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Abstract

The effectiveness of Multimodal Chain-of-Thought (MCoT)
prompting is often limited by the use of randomly or man-
ually selected examples. These examples fail to account for
both model-specific knowledge distributions and the intrinsic
complexity of the tasks, resulting in suboptimal and unsta-
ble model performance. To address this, we propose a novel
framework inspired by the pedagogical principle of “tailored
teaching with balanced difficulty”. We reframe prompt se-
lection as a prompt curriculum design problem: construct-
ing a well ordered set of training examples that align with
the model’s current capabilities. Our approach integrates two
complementary signals: (1) model-perceived difficulty, quan-
tified through prediction disagreement in an active learning
setup, capturing what the model itself finds challenging; and
(2) intrinsic sample complexity, which measures the inher-
ent difficulty of each question–image pair independently of
any model. By jointly analyzing these signals, we develop
a difficulty-balanced sampling strategy that ensures the se-
lected prompt examples are diverse across both dimensions.
Extensive experiments conducted on five challenging bench-
marks and multiple popular Multimodal Large Language
Models (MLLMs) demonstrate that our method yields sub-
stantial and consistent improvements and greatly reduces per-
formance discrepancies caused by random sampling, provid-
ing a principled and robust approach for enhancing multi-
modal reasoning.

Introduction

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) (Yin et al.
2024; Liu et al. 2023) have emerged prominent research
focus alongside the rapid advancement of artificial intel-
ligence. Built upon powerful foundation language models
(Touvron et al. 2023; Bai et al. 2023), MLLMs leverage
cross-modal alignment mechanisms to achieve understand-
ing and processing of information across multiple modal-
ities, including text, images, videos, and audio. A typi-
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Figure 1: The simplified flowchart of CAMS and its effects

cal approach to deploying MLLMs is the in-context learn-
ing paradigm (Brown et al. 2020; Xie and Min 2022),
which drives models to perform predictions by providing
a large number of instructions and input-output pair exam-
ples. Chain-of-Thought (Wei et al. 2022; Zhou et al. 2022)
enhances the logical reasoning capability of models by con-
structing examples that decompose complex problems into
step-by-step subproblems and solve them sequentially. Mul-
timodal Chain-of-Thought (MCoT) (Zhang et al. 2023), on
the other hand, further extends this core idea to the applica-
tion scenarios of multimodal large language models, achiev-
ing an improvement in cross-modal reasoning capabilities.

MCoT encourages large language models to perform
multi-step reasoning by providing explicit problem-solving
rationales, rather than mapping questions directly to an-
swers. This approach has been effectively applied to sci-
entific question answering across domains such as natural
sciences, linguistic sciences, and social sciences (Lu et al.
2022; Chen et al. 2024; Goyal et al. 2017; Marino et al.
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2019; Schwenk et al. 2022). However, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 2(a), MCoT prompt examples are typically randomly se-
lected or manually crafted without considering the model’s
internal knowledge distribution or the characteristics of the
dataset. This leads to prompts that are unstable and insuf-
ficiently tailored to the model or task. As a result, MCoT
prompting often suffers from poor generalization, halluci-
nated outputs, and inconsistent performance. To enhance the
specificity and effectiveness of prompt examples, Auto-CoT
(Zhang et al. 2022) constructs prompts by selecting repre-
sentative examples via clustering, as shown in Figure 2(b).
However, due to the inherent differences between modali-
ties, the effectiveness of Auto-CoT in multimodal scenarios
is limited. It fails to adequately account for the distributional
differences in internal knowledge across different models.

These challenges raise a critical question: how to selec-
tively identify the most effective multimodal prompt exam-
ples? In human learning, individuals often compile person-
alized sets of challenging problems ranging from basic mis-
understandings due to knowledge gaps to complex tasks that
require multi-step reasoning. Inspired by the idiom “Tailor
teaching to individual needs”, we treat each multimodal
large model as a unique learner and select prompt examples
through two dimensions: uncertainty analysis and complex-
ity evaluation.

We propose CAMS (Complexity-Guided Active Multi-
modal CoT Sampling), a novel joint selection framework
that integrates active learning and data complexity assess-
ment. Rather than relying on randomly selected or manually
crafted MCoT examples, CAMS constructs a tailored “er-
ror sets” for each model based on the training sets of various
reasoning tasks, aiming to enhance the models’ performance
on test sets. As shown in Figure 2(c), CAMS identifies
highly targeted, effective, and difficulty-balanced prompt
examples by jointly analyzing sample uncertainty and com-
plexity. Figure 1(a) illustrates the core workflow of CAMS,
while Figure 1(b) highlights its perforamance advantages.
We conduct experiments on five benchmark datasets and
three multimodal large models. The results show that CAMS
both improves model performance and greatly reduces accu-
racy variability caused by random prompt selection. Our key
contributions are as follows:

• We introduce CAMS,the first framework to select prompt
examples based on both model-internal knowledge and
dataset characteristics.

• We demonstrate that effective prompting requires a bal-
ance of easy and hard examples; neither extreme is suffi-
cient on its own.

• CAMS greatly reduces the instability of traditional
prompt selection methods and enables MLLMs to
achieve stable, high performance on complex reasoning
tasks.

Related Work

Prompt Selection based on Active Learning

Active learning is a machine learning paradigm focused on
maximizing model performance using the fewest possible

labeled samples. It aims to identify the most informative un-
labeled data points for annotation, thereby reducing label-
ing costs while maintaining high accuracy. Active learning
methods are typically grouped into the following three cate-
gories based on how unlabeled data is queried: membership
query synthesis (Angluin 1988; King et al. 2004), where
the model generates new instances for labeling; stream-
based selective sampling (Dagan and Engelson 1995; Kr-
ishnamurthy 2002), where data points are evaluated one at a
time for potential labeling; and pool-based sampling (Lewis
1995), where the model selects the most informative sam-
ples from a large pool of unlabeled data.

Active Prompt (Diao et al. 2023) applies active learning
principles to prompt selection by quantifying uncertainty
through prediction disagreement metrics (e.g., variance, en-
tropy, disagreement) and choosing high-uncertainty samples
as prompt examples. However, Active Prompt focuses solely
on model’s prediction disagreement with samples (i.e., dis-
tributional differences in model-internal knowledge) without
considering sample complexity. Our approach introduces a
data complexity evaluator that assesses the inherent diffi-
culty of samples. This allows for more customized and effec-
tive prompt selection, combining insights from both model
knowledge and dataset characteristics.

Chain-of-Thought in Visual Question Answering

The Multimodal Chain of Thought (CoT) technique is
widely adopted to enhance the multi-step reasoning abil-
ities of large language models (LLMs). Its core idea
is to guide models to generate intermediate reasoning
steps that help them solve complex problems more ef-
fectively. Benchmarks such as VQA (Antol et al. 2015),
VQAv2 (Goyal et al. 2017), OK-VQA (Marino et al. 2019),
A-OKVQA (Schwenk et al. 2022), and ScienceQA (Lu
et al. 2022) provide structured visual question answer-
ing (VQA) tasks across various domains, including natu-
ral science, social science, semantics, and everyday rea-
soning. For complex reasoning tasks, recent approaches
like MCoT (Zhang et al. 2023), Auto-CoT (Zhang et al.
2022), Self-Consistency (Wang et al. 2022), and Active
Prompt (Diao et al. 2023) leverage carefully designed
prompt examples to improve model performance.

Despite these advancements, many methods (Wei et al.
2022; Wang et al. 2022; Zhou et al. 2022) rely on either ran-
domly selected or manually crafted prompt examples. These
examples often fail to align with the specific demands of
individual VQA tasks, limiting model performance. In par-
ticular, they tend to overlook key factors such as the distri-
butional characteristics of the model’s internal knowledge
and the multimodal nature of VQA tasks, focusing primar-
ily on unimodal scenarios. To address these limitations, our
framework jointly considers the model’s uncertainty about
the dataset and the intrinsic complexity of each example. By
integrating both model-centric and data centric perspectives,
we dynamically construct prompt examples that are better
tailored to the model’s current capabilities and the reason-
ing requirements of the task, leading to more effective and
adaptive prompting in visual question answering.



Figure 2: Illustration of the motivation and key highlights of our proposed framework. (a) CoT uses random/manual prompts
without analyzing model knowledge distribution or dataset features; (b) Auto-CoT uses clustering for representative prompts
but ignores inter-model knowledge differences; (c) CAMS (Ours) screens optimal prompts via active learning uncertainty and
complexity analysis, balancing difficulty to enhance effectiveness. We adopt the same multimodal input consisting of images
and questions as in (a) and (b) for CAMS.

Methodology

Figure 3 illustrates the three core modules of CAMS:
(i) Analysis of Multimodal Model Internal Knowledge,
which quantifies the model’s predictive uncertainty through
multiple independent samplings of the model, revealing the
distribution characteristics of the model’s internal knowl-
edge; (ii) Complexity-Based Dataset Feature Estimation,
which is used to quantitatively evaluate dataset characteris-
tics; (iii) Examples Sampling Strategy, which incorporates
model uncertainty indicators, dataset complexity scores, and
the “easy-hard” selection principle to dynamically identify
the most representative and effective prompt examples for
the target model.

Problem Definition

We define a visual question answering dataset as D =
{(xi, vi, yi)}

N
i=1, where xi represents the linguistic text

query, vi represents the corresponding visual image input,
yi denotes the ground truth, and N is the total number of
test samples. The goal of the prompt optimization task is to
search for the optimal prompt p∗ that maximizes the perfor-
mance A(·) of large language models (LLMs) on a given

task. This task can be formally defined as:

p∗ = argmax
p∈Pspace

N∑

i=1

S(A(xi, vi; p), yi) (1)

where Pspace denotes the set of all possible prompts (auto-
matically selected or manually crafted), and S represents the
corresponding evaluation metric.

Analysis of Multimodal Model Internal Knowledge

Disagrement. We define the training sample set as
Dtrain = {q1, q2, ..., qn}, where qi denotes an unlabeled
sample and n is the total number of training samples. We
instruct the MLLM Fθ(·) to sample from the training set
Dtrain, generating the sample results:

F i
θ = {F i

θ(q1),F
i
θ(q2), ...,F

i
θ(qn)} (2)

where Fθ(qi) represents the model’s response to sample qi.
After performing k sampling iterations, the final results are
denoted as :

A = {a1, a2, ..., ak} (3)

where ai = {F1
θ (qi),F

2
θ (qi), ...,F

k
θ (qi)} represents the k

sampling outcomes for sample qi. We then compute unique



Figure 3: The illustration of our CAMS framework. Dataset consists of multimodal inputs of images and text. Complexity-
Based Dataset Feature Estimation calculates complexity by integrating question text and image captions to evaluate dataset
characteristics. Analysis of Multimodal Model Internal Knowledge reveals the distribution of the model’s internal knowledge
through the uncertainty of the model’s multiple predictions.

answer via set operations to remove duplicates, yielding k′

unique items ai = {F1
θ (qi),F

2
θ (qi), ...,F

k′

θ (qi)}, where k′

denotes the disagrement metric u

Clustering. After assigning each training sample a corre-
sponding uncertainty metric u, we perform clustering on all
training samples based on the numerical values of u, yield-
ing a new training sample set:

Dn
train = {Du1

,Du2
, ...,Dun

} (4)

where n denotes the total number of distinct uncertainty
metrics u in the training samples, ui represents the spe-
cific uncertainty metric (Disagrement) satisfying the order
u1 > u2 > ... > un, and Duidenotes the set of all training
samples with Disagrement = ui. To further facilitate dif-
ficulty grading of training samples, we partition the samples
according to their uncertainty levels. The first n/2 sets are
classified as difficult error-prone questions, while the subse-
quent n/2 sets are defined as simple fundamental questions,
resulting in a difficulty-divided dataset:

Ddiff
train = {Ddifficulty,Deasy},

Ddifficulty = {Du1
,Du2

, . . . ,Du+n/2,
},

Deasy = {Du+n/2,+1
, . . . ,Dun}.

(5)

Complexity-Based Dataset Feature Estimation

Evol Complexity. This is an evolution-based
metric. We define a small-scale seed dataset
D = {(I

(0)
1 , R

(0)
1 ), (I

(0)
2 , R

(0)
2 ), ..., (I

(0)
N , R

(0)
N )}, where

(I
(0)
i , R

(0)
i ) denotes instruction-response pairs. For each

instruction sample I , we enhance its complexity through

Technique Fα(·), which involves adding constraints, speci-
fication, and increasing reasoning steps. After N iterations,
a set of instructions with varying complexities is obtained:

{(I
(0)
i , R

(0)
i ), (I

(1)
i , R

(1)
i ), ..., (I

(M)
i , R

(M)
i )} (6)

where I
(m)
i = Fα(I

(m−1)
i ) and N is set to 5. Further, we

utilize the scoring function S(·) (i.e. ChatGPT) to rate and
rank these 6 samples, generating a set of instructions with
scoring labels:

{(I
(j)
i ,S(I

(j)
i ), R

(j)
i )}Mj=0 (7)

Composed of these labeled instruction groups, a dataset is
constructed to train llava as the final complexity scorer.

Textual Substitution for Visual Content. This scheme
aims to convert images in multimodal data into text form
(image captions) and integrate them with question texts to
form unimodal inputs, enabling the reuse of existing uni-
modal complexity scorers. Specifically, we first employ the
ViT model (Dosovitskiy et al. 2020) to generate a corre-
sponding text description (caption) for each image in the
multimodal dataset. The image captions are then integrated
with the corresponding questions and options to form com-
plete unimodal inputs in pure text. We adopt the concatena-
tion format of “question text + option text + image caption”,
using the delimiter ′\n′ to ensure that the scorer can recog-
nize the text representation of visual information. Finally,
the integrated text data is fed into the complexity scorer,
which outputs the corresponding sample complexity score.

Strategies for Selecting Examples

We employ a difficulty-balanced sample selection strategy.
Specifically, for subsets of questions categorized as diffi-



METHOD
Datasets

Avg.
ScienceQA A-OKVQA OK-VQA VQAv2 TextVQA

Llama3.2-vision:11b

ZS-CoT 38.08 ↑ 0.000 47.42 ↑ 0.000 28.74 ↑ 0.000 57.45 ↑ 0.00 37.52 ↑ 0.000 41.842 ↑ 0.0000

FS-CoT 60.42 ↑ 22.34 55.88 ↑ 8.460 50.92 ↑ 22.18 59.95 ↑ 2.50 65.00 ↑ 27.48 58.434 ↑ 16.592

Auto-CoT 39.07 ↑ 0.990 59.82 ↑ 12.40 48.13 ↑ 19.39 63.57 ↑ 6.12 61.14 ↑ 23.62 54.346 ↑ 12.504

Active-Pro 40.44 ↑ 2.360 57.55 ↑ 10.13 46.86 ↑ 18.12 60.12 ↑ 2.67 58.86 ↑ 21.34 52.776 ↑ 10.924

Self-Con 50.00 ↑ 11.92 54.41 ↑ 6.990 43.56 ↑ 14.82 66.04 ↑ 8.59 54.85 ↑ 17.33 53.772 ↑ 11.930

Ours 68.22 ↑ 30.14 59.39 ↑ 11.97 51.89 ↑ 23.15 61.89 ↑ 4.44 62.76 ↑ 25.24 60.830 ↑ 18.988

Llava:7b

ZS-CoT 41.10 ↑ 0.000 59.39 ↑ 0.00 3.910 ↑ 0.000 7.820 ↑ 0.000 0.300 ↑ 0.000 22.504 ↑ 0.0000

FS-CoT 59.79 ↑ 18.69 62.31 ↑ 2.92 31.82 ↑ 27.91 29.36 ↑ 21.54 20.43 ↑ 20.13 40.742 ↑ 18.238

Auto-CoT 56.12 ↑ 15.02 62.18 ↑ 2.79 34.34 ↑ 30.43 30.80 ↑ 22.98 20.48 ↑ 20.18 40.784 ↑ 18.280

Active-Pro 57.20 ↑ 16.10 61.39 ↑ 2.00 34.10 ↑ 30.19 30.69 ↑ 22.87 20.58 ↑ 22.87 40.792 ↑ 18.288

Self-Con 57.91 ↑ 16.81 62.10 ↑ 2.71 14.06 ↑ 10.15 11.00 ↑ 3.180 9.140 ↑ 8.840 30.842 ↑ 8.3380

Ours 62.53 ↑ 21.43 63.41 ↑ 4.02 34.46 ↑ 30.55 33.07 ↑ 25.25 20.78 ↑ 20.48 42.850 ↑ 20.346

Qwen2.5-VL:7b

ZS-CoT 40.16 ↑ 0.000 39.39 ↑ 0.000 6.910 ↑ 0.000 5.180 ↑ 0.000 1.900 ↑ 0.00 18.708 ↑ 0.0000

FS-CoT 83.44 ↑ 43.28 71.35 ↑ 31.96 20.86 ↑ 13.95 29.98 ↑ 24.80 4.330 ↑ 2.43 41.992 ↑ 23.284

Auto-CoT 74.09 ↑ 33.93 69.78 ↑ 30.39 19.90 ↑ 12.99 30.49 ↑ 25.31 4.020 ↑ 2.12 39.656 ↑ 20.948

Active-Pro 77.79 ↑ 37.63 71.26 ↑ 31.87 21.70 ↑ 14.79 28.92 ↑ 23.74 4.040 ↑ 2.14 40.742 ↑ 22.034

Self-Con 74.70 ↑ 34.54 64.45 ↑ 25.06 9.540 ↑ 2.430 7.610 ↑ 2.430 2.420 ↑ 2.12 31.744 ↑ 13.036

Ours 84.08 ↑ 43.92 71.79 ↑ 32.40 24.52 ↑ 17.61 31.14 ↑ 25.96 4.580 ↑ 2.68 43.222 ↑ 24.514

Table 1: Overall results (%) on five benchmarks. In each setting, the best results are displayed in bold and italics, with gray
shading indicating the degree of improvement compared to ZS-CoT.

cult and error-prone, we select an equal number of high-
complexity and low-complexity questions; this balanced se-
lection criterion is equally applied to subsets of simple and
fundamental questions. To elaborate, we take n = 4 as ex-
ample. Let the uncertainty metrics be u1 = 4, u2 = 3, u3 =
2, u4 = 1. The training sample set after categorization can
be formalized as Dn

train = {D4,D3,D2,D1}, where D4 and
D3 are defined as difficult and error-prone question subsets
owing to their high uncertainty metrics, while D2 and D1

are classified as simple and fundamental question subsets
due to their low uncertainty metrics. When selecting four
training samples as prompt examples, one feasible strategy
is to choose questions with the highest complexity scores
from D4 and D2, paired with questions with the lowest com-
plexity scores from D3 and D1. Alternatively, an inverse se-
lection scheme can be adopted: selecting questions with the
highest complexity scores from D3 and D1, and those with
the lowest complexity scores from D4 and D2.

Experiments

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments to vali-
date the effectiveness of CAMS (Complexity-Guided Ac-
tive Multimodal CoT Sampling). Our experiments aim to
address the following core questions:

Q1. Compared with existing baseline methods, can CAMS
improve the accuracy of final answers?

Q2. Can CAMS eliminate the instability of randomly select-
ing prompt examples?

Q3. Are the designs of our two modules (active learning and
complexity scoring) both meaningful?

Q4. Can CAMS enhance the accuracy of multimodal large
models in subdivided domains?

Q5. Why should we select examples with uniform uncer-
tainty for multimodal large models?

Experimental Settings

Datasets and Metrics. Following the standard evaluation
settings in MLLMs reasoning research,we conduct testing
on five popular benchmarks: ScienceQA (Lu et al. 2022), A-
OKVQA (Schwenk et al. 2022), OK-VQA (Marino et al.
2019), VQAv2 (Goyal et al. 2017) and TextVQA (Singh
et al. 2019). The problem designs in these datasets include
both multiple-choice and open-ended answer formats, and
we follow the practice (Liu et al. 2024; Li et al. 2024; Bai
et al. 2023) of using accuracy as the metric.

Baselines and Model Variants. In our experiment, the
following five methods are used as the main baselines:
Chain-of-thought (ZS-CoT) (Wei et al. 2022), Few shot CoT
(FS-CoT), Self-consistency (Self-Con) (Wang et al. 2022),
Auto-CoT (Zhang et al. 2022) and Active Prompt (Active-
Pro) (Diao et al. 2023). FS-CoT uses the same annotation
process as our method, the only difference being that it
randomly selects questions from the training data for an-
notation. We select multiple cutting-edge MLLMs as ex-
perimental models, including llama3.2-vision:11b,
llava:7b, and Qwen2.5-VL:7b.



Figure 4: Accuracy fluctuations across five tests of FS-CoT and CAMS, where Test 1–5 denote the serial numbers of each test.

Implementation Details

Hyperparameters. For each dataset, we set the number
of prompt examples to 4. In the training set sampling phase,
we set the number of sampling iterations to 5. During both
the sampling and the inference phases of the experiments,
the temperature is uniformly set at 0.5. Unless otherwise
specified, the multimodal large language models used in the
experiments are llama3.2-vision:11b, llava:7b,
and Qwen2.5-VL:7b.

Uncertainty Assessment. In the experimental process, we
adopt a zero-shot sampling strategy, which does not rely
on additional examples or guidance information. For Sci-
enceQA, A-OKVQA, and VQA, we perform sampling on
the complete training sample sets, while for the VQAv2 and
TextVQA datasets, we only sample 10,000 samples. For the
sampling frequency parameter, we set K = 5. We consis-
tently use “Disagreement”1—a more intuitive and accurate
method—as the uncertainty metric.

Constructing Examples. We focus on the innovating and
optimizating strategies for prompt example selection. To re-
duce human labor as much as possible, we eliminate the
need for manual annotation of prompt examples. Instead,
we construct prompt instances by directly concatenating the
question, reasoning, and answer from the dataset. Details are
provided in Appendix A.

Main Results

For Q1: CAMS consistently outperforms nearly
all baseline methods. Among the three models
— Llama3.2-vision:11b, Llava:7b, and
Qwen2.5-VL:7b — the average accuracy (Avg.) of
the proposed method consistently outperforms nearly
all baseline methods. As shown in Table 1, taking
Llama3.2-vision:11b as an example: our method
achieves an average score approximately 45.38 points
higher than that of ZS-CoT, and more than 5 points
higher than those of Auto-CoT, Active Prompt, and self-
consistency. The best-performing FS-CoT is around 2 points

1In preliminary experiments, variance and entropy exhibit sub-
optimal performance in multimodal scenarios.

lower than CAMS. This indicates that CAMS can stably
enhance the performance of multimodal large models on
complex multimodal reasoning tasks, demonstrating robust
effectiveness compared to existing baseline methods across
diverse model configurations.

For Q2: CAMS can greatly reduce accuracy instability
caused by randomly selecting prompt examples. To en-
sure the fairness and reliability of the experiments, five tests
are conducted on the FS-CoT method using different ran-
dom seeds on the test set, with the average accuracy across
the five tests selected as the final result. Figure 4 illustrates
the specific performance of FS-CoT in these five tests. The
line chart reveals that the random selection strategy exhibits
significant instability, with substantial fluctuations in accu-
racy across tests — the difference between the highest and
lowest accuracy exceeds 5. CAMS not only significantly re-
duces the impact of randomness on performance but also
consistently achieves above-average accuracy, outperform-
ing the random selection strategy across the board.

METHOD
Datasets

Avg.

ScienceQA A-

OKVQA

OK-

VQA

VQAv2 TextVQA

Llama3.2-vision:11b

ZS-CoT 38.08 47.42 28.74 57.45 37.52 41.84

Unc-Eva 63.40 56.68 43.65 59.75 61.32 56.96

Com-Eva 61.92 55.92 48.10 60.66 60.40 57.40

Ours 68.22 59.39 51.89 61.89 62.76 60.83

Table 2: Results of ablation study (%) on five benchmarks.
Unc-Eva selects examples randomly only from different un-
certainty categories. Com-Eva selects only an equal number
of high-complexity and low-complexity samples.

For Q3: Both the uncertainty analysis and complex-
ity evaluation modules can effectively improve accuracy.
Table 2 presents the findings of the ablation experiments.
To clarify the design of each method compared in the ta-
ble, key definitions are as follows: ZS-CoT solely employs
the simple prompt “Let’s think step by step” to guide the



Figure 5: Comparison of accuracy between CAMS and three baseline methods in subdivided domains.

Figure 6: Comparison of different example selection strategies. “AP high” denotes the selection of only difficult examples (i.e.,
those with high uncertainty); “AP low” denotes the selection of only easy examples (i.e., those with low uncertainty).

model; and Ours refers to a complete multimodal thought-
chain reasoning method enhanced by active learning. Com-
pared with the baseline method, both the standalone Unc-
Eva module and Com-Eva module enhance model accuracy
in complex reasoning tasks to varying degrees. The Unc-
Eva module demonstrates better performance across differ-
ent disciplinary types and difficulty levels compared to the
Com-Eva module. The Com-Eva module, while eliminating
randomness, still improves model performance and ensures
data stability and reliability. The experimental results indi-
cate that the proposed method effectively combines the ad-
vantages of both modules, further enhancing model accuracy
while mitigating randomness.

For Q4: CAMS can improve the model’s accuracy in
subdivided domains. To further investigate the efficacy
of CAMS in specific subfields, we conduct systematic ex-
periments on the ScienceQA dataset. Specifically, based on
disciplinary attributes, the ScienceQA dataset is categorized
into three major groups: natural sciences (NAT), social sci-
ences (SOC), and linguistic sciences (LAN). According to
difficulty gradients, it is also divided into two levels: grades
1–6 (G1-6) and grades 7–12 (G7-12), thus constructing mul-
tidimensional subscenarios that capture both domain speci-
ficity and cognitive complexity. As shown in Figure 6, in the
five subfields mentioned above, CAMS almost universally
outperforms the three baseline methods - Self-con, ZS-CoT,
and FS-CoT - in terms of precision, especially in the NAT,

SOC, and G1-6 domains. Whether in knowledge-centric sce-
narios emphasizing disciplinary dimensions or in learning
settings focused on difficulty levels, CAMS demonstrates
significant advantages, confirming its ability to substantially
improve model accuracy within specialized domains.

For Q5: A selection strategy that combines easy and dif-
ficult examples is more beneficial to the model. To eval-
uate the effectiveness of combining easy and difficult exam-
ples, we conducte additional experiments using two addi-
tional selection strategies: one that includes only difficult ex-
amples (i.e., those with high uncertainty) and another that in-
cludes only easy examples (i.e., those with low uncertainty).
As shown in Figure 6, while the all-difficult example strat-
egy performs relatively well across the five target datasets, it
still falls short compared to the balanced strategy employed
by CAMS. This finding highlights that relying exclusively
on either high- or low-difficulty samples is insufficient to
capture the full spectrum of knowledge complexity and sce-
nario diversity required for complex reasoning tasks. In con-
trast, CAMS’s approach of integrating both easy and diffi-
cult examples enables the model to learn more diverse and
representative knowledge patterns, ultimately leading to im-
proved reasoning accuracy.

Conclusion and Future Work

In this work, we address key challenges in existing Chain-
of-Thought (CoT) prompting methods for multimodal mod-



els, which often suffer from unstable and suboptimal per-
formance due to their reliance on random or manually se-
lected examples. To overcome these limitations, we propose
CAMS, a novel framework inspired by the pedagogical prin-
ciple of “tailored teaching with balanced difficulty”. CAMS
integrates two key dimensions — model-perceived difficulty
and sample complexity — to construct a customized prompt
curriculum that balances between easy and challenging ex-
amples. We demonstrate the effectiveness of CAMS through
experiments on five benchmarks using multiple state-of-
theart multimodal large language models. We also highlight
promising directions for future work, including adapting
CAMS to broader multimodal settings and further exploring
dataset feature dimensions for deeper curriculum design.
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A. The construction of Prompt

We construct prompt examples by integrating questions, rea-
soning steps, and answers from the dataset:

E = {(q1, c1, a1), (q2, c2, a2), ..., (qn, cn, an)} (1)

where q denotes questions, c denotes reasoning steps, a de-
notes answers, and n denotes the number of examples.

B. Comparison between CGAS and Auto-CoT

Figure 1: Comparative cases between CGAS and Auto-CoT


