: <task-specific requirement>
Rewrite only the final answer in the required format.
Do not solve a different problem.

Judge prompts. For open-ended tasks, we use task-specific judges
after extracting the final answer. Pix2Fact and general open-answer tasks
use strict semantic equivalence prompts that output only True/False or
<correct>/<wrong>. CL-Bench uses an all-or-nothing rubric judge: the answer
receives 1 only if every rubric item is satisfied. Paper conclusion inference uses
a list-count judge:

Reference conclusions: <reference list>
Predicted conclusions: <prediction list>

Count how many predicted conclusions correctly match distinct
reference conclusions. Match by scientific claim, not wording.
Each reference and prediction can be matched at most once.
Output JSON:
{
"correct_count": <integer>,
"rationale": "<brief explanation>"

}

Extraction prompts. For free-form outputs, we first extract the
final answer before scoring:

Given a question and model response, extract only the final
answer. Prefer content inside <answer>...</answer> or boxed
expressions. Otherwise extract the last decisive answer span.
If there is no clear final answer, output [NO_FINAL_ANSWER].

For MMLongBench, the extraction prompt additionally asks the extractor to

return both the extracted answer and its type: integer, float, string, list, not

answerable, or fail to answer.

C Additional Bad Cases

C.1 Failure Taxonomy Case Studies

To complement Section 6.2, we present three repre-
sentative failures drawn from the case-study set in
write/case_study. Each case corresponds to one
context-learning level and illustrates how an early
mistake propagates into downstream answer errors.
Figure 3 summarizes the aligned visual evidence
for the three cases (left: L0, middle: L1, right: L2).

Case A (L0: Evidence Misbinding in Visual
Grounding). The left panel of Figure 3 asks
the model to find the board headed “Zone Leid-
seplein,” use its number x to form 2011 + x, and
retrieve China’s Q1 year-on-year GDP growth for
that year. The correct board reads “Max. 14 dagen,”
so x = 14, the year is 2025, and the answer is 5.4%.
The model instead grounds to a nearby white sign,
extracts x = 102, and returns no answer for 2113.
Because its arithmetic and lookup are consistent

after this initial mistake, the failure is L0 evidence
misbinding rather than higher-level reasoning.

Case B (L1: Context Misuse in Chart Value
Binding). In the middle panel, the model reaches
the relevant Pew chart but misbinds the query slots
for Democratic respondents and the “neither party”
response. It returns a nearby value, 33%, instead of
the chart-supported 18%. Retrieval and localization
therefore succeed, while applying context-specific
values to the correct target group and response cat-
egory fails—an L1 context-misuse error.

Case C (L2: Incomplete Induction of Context-
Defined Procedure). The right panel presents a
scientific-paper inconsistency-repair task in which
OT matching is followed by graph denoising. A
correct answer requires inferring that changes in
edge-noise composition must be reflected in the
post-denoising graph topology. The model instead
treats the problem as local layout checking and
repositions the denoising module without updating
the topology. This failure to induce and apply a
paper-defined procedure is L2 incomplete induc-
tion, not a retrieval or slot-filling error.

Together, the cases progress from incorrect evi-
dence binding (L0), through incorrect value appli-
cation (L1), to failure to learn and execute context-
defined rules (L2), illustrating the diagnostic value
of the three-level taxonomy.
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