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ABSTRACT

Spatial intelligence has recently been assessed through generative tasks such as
spatially grounded image editing, yet language-guided generation of spatially con-
sistent views from partial multi-view observations remains underexplored. We in-
troduce MindView, a benchmark for generative multi-view spatial intelligence
with 1,500 samples from 513 scenes across three indoor datasets. Its seven
tasks form two families: geometry-dominant tasks specify changes in camera
position and orientation, while semantics-dominant tasks require inferring target
viewpoints by grounding referred objects and interpreting spatial relations and
reference-frame cues. Evaluation of eleven generators reveals substantial room
for improvement on MindView. A paired context analysis further shows that all
eleven generators obtain lower overall scores under the expanded context set-
ting. These findings motivate us to investigate whether task-specific supervision
can improve target-view generation and whether models can use additional multi-
view evidence effectively. We therefore fine-tune BAGEL on the MindView train-
ing dataset, improving its overall score by 24.3 points and yielding gains across
all seven MindView tasks. Beyond these generation gains, the fine-tuned model
also yields higher scores on three spatial-understanding benchmarks without train-
ing on their annotations, suggesting that learning to generate spatially grounded
views may benefit spatial understanding. To improve evidence utilization under
expanded context, we propose MindCue, a training-free spatial evidence selector
guided by a target-view hypothesis. MindCue reverses the drop in overall score
under expanded context and outperforms the standard-context baseline. Overall,
MindView provides a concrete testbed for generative multi-view spatial intelli-
gence. Our findings further highlight task learning and query-guided evidence se-
lection as complementary strategies for improving performance in this setting.

1 INTRODUCTION

Benchmarks such as MindCube (Wang et al., 2025b), MMSI-Bench (Yang et al., 2026), and SAT-
v2 (Ray et al., 2025) evaluate the spatial intelligence of multimodal understanding models through
question answering. On the generation side, GenSpace (Wang et al., 2025¢) and GSI-Bench (Zhu
et al., 2026b) have begun this exploration by asking whether spatial instructions are realized in a
generated or edited image. We focus on evaluating generative multi-view spatial intelligence through
language-guided target-view generation from partial observations of the same scene (Figure 1). This
task requires models to integrate evidence across views, infer the requested viewpoint, and predict
what would be visible from it while remaining consistent with the observed scene.

Related work differs in how reference images are used and how target viewpoints are spec-
ified. Multi-reference benchmarks such as MICE-Bench (Luo et al., 2026) and MultiBanana
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Figure 1: Overview of MindView, showing seven task examples, benchmark statistics, six metrics,
and representative results. Red A marks anchor views, and targets are real images.

(Oshima et al., 2026) emphasize preserving and combining reference content, which alone does
not establish that a generated image depicts the requested viewpoint of the observed scene. Pose-
conditioned methods such as ZeroNVS (Sargent et al., 2024) evaluate view synthesis with the target
camera supplied, leaving language-conditioned viewpoint inference outside their task setting. More
recently, Astra (Zhu et al., 2026a) uses language-controlled novel-view generation to support agentic
spatial question answering and evaluates generated views against real targets for pose and content
consistency. However, its generation evaluation focuses on explicit camera motions with a single
dominant degree of freedom. We seek a unified evaluation of individual and composed camera mo-
tions and target viewpoints inferred from object references, spatial relations, and reference-frame
cues.

We introduce MindView, a benchmark of 1,500 samples from 513 scenes in three indoor datasets
(Figure 1). Its seven tasks form two families: Geometry-Dominant tasks specify camera translations,
rotations, or their ordered composition, while Semantics-Dominant tasks require viewpoint infer-
ence from referred objects, spatial relations, and reference-frame cues. The model receives only
RGB observations and a language query, with the target image and numerical camera parameters
withheld. Six complementary metrics assess content fidelity, spatial agreement, rendering quality,
and geometric consistency to identify content and spatial errors an aggregate score may obscure.

Across eleven off-the-shelf generators, preserving scene content while matching the requested view-
point remains challenging (Table 1). Expanding context from six to ten views increases target-view
coverage from 88.4% to 92.0%, yet lowers Overall for all eleven generators (Figure 5). These find-
ings raise two questions: can task-specific supervision improve target-view generation, and can
query-guided evidence selection help models benefit from additional observations?

To address these questions, we curate a target-view generation training set and fine-tune BAGEL
(Deng et al., 2025), obtaining BAGEL-SFT with a 24.3-point Overall gain and improvements across
all seven tasks. BAGEL-SFT also scores higher on three spatial-understanding benchmarks without
training on their annotations, providing preliminary evidence of transfer from generation training
to spatial understanding. To improve evidence utilization, we propose MindCue, a training-free
spatial evidence selector using a target-view hypothesis to select supplementary observations from
the expanded context. On both BAGEL and BAGEL-SFT, MindCue reverses the expanded-context
degradation and outperforms the standard-context baseline and count-matched random selection.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:
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1. We introduce MindView, a benchmark for generative multi-view spatial intelligence, revealing
two challenges across eleven generators: limited content fidelity and spatial consistency, and
performance degradation with excessive context.

2. We curate target-view generation training data and show that task-specific supervision improves
BAGEL across all seven tasks, with preliminary evidence of transfer to spatial understanding.

3. We propose MindCue, a training-free, query-guided evidence selector that improves both
BAGEL and BAGEL-SFT over fixed and count-matched random baselines.

2 RELATED WORK

Spatial Intelligence Benchmarks and Generative Reasoning. Spatial intelligence is evaluated
through both question answering and image generation. MindCube (Wang et al., 2025b), MMSI-
Bench (Yang et al., 2026), and SAT-v2 (Ray et al., 2025) assess spatial understanding through
question answering, whereas GenSpace (Wang et al., 2025c) and GSI-Bench (Zhu et al., 2026b)
evaluate whether generated images satisfy spatial instructions. The latter also reports understanding
gains from generation-focused training. Thinking with Novel Views (Zhang et al., 2026) uses gener-
ated views for spatial question answering, while UniG2U-Bench (Wen et al., 2026) examines unified
models’ understanding and the effects of intermediate image generation. Mind View evaluates gener-
ated views of observed scenes and tests whether target-view supervision aids spatial understanding.

Novel-View Synthesis and Viewpoint Control. View generation methods differ in target-view
specification, from explicit camera parameters to language instructions. NeRF (Mildenhall et al.,
2020), ZeroNVS (Sargent et al., 2024), EscherNet (Kong et al., 2024), and LVSM (Jin et al., 2025)
use supplied camera controls. CapFrame (Li et al., 2026) grounds language-specified viewpoints
within a reconstructed 3D Gaussian scene, while Object-Uni (Tan et al., 2026) uses explicit object
poses for controllable generation. Astra (Zhu et al., 2026a) generates language-guided imagined
views for spatial question answering and also evaluates them against real targets. Existing meth-
ods either rely on explicit geometry or consider constrained language-specified viewpoints, leaving
viewpoint inference and scene-consistent rendering from partial multi-view evidence underexplored.

Multi-Reference Image Generation and Editing. Multi-reference generation and editing use mul-
tiple input images to preserve and combine visual content. [P-Adapter (Ye et al., 2023) and Pho-
toMaker (Li et al., 2023) provide image- or identity-based conditioning, while MultiRef (Chen
et al., 2025) explicitly supports multiple visual references. MICE-Bench (Luo et al., 2026) evaluates
multi-reference creation and editing, while MultiBanana (Oshima et al., 2026) tests generation from
challenging combinations of visual references. Unlike these benchmarks, MindView treats inputs as
partial observations of the same scene and evaluates language-guided target-view generation.

3 MINDVIEW BENCHMARK

In this section, we present MindView, a benchmark designed to evaluate generative multi-view spa-
tial intelligence. Section 3.1 formulates the target-view generation problem and introduces seven
tasks across two complementary families. Section 3.2 describes the data construction pipeline, and
Section 3.3 presents the evaluation protocol and metrics.

3.1 TASK FORMULATION AND TASK DESIGN

MindView evaluates language-guided target-view generation from partial observations of the same
scene. Let C = (I1, ..., Ix) denote an ordered list of RGB observations and let ¢ denote a spatial
query. A generator f predicts

Itarget = f(CK7 Q)- (D
The primary benchmark setting uses K = 6. At inference time, the generator receives only C'x
and ¢. The held-out real target image, camera poses, depth, and scene annotations are not provided
as generation inputs. When the query is defined relative to a starting viewpoint, I; serves as the
anchor. The generated image must preserve the observed scene while matching the requested camera
position and orientation.

The seven tasks share this interface and differ in how the target viewpoint is specified. Geometry-
Dominant Tasks express it through egocentric camera motions from an anchor. Translation (Trans.)
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Figure 2: Five-stage offline construction pipeline for MindView.

changes camera position through relative displacements while preserving heading. Rotation (Rot.)
changes heading by a specified angle while keeping position fixed. Composition (Comp.) combines
translation and rotation in the order specified by the query.

Semantics-Dominant Tasks specify the target through referred objects, spatial relations, and
reference-frame cues. Relational Object Grounding (ROG) identifies the referred object through
relations and generates a view satisfying distance, centering, and visibility constraints, without an
anchor. Target-Facing Reorientation (TFR) requires locating the target object and turning to face it
while remaining at the anchor position. Object-Centric Repositioning (OCR) instead requires mov-
ing to a specified side or angular offset around the object and facing it, with directions defined rela-
tive to the anchor view. Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference (MCVI) jointly infers position and heading
from observer-relative scene cues, without an anchor. Together, the two families test complementary
forms of target-view specification under a common generation interface.

Section A.4 provides real examples and full generation prompts for all seven tasks.

3.2 DATA CONSTRUCTION

We construct MindView from ScanNet (Dai et al., 2017), ScanNet++ (Yeshwanth et al., 2023), and
ARK:itScenes (Baruch et al., 2021). Figure 2 summarizes the five-stage offline construction pipeline.

Data preparation and spatial annotation. We first apply blur filtering while preserving temporal
coverage along each recorded sequence. We then account for cropping and resizing in the camera
model used for geometric checks. Using camera poses, depth, scene geometry, and instance annota-
tions, we derive relative viewpoints, object relations, visibility, and object locations in each image.
These annotations form the spatial basis for constructing queries and targets.

Task construction. For Geometry-Dominant Tasks, relative poses between recorded views yield
motion instructions. Candidates are filtered by task-specific pose constraints, and endpoints recon-
structed from rounded instructions are checked against recorded targets. Where point clouds are
available, Translation and Composition also use discrete collision checks along instructed segments.
For Semantics-Dominant Tasks, identities, relations, and reference-frame cues define query-target
candidates. Visibility and viewpoint checks limit ambiguity across recorded views. Each query uses
areal captured target and, when required, an anchor. Section A details the task-specific criteria.

Offline context selection. For each query-target pair, we select six unique same-scene views as
a connected path. The target is excluded, any required anchor comes first, and other candidates
pass temporal and pose-separation filters. Selection enforces pairwise-overlap limits and coverage



Preprint

N= 1,500 Samples ARKitScenes M ScanNet @ ScanNet++
ROG 62 44
ScanNet++ .
343 samples e e [T
OCR 106 49
Rot 165 19
MCVI 139
Trans.
Comp. 124 25
ScanNet
654 samples Samples count

Figure 3: Distribution of the 1,500 MindView samples across source datasets and tasks.

of target-visible content and the broader scene. MCVI also requires every object cue constraining
observer location to appear across the selected views.

Review and release. Candidate groups undergo human and LLM-assisted screening for residual
ambiguity and limited within-sample visual diversity. Section A.3 provides the exact GPT-5.6 (Ope-
nAl, 2026b) screening prompt. The frozen benchmark contains 1,500 samples from 513 scenes
across the three datasets (Figure 3). We also provide 20,000 training examples from 3,406 scenes,
using the same interface for all seven tasks. These examples use the source datasets’ training splits
and share no scenes with the benchmark (Section C.1).

3.3 EVALUATION PROTOCOL

Image-feature similarity. DINO-I probes overall visual-content fidelity through DINOv2-Large
feature correspondence (Oquab et al., 2023). We use the cosine similarity between generated and
real target features, scaled by 100 without clipping.

VLM-based assessment. Qwen3-VL-30B-A3B-Instruct (Qwen Team, 2025b) judges whether
scene content (Semantic) and visible viewpoint and layout (Spatial) match the real target; Quality
assesses internal coherence and rendering defects in the generation alone. The judge receives no
query or context; integer 0—10 ratings are scaled to 0—100. See Sections B.2 and B.6 for inputs and
prompts.

Geometric consistency. We introduce a VGGT-based protocol (Wang et al., 2025a) for Mind View
to assess target-viewpoint fidelity through estimated camera position and orientation. Joint inference
on fixed references and generated (gen) and real (real) target images yields rotations R and camera
centers C in a shared frame. For sample i, the pose errors are

(erot,ia etrans,i) = <dSO(3) (Rgenv Rreal) ; G ||égen - éreal”z) . (2)

Here, dso(3) is angular distance in degrees, and a; > 0 converts VGGT lengths to meters using real-
image sensor depths, without ground-truth poses. Per-sample RScore and TScore decrease linearly
from 100 at zero error to 0 at 60° and 2 m, respectively, and remain zero beyond these thresholds.
Section B.3 details the reference inputs, calibration, and scoring.

All scores are higher-is-better. We average each component within tasks, then equally across the
seven tasks; Overall is the unweighted mean of the six task-macro scores.

Evaluator reliability. We assess evaluator reliability through comparisons with human ratings and
reconstruction stability tests. Three multimodal experts independently rate outputs from four gener-
ators. Aggregated human and VLM scores yield identical model rankings for Semantic, Spatial, and
Quality. For VGGT, we vary the generated image while keeping all real views fixed. Across sam-
ples, the median changes in the reconstructed target pose are 0.71° in relative rotation and 2.75 cm
in reference-aligned position. Together, these experiments support the reliability of our VLM-based
and geometric metrics for comparing generators (Section B.4).

4 EXPERIMENTS

We first evaluate current generators on MindView and analyze their task-level performance. We
then examine whether additional observations improve target-view generation. Motivated by these
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Table 1: Quantitative comparison on MindView. Task-macro scores over 1,500 samples. and
mark best and second-best across displayed models, respectively; T denotes tiled context views.

Model | pmvo | VIM Judge | Geometry | g opay
| |  Semantic Spatial Quality |  RScore TScore |
Open-Source Models
BAGEL 483 44.5 33.6 47.1 34.7 31.9 40.0
FLUX.2 522 49.5 394 80.4 355 38.6 49.3
Qwen-Image-Edit-25117 524 49.2 38.6 69.5 37.2 40.3 47.9
Emu3.51 449 41.0 31.2 67.2 36.0 49.9 45.0
DreamOmni2 41.7 36.0 28.8 65.5 25.2 42.7 40.0
SenseNova-Ul 53.6 48.2 383 63.5 25.6 332 43.7
SenseNova-U1.5 58.0 52.8 42.6 69.7 41.7 432 51.3
Closed-Source Models
Nano Banana 56.5 54.0 41.7 66.2 39.0 40.7 49.7
Nano Banana Pro 60.0 57.2 454 80.0 38.8 39.0 53.4
GPT-Image-1.5 58.8 58.9 46.3 82.2 39.9 335 533
GPT-Image-2 63.0 61.5 49.0 84.6 49.9 39.1 57.9
Task-Specific Adaptation
BAGEL-SFT | 68.0 | 71.0 571 61.8 | 61.7 66.5 | 64.4
Input GT BAGEL-SFT GPT Image 2 Nano Banana Pro  SenseNova U1.5 FLUX.2
— p— -
Composition | y 3
i e

=g

Multi-Cue
ea

AR

Figure 4: Qualitative comparison on Composition and Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference.

findings, we investigate task-specific adaptation through supervised fine-tuning and training-free,
query-guided evidence selection through MindCue.

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Evaluation set and models. All MindView generation comparisons use the frozen release of 1,500
aligned scene—query—target samples. The standard benchmark input consists of six context images
and a language query per sample. All MindView generation results follow the evaluation protocol
in Section 3.3. We compare eleven off-the-shelf generators: seven open-source models (BAGEL
(Deng et al., 2025), FLUX.2 (Black Forest Labs, 2026), Qwen-Image-Edit-2511 (Wu et al., 2025;
Qwen Team, 2025a), Emu3.5 (Cui et al., 2025), DreamOmni2 (Xia et al., 2025), SenseNova-U1
(Diao et al., 2026b), and SenseNova-U1.5 (Diao et al., 2026a)) and four closed-source models (Nano
Banana (Fortin et al., 2025), Nano Banana Pro (Raisinghani, 2025), GPT-Image-1.5 (OpenAl, 2025),
and GPT-Image-2 (OpenAl, 2026a)). We additionally evaluate BAGEL-SFT, obtained by supervised
fine-tuning of BAGEL on our curated training dataset for 10,000 steps.

4.2 BENCHMARK RESULTS

Quantitative results. Among the eleven off-the-shelf generators, GPT-Image-2 achieves the highest
Overall score (57.9), while SenseNova-U1.5 leads the open-source group (51.3; Table 1). GPT-
Image-2 also leads on all seven tasks, but task-level weaknesses recur across models: Composition
is the lowest-scoring task for eight generators, and Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference is lowest for
the remaining three (Table 2). These results highlight recurring difficulties with composed camera
motions and viewpoints constrained by multiple scene cues.

Content fidelity and geometric consistency also yield different model rankings. Nano Banana Pro
scores higher than SenseNova-U1.5 on DINO-I and Semantic, yet lower on RScore (38.8 versus
41.7) and TScore (39.0 versus 43.2). This discrepancy underscores the value of evaluating target-
view geometry alongside content fidelity when assessing language-guided view generation.

Qualitative results. Consistent with the quantitative findings, Figure 4 illustrates viewpoint and
content errors across models on two challenging tasks, Composition and Multi-Cue Viewpoint In-
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Table 2: Task-wise comparison on MindView. Per-task Overall scores across all displayed models.
Highlighting and T follow Table 1; abbreviations are defined in Section 3.1.

\ Geometry-Dominant Tasks \ Semantics-Dominant Tasks
Model
| Trans. Rot. Comp. | ROG TFR OCR MCVI
Open-Source Models
BAGEL 41.7 38.8 36.1 432 38.7 44.1 37.6
FLUX.2 53.0 47.0 44.1 50.5 49.9 53.9 46.6
Qwen-Image-Edit-25117 534 459 41.6 49.9 46.6 57.0 40.7
Emu3.51 55.7 43.6 40.7 425 45.0 52.3 355
DreamOmni2 54.4 40.9 35.8 33.7 35.0 47.9 32.2
SenseNova-Ul 44.2 40.1 37.9 494 46.8 44.6 433
SenseNova-U1.5 53.6 46.8 43.2 56.7 534 54.7 50.9
Closed-Source Models
Nano Banana 49.3 48.1 45.8 53.4 55.7 48.3 473
Nano Banana Pro 54.5 53.7 47.3 56.3 58.6 54.7 48.7
GPT-Image-1.5 52.1 47.9 46.3 59.2 59.4 54.3 53.7
GPT-Image-2 57.0 54.2 48.2 59.4 66.8 62.4 57.0
Task-Specific Adaptation
BAGEL-SFT \ 67.1 68.2 56.3 \ 62.7 66.5 73.4 56.2
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Figure 5: Overall score trajectories across nested context settings.

ference. In Composition, Nano Banana Pro emphasizes the painting but differs from the target in
both viewing angle and the painting’s content. In Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference, GPT-Image-2 and
FLUX.2 include the desk, chair, and heater, but depict the chair as smaller and farther back in the
image than in the target view. Appendix Figure 15 provides comparisons across all seven tasks.

4.3 CONTEXT SCALING AND EVIDENCE UTILIZATION

We examine context expansion on the same 1,500 scene—query—target samples using nested three-,
six-, and ten-view settings, with Cy as the standard input. C's is an ordered subsequence of Cj,
which is an ordered subsequence of Cjg. Target images are excluded from generator inputs, and
VGGT uses the same ten evaluation references across settings. Computed only for offline analysis,
target coverage measures the fraction of content visible in the real target that is also observed in at
least one context view. Its sample mean rises from 57.6% at C3 to 88.4% at C's and 92.0% at C'.
Despite this increase, all eleven off-the-shelf generators and BAGEL-SFT obtain lower Overall at
C1o than at Cy (Figure 5). Greater coverage therefore does not ensure better generation under this
protocol. This observation motivates MindCue, which selects query-relevant evidence from the four
C10 additions while retaining the complete C core (Section 4.5). Full component scores appear in
Appendix Table 13.

4.4 SUPERVISED ADAPTATION AND TRANSFER TO SPATIAL UNDERSTANDING

Supervised adaptation. To examine whether task-specific supervision improves target-view gen-
eration, we fine-tune BAGEL (Deng et al., 2025) on our curated training dataset for 10,000 steps.
Adaptation raises Overall from 40.0 to 64.4, a gain of 24.3 points, as shown in Table 1, and all six
metrics improve on every task (Appendix Tables 9—12). The adapted model’s task-macro advantage
over GPT-Image-2 is larger on geometry-dominant than semantics-dominant tasks (10.8 versus 3.3
points; Table 2), possibly because explicit motion supervision provides more regular patterns to
learn, whereas semantics-dominant tasks demand more complex semantic interpretation and spatial
reasoning. In the Composition example in Figure 4, BAGEL-SFT more closely matches the GT’s
painting-dominated close-up than GPT-Image-2, which instead produces a broad room view. Train-
ing details are provided in Section C.
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Table 3: Spatial-understanding transfer. We report accuracy (%) and gains in percentage points.

Benchmark Protocol Eval. Size Accuracy (%) Difference
BAGEL BAGEL-SFT PP
SAT-v2 Micro accuracy 300 58.0 62.7 +4.7
Both-order accuracy 150 27.3 41.3 +14.0
MMSI-Bench Vanilla accuracy 1,000 31.0 322 +1.2
MindCube-Tiny Raw-QA accuracy 1,050 34.7 36.5 +1.8

Original Contexts

{ % Generator

Figure 6: Overview of the MindCue framework.

Transfer to spatial understanding. We next examine whether learning to generate target views
also benefits spatial understanding. To this end, we evaluate BAGEL and BAGEL-SFT on SAT-v2
(Ray et al., 2025), MMSI-Bench (Yang et al., 2026), and MindCube-Tiny (Wang et al., 2025b),
strictly following their respective input-construction and answer-scoring protocols (Section D). Our
fine-tuning stage uses no annotations from these benchmarks. All results are obtained in our own
evaluations. Our reproduced BAGEL accuracies on MMSI-Bench and MindCube-Tiny match those
reported by SenseNova-SI (Cai et al., 2026) at the reported precision.

As shown in Table 3, BAGEL-SFT obtains higher scores in all three comparisons. On SAT-v2,
micro accuracy increases from 58.0% to 62.7%, while both-order accuracy rises from 27.3% to
41.3%, indicating that more questions are answered correctly under both evaluated answer orders.
Its scores on MMSI-Bench and MindCube-Tiny also exceed the reproduced BAGEL baselines by
1.2 and 1.8 percentage points, respectively. Together, these results provide preliminary evidence that
learning to generate spatially grounded views may also benefit spatial understanding, even without
direct supervision from the evaluated benchmarks.

4.5 MINDCUE: A TRAINING-FREE SPATIAL EVIDENCE SELECTOR

Motivated by the context-scaling results, MindCue uses a target-view hypothesis to select additional
spatial evidence without updating model weights (Figure 6).

Method. For sample 7, let C’f °°l pe the ordered observations, g; the query, and F;, D; the core and
additional-view index sets. Frozen VGGT (Wang et al., 2025a) provides confidence-filtered scene
points P;; for semantics-dominant tasks, frozen SAM 3 (Carion et al., 2026) segments queried
entities. A task-specific solver uses this evidence, the query, and core/reference-view metadata to
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Table 4: Task-macro Overall under context selection. Parentheses give mean view counts;
and mark the best and second-best policies per model, respectively. AC}, is MindCue’s score-
point gain over Fixed C, computed before rounding.

Fixed Cs Fixed C'iy CounterSel RandDrop MindCue

Model 6.0) (10.0) (8.6) (7.4) 14y | ACs ACw
BAGEL 40.0 39.0 37.1 39.6 411 | <11 421
BAGEL-SFT | 644 63.2 62.6 64.1 651 | +08 +1.9

hypothesize a target camera CAZ* (pose and intrinsics). Its virtual surface is
8; = Oce|zBuf (11, (7:)) ] 3)

Here II projects points, ZBuf retains the nearest valid depth per grid cell, and Occ returns the
occupied cells.

For nonempty S;, let R;(v) measure additional view v’s reliable coverage, capping credit for ge-
ometry supported only by that view, and let 7 be the coverage threshold. X; C D, contains at most
one below-threshold candidate passing connectivity and nonredundancy tests; without an explicit
anchor, it is empty. The retained additional-view indices are

a, S, =g,
A"_{{veDi:Ri(v)w}UXi, S+ 2. S

The generator receives the original query and pool views indexed by F; U A;, preserving their order
and the complete core. Selection uses no held-out targets, ground-truth geometry, generated outputs,
or evaluation scores. Section E specifies the support and selection rules; Table 7 details the task-
specific cameras.

Evaluation. We compare vanilla and fine-tuned BAGEL on the same 1,500 samples with fixed
checkpoints and no-thinking inference. Fixed Cg and C1g supply the core and full pool, respec-
tively. Both controls preserve the core: RandDrop randomly selects the same number of additions as
MindCue per sample, while CounterSel retains rejected additions and is not count-matched. Table 4
reports Overall and view counts; Appendix Table 14 gives all six components.

Results. MindCue exceeds both fixed-context baselines on BAGEL and BAGEL-SFT, reversing
the expanded-context decline and improving on the standard input. Its gains over count-matched
RandDrop are 1.6 and 1.1 points for vanilla and fine-tuned BAGEL, respectively, supporting selec-
tion beyond count reduction. The improvement over RandDrop extends to five of the six component
scores for BAGEL and all six for BAGEL-SFT. CounterSel scores lowest among all five policies for
both models, consistent with the value of target-guided retention.

Runtime. On a single A100 80GB, MindCue adds 1.44 s on average, or 3.4% of BAGEL inference
time with identical selected views and input order. The task-averaged costs of VGGT reconstruction
and SAM 3 segmentation with mask lifting are 0.57 s and 0.82 s, respectively. SAM 3 is used only
for semantics-dominant tasks. The remaining selection steps add 0.05 s. We sum separately timed
stages with preloaded models, excluding preprocessing (Section E.6). Thus, query-guided selection
adds only modest computational overhead relative to generation.

5 CONCLUSION

We introduce MindView, a benchmark for generative multi-view spatial intelligence through
language-guided target-view generation from partial multi-view observations. Evaluation of eleven
generators reveals challenges in content fidelity and viewpoint consistency, while expanding from
six to ten views lowers Overall for all eleven. Fine-tuning BAGEL on our training set improves gen-
eration across all seven tasks and provides preliminary evidence of transfer to spatial understand-
ing. Complementing task-specific adaptation, MindCue uses a target-view hypothesis for training-
free evidence selection and improves both BAGEL variants over standard and expanded inputs and
count-matched random selection. These findings highlight task learning and query-guided evidence
selection as complementary directions for advancing generative multi-view spatial intelligence.
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Al USE STATEMENT

We used Al tools to polish the language and improve the presentation of the manuscript. GPT-5.6
screened and filtered candidate benchmark samples for target ambiguity and insufficient context-
view diversity before expert review (Section A.3). Our use of Qwen3-VL for model-based evaluation
is described in Section B.2. The authors take responsibility for the final manuscript.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

We will release the data, code, and detailed documentation needed for faithful reproduction of our
main experimental findings. Section A details benchmark construction and review, including the
exact screening prompt. Section B specifies the evaluation metrics, aggregation rules, and evaluator
prompts. Training and inference settings, spatial-understanding evaluation protocols, and MindCue
implementation are provided in Sections C, D, and E, respectively.
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A BENCHMARK CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

This section expands the five offline stages in Section 3.2. Task-specific constructors may inter-
leave candidate generation, query construction, and validation. The generator receives none of these
construction signals and sees only selected RGB views and the query.

A.1 DATA PREPARATION AND SPATIAL ANNOTATION

Data preparation. We apply the same blur-filtering procedure to ScanNet, ScanNet++, and
ARKitScenes. We convert each frame to grayscale and resize its long side to 320 pixels. Its
Tenengrad sharpness score is the mean squared gradient magnitude computed with 3 x 3 Sobel filters
(Santos et al., 1997). Within each sequence, we retain frames at or above the median sharpness score
and add the highest-scoring frame from each non-overlapping five-frame window. This union favors
image clarity while preserving temporal coverage. For geometric checks, we use a centered square
region of each retained image and adjust its camera intrinsics for resizing and cropping. Projection
and visibility checks use these adjusted intrinsics and the corresponding image coordinates.

Spatial annotation. Recorded camera poses provide relative translations and heading changes.
Horizontal displacements are expressed in a ground-plane frame aligned with the relevant camera
heading. Instance labels and 3D geometry provide object identities, locations, extents, and spatial
relationships, including proximity and vertical arrangement. We also derive object directions and
distances relative to the observer. For each view, we project instance points using its pose and ad-
justed intrinsics, then compare their depths with recorded depth to estimate visibility within the
effective image crop. The visible points support image-space locations and view-dependent object
relationships. These annotations support query construction and target-view selection.

A.2 TASK-SPECIFIC CONSTRUCTION

Using these annotations, we construct each task around the information that specifies its target view-
point. Geometry-Dominant Tasks convert the relative pose between recorded views into a motion
query, whereas Semantics-Dominant Tasks use objects and spatial cues to identify valid target views.
Every query has a real recorded target and uses an anchor only when it is defined relative to a starting
view. Task-specific checks enforce geometric fidelity and, for semantic queries, reduce ambiguity
across recorded views.

Geometry-Dominant Tasks. Translation encodes one or two ordered horizontal steps in the an-
chor camera frame without a commanded turn. Rotation changes the horizontal heading with only
small camera-center drift. Composition supports either motion order. A displacement uses the anchor
frame before a turn and the rotated camera frame after it. We retain pairs that satisfy task-specific
position and heading constraints, together with height, pitch, and roll gates. Movement distances
are rounded and turn angles are quantized for the query. We execute the discrete instruction geo-
metrically and require the resulting camera center to remain close to the recorded target position.
For Translation and Composition, available point clouds support collision checks with vertical body
cylinders sampled along each translated segment. We reject a candidate if any sampled cylinder
reaches the occupancy threshold, using these discrete checks to assess the traversability of the in-
structed path.

Relational Object Grounding. Without an anchor, the query uses one to three clear relational facts
to identify an object. Its target is a real view in which that object is near the image center and all
referenced objects are sufficiently visible. We remove views with a clear same-category distractor
and reject a description that also matches another valid target candidate. Views supporting the same
description are grouped when their camera poses and projected object layouts are equivalent. We se-
lect among these clusters by the horizontal clearance from the camera to the target object’s footprint
and reject cases with a near-tied alternative. ScanNet++ and ARKitScenes allow a single-relation
fallback only if no multi-relation candidate exists and the scene records match the description to
exactly one target instance and one compatible view cluster. This fallback occurs in 44 of 127 re-
leased ROG queries. The final instruction also specifies target distance and centering and requires
all named objects to remain visible.

13



Preprint

Target-Facing Reorientation. The task asks for an approximately in-place turn from Image 1 to-
ward a uniquely described object. The object phrase must identify one scene instance, using either
its category alone or that category with at most one nearby reference. We retain a real target view
only when its camera faces the object and the object is sufficiently visible, fully inside the effective
crop, and near the image center. A target is rejected when a similarly suitable view from approxi-
mately the same position points in a substantially different direction. We then select an anchor with a
nearby camera center, similar height, a different heading, and consistent roll. To ensure that the turn
reveals the requested object, we exclude anchors in which it passes a lenient depth-aware visibility
test.

Object-Centric Repositioning. The task begins with an anchor that clearly shows the reference
object near the image center, without another salient instance of the same category. We then select a
target at the requested left or right angular offset, or on the side of the object opposite the anchor, with
left and right defined in the anchor camera frame. The target must face and center the object from
a similar distance while remaining consistent with the anchor in height, pitch, and roll. We discard
queries when comparably suitable candidates imply distinct target poses. These checks validate the
destination view, not a collision-free path around the object.

Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference. Without an anchor, the query specifies the desired viewpoint
through the observer’s position relative to nearby objects and the image locations of visible objects.
We match the complete cue set against every valid annotated frame in the scene and retain it only
when all matches form one compact cluster in horizontal position and heading. A representative real
frame from this cluster serves as the target. Within each scene, we remove repeated cue signatures
and near-duplicate target poses. Because the search covers only recorded frames, it tests uniqueness
among annotated observations rather than over continuous camera space.

Together, these procedures yield validated query-target pairs whose contexts are selected in the next
stage.

A.3 CONTEXT SELECTION, REVIEW, AND RELEASE

Offline context selection. The selector assembles six unique same-scene frames and orders them as
a connected path, with any required anchor first. The exact target is excluded. Non-anchor candidates
must satisfy temporal separation and are filtered when both horizontal position and viewing direc-
tion are too close to the target. Pairwise-overlap limits and coverage of target-visible content and
the broader scene are enforced. For MCVI, we additionally exclude views identified as equivalent
answers during query validation.

Human and LLM-assisted review. We first screened 2,227 candidate groups with GPT-5.6 for
residual target ambiguity and limited context-view diversity. The model received the task type, query,
six labeled context images, held-out target, and anchor indicator, and returned a binary decision.
The prompt restricted target use to consistency checks, not ambiguity resolution. This stage retained
2,062 groups and rejected 165. The exact LLM screening prompt appears below.

Three experts in multimodal research then independently reviewed all 2,062 retained groups. All
three were authors but had not participated in benchmark construction. They assigned initial accept-
or-reject labels based on query-target consistency, target ambiguity, and context adequacy and di-
versity. Initial judgments yielded 1,598 unanimous acceptances and 297 unanimous rejections. Of
the 167 disputed groups, 127 received two accept votes and 40 received two reject votes. Before dis-
cussion, three-way agreement was 91.90% (1,895/2,062), and nominal Krippendorff’s o was 0.815.
Disputed groups were adjudicated primarily through discussion. The final review accepted 1,692
groups and rejected 370.

Release. To improve the balance of task-specific displacement and rotation bins, we subsampled
accepted groups in Translation, Rotation, and Composition, omitting 191 groups. One additional
ROG group was excluded after its context images triggered a safety refusal from GPT-Image-2. The
frozen benchmark contains 1,500 groups from 513 scenes across the three source datasets.
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GPT-5.6 screening prompt.

You are screening one MindView candidate sample.

Inputs: - TASK: {task_type} - QUERY: {query} - Six images labeled CONTEXT 1-6
- One held-out image labeled TARGET - ANCHOR: {1 or NONE}

Return PASS only if:

1. The QUERY and CONTEXT images uniquely constrain the target camera position and viewing di-
rection. Return FAIL if objects or spatial cues are ambiguous, or if substantially different viewpoints
could equally satisfy the QUERY or produce similarly plausible observations due to repeated structures,
scene symmetry, or insufficient cross-view evidence.

2. The six CONTEXT images provide complementary scene information and are not dominated by du-
plicate or near-duplicate viewpoints.

Use TARGET only to check consistency, not to resolve ambiguity. Use only visible evidence. If uncertain,
return FAIL. Return exactly one word: PASS or FAIL

A.4 TASK EXAMPLES AND GENERATION PROMPTS

Figures 7-13 show one released example for each task in the order introduced in Section 3.1. Each
example contains six context images ordered from left to right, the held-out ground-truth target
(GT), and the full generation prompt. A red border and “A” mark the first image when an anchor is
required. The target is shown for reference and is not a generation input.

Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.

TARGET CAMERA:

Camera motion from Image 1:

Move left about 0.5 meters, then move forward about 0.4 meters.

Movement directions are relative to the current camera heading. Translate without changing heading, height, roll, or field of view.
INPUT VIEWS:

Image 1 is the anchor and defines the starting camera pose; the other images are supporting views of the same scene.

SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object 1denllty, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT:

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 7: Translation example from ARKitScenes.

Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.

TARGET CAMERA:

Camera motion from Image 1:

Turn left about 45 degrees.

Keep the camera center, tilt, roll, and field of view fixed; change only the horizontal heading.

INPUT VIEWS:

Image 1 is the anchor and defines the starting camera pose; the other images are supporting views of the same scene.
SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object identity, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT: _ .

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 8: Rotation example from ScanNet.
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Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.

TARGET CAMERA:

Camera motion from Image 1:

Turn left about 30 degrees, then move right about 0.7 meters.

Follow the written order. Each translation is relative to the camera heading at that step. Change only the stated translation and heading; keep height,
tilt, roll, and field of view fixed.

INPUT VIEWS:

Image 1 is the anchor and defines the starting camera pose; the other images are supporting views of the same scene.

SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object identity, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT:

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 9: Composition example from ARKitScenes.

Relational Object Grounding e

Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.

TARGET CAMERA:

Target object:

The shelf under the box, to the right of the table, and to the right of the chair.

Identify the unique object satisfying all stated relations. Position the camera apgroximately 3.2 meters from the target object's center. Render it
clearly near the image center, with every named relation object also visible in the stated spatial configuration.

INPUT VIEWS:

All images are supporting views of the same scene; none is an anchor or target view.

SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object identity, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT: ) ) . _

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 10: Relational Object Grounding example from ScanNet++.

Target-Facing Reorientation

Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.
TARGET CAMERA:

Target-facing instruction:

Turn to face the radiator.

Keep Image 1's camera center, roll, and field of view fixed. Rotate in place until the target is clearly visible near the image center.

INPUT VIEWS:

Image 1 is the anchor and defines the starting camera pose; the other images are supporting views of the same scene.

SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object identity, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT:

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 11: Target-Facing Reorientation example from ScanNet.
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Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.

TARGET CAMERA:

Object-centered motion from Image 1: _ X
Move around the cabinet, which is near the center of the first image, about 30 degrees to the left around the object. Keep a similar distance from the
cabinet, face it, and keep it near the center of the image.

Treat left or right as the camera's orbit direction around the object, not an image shift. Obey the stated distance, facing, and centering constraints.
INPUT VIEWS:

Image 1 is the anchor and defines the starting camera pose; the other images are supporting views of the same scene.

SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object identity, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT: . ) ) .

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 12: Object-Centric Repositioning example from ScanNet.

Generate one photorealistic first-person RGB view of the same static indoor scene.

TARGET CAMERA:

Target-camera statement:

From a position near the cabinet, I face the heater, and I can see the mouse on the left side of the view.

Infer the pose satisfying the full statement and render its forward view. Faced objects and objects assigned to image regions should appear accordingly.
Other location cues are not required to be visible, but may appear fully or partly when naturally visible from the target pose and field of view; do not
force them into or out of the frame.

INPUT VIEWS:

All images are supporting views of the same scene; none is an anchor or target view.

SCENE CONSISTENCY:

Use the inputs to preserve scene geometry, object identity, appearance, scale, and layout. Render the target perspective, visibility, and occlusion
correctly, inferring newly visible content conservatively.

OUTPUT:

Return one square, full-frame RGB image without added captions, annotations, borders, collage, or panorama.

Figure 13: Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference example from ScanNet++.

B EVALUATION PROTOCOL DETAILS

This section details the six metrics in Section 3.3, which assess agreement with the real target and
the generation’s intrinsic quality.

B.1 IMAGE-FEATURE SIMILARITY

DINO-I compares the visual content of a generated image with its real target using the pretrained
DINOv2-Large encoder (Oquab et al., 2023). Let 5" and £7°! denote their unit-normalized final-
layer CLS embeddings. The score is their cosine similarity scaled by 100,

DINO-I; = 100 (£5°") " freal, 3)

No clipping or offset is applied, so negative similarities remain negative. Before feature extraction,
both images are converted to RGB, center-cropped to a square, and resized to 512 x 512 with Lanczos
interpolation. The encoder’s standard preprocessing then produces normalized 224 x 224 inputs.

B.2 VLM-BASED ASSESSMENT

We use Qwen3-VL-30B-A3B-Instruct (Qwen Team, 2025b) for two separate evaluations. The first
receives the real target followed by the generation, labeled as the reference and candidate images,
respectively. It returns separate Semantic and Spatial scores for scene-specific content and agreement
in viewpoint and layout. The second receives only the generation and assigns a Quality score based
on its internal coherence and visible defects.
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Neither evaluation receives the query, context views, task type, camera metadata, or the other evalu-
ation’s response. Spatial therefore measures agreement with the target image, not direct compliance
with the language query. The first evaluation uses the initial RGB conversion, square crop, and
512 x 512 resize described above. For Quality, the full RGB image is reduced to fit within 512 x 512
without upscaling, preserving its aspect ratio, borders, and peripheral defects. The judge’s standard
image preprocessing follows in both cases.

Each evaluation uses deterministic decoding with at most 256 output tokens. The three ratings must
be integers from 0 to 10 and are multiplied by ten for reporting. Missing or invalid ratings constitute
evaluation failures rather than zero scores. Section B.6 reproduces both prompts verbatim, apart
from typesetting and line wrapping.

B.3 GEOMETRIC CONSISTENCY

We use the pretrained VGGT-1B model (Wang et al., 20252a) to measure agreement between the
generated and real target viewpoints. For each sample, VGGT jointly processes ten ordered reference
views, the real target, and the generation, in that order. The references are drawn from the sample’s
ten-context set and held fixed across generators and context budgets. Images undergo the same initial
square preprocessing and are then resized to 518 x 518 for VGGT.

Camera-pose comparison. Joint inference places the reference views and both target images in a
shared reconstructed coordinate system for each evaluation. For sample 4, k € {gen, real} indexes
the generated and real target images. Let x,, € R? denote a point’s coordinates in this world frame

and x, € R3 its coordinates in image k’s camera frame. The estimated rotation R@k € SO(3) and
translation f:i, » € R3 map world coordinates to camera coordinates through x. = Ri,kxw + ‘Ei,k.
Setting x. = 0 gives the camera center in the world frame, ¢; ;, = ff%zkf:i, k- We compare camera
centers, rather than extrinsic translation vectors, and compute the errors in Equation 2 as

80 . tr(Ri-,genR;l.—rcal) -1
€rot.i = —— arccos | clip : ,—1,1 ,
T 2 (6)
€trans,i — a5 Héi,gen - éi,real”z .
Here, tr denotes the matrix trace, || - ||2 the Euclidean norm, and clip(z, I, u) restricts x to [I, u].

The rotation error is in degrees. The positive scale a; in Equation 7 converts reconstructed lengths
to meters, SO etrans,; Measures camera-center displacement in meters.

Depth-based scale calibration. We estimate a; from sensor depths for the ten reference views and
the real target, denoted collectively by 7;. Measured depths are converted to meters, and invalid
readings are excluded. Nearest-neighbor resampling aligns them with the predicted depth maps un-
der the same centered image crop. For each real frame, we first retain pixels with finite measured and
predicted depths, positive measured depth, and predicted depth above 10~8. When at least 512 such
pixels have finite depth confidence, we select those at or above their median confidence, provided
that at least 256 remain. Otherwise, we retain the original valid set.

Let V;y be the retained pixels in frame f, with measured depth d;%,° and predicted depth Ciifp at

pixel p. We aggregate log-depth ratios first within each frame and then across frames,

a; = exp [medianfeji {medianpeyif (1og d;%, —log ciifp> }] . @)

Calibration requires at least 256 retained pixels per real frame and a finite, positive a;. The generation
participates in joint inference but contributes no sensor depth to calibration. The real target and
sensor depths are used only for evaluation, and neither pose error requires ground-truth camera
poses.

Geometric scores. We convert the errors to higher-is-better scores before averaging samples,

RScore; = 100 chp(1 _ ot 1)  TScore; = 100 clip(l _ Guansi 1) . ®)
60° 2m

Each score decreases linearly from 100 at zero error to zero at its threshold and remains zero for
larger errors.
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B.4 EVALUATOR RELIABILITY

Human-VLM ranking agreement. We assess whether the VLM judge reflects human preferences
on a score-blind subset of 210 standard-six-view samples, with 30 samples from each task. The
same three multimodal-research experts who conducted the benchmark review in Section A.3 in-
dependently rate outputs from the four models in Table 5 using the same Semantic, Spatial, and
Quality criteria as the judge. The table reports the expert-averaged human scores and VLM scores
on the same subset.

Table 5: Human and VLM-judge component scores on the shared 210-sample subset. Human
scores are three-expert averages; all values are on a 0—100 scale, and higher is better.

Model Semantic Spatial Quality
Human VLM Human VLM Human VLM
GPT-Image-2 68.4 63.4 63.3 50.2 76.3 84.8
Nano Banana Pro 62.6 59.5 59.5 47.4 72.5 79.8
SenseNova-Ul.5 57.6 54.1 51.5 435 66.8 70.3
BAGEL 45.5 45.4 43.0 334 44.1 48.6

For 194 of the 210 samples (92.4%), all three experts independently give the same four-model
ranking, and this unanimous human ranking exactly matches the ranking produced by the VLM
judge. Absolute scores nevertheless reveal a consistent calibration shift. For every model, the VLM
judge assigns lower Semantic and Spatial scores and higher Quality scores than the experts. Despite
this shift, all six aggregate pairwise model comparisons agree in direction for each component (18/18
overall), yielding the same complete ordering: GPT-Image-2, Nano Banana Pro, SenseNova-U1.5,
and BAGEL. These results support the judge’s comparative validity on the evaluated subset despite
differences in absolute calibration.

Reliability of VGGT-based geometric scores. Joint reconstruction introduces a different concern:
a degraded generation could perturb the real-view geometry against which it is scored. We evaluate
this sensitivity quantitatively and inspect score behavior in a severe qualitative case. We sample 30
cases uniformly without replacement per task, covering 210 samples from 150 scenes. For each,
we substitute the standard-six-view outputs of BAGEL, BAGEL-SFT, FLUX.2, and GPT-Image-2,
fixing the ten reference images, real target (GT), input order, and preprocessing. Each reconstruction
is independently calibrated to meters from the eleven real views’ sensor depths (Equation 7). As a
repeatability control, identical BAGEL inputs are rerun on three samples per task; all 21 reruns yield
exactly identical saved poses, intrinsics, depths, confidence maps, and calibration scales.

We compare the fixed real views across generator conditions. For the GT, AR averages changes
in its relative rotations to the ten reference cameras, and AC' measures camera-center displacement
after rigid alignment fitted only to those reference centers, without rescaling. For the references, AR
and AL average relative-rotation changes and absolute camera-distance changes over all 45 cam-
era pairs. These diagnostics remove global-coordinate ambiguity while retaining differences in cali-
brated scale. For each real image, depth change is AD = 100 median,, [Z\d,(,a) —dP1/(d +dP )],
where a, b index generator conditions, using calibrated depths on the full 518 x 518 grid and a fixed
valid-sensor-depth mask across conditions. We report GT depth change separately and average the
ten per-image changes for the references. Table 6 reports medians across samples after averaging
each diagnostic over the six unordered generator pairs within each sample; the identical-input re-
runs are excluded. The pooled median changes are 0.71°, 2.75cm, and 0.76% for GT rotation,
position, and depth; reference changes are 0.75°, 2.63 cm in pairwise distance, and 0.87% in depth.
These small median changes indicate that outputs from different generators typically have little ef-
fect on the reconstructed geometry of the fixed real views, supporting the stability of VGGT-based
geometric evaluation.
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Table 6: VGGT reference stability across generators. Only the generation changes; ten contexts
and the real target stay fixed. Entries are sample medians after averaging six generator pairs per
sample. AR: relative-rotation change; AC": aligned GT-center displacement; AL: context-pair dis-
tance change; AD: symmetric relative depth change. Distances are depth-calibrated; lower values
indicate greater stability.

Task N Real target (GT) Contexts

AR (°) AC (cm) AD (%) AR (°) AL (cm) AD (%)
Translation 30 0.85 4.96 1.09 1.09 6.02 1.39
Rotation 30 0.52 1.92 0.58 0.65 2.14 0.79
Composition 30 0.96 4.60 0.95 0.88 4.71 1.18
ROG 30 0.82 3.25 0.99 0.93 2.62 0.97
TFR 30 0.63 1.60 0.55 0.70 1.88 0.80
OCR 30 0.50 1.96 0.48 0.54 2.04 0.67
MCVI 30 0.74 2.84 0.75 0.77 2.33 0.77
All sampled cases 210 0.71 2.75 0.76 0.75 2.63 0.87

Contexts

GT-image camera
W
N
o2
-
\\.
Generated-image camera e
Generated-mage camers]
GPT-image-2 BAGEL
RScore 72.2 | TScore 83.0 RScore 9.1 | TScore 0.0

Figure 14: VGGT evaluation of GPT-Image-2 and BAGEL outputs. For the ScanNet TFR query
“Turn to face the telephone,” the top row shows six generation contexts (A: anchor); evaluation uses
ten fixed references, the real target, and one generation. Reconstructions are independently depth-
calibrated and rigidly aligned using only the ten reference camera centers, without scale fitting. All
cameras are VGGT estimates; GT denotes the real target image. Dark red marks points contributed
by BAGEL’s generation; all other scene points are gray.

Figure 14 complements the aggregate analysis with a visibly degraded generation. GPT-Image-2
preserves the target-facing scene content, whereas BAGEL introduces severe appearance and layout
distortions. Their RScore/TScore values are 72.2/83.0 and 9.1/0.0, respectively. The reference scene
and estimated GT camera remain visually similar after alignment, while BAGEL’s estimated camera
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lies much farther from the estimated target camera. This case illustrates score behavior consistent
with the visible target-view discrepancy despite the degraded generation.

Together, the quantitative and qualitative results support RScore and TScore as meaningful measures
of target-view geometric consistency. Reference geometry exhibits small median changes across
model outputs. In the illustrated case, it remains visually stable despite severe generation artifacts,
while the scores reflect the visible viewpoint discrepancy.

B.5 SCORE AGGREGATION

For each generator and context setting, let s;;; be sample i’s score on metric j for task ¢ after the
conversions above, and let n; be the number of samples in that task. We first average samples within
each task, then give equal weight to the six components and the seven tasks,

Nt 6 7
1 1 1
Stj = ;t E Sitj, Sy = 6 E Stj, Overall = ? E S;. 9)
i—1 j=1

t=1

Each benchmark-level component score is likewise averaged equally across the seven tasks, so tasks
with more samples do not receive greater weight.

Aggregation requires valid scores for every benchmark sample. Failed or missing evaluations are
neither assigned zero nor silently omitted. Scores and gains are displayed to one decimal place,
while differences and rankings are computed before rounding. Overall is a composite score, not a
calibrated accuracy. Comparisons are descriptive, without significance tests.

B.6 EVALUATOR PROMPTS

Semantic and Spatial prompt.

You are a strict, task-independent evaluator of image fidelity. The labeled REFERENCE IMAGE is the ground-
truth target. The labeled CANDIDATE IMAGE is the model prediction.

Important rules: - The two images may or may not depict the same scene. Do not assume that they match. -
Inspect each image independently before comparing them. - Use only visible pixel evidence. - Never attribute
an object, region, or property to one image merely because it appears in the other. - Do not use or infer any
hidden prompt, context images, task type, or camera metadata. - Evaluate Semantic Fidelity and Spatial Fidelity
independently. - Do not judge aesthetic preference or technical image quality in this evaluation.

1. Semantic Fidelity: WHAT is present

Evaluate: - scene identity and scene category; - main objects, structures, and recognizable content; - approxi-
mate object count and identity-defining attributes; - missing, extra, substituted, hallucinated, or unrecognizable
content.

Do NOT evaluate: - camera viewpoint, orientation, framing, crop, or visible side by itself; - object position,
scale, depth, occlusion, or relative layout; - global color tone, lighting, rendering style, sharpness, or visual
polish.

A spatially displaced object can still be semantically correct. A viewpoint difference alone must not reduce
Semantic Fidelity if the same important content remains visible and recognizable. However, important content
that is visibly missing or hallucinated is a semantic error, regardless of its cause.

Semantic Fidelity scoring: 10 = The same scene-specific content is preserved almost completely. All major
objects and structures are present and recognizable, with no meaningful missing, extra, substituted, or hallu-
cinated content. 8 = The same scene and all major content are preserved, with only minor errors involving
secondary objects or identity-defining attributes. 6 = The core scene is clearly recognizable, but one major ob-
ject or several secondary elements are missing, substituted, hallucinated, or unrecognizable. 4 = Only partial
scene-specific content is preserved. Multiple major objects or structures are incorrect, although some mean-
ingful correspondence remains. 2 = The images share only a generic scene category or a few isolated object
categories; scene-specific correspondence is very weak. 0 = No meaningful semantic correspondence, or the
candidate contains no interpretable scene content.

Semantic score constraints: - Generic category similarity alone, such as both images being bedrooms or offices,
cannot receive a score above 3. - If one major or scene-defining object is missing, replaced, or hallucinated, the
score cannot exceed 6. - If multiple major objects are incorrect, the score cannot exceed 4. - A score of 9 or 10
requires nearly complete scene-specific correspondence, not merely a similar category or overall impression.

2. Spatial Fidelity: WHERE things are and FROM WHERE the scene is viewed

Evaluate: - camera viewpoint and orientation; - framing, crop, and visible scene regions or surfaces; - relative
object positions, scale, depth ordering, and occlusion; - scene layout, geometry, and composition.
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Semantic and Spatial prompt (continued).

Judge spatial relations using scene elements that can be meaningfully corresponded between the two images.

Do NOT evaluate: - object category or semantic identity by itself; - color, lighting, texture, rendering style,
sharpness, or visual attractiveness; - isolated generation artifacts unless they make spatial relationships impossi-
ble to assess.

Do not reward a generic similar composition unless corresponding scene elements support it. If meaningful
spatial correspondence cannot be established, use a score of 0, 1, or 2.

Spatial Fidelity scoring: 10 = Viewpoint, orientation, framing, visible regions, and spatial layout essentially
match, with only negligible offsets. 8 = The intended view and layout are correct, with only minor shifts, crop
or scale differences, or small geometric errors. 6 = The overall view is similar, but noticeable differences exist
in camera pose, framing, visibility, scale, or relative placement. 4 = Some spatial correspondence exists, but the
viewpoint, visible region, or layout is clearly incorrect. 2 = Very little spatial correspondence remains; there is
a major camera-pose, framing, or layout mismatch. 0 = No usable spatial correspondence, or spatial structure
cannot be assessed.

Spatial score constraints: - A clearly incorrect viewing direction or target-facing direction cannot receive a
score above 4. - A major mismatch in the visible scene region or room side cannot receive a score above 4. -
Generic centered composition without scene-specific correspondence cannot receive a score above 2. - A score
of 9 or 10 requires both camera view and scene layout to match closely.

Use integers from O to 10. Integers between the stated anchors may be used when justified. Apply all score
constraints before producing the final scores.

Each reason must identify the strongest visible evidence and explicitly distinguish the Reference from the Can-
didate. Keep each reason to one short sentence.

Return ONLY valid JSON in exactly this format: { "semantic_score": <integer 0-10>,
"spatial_score": <integer 0-10>, "semantic_reason": "<short evidence-based
reason>", "spatial_reason": "<short evidence-based reason>" }

Quality prompt.

You are a strict evaluator of the intrinsic visual quality of a generated image. Only the labeled CANDIDATE
IMAGE is provided. Evaluate whether the image is visually clean, structurally coherent, and free of generation
defects. Use only visible pixel evidence. Judge the candidate image independently, without assuming any unseen
reference, prompt, context image, task, or intended camera pose.

Evaluate: - malformed, melted, stretched, fused, or broken objects and structures; - internally inconsistent
room, object, perspective, or surface geometry; - duplicated or unnaturally repeated elements; - seams, corrupted
regions, incomplete rendering, and white or black borders; - unintended text, watermarks, blank regions, or
padding; - unintended blur, pixelation, noise, aliasing, or compression artifacts; - implausible edges, lighting
discontinuities, and inconsistent shadows.

Do NOT evaluate: - whether the image matches an unseen reference, prompt, task, or intended viewpoint; -
whether its objects or layout are correct for an external target; - semantic fidelity or spatial fidelity; - aesthetic
preference or similarity to a particular rendering style.

Do not reward an image merely because it looks attractive, polished, colorful, or cinematic. Do not penalize
unusual content when it is internally coherent. Judge coherence within the image’s own visual domain.

Visual Quality scoring: 10 = Technically clean and internally coherent. No meaningful deformation, broken
geometry, duplication, border, seam, corruption, or unintended artifact is visible. 8 = High visual quality. Only
minor and localized defects are visible, without affecting important objects or structures. 6 = Generally usable,
but one prominent defect or several noticeable local artifacts are present. 4 = Multiple prominent defects affect
important regions, such as malformed objects, inconsistent geometry, repeated structures, seams, blur, or borders.
2 = Severe and widespread distortion, incomplete rendering, broken perspective, large blank regions, or obvious
corruption makes the image difficult to use. 0 = Blank, invalid, unreadable, almost completely corrupted, or a
failed generation.

Visual Quality score constraints: - One obvious structural deformation in a salient region prevents a score
above 7. - Multiple visible deformations, repetitions, seams, or broken structures prevent a score above 5. - A
large white or black border, incomplete rendering, or corrupted region prevents a score above 4. - A score of 9 or
10 requires careful inspection to reveal no meaningful defect. - Attractive lighting, color, or visual polish alone
must not increase the score.

Use an integer from 0 to 10. Integers between the stated anchors may be used when justified. Apply all score
constraints before producing the final score.

The reason must identify the most important visible defect or, when no meaningful defect exists, explicitly state
that the image is visually coherent. Keep the reason to one short sentence.

Return ONLY valid JSON in exactly this format: { "visual_quality_score": <integer 0-10>,
"visual_quality_reason": "<short evidence-based reason>" }
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C TRAINING AND INFERENCE DETAILS

C.1 TRAINING RESOURCE

The released training resource contains 20,000 examples from 3,406 scenes, each with six context
images, a language query, and a real target image. Training examples are constructed from the
training splits of all three source datasets, while the benchmark uses their validation splits for held-
out evaluation. The training resource and benchmark share no scenes within any source dataset.

C.2 RELEASED TRAINING CONFIGURATION

The release configuration specifies 10,000 optimizer updates with eight distributed processes and no
gradient accumulation. It uses AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) with learning rate 10~5, cosine
decay to 1075, 200 warmup steps, gradient clipping at 0.5, and EMA decay 0.9995. The VAE and
vision transformer are frozen, while the language model and understanding branch remain trainable.
Conditioning dropout is disabled. Images are center-cropped and resized to 512 x 512 for the VAE
and 518 x 518 for the vision transformer, with training timestep shift 4. These settings describe the
released training recipe.

C.3 GENERATION CONFIGURATION

The saved BAGEL-SFT inference configuration uses 50 sampling steps, text and image guidance
scales of 4 and 2, timestep shift 3, and no-thinking inference. Input and saved output images are
512 x 512. Local generators share a deterministic per-sample seed across the supplementary context
settings. Closed-source APIs receive no seed. In our setup, directly supplying six separate images
to Qwen-Image-Edit-2511 and Emu3.5 led to inference failures or severely degraded outputs. We
therefore pack supporting views into a contact sheet and provide the anchor separately when present.
For anchor-free tasks, all context views are packed into a single contact sheet.

D SPATIAL-UNDERSTANDING EVALUATION DETAILS

All results in Table 3 are obtained in our own evaluations. SAT-v2 uses 150 questions evaluated in
two answer orders. Micro accuracy counts correct predictions among all 300 responses, while both-
order accuracy counts questions answered correctly in both orders among the 150 pairs. BAGEL
and BAGEL-SFT use identical inputs and greedy, non-thinking decoding. Their correct counts are
174 and 188 responses, respectively, and 41 and 62 complete pairs. BAGEL-SFT answers 322 of
1,000 MMSI-Bench questions correctly under the Vanilla non-circular protocol and 383 of 1,050
MindCube-Tiny questions under raw-QA evaluation. Our reproduced BAGEL accuracies are 31.0%
and 34.7%, respectively, matching SenseNova-SI (Cai et al., 2026) at the reported precision. Eval.
Size in Table 3 denotes the number of evaluated responses or question pairs under each protocol.

E MINDCUE IMPLEMENTATION

MindCue uses a target-view hypothesis to identify useful additional evidence while preserving the
complete core. Following Section 4.5, Z; indexes the ordered input pool, F; the core, and D; the
additional views. The selector uses only input RGB images, the query, task label, and core and
anchor metadata, with no access to held-out targets, sensor depth, ground-truth poses, generated
images, or evaluation scores.

E.1 SCENE EVIDENCE

Frozen VGGT jointly predicts camera poses, intrinsics, depth, and confidence, placing the input
views in a shared reconstruction. For semantics-dominant tasks, a fixed parser extracts queried enti-
ties and frozen SAM 3 segments them. After confidence filtering and duplicate suppression, masks
are lifted into the reconstruction and grouped into object clusters. Each cluster must include a core
observation, while additional views can refine its geometry. Geometry-dominant tasks use the pre-
dicted geometry without object masks.
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Table 7: Task-specific target-view hypotheses in MindCue.

Task Target-view hypothesis

Geometry-Dominant Tasks

Trans. Move from the reference position along its horizontal camera axes by the requested displacements,
keeping its orientation and intrinsics.

Rot. Keep the reference position and intrinsics. Rotate about world-up by the requested yaw, with left
positive and right negative. A turn-around is 180°.

Comp.  Apply translations and rotations in query order from the reference pose. Each displacement uses the
current horizontal camera axes, accounting for preceding rotations. Keep the reference intrinsics.

Semantics-Dominant Tasks

ROG For each core-supported target centroid, place cameras at the requested distance along rays toward
input-camera centers. Face the centroid and inherit source intrinsics; select the highest-scoring
object—camera pair.

TFR Keep the reference center, roll, and intrinsics, and face the core-supported target centroid.

OCR Orbit the reference camera around the target centroid about world-up by the requested angle,
preserving distance, roll, and intrinsics; face the target.

MCVI  For each facing-object candidate, reorient cameras where it is detected toward its centroid, retaining
centers and intrinsics; select the highest-scoring pair.

E.2 TARGET-VIEW HYPOTHESIS

The query and scene evidence define a hypothesized target camera é{ with pose and intrinsics. This
camera guides evidence selection; it is not supplied to the generator as a pose condition. For tasks
with an explicit anchor, MindCue updates the first input camera according to the requested motion
or object reference. ROG and MCVI instead compare candidates derived from predicted objects and
input-camera positions, as detailed in Table 7. World-up is derived from predicted camera poses.

ROG ranks candidates by a fixed weighted combination of relation consistency, target confidence,
and proximity to the source input camera. MCVI instead combines facing-object centering, satis-
faction of available constraints, and observed semantic support. ROG requires evidence for every
parsed relation object, whereas MCVI omits unsupported auxiliary constraints and treats generic
between cues as proximity to both objects.

E.3 RELIABLE TARGET COVERAGE

To measure target coverage, we construct sparse per-view point sets Piv through depth sampling,
confidence filtering, and unprojection. Projecting their union through (fz* retains the nearest depth in
each occupied grid cell, forming the virtual surface S; in Equation 3. View v supports a cell when
one of its projected points agrees with this surface within a depth tolerance. Thus, support requires
depth agreement, not projection overlap alone.

Let V;, € S; be the supported cells and V; _,, = UuEZi\ (v} Vv the support from all other input
views. For a nonempty surface, reliable coverage is

) _ |Viv N Vi,—v‘ . |Viv \Vi,—v|
Ri(v) = BT + min s

The first term credits cross-view support; the second caps the total contribution of evidence supplied
only by the candidate. We use = 0.05 and retain every additional view whose reliable coverage
reaches 7 = 0.20. Cells are counted equally, and support is computed once from the original pool,
including views subsequently discarded. Unlike diagnostic Target Coverage in Section 4.3, this score
uses only predicted input geometry and a hypothesized camera.

(10)

E.4 CONNECTIVITY AND FINAL SELECTION
MindCue constructs the retained additional-view set A, while preserving the complete core F;. If

the virtual surface S; is empty, A; = @ and the generator receives only the core. Otherwise, it first
retains every additional view v € D; with reliable target coverage R;(v) > 7 = 0.20.
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For tasks with an explicit anchor, one below-threshold view may also be retained to connect the core
to the target hypothesis. Candidates must meet minimum coverage and connection-score require-
ments and pass nonredundancy checks against the core and coverage-selected views. We select the
eligible candidate maximizing

Qi(v) = \/Ri(v) max 0; (v, u). (11)
ueF;

Here §;(v, u) is the larger of the two directed overlaps: the fraction of source points reprojecting

into the other view with consistent depth, or zero for an empty source. The selected view forms X;;

without an anchor or an eligible candidate, X; = @.

For a nonempty surface, the final additional-view setis A; = {v € D; : R;(v) > 7}UX}, as defined
in Equation 4. All coverage-selected additions are retained; connectivity adds at most one further
view. The generator receives the original query and the pool views indexed by F; U A,, preserving
their original order and every core view.

E.5 EXPERIMENTAL CONTROLS

Our experiments use C1g ; as the pool and Cs ; as the core. RandDrop randomly selects additional
views to match MindCue’s per-sample count, whereas CounterSel retains the additions rejected by
MindCue and is not count-matched. Both preserve the core and input order, with generator check-
points and evaluation references fixed across policies. MindCue uses the same selection for BAGEL
and BAGEL-SFT.

E.6 RUNTIME

On a single NVIDIA A100-SXM4-80GB, MindCue adds 1.44 s per sample on average, raising the
summed latency from 42.48 s to 43.91 s with identical selected images and order (Table 8). The
3.4% overhead is the ratio of unrounded weighted mean MindCue and BAGEL generation times.
VGGT reconstruction and SAM 3 segmentation with mask lifting contribute 0.57 s and 0.82 s on
average, respectively. The SAM 3 mean includes zero time for geometry-dominant tasks.

We use 63 samples stratified by task and dataset, with three repetitions. Dataset means are weighted
by their release frequencies within each task, then averaged equally across the seven tasks. Mod-
els are preloaded and timed separately with GPU synchronization. These stage-wise sums exclude
RGB reading and preprocessing, model loading and warmup, inter-stage handoff, output saving, and
evaluation.

Table 8: Runtime on a single A100 80GB. View counts refer to generator inputs, with identical
images and order in the selected-view rows. Means are weighted and rounded independently.

Configuration Mean views Mean (s)
BAGEL, Cjs 6 38.528
BAGEL, C4y 10 50.625
BAGEL, selected views 7.30 42.476
MindCue + BAGEL, same views 7.30 43.913
MindCue component Mean (s)
VGGT reconstruction 0.572
SAM 3 segmentation and mask lifting 0.819
Query parsing, camera planning, and selection 0.046
Total MindCue overhead (+3.4%) 1.438

Including RGB reading and initial preprocessing in both MindCue and BAGEL timings gives an
additional 1.86 s, or 4.4%. These results indicate that MindCue adds only modest overhead relative
to generation under this profiling setup.
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F SUPPLEMENTARY RESULTS

This section complements the main experiments with component, context-scaling, context-selection,
and qualitative results on the same frozen 1,500 samples and under the same evaluation protocols.

F.1 TASK-LEVEL COMPONENT SCORES ON MINDVIEW

Tables 9-12 report all six component scores for each task under the standard six-view input, comple-
menting the task composites in Table 2. The comparison includes eleven off-the-shelf generators and
BAGEL-SFT. BAGEL-SFT scores higher than BAGEL on all 42 task—component pairs and ranks
first among the twelve models on 31 of them. It leads Semantic, Spatial, and TScore on all seven
tasks. Its Quality score also exceeds BAGEL on every task, although GPT-Image-2 remains highest
on that component throughout. Task abbreviations follow Section 3.1. Bold and underline indicate
the highest and second-highest scores across all twelve models within each task. Sem., Spa., and
Qual. denote Semantic, Spatial, and Quality. T denotes tiled context views, as in Table 1.

Table 9: Component scores on MindView for Translation and Rotation.

Trans. Rot.

Model

DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore
BAGEL 4777 442 345 48.6 47.8 27.5 458 414 304 464 33.7 35.1
FLUX.2 532 498 409 853 59.0 29.7 46.7 424 339 785 319 48.7
Qwen-Image-Edit-2511" 573 518 41.0 673 67.8 354 43.1 369 293 69.8 322 63.8
Emu3.5t 520 46.0 38.0 69.6 80.1 48.4 38.7 320 245 633 30.3 725
DreamOmni2 56.3 513 41.8 61.8 74.2 41.1 39.8 31.8 255 60.8 23.7 63.7
SenseNova-Ul 514 455 379 59.0 46.9 24.5 48.7 415 340 597 20.4 36.3
SenseNova-U1.5 57.8 50.7 418 713 62.9 372 489 434 352 657 38.0 49.4
Nano Banana 524 505 41.0 741 47.8 29.9 53.3 484 373 645 382 46.8
Nano Banana Pro 555 559 444 824 53.0 35.9 59.3 549 435 746 44.8 45.1
GPT-Image-1.5 528 525 424 854 52.8 26.8 522 502 39.7 81.1 34.9 29.1
GPT-Image-2 59.1 55.0 45.1 871 63.6 32.1 57.1 529 421 81.8 500 413
BAGEL-SFT 67.1 704 59.0 639 784 64.0 722 70.3 56.2 58.0 69.1 83.5

Table 10: Component scores on MindView for Composition and Relational Object Grounding.

M Comp. ROG
odel

DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore
BAGEL 4277 349 28.0 457 29.8 355 509 488 362 452 425 35.4
FLUX.2 43.6 40.0 335 80.8 329 33.6 54.1 52.0 405 813 33.2 422
Qwen-Image-Edit-25117 43.7 383 30.7 66.5 31.6 39.0 552 546 420 693 38.4 39.8
Emu3.5f 38.0 313 269 638 26.8 573 49.0 455 328 585 29.9 39.1
DreamOmni2 36.0 285 244 640 19.5 42.6 354 294 23.6 705 11.2 32.3
SenseNova-Ul 447 376 325 575 24.8 30.2 61.1 557 425 665 30.3 40.1
SenseNova-U1.5 494 402 34.1 682 354 31.9 623 592 4777 69.3 50.9 51.0
Nano Banana 47.1 449 365 675 39.3 39.5 60.5 594 438 64.6 45.3 46.9
Nano Banana Pro 46.8 46.1 37.6 79.0 39.5 34.9 65.6 61.1 488 85.2 35.7 41.5
GPT-Image-1.5 47.1 45.1 373 823 40.4 25.5 669 669 53.1 828 45.7 39.6
GPT-Image-2 49.7 46.1 38.1 85.2 44.6 253 67.1 63.6 502 85.5 55.7 34.4
BAGEL-SFT 574 543 448 60.2 56.3 64.8 68.5 712 57.3 609 54.6 63.4
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Table 11: Component scores on MindView for Target-Facing Reorientation and Object-Centric
Repositioning.

TFR OCR
Model
DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore
BAGEL 434 420 309 450 324 38.3 61.7 592 441 508 27.0 22.0
FLUX.2 50.5 485 383 76.1 32.7 534 70.0 68.4 529 77.6 284 25.8
Qwen-Image-Edit-25117 48.8 45.6 353 75.6 31.0 435 742 794 60.6 619 31.1 34.8
Emu3.5f 40.6 40.8 29.8 733 25.7 59.4 62.7 612 438 68.5 377 400
DreamOmni2 31.0 256 192 677 13.2 534 62.7 602 456 634 23.8 31.5
SenseNova-Ul 56.7 544 405 67.0 18.8 433 60.9 572 427 685 15.7 225
SenseNova-U1.5 59.3 552 435 703 33.9 58.3 70.2 70.0 53.6 70.5 325 313
Nano Banana 64.7 64.1 482 60.2 433 53.6 62.5 59.4 457 657 26.1 30.3
Nano Banana Pro 672 645 512 762 41.1 51.3 68.3 67.7 519 769 322 30.9
GPT-Image-1.5 66.8 68.0 529 794 42.4 46.8 679 726 540 832 23.1 24.7
GPT-Image-2 71.5 745 589 814 556 587 746 782 612 852 375 37.8
BAGEL-SFT 70.5 80.3 63.3 60.3 59.2 65.3 789 86.7 69.1 63.7 70.0 72.2
Table 12: Component scores on MindView for Multi-Cue Viewpoint Inference.
Model MCVI
DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore
BAGEL 45.8 41.2 314 479 30.0 29.3
FLUX.2 47.5 45.8 36.0 82.9 30.4 36.7
Qwen-Image-Edit-25117 44.6 37.9 31.4 76.2 28.8 25.5
Emu3.5% 329 30.6 22.6 73.0 214 323
DreamOmni2 31.0 24.9 212 70.1 11.3 34.5
SenseNova-Ul 51.7 45.8 37.8 66.3 225 35.6
SenseNova-Ul1.5 58.1 51.2 42.1 72.3 38.4 433
Nano Banana 55.0 514 39.6 67.2 33.0 37.7
Nano Banana Pro 57.1 50.2 40.5 85.7 254 335
GPT-Image-1.5 58.2 56.7 44.9 81.2 39.7 41.8
GPT-Image-2 61.5 60.1 47.7 86.2 42.6 44.0
BAGEL-SFT 61.0 63.8 50.2 65.8 44.0 52,5

F.2 CONTEXT-SCALING COMPONENT SCORES

Table 13 reports task-macro component scores under the reduced C'3 and expanded Cg settings.
The corresponding standard Cg scores appear in Table 1. From Cg to Chg, Semantic and Spatial
decrease for all eleven off-the-shelf generators, whereas Quality increases for nine. Over the same
change, DINO-I and RScore decrease for ten generators, and TScore decreases for nine. For the off-
the-shelf generators, the common Overall decline therefore does not imply that every component
worsens as context expands. Bold and underline mark the highest and second-highest scores within
each context setting, and T again denotes tiled context views.

Table 13: Task-macro component scores under reduced and expanded contexts.

Model Cs Cio

DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore
BAGEL 46.7 432 324 473 33.0 34.0 459 40.8 31.0 485 324 355
FLUX.2 49.6 464 37.7 859 33.7 41.5 51.5 487 381 693 325 38.0
Qwen-Image-Edit-25117 502 47.1 372 69.8 33.8 38.1 51.6 48.1 379 71.1 36.2 383
Emu3.5t 445 389 28.6 595 34.8 46.8 449 399 306 683 333 49.1
DreamOmni2 427 37.6 30.8 769 25.1 36.1 322 277 221 59.0 259 51.8
SenseNova-Ul 50.3 46.1 36.8 60.1 27.4 35.1 51.6 453 36.5 664 223 322
SenseNova-U1.5 548 49.1 395 6938 38.8 452 573 51.8 416 72.1 40.6 43.0
Nano Banana 55.1 51.6 39.7 628 38.4 442 545 51.1 397 689 37.1 39.3
Nano Banana Pro 572 543 434 793 37.0 40.9 582 549 435 808 36.6 38.6
GPT-Image-1.5 57.6 559 445 821 38.0 37.7 572 567 446 832 355 31.9
GPT-Image-2 590 579 463 848 452 416 612 598 479 851 485 375
BAGEL-SFT 63.7 625 504 614 59.4 65.8 67.4 69.5 558 59.6 61.7 64.9
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F.3 DETAILED RESULTS FOR MINDCUE

Table 14 decomposes the Overall results in Table 4 into six task-macro components for the same five
context policies on BAGEL and BAGEL-SFT. Fixed Cj and Fixed C are fixed-context baselines.
RandDrop is a count-matched random control evaluated with one selection seed. It retains the same
number of additions as MindCue for each sample. CounterSel instead retains the candidate additions
rejected by MindCue and is not count-matched. MindCue uses the query and predicted scene evi-
dence to select additions without updating either generator. Bold and underline mark the highest and
second-highest policy scores for each model and component. Against RandDrop, MindCue is higher
on five of six components for BAGEL and all six for BAGEL-SFT. Quality is the only BAGEL ex-
ception, by 0.3 points. The largest gains over RandDrop are in RScore, at 2.6 points for BAGEL
and 1.6 points for BAGEL-SFT. Relative to Fixed Cg, MindCue is higher on all six components for
BAGEL and five for BAGEL-SFT, with only a 0.3-point decrease in Quality for BAGEL-SFT.

Table 14: Task-macro component scores for the five context policies in Table 4.

Model Policy DINO-I Sem. Spa. Qual. RScore TScore
Fixed Cs 48.3 44.5 33.6 47.1 34.7 31.9
Fixed C10 45.9 40.8 31.0 48.5 324 35.5
BAGEL CounterSel 437 38.4 29.3 48.4 29.5 33.0
RandDrop 47.3 42.8 32.0 479 34.0 333
MindCue 49.2 44.9 33.9 47.6 36.6 34.7
Fixed Cg 68.0 71.0 57.1 61.8 61.7 66.5
Fixed C1o 67.4 69.5 55.8 59.6 61.7 64.9
BAGEL-SFT CounterSel 66.2 67.7 54.5 60.2 61.8 65.4
RandDrop 67.8 70.4 56.6 61.3 62.0 66.2
MindCue 68.9 71.8 57.7 61.5 63.6 67.1

F.4 QUALITATIVE COMPARISONS

Figure 15 extends Figure 4 from two tasks to all seven. The examples support separate inspection
of scene preservation and target-view agreement across task types, complementing the component
scores above.

GT BAGEL-SFT GPT Image 2

Nano Banana Pro  SenseNova UL5 FLUX.2 Qwen Image Edit BAGEL

Rotation
Turn left about
45 degrees

Composition

i

Figure 15: Qualitative comparison across all seven MindView tasks. Each row shows a query sum-
mary, six input contexts, the held-out real target (GT), and outputs from the selected generators
named above the columns. A red border and A identify the anchor when one is required.
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G LIMITATIONS

MindView uses one real target image per query to maintain a simple, uniform evaluation protocol
across all seven tasks. This is a trade-off for ROG and MCVI, whose semantic constraints may ad-
mit nearby valid viewpoints. We reduce ambiguity through object-reference and visibility checks,
bounded view clustering, checks for competing viewpoints, and LLM-assisted and independent ex-
pert review (Section A). For example, the recorded matching sets of the 243 released MCVI samples
have median horizontal-position and yaw diameters of only 1.7cm and 0.93°. Feature similarity,
graded VLM ratings, and linearly decreasing geometric scores allow partial credit for modest devia-
tions (Section B), so valid views with similar content and layout within the same compact cluster are
expected to receive similar scores. Taken together, these ambiguity controls and graded metrics sup-
port using a single representative GT as a reasonable practical compromise for consistent evaluation
across tasks.
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