
Preprint

MULTIMODAL ITERATIVE RAG FOR KNOWLEDGE VI-
SUAL QUESTION ANSWERING

Changin Choi1,3, Wonseok Lee1, Jungmin Ko1, Wonjong Rhee1,2

1Interdisciplinary Program in Artificial Intelligence
2Department of Intelligence and Information, Republic of Korea, Seoul National University
3Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd, Suwon, Republic of Korea
{ci2015.choi, dnjstjr1017, jungminko, wrhee}@snu.ac.kr

ABSTRACT

While Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have significantly advanced
multimodal understanding, their performance remains limited on knowledge-
intensive visual questions that require external knowledge beyond the image.
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) has become a promising solution for
providing models with external knowledge, its conventional single-pass frame-
work often fails to gather sufficient knowledge. To overcome this limitation, we
propose MI-RAG, a Multimodal Iterative RAG framework that leverages reason-
ing to enhance retrieval and update reasoning over newly retrieved knowledge
across modalities. At each iteration, MI-RAG leverages an accumulated reason-
ing record to dynamically formulate a multi-query. These queries then drive a joint
search across heterogeneous knowledge bases containing both visually-grounded
and textual knowledge. The newly acquired knowledge is synthesized into the
reasoning record, progressively refining understanding across iterations. Experi-
ments on challenging benchmarks, including Encyclopedic VQA, InfoSeek, and
OK-VQA, show that MI-RAG significantly improves both retrieval recall and an-
swer accuracy, establishing a scalable approach in knowledge-intensive VQA.

1 INTRODUCTION

The emergence of Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) has driven significant progress
in multimodal understanding and reasoning. Nonetheless, their performance remains constrained in
knowledge-intensive Visual Question Answering (VQA) tasks, which require external knowledge
beyond the visual content in the image. Answering such questions is particularly challenging as
it involves: (1) grounding visual entities in the image to the textual question, (2) collecting text
knowledge relevant to both the entities and the question, and (3) synthesizing the visual entities and
corresponding textual knowledge to derive the answer.

To address this challenge, multimodal Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) has emerged as a
promising solution. The conventional retrieve-then-read process starts with a retriever using the
input image and question to find relevant image-text pairs from a knowledge base (KB). A reader
model then synthesizes this information to create the final answer. Research on optimizing this
single-step process has largely advanced along two fronts: improving initial retrieval with high-
quality embeddings Lin et al. (2024); Wei et al. (2024); Jiang et al. (2025); Lin et al. (2025); Jiang
et al. (2024b); Zhang et al. (2024b), and refining retrieval results by selection and reranking Cocchi
et al. (2025); Zhang et al. (2024a); Ling et al. (2025); Chen et al. (2024); Liu et al. (2024b); Yan &
Xie (2024); Yang et al. (2025).

Although prior work has achieved notable improvements within the retrieve-then-read process, the
process itself has inherent limitations for knowledge-intensive VQA. A single retrieval step with an
initial query is often insufficient, as imperfect retrievers may fail to gather all necessary knowledge
at once Shi et al. (2023); Zhang et al. (2023); Cuconasu et al. (2024). Furthermore, a single reasoning
step to ground visual entities and synthesize knowledge is problematic, as distracting or irrelevant
content can mislead synthesis and influence the final answer Petroni et al. (2020); Wu et al. (2024);
Amiraz et al. (2025); Huang et al. (2025); Wu et al. (2025).
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Figure 1: n overview of MI-RAG. Unlike the
retrieve-then-read process of conventional multi-
modal RAG, MI-RAG iteratively refines its rea-
soning and retrieval using a multi-query search
over heterogeneous KBs.

Motivated by these limitations, the text domain
has shifted to iterative RAG, a paradigm that
leverages an LLM’s reasoning through multi-
ple rounds of retrieval and reasoning. In this
iterative cycle, the model leverages its reason-
ing to guide intermediate steps, which trans-
form queries to collect more relevant knowl-
edge and synthesize newly retrieved knowl-
edge to progressively update the reasoning it-
self. Shao et al. (2023); Trivedi et al. (2022);
Xiong et al. (2024); Liu et al. (2024a); Yue et al.
(2025); Gao et al. (2025). While previous work
has shown promise with this approach in the
text-only domain, it has largely focused on re-
fining a single subquery of decomposing multi-
hop questions at each step. Extending this to the
more complex multimodal domain remains an
open challenge.

This challenge arises because a naive adapta-
tion of the iterative RAG is insufficient for the
multimodal domain, which introduces two dis-
tinct considerations: (i) it requires retrieving di-

verse knowledge by exploring multiple facets of a visually grounded entity and its related textual
knowledge across modalities, and (ii) it demands compositional reasoning to synthesize the visual
entity with its corresponding knowledge by integrating a diverse set of visual-to-visual, visual-to-
text, and text-to-text factual links. This highlights the need for a more specialized approach that can
effectively handle the complexities of both visual and textual knowledge.

In response to these multimodal domain considerations, we propose Multimodal Iterative Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (MI-RAG). As illustrated in Figure 1, MI-RAG is an iterative framework
that cyclically refines its query and reasoning by alternately performing reasoning-guided query
transformation and retrieval-augmented reasoning. Our framework makes two primary contribu-
tions. First, we employ a reasoning-guided multi-query that dynamically searches multiple facets
across modalities. Second, these queries drive a joint search across heterogeneous KBs to find a
diverse set of factual links, allowing MI-RAG to compose visually-grounded knowledge and related
textual knowledge. Through the synergy of multi-query and heterogeneous KBs, MI-RAG is able
to retrieve sufficient knowledge and enable robust compositional reasoning over diverse knowledge
across modalities. Through iterations, MI-RAG collects diverse knowledge progressively with accu-
mulating a reasoning record, where each record is the result of compositional reasoning over newly
retrieved knowledge, thereby refining the model’s understanding to guide the subsequent iteration
step.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 MULTIMODAL RAG FOR KNOWLEDGE VQA

The dominant paradigm for multimodal RAG follows retrieve-then-read process. Initial work fo-
cused on enhancing the retrieval phase, primarily by learning more effective multimodal embed-
dings. Pioneering approaches aligned queries and text documents using contrastive learning Luo
et al. (2023), while others fused similarity scores from pretrained CLIP Wei et al. (2024). To improve
retrieval, subsequent methods employed fine-grained late interaction between visual and textual to-
kens Lin et al. (2023; 2024) or leveraged MLLMs with instruction tuning to produce multimodal
embeddings Jiang et al. (2025); Liu et al. (2024b); Zhang et al. (2024b). A separate line of research
has explored generative retrieval, using document identifiers Long et al. (2024) or enhancing gener-
ative retrieval via reinforcement learning Long et al. (2025).

Another line of research improves the read phase, typically by reranking or refining the retrieved can-
didates. Hierarchical systems first perform a coarse, image-based search and then refine the results
with text-based or multimodal rerankers Caffagni et al. (2024); Yan & Xie (2024); Yang et al. (2025).
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Others leverage the reasoning capabilities of MLLMs to self-reflect on retrieval needs and evaluate
relevance Cocchi et al. (2025), generate semantic tags for consistency and reranking based on rele-
vance scores Ling et al. (2025). While effective, these methods largely adhere to retrieve-then-read
process. In contrast, MI-RAG introduces a dynamic loop that iterates between reasoning-guided
query refinement and retrieval-augmented reasoning to progressively solve knowledge-intensive
VQA tasks.

2.2 ITERATIVE RAG

When single-step retrieval is insufficient for complex, multi-hop questions, iterative RAG has
emerged as a powerful paradigm in the text-only domain. These methods typically use an iterative
loop to refine queries and retrieve new knowledge to improve subsequent iterations. Query trans-
formation techniques are central to this process and include query expansion, which uses pseudo-
answers to formulate richer queries Shao et al. (2023); Wang et al. (2024); query generation, which
decomposes complex questions into simpler, answerable sub-queries Zhang et al. (2025); Liu et al.
(2024a); and query planning, where a model strategically decides when and what to retrieve Trivedi
et al. (2022); Yu et al. (2024).

To guide the subsequent query transformation, the LLM performs retrieval-augmented reasoning.
This involves synthesizing newly retrieved information into a reasoning record. Common strategies
include summarizing retrieved passages Jiang et al. (2024c); Zhang et al. (2025), extracting direct
evidence snippets Yu et al. (2024), or generating pseudo-answers for intermediate sub-queries, often
with chain-of-thought prompting Shao et al. (2023); Trivedi et al. (2022). However, these text-based
iterative methods are primarily designed for multi-hop question decomposition, where the goal is to
build a linear reasoning chain. Our work addresses knowledge-intensive VQA, which requires the
composition of diverse knowledge across modalities.

3 METHOD

3.1 FRAMEWORK OF MULTIMODAL ITERATIVE RAG

Algorithm 1 MI-RAG
Require: I,Q,KBT,KBM,MLLM, N
Ensure: Final answer A

1: D ← MLLM(Q, I)
2: QE

0 ← Expand(Q, D)
3: KT ← Ret(KBT, Q

E
0 )

4: KM ← Ret(KBM, I, Q
E
0 )

5: R0 ← Reasoning(MLLM, Q, I, KT, KM, D)
6: for i = 1 to N do
7: QE

i ← Expand
(
Q,Ri−1

)
8: QG

i ← Generate
(
MLLM, Q,R0, . . . , Ri−1

)
9: KT ← Ret(KBT, Q

E
i )

10: KT ← KT ∪ Ret(KBT, Q
G
i )

11: KM ← Ret(KBM, I, Q
E
i )

12: KM ← KM ∪ Ret(KBM, I, Q
G
i )

13: Ri ← Reasoning
(
MLLM, Q, I, Ktext, Kmm

)
14: end for

15: A ← MLLM
(
Q, I, {R0, R1, . . . , RN}

)
16: return A

As detailed in Algorithm 1, the MI-RAG frame-
work processes multimodal queries (an image I
and question Q), through iterative retrieval and
reasoning. For conciseness in the pseudocode,
we use the following abbreviations: KBT for
text KB, KBM for multimodal KB, KT for text
passages, KM for image-text pairs, Ret for Re-
trieve, D for image description, R for reason-
ing record and N for iteration counts. This it-
erative process begins with the generation of
initial reasoning records (Lines 1–5; Section
3.2). Subsequently, in each iteration, MI-RAG
leverages the accumulated reasoning record to
formulate the multi-query (Lines 7–8; Sec-
tion 3.3) and perform a joint search using the
multi-query across heterogeneous KBs (Lines
9–12; Section 3.4), thereby dynamically gath-
ering diverse and relevant knowledge. Follow-
ing retrieval, MI-RAG updates the reasoning
record by summarizing newly acquired knowl-
edge about the queries (Line 13; Section 3.5).

Finally, the model derives the final answer over the accumulated records (Line 15; Section 3.6).

3.2 INITIAL REASONING RECORD GENERATION

The initial reasoning record is generated by leveraging the retrieved knowledge with internal MLLM
knowledge. Specifically, given a multimodal query, the MLLM generates an image description D

3



Preprint

corresponding to the question. We perform query expansion, yielding expanded query QE
0 = [Q,D].

This query QE
0 is then used to retrieve knowledge from our heterogeneous KBs, collecting both

text passages and image-text pairs. Finally, the model synthesizes retrieved diverse knowledge and
descriptions into a reasoning record. This initial process generates the first reasoning record to boot-
strap our iterative framework.

3.3 REASONING-GUIDED MULTI-QUERY TRANSFORMATION

MI-RAG employs a reasoning-guided multi-query transformation that leverages the MLLM’s inter-
mediate reasoning steps to dynamically reformulate the query. This process uses the accumulated
reasoning records to dynamically generate a set of complementary queries, ensuring a comprehen-
sive search for multifaceted knowledge across modalities:

Query Expansion: This method leverages the latest reasoning record to expand the original query.
The resulting query is designed to reflect the model’s latest reasoning, which enhances retrieval
performance while preserving the original question’s intent.

Query Generation: This method produces a set of sub-queries designed to explore alternative rea-
soning paths, resolve ambiguities, or explicitly seek out missing facts identified during the analysis
of the reasoning record.

We provide details of the prompt templates used to guide this transformation in Appendix Section A.

3.4 JOINT SEARCH ACROSS HETEROGENEOUS KBS

To enhance compositional reasoning, it is crucial to retrieve diverse knowledge across modalities.
To acquire the a diverse set of factual knowledge, we perform a joint search over two heterogeneous
KBs: a multimodal KB and a textual KB. The multimodal KB provides image-text pairs for visual
grounding of entities, while the textual KB offers broad knowledge that extends beyond these pairs.
Each query from the multi-query is used to retrieve candidates from both KBs simultaneously. To
balance the token budget with broad knowledge coverage, our strategy retrieves twice as many text
passages as image-text pairs, collecting up to 20 passages and 10 image-text pairs per iteration. The
implementation details for multimodal retrieval are provided in Appendix C.

Retrieval from textual KB: The textual KB is queried using the multi-query. A text embedding
model is used to retrieve the top-k passages based on semantic similarity.

Retrieval from multimodal KB: In contrast to prior methods that often rely on large, specialized
retrievers, MI-RAG employs a lightweight retrieval strategy. We utilize a multimodal similarity scor-
ing approach Changin et al. (2025) to support query transformation. For each candidate image-text
pair, the similarity score is the average of two components: (1) a text-to-text similarity between
the candidate’s text and the transformed query; and (2) a fixed image-to-image similarity between
the candidate’s image and the input query image, which maintains constant visual relevance across
iterations.

3.5 GENERATE REASONING RECORD WITH KNOWLEDGE

At each iteration, a reasoning record is generated by summarizing the newly retrieved knowledge.
The MLLM synthesizes relevant evidence from visual entities and related text knowledge. This
process utilizes the MLLM’s compositional reasoning to generate a reasoning record that captures
relevant evidence. By iteratively enriching its understanding with these reasoning records, the model
maintains a coherent reasoning path and enables more precise query transformations in subsequent
steps. We provide details of the prompt in Appendix Section A.

3.6 FINAL ANSWER GENERATION

Upon completion of the N iterative cycles, MI-RAG generates the final answer. In this stage, MLLM
synthesizes the original question Q, the input image I , and the accumulated reasoning records
{R0, . . . , RN} to produce an evidence-based answer.
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4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENT SETUP

Datasets: Our evaluation is conducted on three diverse, knowledge-intensive VQA benchmarks:
validation split of InfoSeek Chen et al. (2023), validation split of OK-VQA Marino et al. (2019),
and test split of Encyclopedic VQA Mensink et al. (2023). For InfoSeek, we follow the setup of
PreFLMR Lin et al. (2024) and utilize the validation split provided by the M2KR benchmark.

Knowledge bases: To provide the necessary external knowledge, our framework retrieves text pas-
sages and image-text pairs from heterogeneous KBs, which are held constant across all experiments:
a Wikipedia text corpus provided by FlashRAG Jin et al. (2024) and a 2M image-text pair collection
from Encyclopedic VQA.

Models: To assess how performance scales with reasoning ability, we primarily use two model vari-
ants: Gemma-3 Team et al. (2025) and Gemini-2.5-Flash Comanici et al. (2025). Our framework
employs lightweight retrievers. For the multimodal retrieval of image-text pairs, we compute a mul-
timodal similarity score using image embeddings from SigLIP2-SO-400m Tschannen et al. (2025)
and text embeddings from ModernBERT Warner et al. (2024). For the retrieval of text passages, we
use E5-base-v2 Wang et al. (2022), following the setup in FlashRAG Jin et al. (2024).

Evaluation metrics: We evaluate MI-RAG using standard metrics for each benchmark to evaluate
accuracy and retrieval recall. For accuracy, we report the BERT matching score (BEM) Bulian et al.
(2022) on Encyclopedic VQA. On the InfoSeek dataset, we measure Exact Match (EM) accuracy. To
constrain the model’s answer to a single exact entity for this metric, we employ a 4-shot prompting
strategy using examples from the training split. The full prompt template and further details are
available in Appendix D. For OK-VQA, we use the standard VQA-score Marino et al. (2019) and a
Cover Exact Match (Cover EM) Jiang et al. (2024a); Yue et al. (2025), which checks if the ground-
truth answer is contained within the response. To assess retrieval performance, we use two metrics
based on ground-truth annotation availability. Retrieval quality is measured using Recall of ground-
truth entities where available, and Pseudo-Relevance Recall (PRR) otherwise Luo et al. (2021).

4.2 RETRIEVAL PERFORMANCE ON VQA BENCHMARKS

Table 1: Recall comparison on the InfoSeek and Encyclopedic VQA. FT column with ✓indicates
methods fine-tuned on the target dataset. Methods marked with † employ a reranking step after
retrieval. Our vanilla method (‡) uses a single query with expansion to retrieve K pairs from the
multimodal KB, reporting average recall across iterations for fair comparison. Our full framework
(*) reports the cumulative recall after 4 iterations. We report it on R@5, as each queries retrieve
fewer than five pairs on average. The best and second-best overall accuracies are highlighted in bold
and with an underline, respectively.

FT Method InfoSeek Validation Encyclopedic VQA

R@5 R@10 R@20 R@5 R@10 R@20

× CLIP ViT-L/14 Radford et al. (2021) 54.0 61.6 68.6 7.7 12.1 16.5
× SigLIP2-So400m Tschannen et al. (2025) 52.5 60.2 68.3 30.8 36.6 41.9
× EVA-CLIP-8B Sun et al. (2023) 67.1 73.0 77.9 31.3 41.0 48.8

✓ Wiki-LLaVA Caffagni et al. (2024) - 66.1 71.9 - 9.9 13.2
✓ LLM-RA Jian et al. (2024) 53.8 - - - - -
✓ mR²AG† Zhang et al. (2024a) - 65.0 71.0 - - -
✓ ReflectiVA† Cocchi et al. (2025) 77.6 - 86.4 36.1 - 49.8
✓ EchoSight† Yan & Xie (2024) 74.0 77.4 77.9 47.9 48.8 48.8
✓ OMGM Yang et al. (2025) 73.9 80.0 84.8 41.2 49.8 58.7
✓ OMGM† Yang et al. (2025) 80.8 83.6 84.8 55.7 58.1 58.7
× ReAuSE Long et al. (2025) 59.5 - - - - -
× Ours (Gemma-3-4B)‡ 80.8 85.6 89.7 39.1 44.3 49.8

× Ours (Gemma-3-4B)* 88.0 - - 53.6 - -
× Ours (Gemini-Flash-2.5)* 92.1 - - 62.4 - -
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As shown in Table 1, our MI-RAG framework demonstrates highly effective retrieval without any
task-specific fine-tuning. We analyze its performance by highlighting three key findings: the effec-
tiveness of reasoning-guided queries in a lightweight setup, MI-RAG’s performance boost from the
iterative process, and the framework’s inherent synergy with larger MLLMs.

To evaluate our reasoning-guided query transformation, we provide a vanilla method (‡), which uses
a single query with a multimodal KB, a small 4B MLLM, and a lightweight retriever for fair com-
parison, which contrasts with approaches that employ larger retrievers and use MLLM for reranking.
Even under these constraints, our method is highly effective, achieving a top R@20 score of 89.7%
on InfoSeek and the second-highest R@20 on Encyclopedic VQA.

Our full framework (*) performs multiple rounds of multi-query searches across heterogeneous KBs
to progressively accumulate multifaceted knowledge across modalities. The results show significant
gains in cumulative recall, reaching 88.0% (+7.2%) on InfoSeek and 53.6% (+14.5%) on Encyclo-
pedic VQA.

Finally, we analyze MI-RAG’s scalability by evaluating its two core components: the MLLM and
the retriever. As shown in Table 1, scaling the MLLM from Gemma-3-4B to Gemini-Flash-2.5
consistently improves performance. This result confirms that a more capable MLLM enhances both
query transformation and compositional reasoning. In Section 6.1, we demonstrate that scaling the
retriever provides a further performance boost.

Table 2: Recall comparison on the OK-VQA
benchmark when utilizing Wikipedia as the
knowledge source. Symbols denote: fine-tuning
(✓); reranking (†); our vanilla baseline (‡); and
our MI-RAG framework (*). The best and second-
best overall accuracies are highlighted in bold and
with an underline, respectively.

FT Methods OK-VQA

PRR@5 PRR@10 PRR@20

✓ ReViz-ICT 61.9 72.6 81.1
✓ GeMKR 70.8 79.1 -
✓ FLMR 68.1 78.0 -
✓ Pre-FLMR 68.6 - -
✓ ReAuSE 88.0 91.3 -
× OMGM† 73.4 - -
× Ours (Gemma-3-4B)‡ 77.1 85.4 91.2
× Ours (Gemma-3-4B)* 95.2 - -
× Ours (Gemini-Flash-2.5)* 97.1 - -

On the OK-VQA benchmark, MI-RAG demon-
strates strong retrieval performance, as detailed
in Table 2. Our vanilla method (‡), despite
its lightweight setup, shows competitive per-
formance. Enabling the full MI-RAG provides
a substantial boost to 95.2% (18.1%) for the
same 4B model. A more powerful MLLM with
stronger reasoning achieves 97.1% recall, out-
performing all prior work.

This robust performance contrasts sharply with
prior methods, which often exhibit a perfor-
mance trade-off across different benchmarks.
For instance, ReAuSE excels in its trained
knowledge domain (OK-VQA) but fails to gen-
eralize to InfoSeek, whereas OMGM shows the
reverse pattern. In contrast, our method shows
high performance across all benchmarks.

4.3 ACCURACY ON VQA BENCHMARKS

As demonstrated in Table 3, our MI-RAG framework establishes a new state-of-the-art on the En-
cyclopedic VQA benchmark. To isolate the contribution of our iterative reasoning, we first evaluate
a setting with a strong initial retrieval provided by Google Lens. This configuration reveals that
performance scales directly with the MLLM’s reasoning capacity: accuracy improves from a com-
petitive 62.8% with Gemma-3-4B to a state-of-the-art 75.5% with Gemini-2.5-Flash. This highlights
the synergy between a high-quality initial retrieval and the model’s ability to iteratively refine it, a
analysis further explored in Section 6.1.

In the more challenging setting without Google Lens, we use reasoning records generated by
Gemini-2.5-Flash with our lightweight retriever setup. When these records are applied to LLaVA-
MORE-8B checkpoint from ReflectiVA as the answerer, our framework achieves a competitive ac-
curacy of 50.4%. When Gemini-2.5-Flash is used as the answerer, our method establishes 61.4%
accuracy.

On the InfoSeek benchmark, MI-RAG translates its strong retrieval performance into state-of-the-art
accuracy, as detailed in Table 4. Our method achieves 48.0% accuracy with Gemini-2.5-Flash and
improves to 51.7% with GPT-4o as the answerer, outperforming all prior work. This is driven by our
iterative process, where accumulated reasoning records enable robust compositional reasoning over
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Table 3: Accuracy comparison on the Encyclopedic VQA benchmark. A checkmark (✓) indicates
fine-tuning, a dagger (†) denotes MLLM-based reranking, and an asterisk (*) marks the use of Re-
flectiVA checkpoints. Our framework’s Gemma-series models generate their own reasoning records,
whereas other models use records provided by Gemini-2.5-Flash.

Google
Lens FT Method Model Single-hop All

×

✓ Wiki-LLaVA Caffagni et al. (2024) LLaVA-v1.5-7B 21.8 –
✓ EchoSight† Yan & Xie (2024) Mistral-7B 35.5 –
✓ ReflectiVA† Cocchi et al. (2025) LLaVA-MORE-8B 35.5 –
✓ MMKB-RAG† Ling et al. (2025) Qwen2-VL-7B 39.7 35.9
✓ OMGM† Yang et al. (2025) LLaVA-v1.5-7B 50.2 -
✓ OMGM† Yang et al. (2025) GPT-4o 51.2 -
✓ Ours LLaVA-MORE-8B* 50.4 49.2
× Ours Gemini-2.5-Flash 61.4 62.9

✓

× HAMMR Castrejon et al. (2024) PaLI-X 47.8 –
× LVLM cascade Alazraki et al. (2023) PaLM, GPT-3, PaLI 53.4 –
✓ mR²AG† Zhang et al. (2024a) LLaVA-v1.5-7B 55.9 51.8
× Ours Gemma-3-4B 62.8 63.7
× Ours Gemini-2.5-Flash 75.5 70.8

Table 4: Accuracy comparison on the InfoSeek benchmark: the top section evaluates the full valida-
tion set, while the bottom section assesses a 5K validation split. A checkmark (✓) in the FT column
indicates fine-tuning, a dagger (†) denotes a reranking step, and an asterisk (*) marks the use of
checkpoints from ReflectiVA. Our framework’s Gemma-series models generate their own reasoning
records, whereas other models use records provided by Gemini-2.5-Flash.

FT Method Retriever Model Acc

✓ Wiki-LLaVA Caffagni et al. (2024) CLIP-ViT-L LLaVA-1.5-7B 28.9
✓ EchoSight† Yan & Xie (2024) EVA-CLIP-8B LLaMA3-8B 31.3
✓ mR²AG† Zhang et al. (2024a) CLIP-ViT-L LLaVA-1.5-7B 40.2
✓ ReflectiVA† Cocchi et al. (2025) EVA-CLIP-8B LLaVA-MORE-8B 40.1
✓ MMKB-RAG† Ling et al. (2025) PreFLMR ViT-G Qwen2-VL-7B 36.7
✓ OMGM† Yang et al. (2025) EVA-CLIP-8B LLaVA-1.5-7B 43.5
✓ OMGM† Yang et al. (2025) EVA-CLIP-8B GPT-4o 42.1

✓ RA-VQA-v2 Lin et al. (2024) PreFLMR ViT-G BLIP2-Flan-T5-XL 30.7
✓ MMKB-RAG Ling et al. (2025) PreFLMR ViT-G Qwen2-VL-7B 34.7
✓ MUKA Deng et al. (2025) MUKA VILA-13B 42.5
✓

Ours SigLIP2-SO-400m

LLaVA-MORE-8B* 45.1
× Gemma-3-4B 33.1
× Gemini-2.5-Flash 48.0
× GPT-4o 51.7

multifaceted, diverse knowledge. The strength of this iterative reasoning is further demonstrated by
its ability to improve ReflectiVA’s LLaVA-MORE-8B checkpoint to 45.1%.

Table 5: Comparison of accuracy based on two
metrics: Cover EM, which checks if the ground-
truth answer is included in the response, and Ex-
act Match, which requires the response to match
the ground-truth answer exactly.

Model InfoSeek
Validation

InfoSeek
Human OK-VQA

EM CEM EM CEM EM CEM

Gemma-3-4B 33.1 50.4 32.3 39.3 43.3 68.8
Gemini-2.5-Flash 50.8 61.3 40.5 44.9 57.3 71.0

Recent MLLMs generate detailed, free-form re-
sponses by leveraging multi-stage post-training
to better align with human preferences, mak-
ing strict exact match (EM) an inadequate met-
ric for a comprehensive evaluation, as noted
in prior work Shao et al. (2023); Cocchi
et al. (2025). Consequently, metrics like Cover
EM (CEM), which verify the inclusion of the
ground-truth answer within a longer response,
are increasingly used Jiang et al. (2024a); Yue
et al. (2025); Wang et al. (2025).
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5 ABLATIONS

We conduct ablation studies to evaluate MI-RAG’s core components. For efficiency, all experiments
are performed on downsampled InfoSeek and Encyclopedic VQA subsets using Gemini-2.5-Flash as
the MLLM. We report performance using cumulative recall, along with CoverEM on InfoSeek and
BEM on Encyclopedic VQA. We strictly controlled the retrieval budget to ensure a fair comparison.
For our default heterogeneous KB setting, we retrieve 20 text passages and 10 image-text pairs. To
maintain a comparable budget in multimodal KB, we retrieve 20 pairs. This total retrieval budget
is held constant across both single-query and multi-query. We provide details of the downsampling
algorithm in Appendix Section B.

5.1 ABLATION OF COMPONENTS

Table 6: Ablation of MIRAG on the InfoSeek val-
idation subset and Encyclopedic VQA test subset.

Components InfoSeek Encyclopedic VQA

Multi
Query

Hetero.
KB Iter. Acc Recall Acc Recall

× × × 46.70 87.28 50.78 47.06
✓ × × 49.44 90.34 52.94 49.02
× ✓ × 49.21 88.08 51.18 52.75
✓ ✓ × 54.11 91.43 56.67 57.25

✓ ✓ ✓ 61.84 94.36 63.33 67.25

Our ablation analysis in Table 6 reveals the im-
pact of each component. We establish a strong
baseline using a vanilla RAG system over
a multimodal KB, enhanced with our initial
query expansion, which integrates the MLLM’s
knowledge. Introducing the reasoning-guided
multi-query yields a substantial accuracy gain
by gathering the multifaceted knowledge.
Moreover, employing our heterogeneous KB is
crucial for compositional reasoning, as it en-
ables the model to compose visually-grounded

knowledge with the broad textual knowledge. Combining these two components creates a crucial
synergy for compositional reasoning. However, the iterative process delivers the most significant
improvement across all datasets.

5.2 IMPACT OF ITERATIVE REFINEMENT

Table 7: Performance over iterations on the
InfoSeek and Encyclopedic VQA.

Iter. InfoSeek Encyclopedic VQA

Acc Recall Acc Recall

1 55.72 92.13 58.46 65.10
2 59.10 92.95 60.86 66.27
3 61.41 93.44 61.96 66.86
4 61.84 94.36 63.33 67.25

To further investigate the benefits of iterative refine-
ment, we analyze performance across multiple iter-
ations, with results presented in Table 7. The study
confirms that iterative processing is a primary driver
of accuracy, and performance is consistently improv-
ing over the vanilla baseline across all datasets. The
most substantial gains are typically realized within
the first two iterations, validating the efficacy of
the core refinement loop. As visualized in Figure 2,
these gains begin to saturate in later iterations.

5.3 IMPACT OF HETEROGENEOUS KB

Table 8: Ablation on the KB configuration, show-
ing the performance after 4 iterations. Heteroge-
neous KB refers to the use of both KB, while Mul-
timodal restricts retrieval to only the multimodal
KB.

InfoSeek Encyclopedic VQA

KB Config. Acc Recall Acc Recall

Multimodal 57.49 91.79 56.86 58.63
Heterogenous 61.84 94.36 63.33 67.25

As shown in Table 8, we evaluate the im-
pact of heterogeneous KB. Applying our
reasoning-guided multi-query approach to the
multimodal KB alone yields a high recall,
demonstrating its ability to retrieve visually
grounded information. However, its preci-
sion remains limited, indicating that visually
grounded information is often insufficient for
compositional reasoning. By combining het-
erogeneous sources, the MI-RAG enables the
model to perform compositional reasoning,

leveraging the diverse, relevant evidence to refine its search and generate more accurate reasoning
records for the final answer.
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6 ANALYSIS

6.1 SCALING RETRIEVERS

Building upon the established benefits of scaling MLLM, we now investigate the impact of scaling
the retriever. We investigated this employing a larger vision encoder (SigLIP2-G) and a text em-
bedding model (Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B). On the InfoSeek validation split, when using Gemini-
2.5-Flash for MI-RAG, this enhanced retrieval improves accuracy to 66.7% (+6.4%) and cumula-
tive recall to 95.2% (+3.1%). Similarly, on the Encyclopedic VQA test split, the scaled retriever
paired with the Gemma-3-4B enhances accuracy to 50.2% (+1.9%) and cumulative recall 65.7%
(+12.1%). These findings confirm that improving retrieval capability provides significant benefits
for MI-RAG’s performance, validating the synergistic design.

6.2 ANALYSIS OF ITERATIVE PERFORMANCE

Figure 2: Accuracy and recall of MI-RAG on In-
foSeek subset across 9 iterations.

We analyze how iterative refinement impacts
MI-RAG’s performance by measuring accuracy
and recall across iterations. As shown in Fig-
ure 2, performance improves consistently with
each step. The initial iterations deliver signif-
icant gains. Although the rate of improvement
moderates in later steps, the model continues to
achieve substantial gains in accuracy and recall.
This performance improvement comes with an
associated computational cost for each itera-
tion, which we detail in Appendix E.

6.3 TOP-K SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Table 9: Top-k sensitivity analysis on the
InfoSeek validation subset. k indicates the
number of retrieved image-text pairs.

Model Metric k = 10 k = 20

Gemma-3-4B Acc 52.66 48.95
Recall 90.82 94.52

Gemini-2.5-Flash Acc 61.84 65.70
Recall 94.36 95.97

Our sensitivity analysis on the InfoSeek validation
subset (Table 9) reveals that the benefit of a larger
retrieval budget is only beneficial if the MLLM is
capable enough to handle the additional context. As
shown in Table 9, the results reveal that simply in-
creasing the retrieval budget is not always beneficial.
For instance, Gemma-4 shows a degradation in accu-
racy when k is increased from 10 to 20, suggesting
that the additional context may potentially distract,
hindering its ability to gather the correct evidence.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced MI-RAG, a novel multimodal iterative RAG framework that addresses
key challenges in knowledge-intensive VQA. MI-RAG employs a reasoning-guided multi-query
transformation that dynamically explores multiple facets of an entity and its related textual knowl-
edge across modalities. To facilitate compositional reasoning, its iterative process uses this retrieved
evidence to progressively synthesize visual entities and corresponding textual knowledge, effec-
tively integrating a diverse set of factual links. Our results demonstrate that MI-RAG is an effective
and scalable paradigm for advancing compositional reasoning in knowledge-intensive VQA. Fur-
thermore, our analysis indicates clear pathways for future work, such as scaling components by
integrating web-scale search or dynamically adjusting the retrieval budget based on model capabil-
ity.
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Tomayto, tomahto. beyond token-level answer equivalence for question answering evaluation.
In Yoav Goldberg, Zornitsa Kozareva, and Yue Zhang (eds.), Proceedings of the 2022 Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pp. 291–305, Abu Dhabi, United Arab
Emirates, December 2022. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2022.
emnlp-main.20. URL https://aclanthology.org/2022.emnlp-main.20/.

Davide Caffagni, Federico Cocchi, Nicholas Moratelli, Sara Sarto, Marcella Cornia, Lorenzo
Baraldi, and Rita Cucchiara. Wiki-llava: Hierarchical retrieval-augmented generation for mul-
timodal llms. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 1818–1826, 2024.

Lluis Castrejon, Thomas Mensink, Howard Zhou, Vittorio Ferrari, Andre Araujo, and Jasper
Uijlings. Hammr: Hierarchical multimodal react agents for generic vqa. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2404.05465, 2024.

Choi Changin, Lim Sungjun, and Rhee Wonjong. Enhancing retrieval-augmented audio captioning
with generation-assisted multimodal querying and progressive learning, 2025. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2410.10913.

Yang Chen, Hexiang Hu, Yi Luan, Haitian Sun, Soravit Changpinyo, Alan Ritter, and Ming-Wei
Chang. Can pre-trained vision and language models answer visual information-seeking questions?
In Houda Bouamor, Juan Pino, and Kalika Bali (eds.), Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pp. 14948–14968, Singapore, December
2023. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.925. URL
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-main.925/.

Zhanpeng Chen, Chengjin Xu, Yiyan Qi, and Jian Guo. Mllm is a strong reranker: Advancing
multimodal retrieval-augmented generation via knowledge-enhanced reranking and noise-injected
training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.21439, 2024.

Federico Cocchi, Nicholas Moratelli, Marcella Cornia, Lorenzo Baraldi, and Rita Cucchiara. Aug-
menting Multimodal LLMs with Self-Reflective Tokens for Knowledge-based Visual Question
Answering. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recog-
nition, 2025.

Gheorghe Comanici, Eric Bieber, Mike Schaekermann, Ice Pasupat, Noveen Sachdeva, Inderjit
Dhillon, Marcel Blistein, Ori Ram, Dan Zhang, Evan Rosen, et al. Gemini 2.5: Pushing the
frontier with advanced reasoning, multimodality, long context, and next generation agentic capa-
bilities. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.06261, 2025.

Florin Cuconasu, Giovanni Trappolini, F. Siciliano, Simone Filice, Cesare Campagnano, Yoelle
Maarek, Nicola Tonellotto, and Fabrizio Silvestri. The power of noise: Redefining retrieval for
rag systems. In Annual International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in
Information Retrieval, 2024. URL https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:
267301416.

Lianghao Deng, Yuchong Sun, Shizhe Chen, Ning Yang, Yunfeng Wang, and Ruihua Song. Muka:
Multimodal knowledge augmented visual information-seeking. In Proceedings of the 31st Inter-
national Conference on Computational Linguistics, pp. 9675–9686, 2025.

Yunfan Gao, Yun Xiong, Yijie Zhong, Yuxi Bi, Ming Xue, and Haofen Wang. Synergizing rag and
reasoning: A systematic review. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.15909, 2025.

10

https://aclanthology.org/2022.emnlp-main.20/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.10913
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.10913
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-main.925/
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:267301416
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:267301416


Preprint

Wenyu Huang, Pavlos Vougiouklis, Mirella Lapata, and Jeff Z Pan. Masking in multi-hop
qa: An analysis of how language models perform with context permutation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.11754, 2025.

Pu Jian, Donglei Yu, and Jiajun Zhang. Large language models know what is key visual entity: An
llm-assisted multimodal retrieval for vqa. In Proceedings of the 2024 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, pp. 10939–10956, 2024.

Jinhao Jiang, Jiayi Chen, Junyi Li, Ruiyang Ren, Shijie Wang, Wayne Xin Zhao, Yang Song, and
Tao Zhang. Rag-star: Enhancing deliberative reasoning with retrieval augmented verification and
refinement. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.12881, 2024a.

Ting Jiang, Minghui Song, Zihan Zhang, Haizhen Huang, Weiwei Deng, Feng Sun, Qi Zhang, De-
qing Wang, and Fuzhen Zhuang. E5-v: Universal embeddings with multimodal large language
models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.12580, 2024b.

Zhouyu Jiang, Mengshu Sun, Lei Liang, and Zhiqiang Zhang. Retrieve, summarize, plan: Advanc-
ing multi-hop question answering with an iterative approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.13101,
2024c.

Ziyan Jiang, Rui Meng, Xinyi Yang, Semih Yavuz, Yingbo Zhou, and Wenhu Chen. VLM2vec:
Training vision-language models for massive multimodal embedding tasks. In The Thirteenth
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025. URL https://openreview.
net/forum?id=TE0KOzWYAF.

Jiajie Jin, Yutao Zhu, Guanting Dong, Yuyao Zhang, Xinyu Yang, Chenghao Zhang, Tong Zhao,
Zhao Yang, Zhicheng Dou, and Ji-Rong Wen. Flashrag: A modular toolkit for efficient retrieval-
augmented generation research. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.13576, 2024.

Sheng-Chieh Lin, Chankyu Lee, Mohammad Shoeybi, Jimmy Lin, Bryan Catanzaro, and Wei Ping.
MM-EMBED: UNIVERSAL MULTIMODAL RETRIEVAL WITH MULTIMODAL LLMS. In
The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning Representations, 2025. URL https://
openreview.net/forum?id=i45NQb2iKO.

Weizhe Lin, Jinghong Chen, Jingbiao Mei, Alexandru Coca, and Bill Byrne. Fine-grained
late-interaction multi-modal retrieval for retrieval augmented visual question answering. In
Thirty-seventh Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, 2023. URL https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=IWWWulAX7g.

Weizhe Lin, Jingbiao Mei, Jinghong Chen, and Bill Byrne. PreFLMR: Scaling up fine-grained late-
interaction multi-modal retrievers. In Lun-Wei Ku, Andre Martins, and Vivek Srikumar (eds.),
Proceedings of the 62nd Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Vol-
ume 1: Long Papers), pp. 5294–5316, Bangkok, Thailand, August 2024. Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics. URL https://aclanthology.org/2024.acl-long.289.

Zihan Ling, Zhiyao Guo, Yixuan Huang, Yi An, Shuai Xiao, Jinsong Lan, Xiaoyong Zhu, and
Bo Zheng. Mmkb-rag: A multi-modal knowledge-based retrieval-augmented generation frame-
work. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.10074, 2025.

Yanming Liu, Xinyue Peng, Xuhong Zhang, Weihao Liu, Jianwei Yin, Jiannan Cao, and Tianyu
Du. RA-ISF: Learning to answer and understand from retrieval augmentation via iterative self-
feedback. In Lun-Wei Ku, Andre Martins, and Vivek Srikumar (eds.), Findings of the Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2024, pp. 4730–4749, Bangkok, Thailand, August
2024a. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2024.findings-acl.281. URL
https://aclanthology.org/2024.findings-acl.281/.

Yikun Liu, Pingan Chen, Jiayin Cai, Xiaolong Jiang, Yao Hu, Jiangchao Yao, Yanfeng Wang, and
Weidi Xie. Lamra: Large multimodal model as your advanced retrieval assistant. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2412.01720, 2024b.

Xinwei Long, Jiali Zeng, Fandong Meng, Zhiyuan Ma, Kaiyan Zhang, Bowen Zhou, and Jie Zhou.
Generative multi-modal knowledge retrieval with large language models. In Proceedings of the
AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 38, pp. 18733–18741, 2024.

11

https://openreview.net/forum?id=TE0KOzWYAF
https://openreview.net/forum?id=TE0KOzWYAF
https://openreview.net/forum?id=i45NQb2iKO
https://openreview.net/forum?id=i45NQb2iKO
https://openreview.net/forum?id=IWWWulAX7g
https://openreview.net/forum?id=IWWWulAX7g
https://aclanthology.org/2024.acl-long.289
https://aclanthology.org/2024.findings-acl.281/


Preprint

Xinwei Long, Zhiyuan Ma, Ermo Hua, Kaiyan Zhang, Biqing Qi, and Bowen Zhou. Retrieval-
augmented visual question answering via built-in autoregressive search engines. In Proceedings
of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 39, pp. 24723–24731, 2025.

Man Luo, Yankai Zeng, Pratyay Banerjee, and Chitta Baral. Weakly-supervised visual-retriever-
reader for knowledge-based question answering. In Marie-Francine Moens, Xuanjing Huang,
Lucia Specia, and Scott Wen-tau Yih (eds.), Proceedings of the 2021 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, pp. 6417–6431, Online and Punta Cana, Dominican
Republic, November 2021. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2021.
emnlp-main.517. URL https://aclanthology.org/2021.emnlp-main.517/.

Man Luo, Zhiyuan Fang, Tejas Gokhale, Yezhou Yang, and Chitta Baral. End-to-end knowledge
retrieval with multi-modal queries. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.00424, 2023.

Kenneth Marino, Mohammad Rastegari, Ali Farhadi, and Roozbeh Mottaghi. Ok-vqa: A visual
question answering benchmark requiring external knowledge. In Proceedings of the IEEE/cvf
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 3195–3204, 2019.

Thomas Mensink, Jasper Uijlings, Lluis Castrejon, Arushi Goel, Felipe Cadar, Howard Zhou, Fei
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A PROMPTS TEMPLATE FOR MI-RAG

Our Multimodal Iterative RAG (MI-RAG) framework employs structured prompts to dynamically
refine its understanding and gather relevant knowledge. To generate initial reasoning records, we
use a query-focused description of the input image to retrieve an initial set of knowledge. The core
iterative loop then utilizes two prompts. First, the query generation in multi-query instructs the
model to analyze the accumulated reasoning records and generate two questions. This step is crucial
for progressively searching for more specific and helpful information. For the query expansion in
multi-query, we simply concatenate the previous reasoning record. Second, the Reasoning Record
generation prompt directs the model to synthesize the image and the newly retrieved knowledge into
a query-focused summarization. This reasoning record is the result of compositional reasoning and
improves subsequent retrieval iterations, and is used to derive the final answer.

1 # 1. Initial description generation
2 prompt = f"Question: {question}\n Concisely describe image which is

relevant to question.\n"↪→
3

4 ------------------------------------------------
5 # 2. Query Expansion
6 prompt = f"Question: {question}\n{reasoning_record}\n"
7

8 ------------------------------------------------
9 # 3. Query Generation Prompt

10 Question: {question}
11 Knowledge: {total_prediction}
12

13 Please first analyze all the information in a section named Analysis
(## Analysis).↪→

14 Generate two follow-up questions to search for additional information
and helpful to confirm knowledge, in a section named Queries (##
Queries).

↪→
↪→

15 Your output should be in the following format:
16

17 ## Analysis
18 Analysis question and knowledge to ask context-specific queries that

helps to address question.↪→
19 ## Queries
20 Question 1: question 1.
21 Question 2: question 2.
22

23 ------------------------------------------------
24 # 3. Reasoning Record Generation Prompt
25 # This prompt instructs the model to synthesize information into a

coherent summary.↪→
26

27 Question: {question}
28 Knowledge: {knowledge}
29

30 Based on image, description and knowledge, summarize correct and
relevant information with image and question.↪→

Figure 1: Pseudo-code for prompt templates used in our MI-RAG framework. The Query Genera-
tion prompt drives the iterative retrieval process, while the Reasoning Record Generation prompt
synthesizes information at each step.

B SUBSET DOWNSAMPLING PROCEDURES

To support an efficient analysis and design of our model, MI-RAG, we perform ablation studies on a
compact and diverse subset of each dataset. We generate this subset using the iterative downsampling
procedure detailed in Figure 2, which aims to eliminate redundancy.
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1 # D: Input Dataset of questions
2 # Q: A single question from the dataset
3 # Emb_Q: The text embedding of a question Q
4 # t: The similarity threshold
5 # subset: Downsampled dataset
6

7 function DownSampleDataset(D, t):
8 subset = []
9 subset_emb = []

10

11 for Q in D:
12 is_redundant = False
13 Emb_Q = Encode(Q)
14

15 for emb in subset_emb:
16 if Similarity(Emb_Q, emb) > t:
17 is_redundant = True
18 break
19

20 if not is_redundant:
21 subset.append(Q)
22 subset_emb.append(Emb_Q)
23

24 return subset

Figure 2: Pseudo-code for downsampling: discard questions whose similarity to any in the subset
exceeds threshold, yielding a non-redundant subset.

The algorithm greedily constructs a subset by adding a new question Q from the original dataset
D only if it is sufficiently dissimilar to all questions already selected. Specifically, a question is
considered redundant and discarded if the similarity of its embedding, EmbQ, exceeds a predefined
threshold with any embedding already in the subset. This threshold is adjusted for each dataset to
yield a final subset containing approximately 500 diverse question-answer pairs.

C MULTIMODAL RETRIEVAL IMPLEMENTATIONS

To build our knowledge base, we processed the Wikipedia dataset from Enclopedia VQA, which
contains 2 millions of image-caption pairs. The construction process involves generating a mul-
timodal embedding for each pair and indexing them for efficient retrieval. For each sample, we
extracted a normalized image embedding using a pretrained SigLIP model and a normalized text
embedding using pretrained modernbert model which is trained with GTE method. These two vec-
tors were then concatenated to form a multimodal embedding. Finally, all embedding is indexed
using FAISS with an IndexFlatIP (Inner Product) to create a knowledge base. A corresponding meta-
data file was also created to map the index entries back to their original image paths and Wikipedia
text sections. When encoding text embedding, we use a summary of each Wikipedia section. For
the large retriever configuration of SigLIP2-g and Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B, we employ the image-
to-mixture similarity proposed in RA-CM3 Yasunaga et al. (2023) and encode mixed embedding
instead of image embedding.

At query time, we encode the input image and refined text query into the same multimodal embed-
ding space as our knowledge base. We first generate normalized embeddings for the image and the
text query separately. These vectors are then concatenated to form a single multimodal query vector.
Finally, we perform a maximum inner product search against the knowledge base to retrieve the
top-k entries with the highest mutlimodal similarity.

As shown in Table 1, we evaluated the retriever performance on the InfoSeek validation and Ency-
clopedia test splits. The results confirm two key points. First, using a multimodal query (image+text)
that considers both visual and textual similarity consistently yields higher recall than using a uni-
modal (image) query alone. Second, we observed that our scaled retriever configuration (SigLIP2-g
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Table 1: Performance analysis of multimodal similarity on the InfoSeek validation split and Ency-
clopedia test split.

Retriever Dataset Query
Modality R@1 R@5 R@10

SigLIP2-SO400m+
ModernBert-GTE

InfoSeek image 52.5 60.2 68.3
image+text 57.8 65.3 72.3

Encyclopedia image 30.8 36.6 41.8
image+text 34.9 40.5 45.3

SigLIP2-g+
Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B

InfoSeek image 66.7 72.7 77.5
image+text 69.4 76.2 81.1

Encyclopedia image 36.2 41.9 46.4
image+text 43.1 48.7 54.5

+ Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B) performs better than the more lightweight setup (SigLIP2-SO400m +
ModernBert-GTE). Despite the performance gap, we used the lightweight setup for our main ex-
periments. This choice ensures a fair comparison and emphasizes that our framework’s primary im-
provements stem from its iterative reasoning process, not from relying on a stronger base retriever.

D FEW-SHOT PROMPTING FOR ANSWER EXTRACTION

To evaluate performance on the Exact Match metric for the InfoSeek dataset, we employed a few-
shot prompting strategy to guide the model toward generating single exact answer. For each question
in the validation set, we provided the model with three demonstrations drawn from the training split
using question similarity. These demonstrations consist of an image, a context of reasoning records,
a question, and the ground-truth answer. By presenting these structured examples, we condition the
model to generate responses in a specific format, which minimizes extraneous text and focuses on
producing the exact entity or fact required by the question. This in-context learning approach helps
to align the model’s output with the strict requirements of the EM metric.

E COMPUTATIONAL COST ANALYSIS

Table 2: Computational cost per sample for each iteration of the MIRAG framework

Iteration API Time (s) Retrieval Time (s)

Iteration 0 7.96 15.23
Iteration 1 19.89 46.36
Iteration 2 32.29 79.74
Iteration 3 41.71 105.384

We analyze the per-sample computational cost of MI-RAG on a commodity server (NVIDIA RTX
3090, Intel Xeon Gold 6248R), performing retrieval locally and using the OpenRouter API Open-
Router (2025) for MLLM inference. As detailed in Table 2, both API and retrieval times scale
linearly with each iteration, an expected characteristic of our design. Specifically, API time may in-
creases as accumulated reasoning records lengthen the context for query generation, while retrieval
time grows due to the increased processing required to encode these context-enriched queries. Cru-
cially, this latency is not a fundamental limitation of our framework. The overhead stems from pri-
marily from serialized execution of queries using vanilla index configurations and network overhead
from successive API calls with multiple images and texts.

F QUERY STRATEGY ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the contributions of each query strategy to retrieval performance on the
heterogeneous KB. Query expansion proves highly effective at retrieving directly related informa-
tion, achieving 93.08% recall. In contrast, query generation is designed to explore complementary
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1 Answer the knowledge-intensive question based on the provided image and
context.↪→

2 Generate a concise and accurate answer grounded in the retrieved
information.↪→

3 Use the context to support reasoning, and directly output the final
answer.↪→

4

5 There are 3 examples are shown below:
6

7 ##Example 1:
8 [Image 1 Content]
9 ##Context: {few_shot_context_1}

10 ##Question: {few_shot_question_1}
11 ##Best Answer: {few_shot_answer_1}
12

13 ##Example 2:
14 [Image 2 Content]
15 ##Context: {few_shot_context_2}
16 ##Question: {few_shot_question_2}
17 ##Best Answer: {few_shot_answer_2}
18

19 ##Example 3:
20 [Image 3 Content]
21 ##Context: {few_shot_context_3}
22 ##Question: {few_shot_question_3}
23 ##Best Answer: {few_shot_answer_3}
24

25 Now, answer this question
26 [Main Image Content]
27 ##Context: {reasoning records}
28 ##Question: {question}
29 ##Best Answer:

Figure 3: The few-shot prompt template used to guide the model for the Exact Match evaluation.

Table 3: Analysis of each query formulation’s contributions to retrieval recall from each KB on the
InfoSeek validation subset.

Method Multimodal KB
Recall (%)

Textual KB
Recall (%)

Hetero. KB
Recall (%)

Query Expansion 90.02 87.44 93.08
Query Generation 88.24 80.03 90.80
Multi-Query 90.50 90.02 94.36

reasoning paths. Because its retrieval budget is restricted across two generated sub-queries com-
pared to the query expansion, its recall is slightly lower. However, its primary value lies in finding a
diverse set of factual links that a direct expansion might overlook.

G QUERY TRANSFORMATION VS. REASONING

Table 4: Impact of allocating a larger model (Gemini-2.5-Flash) to either the query transformation
or reasoning records generation, while a lighter model (Gemma-3-4B) handles the other. Evaluated
on the InfoSeek validation subset.

Query Transformation Reasoning Generation Acc (%) Recall (%)

Gemma-3-4B Gemini-2.5-Flash 56.36 91.63
Gemini-2.5-Flash Gemma-3-4B 54.59 93.56
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To assess which component of our framework benefits from increased model capacity, we performed
an analysis by switching a lightweight model (Gemma-3-4B) and a more powerful model (Gemini-
2.5-Flash) across the query transformation and reasoning generation. As shown in Table 4, allocating
a more capable model to query transformation yields higher recall, likely due to improved query
precision and diversity. However, placing the large model in the reasoning records generation results
in higher overall accuracy, indicating that reasoning records using a powerful model provide more
benefit for final accuracy.
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