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Abstract

In this paper, we build a visual dialogue dataset, named
InfoVisDial, which provides rich informative answers in
each round even with external knowledge related to the vi-
sual content. Different from existing datasets where the an-
swer is compact and short, InfoVisDial contains long free-
form answers with rich information in each round of dia-
logue. For effective data collection, the key idea is to bridge
the large-scale multimodal model (e.g., GIT) and the lan-
guage models (e.g., GPT-3). GIT can describe the image
content even with scene text, while GPT-3 can generate
informative dialogue based on the image description and
appropriate prompting techniques. With such automatic
pipeline, we can readily generate informative visual dia-
logue data at scale. Then, we ask human annotators to
rate the generated dialogues to filter the low-quality con-
versations. Human analyses show that InfoVisDial covers
informative and diverse dialogue topics: 54.4% of the di-
alogue rounds are related to image scene texts, and 36.7%
require external knowledge. Each round’s answer is also
long and open-ended: 87.3% of answers are unique with
an average length of 8.9, compared with 27.37% and 2.9
in VisDial. Last, we propose a strong baseline by adapting
the GIT model for the visual dialogue task and fine-tune the
model on InfoVisDial. Hopefully, our work can motivate
more effort on this direction.

1. Introduction
Visual dialogue is a vision-language (VL) problem that

aims to build AI models that could interact with humans
based on the understanding of input images. Such sys-
tems can have many potential applications, ranging from
information-seeking chatbots [41], interactive visual de-
scriptions, to assisting visually-impaired people. Vis-
Dial [9] is a widely-used dataset developed for this task,
and numerous approaches have been proposed based on the
benchmark. For example, prior works [12, 16] have fo-
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Dialogue examples from our proposed InfoVisDial dataset

Previous dialogue examples from VisDial dataset  

 Dialogue:

 Q1: is the photo in color?

 A1: yes

 Q2: is it a professional photo?

 A2: no

 Q3: is it well lit?

 A3: no


 Dialogue:

 Q1: is this in a park

 A1: yes, i believe it is

 Q2: are there others around?

 A2: no, she is alone

 Q3: does she have a collection
bucket？

 A3: no


Dialogue:

Q1:What's that on your laptop
screen?

A1:It's the OS X Yosemite
operating system.

Q2:What's special about Yosemite?

A2: Yosemite is a major release of
the OS X operating system, and it's
named after the Yosemite National
Park in California.

Q3: What are some of the new
features in Yosemite?

A3: Some of the new features
include a new design, better
integration with iOS devices, and a
new notification center.


Dialogue:

Q1: What's this envelope for?

A1: It's for the United States
Census 2010.

Q2: What's the census?

A2: The census is a headcount of
everyone living in the United
States.

Q3: Why do they need to do a
headcount?

A3: They need to know how many
people are living in the country so
they can plan for things like schools
and roads.


Figure 1. Examples of VisDial [9] and our InfoVisDial datasets.
Answers in VisDial [9] are typically compact and short, while
those in our InfoVisDial are rich, informative, and knowledgable.

cused on designing various attention mechanisms to capture
the interactions between the question, dialogue history, and
the input image. Other studies [6, 29] have leveraged pre-
trained models with new introduced losses. However, prior
studies mainly focus on the dialogue model design but ne-
glect the importance of the visual dialogue problem setup
and the corresponding data. The output texts in current
datasets are typically compact and short, e.g., an average
answer length of 2.9 on the VisDial dataset [9]. The short
answer intuitively contains limited information nor exter-
nal knowledge about the visual content. Therefore, we aim
to develop a new visual dialogue dataset with more infor-
mative dialogue responses, e.g., a descriptive answer con-
taining the scene text or the external information. Figure 1
shows examples of our dataset and the comparison to Vis-
Dial.

The classic approach for dataset collection is via hu-
man annotations, e.g., with two annotators talking to each
other [9]. Although crowd-sourcing is one popular ap-
proach to create new datasets, it is expensive and could
bring annotation artifacts [24]. Inspired by the strong gen-
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Dataset Multi-turn Visual Component Scene Text Knowledge Long Answer

VisDial [9] ✓ ✓
QuAC [7] ✓ ✓ ✓

CoQA [23] ✓ ✓ ✓
TextVQA [26] ✓ ✓
OKVQA [19] ✓ ✓

InfoVisDial (Ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 1. Comparison of our InfoVisDial dataset to other dialogue and visual question answering datasets.

eralization capability of large pre-trained language mod-
els [4], we explore automatic dataset curation methods for
informative visual dialogues. Generating informative vi-
sual dialogue requires two core capabilities. First, to un-
derstand the input visual content, the model needs the mul-
timodal understanding ability to link visual entities with the
corresponding textual concepts. Second, to generate fluent
text and provide relevant information during the conversa-
tion, the model also needs strong language modeling ability
to understand the dialogue history and generate proper re-
sponses. Luckily, recent large-scale vision-language mod-
els (e.g., SimVLM [31], GIT [27], and CoCa [39]) and lan-
guage models (e.g., GPT-3 [4] and PaLM [8]) have shown
such capabilities. On the one hand, vision-language mod-
els perform well in converting visual contents into textual
descriptions, but alone lack the ability of open-ended dia-
logue. On the other hand, language models show strong
finetuned or even zero-/few-shot dialogue capabilities, but
alone do not understand visual contents.

To this end, we propose to bridge these two types of
foundation models to generate visual dialogue data on the
fly. Specifically, inspired by previous studies on prompting
language models for vision-language tasks [30, 34, 36, 41],
we convert the input image into textual descriptions at dif-
ferent granularities with a pre-trained GIT model [27], and
uses GPT-3 [4] to paraphrase the related contents into a
piece of dialogue in a few-shot manner. We examine differ-
ent prompts and textual descriptions for an effective recipe
for generating visual dialogue. By doing so, we can already
generate reasonable visual dialogues with free-form texts
and open-ended topics as shown in Figure 1.

We collect dialogues based on images from the
TextVQA and TextCap dataset [25, 26], which is a scene-
text-rich subset selected from the OpenImages dataset. We
name our dataset as InfoVisDial, as the dialogues now be-
come more informative and human-like. As summarized
in Table 1, compared with existing dialogue and visual
question answering datasets, InfoVisDial is the only dataset
that contains multiple turns, scene text, visual components,
knowledge and free-form long answers. We collect dia-
logues by prompting GPT-3 with ground-truth captions or
captions generated by GIT, and involve human annotators to

perform fact checking and filter out low-quality dialogues.
With the new dataset, we adapt the GIT framework by

adding all the history dialogues and the current question as
the text prefix, and train the model to complete the text as
answers. The fine-tuned model effectively absorbs GPT-
3’s dialoguing capability. As the answer is in free form,
it is challenging to automatically evaluate the performance.
Motivated by the captioning task, we also use the captioning
metric in addition to the key-word accuracy metrics [7] to
evaluate the model. The metrics also align well with human
evaluation.

Our contributions are summarized as follows.

• We present a new framework that generates visual di-
alogues by bridging multimodal and language founda-
tion models and letting them interplay with each other,
which provides a solution for automatic visual dia-
logue dataset curation.

• We introduce a newly collected dataset InfoVisDial,
which contains informative visual dialogues that re-
quire the model to read scene text and reason about rel-
evant knowledge. We present a detailed analysis of the
dataset, providing valuable insights on the challenges
of this new task.

• We finetune the pre-trained GIT model on the new In-
foVisDial dataset, and conduct experiments to show
the effectiveness of our finetuned GIT model. We hope
our new dataset can provide a solid new playground for
researchers interested in the visual dialogue task.

2. Related Work

Visual dialogue. Compared with visual question answer-
ing [2, 3, 11, 13, 19], visual dialogue not only requires that
the agent is able to answer the question, but also demands
the agent to fully utilize the information in previous ques-
tions and answers. Prior visual dialogue models [12,16,42]
focus on designing various attention mechanisms to capture
the interactions between a question, a dialogue history and
an image. With the increasing attention paid to pre-trained
models, transformer-based models with various structures
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Vision-Language Model
Image Textual desriptions 


a screen with a picture of a cell phone that says
htc one mobile01


InfoVisDial

Large language Model

Fine-tuned Vision-
Language Model

Image 

Prompting Image Textual
desriptions 

Task
Instruction


Few-shot
Context


Human filtering

Dialogue generated by Prompting: 

Q1: What kind of phone is that? 

A1: it's an HTC One mobile phone. 

Q2: What time is it on the phone?

A2: It's 10:08.

Q3: What's the resolution of the phone?

A3:the resolution of the phone is 1080*720


Answer  generated by fine-tuned VL
model:

Q1: What kind of phone is that? 

A1: it's an htc One mobile phone. 

Q2: What time is it on the phone?

A2: It's 10:08.

Q3: What's the resolution of the phone?

A3:the resolution of the phone is 1366*76


Caption 

generation


Distillation 


Transfer


Figure 2. We curate the InfoVisDial dataset by proposing a new framework that generates informative visual dialogues by bridging
multimodal (GIT) and language foundation models (GPT-3) and letting them interplay with each other. GIT converts the input image into
textual descriptions. Then, we prompt GPT-3 with these textual descriptions and get the informative visual dialogue. This process could
also be understood as knowledge distillation from GPT-3 to corpus. With human filtering, we could get InfoVisDial dataset. Then, we
fine-tune GIT on our newly collected dataset to empower GIT with the dialogue ability.

are also introduced into visual dialogue tasks [20, 21]. VD-
BERT [29] leverages the pre-trained BERT model for visual
dialogue task. Instead of taking discriminative and genera-
tive tasks separately, some recent work explores the rela-
tionship between these two tasks [10, 21] by training two
decoders simultaneously. UTC [6] combines discrimina-
tive and generative tasks into a unified transformer by intro-
ducing two inter-task contrastive losses. Apart from model
improvement, GST [15] adopts semi-supervised learning
and produces machine-generated visual dialogues which are
similar to VisDial dataset for data augmentation.

However, the output texts of these models are still short
and not human-like due to the limitation of the training
dataset (the average answer length of VisDial dataset is
2.9). Since the research area of informative visual dialogues
is under-explored, our newly proposed dataset InfoVisDial
might shed light on the scarce landscape of visual dialogue.

Vision-language pre-training. Vision-Language pre-
training (VLP) has achieved rapid progress in the vision-
language community aiming to learn joint multimodal rep-
resentations for downstream tasks. From the representation
perspective, CLIP [22], ALIGN [14], and Florence [40] en-
code image and text into a common latent space to align
representations from various modalities. They show strong
zero-shot ability in image classification tasks, etc. From the
generation perspective, SimVLM [31], CoCa [39], GIT [27]
and many others adopt encoder-decoder models trained
with generative losses. These models demonstrate remark-
able zero-shot/few-shot abilities in image captioning, vi-
sual question answering and etc. There are also other stud-

ies bridging the gap between vision-language and language
models. For example, PICa [36] adopts GPT-3 to extract
commonsense knowledge for visual question answering.

Socratic Models [41] use LM prompting to leverage
multiple pre-trained models to generate assistive dialogue.
However, our approach not only generates informative di-
alogue but also propose a new dataset curation method for
low-resource area such as visual dialogue. Furthermore, by
distilling the informative dialogue ability from GPT-3 to VL
models, we could eliminate the constraints of GPT-3 and
empower the VL models’ dialogue ability.

Distilling knowledge from large language models.
Knowledge distillation draws increasing attention recently
due to the rise of massive pre-trained LMs such as GPT-
3 [4], which achieves huge success in downstream NLP
tasks and superior in-context few-shot learning ability.
Symbolic Knowledge Distillation [33] follows a model-
corpus-model knowledge distillation strategy and extracts
the commonsense knowledge from GPT-3 into two forms:
a large commonsense knowledge graph and a compact com-
monsense model. However, our method does not take GPT-
3 as the teacher. GPT-3 and VL models are equally interact-
ing with each other. Specifically, GIT provides GPT-3 with
the textual representation of images and help GPT-3 under-
stand visual content. Note that knowledge distillation usu-
ally requires a large amount of data to guarantee the transfer
quality, which may not be easily obtained in real-world ap-
plications. Our method does not have the data bottleneck in
nature, since we could generate as much data as we want.
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Generated
Caption

Task 

Instruction


In-context

Examples


Generate a longer conversation about an image based on the context
that describes the image content. Casey asks questions about the

image content, and Riley answers them based on the context.


a screen with a picture of a cell phone that says htc one mobile01


Example 1

Casey: What kind of alcohol is that on the right

Riley: It\'s Bowmore Islay single malt scotch whiskey.

Casey: What does single malt mean?

Riley: Single malt means that the whiskey was made at
a single distillery from a mash of only malted barley.

Casey: How long has that bottle been aged for?

Riley: That bottle has been aged for 10 years.

Casey: How can you tell that it\'s been aged for 10
years?

Riley: The color of the liquor is darker because it\'s
been aged in oak barrels for 10 years.

Casey: Where does Bowmore Islay scotch come from?

Riley: Bowmore is a town on the isle of Islay, one of the
Scottish Hebrides islands.


Input prompt to GPT-3


Example 1


Example 2


Figure 3. Example of few-shot prompt.

Image Encoder


Dialogue:

Q1: What does that mean? 

A1: Kolsch is a type of beer that. originated in Cologne, Germany. 

It's a light, crisp, and refreshing beer

Q2: What makes this beer German Style?

A2: German Style beers are brewed according to the German Purity Law, which
only allows water, malt, yeast, and hops to be used in the brewing process

Q3: Where does this beer come from?

A3: This beer is from Colorado


BOS
 Q1


Autoregressive Text Decoder


 A1
 Q2
 A2
 Q3
EOS
 EOS


 A1
 A2
 A3
EOS
 EOS
 EOS


Figure 4. Finetuning GIT on InfoVisDial Dataset.

Dataset curation. Although human-annotated datasets are
expensive and subjective [24], crowdsourcing remains the
most popular method for creating new datasets. Prior work
on automatic data curation mainly focuses on extraction
methods and pattern matching [17]. With the ever-growing
capability of large pre-trained language models, some re-
cent works study automatic dataset curation methods by
finetuning LMs on existing datasets [1, 35]. In this study,
we provide a solution for automatic data curation via bridg-
ing multimodal and language foundation models.

3. Methodology
In Figure 2, we propose a new framework to automat-

ically curate the informative visual dialogue dataset by
bridging multimodal and language foundation models.

3.1. Problem Formulation

Given a question Qk grounded on an image I at
the k-th turn and the previous dialogue history Ht =
(Q1, A1), (Q2, A2), ..., (Qk−1, Ak−1), our task aims to
generate the target answer.

3.2. LLM to InfoVisDial: Knowledge Distillation

We propose to address the knowledge-lacking prob-
lem in existing visual dialogues by harnessing the in-
context few-shot learning capability of large language mod-
els (LLM) like GPT-3.

Prompting methods. The goal is to design a prompt appro-
priately such that GPT-3 can generate a dialogue. Specifi-

cally, our designed prompts consist of three parts: instruc-
tion, few-shot context and image textual descriptions. The
instruction is a concise description of the generation task.
e.g., “Generate a longer conversation about an image based
on the context that describes the image content. Casey asks
questions about the image content, and Riley answers them
based on the context.”, which has shown its effectiveness in
zero-shot and few-shot settings [4, 32]. The few-shot con-
text contains in-context examples shown in Figure 3. These
dialogues work as a shared template for all tasks. We de-
sign two kinds of image descriptions: (i) ground-truth cap-
tions from TextCap dataset; (ii) captions generated by pre-
trained vision-language models (e.g., GIT [27]). In order to
generate longer conversations, we inject this (add the word
of longer) explicit intention into instructions and few-shot
context. While constructing the in-context examples, we
found that using fewer but longer dialogues are more effec-
tive than using more but shorter dialogues.

Human in the loop. Inspired by [28, 38], we adopt a
human-in-the-loop annotation strategy to further study the
quality of GPT-3 generated dialogue. Existing visual di-
alogue datasets [9] adopt fully human-annotated methods
to let two annotators write questions and answers respec-
tively, which is super expensive and labor-intensive. In-
stead, we design a simple and easy annotation method to
obtain a good trade-off between annotation cost and dia-
logue quality. After generating a big dialogue corpus, we
involve humans in the fact checking process. We ask 1 an-
notators to rate each round of dialogue given an image and
its complete dialogue as context, with options including “1:

4



Filtering strategy Train Val Overall

Keep all 346676 51000 397675
keep the longest 69335 10200 79535

Keep rate1 42023 5601 47524

Table 2. There are three filtering strategies and their corresponding
dataset size. InfoVisDial adopts “keep the longest” in the training
set and “keep rate1” in the evaluation set.

Train Val Overall

questions 69335 5601 74936
dialogues 21953 2086 24039

tokens/question 5.9 6.1 5.9
tokens/answer 8.9 8.8 8.9

questions/dialogue 3.0 3.1 3.0

Table 3. Statistics summarizing the InfoVisDial dataset.

the question is relevant to the image and answer is correct”,
“2: the question is relevant to the image and I’m not sure
answer is correct”, “3: the question is relevant to the im-
age and answer is not correct” and “4: the question is not
relevant to the image”. The details of human annotation is
provided in the Appendix. The filtering strategies will be
introduced in Section 4. By mixing GPT-3 and the human-
in-the-hoop method, we could collect a benchmark dataset
for informative visual dialogue at scale.

3.3. InfoVisDial to VLM: Knowledge Transferring

The final step of our framework is to transfer the di-
alogue ability to vision-language models by finetuning
GIT [27] on InfoVisDial, as shown in Figure 4. An im-
age encoder is used to extract the image features and a text
decoder transformer is to predict the text tokens with the
language modeling task. The dialogue is converted into one
special image caption by concatenating all the question an-
swer pairs separated by the [EOS] token. In the training,
the loss is imposed only on the answer part; while in the
inference, the model is able to predict the answer based on
the dialogue history and current question. If the dialogue
has only one question-answer pair, the fine-tuning strategy
is degenerated to the case of how GIT is adapted to the VQA
task as presented in [27].

4. InfoVisDial Dataset

In order to study the task of informative visual dialogue,
we collect a new dataset named InfoVisDial. In this section,
we start with dataset collection pipleline. We then provide
statistics and an analysis of the dataset. Finally, we formu-
late two tasks based on the dataset.

4.1. Dataset collection

We use TextVQA dataset [26] as the source of our im-
ages. Most images in TextVQA dataset contain informative
text, which is closer to our real life. We collect InfoVis-
Dial’s training and validation set from TextVQA’s training
while the evaluation set is collected from TextVQA’s vali-
dation set.

To collect dialogue for each image, we generate dialogue
according to our proposed framework. Given an image and
its textual representation, we repeat the prompting GPT-3
process five times and get five different dialogues. We put
these dialogue candidates into the dialogue corpus. Then
we involve humans in the loop to perform fact-checking.
We propose three different filtering strategies. Keep all
means no filtering. Keep the longest means only keeping
the one with the longest dialogue length. Keep one means
only keeping the dialogues with all rate1 in all turns. Not
surprisingly, keep rate1 has the smallest dataset size. More
details about filtering strategies is shown in Table 2.

Figure 5 shows 78.88% of QA pairs are labeled as rate1
which means the question is reasonable and the answer is
correct. 13.88% of QA pairs are labeled as the question
is not relevant to the image. Not surprisingly, dialogues
with GT captions have better quality than those with GIT-
generated captions.

We conduct diversity analysis to see whether “keep
rate1” filtering strategy hurts diversity. We surprisingly ob-
serve proportionally more diverse examples. One possible
reason is that if GPT-3 prefers to generate some type of
question and answer, these would be highly recognizable
across human filtering, and removing the would increase
both quality and diversity.

4.2. Statistics and Analysis

Analyzing questions. We first analyze the diversity of the
questions in the dataset. InfoVisDial contains 69335 ques-
tions and 56.2% questions are unique. Figure 6 shows the
distribution of question length along with the statistics for
the VisDial and TextVQA datasets for reference. The av-
erage question length in InfoVisDial is 5.93 words which
are similar to VisDial(5.96) but less than TextVQA (7.18).
Unsurprisingly, the average length of questions from the
dialogue dataset is usually short than the length of ques-
tions from QA tasks. We also note that the minimum
length of questions from InfoVisDial is 1 which is the same
as VisDial, while the minimum length of questions from
TextVQA is 3. Some questions whose length is 1 like
“Why”, “Who”, “How” and “So” are prevalent in conver-
sations. We ask annotators to label the type of questions.
The details of human evaluation will be included in the sup-
plementary materials. Figure 11 illustrates the annotation
result. 54.4% questions are about scene text, 36.7% ques-
tions are about external knowledge and 2.4% questions are

5



1 2 3 4
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

R
at

io

0.79

0.03 0.04

0.14

0.81

0.03
0.08 0.08

GIT-generated Captions
Ground-truth Captions

Figure 5. Human evaluation of the dialogue
quality in InfoVisDial.
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Figure 6. Distribution of question length.
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Figure 7. Distribution of answer length.

0 250 500 750 1000

What does that mean?
How long has that bottle been aged for?
What kind of alcohol is that on the right?

How can you tell that it's been aged for 10 years?
What's it about?

What does that sign say?
What does single malt mean?

Where does Bowmore Islay scotch come from?
What kind of beer is that?

What's the book about?
How can you tell?

What does the sign say?
What's in it?

What kind of book is that?
What kind of watch is that?

What does it do?
What team does he play for?
What position does he play?

What kind of plane is that?
What color is it?

Figure 8. Top 20 most occurring questions
in InfoVisDial.

0 20 40

 I don't know.
 That bottle has been aged for 10 years.

 The color of the liquor is darker.
 Bowmore is a town on the isle of Islay

Single malt means that the whiskey was made at a single distillery
 It's Bowmore Islay single malt scotch whiskey.

 I'm not sure.
 Yes, it is.

 Yeah, it is.
 That bottle has been aged for 3 years.

 It's a mechanical keyboard.
 That's Kobe Bryant.

 That's me.
 It's black.

 The color of the liquor is darker
 It's a stop sign.

 It's 3:00.
 J.D. Salinger.

 It's an iPhone.
 It's silver.

Figure 9. Top 20 most occurring answers in
InfoVisDial.
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Figure 10. Distribution of dialogue length.

Question
Type

Scene Text Visual details External knowledge Others

Ratio 54.4% 2.4% 36.7% 6.5%

Example

Q: Where's that car 
from? 
GT: California.

Q: What color is the 
pen?
GT: It's silver.

Q: Why do you think 
it's important to be 
unique? GT: I think it's 
important to be unique 
because it allows you to 
be yourself and stand 
out from the crowd.

Q: What's the player's 
name?
GT: I don't know.

Figure 11. Examples of four types of questions.

about visual details. Figure 8 shows top 20 most occur-
ring questions in the dataset with their count. We could
see We find GPT-3 is more likely to generate questions that
appear in the prompts. Even after human filtering, the dis-
tribution still skewed to the prompt questions. We find the
question type becomes more diverse after filtering all the
prompt questions. We will leave the task of building a more
balanced dataset as future work. We include more question
analysis figures in supplementary materials.
Analyzing answers. Figure 7 shows the distribution of
answer lengths. InfoVisDial contains 69335 answers and
87.3% answers are unique. The percentage is quite high

compared to TextVQA (49.2%) and VisDial(27.37%). The
average answer length in InfoVisDial is 8.9 which is much
longer than VisDial(2.9). Figure 9 shows the top 20 most
occurring answers in the dataset with their count. We find
answers in InfoVisDial are longer, more informative and de-
scriptive. Some answers of InfoVisDial are extremely long
because they include external knowledge. e.g., when asked
about the specialty of Rollei, the answer will be “The Rollei
35 is a compact 35mm film camera that was first introduced
in 1966. It’s special because it was one of the first 35mm
cameras to be designed as a compact camera”. We also find
that answers appear on the prompts have a higher possibility
to be generated and will apply the same filtering approach
as questions in the future. We include more answer analysis
figures in supplementary materials.

Analyzing dialogue. Figure 10 shows the average turns of
InfoVisDial is 3.0. We could see the majority of dialogues
have no less than 3 turns. We find that 12% of dialogues
require reading the dialogue history to resolve coreferences
by human annotation. We compare the length of dialogue
before and after filtering. We find they follow similar dis-
tribution in general. But filtering does slightly decrease the
portion of dialogues whose lengths are more than 4. Finally,
we examine the properties of the question in various turn
positions in the dialogue. The frequency of yes/no ques-
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Q1: What's in it?
GT: Allure Homme cologne is a mix of different scents, 
including orange, lemon, bergamot, and jasmine.
Fine-tuned GIT : a bottle of chanel homme eau de toilette.
Fine-tuned GITL: it's a chanel no. 3
Fine-tuned GITB : it's a bottle of malt.
Q2: Who is it for?
GT: Allure Homme cologne is for men.
Fine-tuned GIT: it's for allure homme by chanel.
Fine-tuned GITL: it's for chanel.
Fine-tuned GITB : i don't know.
Q3: What's that on the table?
GT: It's a bottle of Allure Homme cologne.
Fine-tuned GIT: that's chanel perfume. 
Fine-tuned GITL : chanel no. 3.
Fine-tuned GITB : it's the mint house.

Q1: What's the significance of that time?
GT: It's the time when I take my morning coffee break.
Fine-tuned GIT: that's 9 : 09 emergency call.
Fine-tuned GIT L: it's 9 : 00.
Fine-tuned GITB: it's 11 : 00.
Q2: What time is it?
GT: It's 9:09.
Fine-tuned GIT: it's 9 : 09.
Fine-tuned GITL: it's 9 : 00.
Fine-tuned GVDB: it's 9 : 00.

(a)

(b)

Figure 12. Results comparison between different size of fine-tuned
GIT models.

tions increases significantly as the dialogue progress; The
percentage of hard questions also increases.

5. Experiments

We conduct experiments on our newly proposed task and
dataset InfoVisDial to show that our model Fine-tuned GIT
achieves great performance on dialogue ability. Further ab-
lation studies and a qualitative analysis provide more in-
sights into our approach.

5.1. Experiment setup

Dataset. To evaluate our proposed model, we conduct ex-
tensive experiments on our proposed dataset InfoVisDial.
InfoVisDial dataset has 21953 and 2086 images for training
and evaluation, respectively. Each image is associated with
a open-ended and free-text form dialogue.
Evaluation metrics. We propose to use caption and word
accuracy [7] metrics to evaluate the text quality and content
accuracy, respectively. Inspired by [37], we conduct a user
study to show that our metrics align with human judgments.
Implementation Details. In this study, we use GPT-3 text-
davinci-002 API to perform the prompting. Our model
baseline is Fine-tuned GIT [27]. GIT-large and GIT-small
are trained on two smaller pre-training dataset. GIT adopts
coswin as image encoder [40]. GIT-large uses CLIP/ViT-
L/14 [22] as image encoder. GIT-small uses CLIP/ViT-
B/16 [22] as image encoder. The number of training epoch
is 20 and the learning rate is 1e-5. The input image size is
576 for GIT, 480 for GIT-large and 560 for GIT-small. The
batch size is 16 and parameter optimizer is AdamW [18].

Q1: What kind of book is that?
GPT-3: It's a history book.
Fine-tuned GIT: it's a book about 
the edgware road.
Q2: What's it about?
GPT-3: It's about Eddware, a 
town in London.
Fine-tuned GIT: it's about a busy 
street in london.

(a) (b)

Q1: What's the sweatshirt say?
GPT-3:  It says ""weghta.""”
Fine-tuned GIT: it says " " 
weganta. " " "
Q2: What does that mean?
GPT-3: I don't know.
Fine-tuned GIT: i'm not sure, but 
i think it has something to do 
with the word weganta.

Figure 13. Comparison the results between the GPT-3 (without
human cleaning) and our fine-tuned GIT. We could see our model
fine-tuned GIT has better visual understanding ability in terms of
scene text.

5.2. Experiments on InfoVisDial

We consider the following two training settings: single
round VQA and multi round VQA. Like existing dialogue
tasks, multi round VQA need to predict the answer based
on dialogue history. Meanwhile, we also introduce single
round VQA which has simple settings and could be easily
used as benchmark for other tasks.

Single-round VQA. We compare the results from various
size of Fine-tuned GIT models shown in Table 4. GIT
has much better performance both on content accuracy and
text quality compared to large and base models. Figure 12
shows some qualitative comparison. We could see Fine-
tuned GIT has great ability to read scene text in the image.
In Figure 12 (a), when asked “what’s the significance of that
time”, Fine-tuned GIT not only could read and understand
that “9:09” is time, but also connects “emergency call” with
“significance”. Although it doesn’t answer the question in a
perfect way due to lack of background knowledge, it gives a
reasonable response. In Figure 12 (b), Fine-tuned GIT also
gives more relevant answers than the large and base model.
When asked “What’s that on the table?”, Fine-tuned GIT’s
answer “that’s chanel perfume” is quite reasonable. We
observe that Fine-tuned GIT-base easily answers “I don’t
know” or give totally irrelevant answers.

Metrics evaluation and estimating human performance.
To validate the effectiveness of our metrics, we conduct a
user study to ask annotator rate the turn-level dialogue an-
swer on a likert scale. We find our proposed metrics are
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Method F1 CIDEr B1 B2 B3 B4 METEOR RL SPICE

Fine-tuned GITB 26.0 95.9 27.4 21.2 17.2 14.7 12.7 32.4 12.1
Fine-tuned GITL 32.9 143.3 32.7 26.1 21.6 18.4 16.1 37.8 18.5
Fine-tuned GIT 35.9 170.9 35.5 28.5 23.7 20.2 17.9 40.3 21.9

Table 4. We follow caption metrics and word-level F1 [7] to evaluate the performance of our model on InfoVisDial dataset on the single
round VQA training setting.

Method F1 CIDEr B1 B2 B3 B4 METEOR RL SPICE

Fine-tuned GITB 11.9 54.5 13.2 10.0 7.8 6.1 7.9 23 6.8
Fine-tuned GITL 16.2 93.6 19.7 15.4 12.3 10.15 11.8 30.1 13.8
Fine-tuned GIT 18.8 134.3 22.5 17.9 14.5 11.9 13.4 33.7 17.1

Table 5. We follow caption metrics and word-level F1 [7] to evaluate the performance of our model on InfoVisDial dataset on the multi
round VQA training setting.

significantly correlate with human judgments. We also esti-
mate an upper bound on model performance given our met-
rics, we assess the answers that annotated as “5”. Then we
calculate the human F1 based on these answers. Note that
this is a lower bound on human performance. Details about
the user study will be introduced in the Appendix.

Does fine-tuned GIT overcome the visual information
bottleneck of GPT-3? One motivation of proposing fine-
tuned GIT instead of just prompting GPT-3 is that GPT-3
cannot fully understand visual information through textual
description. Therefore, we validate if fine-tuned GIT over-
comes this limitation. We compare the dialogue generated
by fine-tuned GIT and GPT-3 (without filtering) respec-
tively based on the GIT-generated captions. In Figure 13
(a), GPT-3 is misled by the incorrect textual description
“weghta” while fine-tuned GIT could recognize the scene
text correctly. We also observe that fine-tuned GIT gener-
ates more human-like answers when facing hard questions.
Instead of just answering “I don’t know”, fine-tuned GIT
makes a reasonable guess “but i think it has something to
do with the word weganta”. In Figure 13 (b), fine-tuned
GIT provides correct answer about scene text and external
knowledge.

Multi-round VQA. Fine-tuned GIT demonstrates its effec-
tiveness both on content accuracy and text quality compared
to fine-tuned GIT-large and GIT-base models. We observe
a performance decrease in multi-round training setting in
Table 5. There are several possible reasons: (i) The cur-
rent model may not be good at modeling long sequences,
since they are pre-trained on caption datasets whose length
are much smaller than dialogue history. (ii) The answer in
each turn contains a large amount of external knowledge.
Simple concatenation would not catch the clues in dialogue
history. We come up with two solutions and leave them to

future work: (i) strengthening the model’s long sequence
modeling ability; (ii) data augmentation. We are also build-
ing a larger-scale informative visual dialogue dataset based
on CC3M [5], and will also add them into the training set.
Error analysis. To gain insights into the model’s errors,
we sample 50 evaluation questions with predicted F1 scores
below 0.10 from the fine-tuned GIT model trained under
single VQA training setting. We remove cases in which the
predicted answers are actually correct. We summarize the
common errors in the Appendix.
Prompt tuning for generative dialogue. Although we find
one-shot prompt will generate some dialogue which is sim-
ilar to the one-shot example, it will be easily recognized
and filtered by annotators. One-shot prompt could generate
similar quality of dialogue than few-shot prompts. More
details about different prompt designs are provided in the
Appendix.

6. Conclusion
We have revisited the visual dialogue problem and pre-

sented a new dataset named InfoVisDial. InfoVisDial con-
tains informative visual dialogues that require the model
to read scene text and reason about relevant knowledge to
generate. We automatically curate this dataset by propos-
ing a new framework that synergistically combines the
image-to-text GIT captioning model and the GPT-3 lan-
guage model. Human analyses show that this scalable data
collection framework leads to the desired informative dia-
logue dataset. InfoVisDial contains dialogues that are di-
verse and informative in topics, with free-form long an-
swers. Furthermore, we propose a strong baseline by fine-
tuning GIT on the InfoVisDial dataset. We hope our pro-
posed dataset would provide a solid playground for the vi-
sual dialogue community.
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