arXiv:2512.01988v1 [cs.CV] 1 Dec 2025

Artemis: Structured Visual Reasoning for Perception
Policy Learning

Wei Tang'  Yanpeng Sun?* Shan Zhang3®® Xiaofan Li*f  Piotr Koniusz® Wei Li®
Na Zhao? Zechao Li'

INJUST IMAG 2 SUTD IMPL 3Adelaide AIML 4 Baidu Inc. °Data61¥CSIRO ¢ SenseTime

Abstract

Recent reinforcement-learning frameworks for visual perception policy have begun to incorporate
intermediate reasoning chains expressed in natural language. Empirical observations indicate that
such purely linguistic intermediate reasoning often reduces performance on perception tasks. We
argue that the core issue lies not in reasoning per se but in the form of reasoning: while these chains
perform semantic reasoning in an unstructured linguistic space, visual perception requires reasoning
in a spatial and object-centric space. In response, we introduce Artemis, a perception-policy learning
framework that performs structured proposal-based reasoning, where each intermediate step is
represented as a (label, bounding-box) pair capturing a verifiable visual state. This design enables
explicit tracking of intermediate states, direct supervision for proposal quality, and avoids ambiguity
introduced by language-based reasoning. Artemis is built on Qwen2.5-VL-3B, achieves strong
performance on grounding and detection task and exhibits substantial generalization to counting
and geometric-perception tasks. The consistent improvements across these diverse settings confirm
that aligning reasoning with spatial representations enhances perception-policy learning. Owing
to its strengthened visual reasoning, Artemis also achieves competitive performance on general
MLLM benchmarks, illustrating that spatially grounded reasoning provides a principled route
toward scalable and general perception policies.
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1 Introduction

“The eye sees only what the mind is prepared to comprehend.” — Henri Bergson
Large language models (LLMs) [1-4] have recently entered a new stage of reasoning development. Rule-based
reinforcement learning (RL) [3, 5-7] has been shown to elicit multi-step reasoning in large language models
through explicit, verifiable rewards. Models such as DeepSeek-R1 [8] and OpenAl-ol [5] demonstrate that RL
can enhance reasoning ability beyond supervised learning. Most of these advances are achieved within the
language modality [2, 4, 6, 7].
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Encouraged by these advances, recent studies
have begun to apply rule-based RL in multimodal
large language models (MLLMs) [9-12] during
post-training to improve visual perception. Early
works [11, 13, 14] followed the same design as
reasoning-oriented LLMs, inducing models to ex-
plicitly think through language during training.
Although this strategy brings moderate gains on
reasoning-like tasks, it performs poorly on most (@)@ Query (b Perception Policy Models () Human
perception benchmarks [15-17]. As shown in Fig 1
(b), the perception-policy model generates verbose
textual thoughts unrelated to the query, leading

Figure 1 Motivation of Artemis. Comparison between cur-
rent perception-policy models and human perception. (a)
. . . . Query: find the shortest player. (b) Perception—policy models
to incorrect spatial grounding. The underlying depend on ungrounded language reasoning, leading to wrong
cause is that the thinking process remains con-  |5calization. (c) Humans perform structured visual reasoning,
fined to a linguistic search space, disconnected progressively refining attention to identify the correct player.
from spatial and object-centric representations.

To address this limitation, recent studies explore no-think [18, 19] and adaptive-think [20, 21] strategies
that reduce or skip explicit reasoning during reinforcement learning. Both aim to mitigate the drawbacks of
language-centric thinking and have shown improvements on several perception-related benchmarks. Although
effective within specific tasks, current implementations remain limited in generalization, as most are designed
for isolated perception settings [13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 22]. However, this task-bound design contrasts with the
goal of general perception, where a single policy should generalize from grounding to counting and from
natural images to diagrams.

These limitations reveal a deeper issue in perception-policy learning. What factors fundamentally degrade
this process? Instead of removing thinking altogether, we must ask: what form of thinking truly benefits
perception?

Inspired by findings in cognitive science [23, 24], we rethink how humans perceive complex scenes. As
shown in Fig. 1 (c¢), humans perceive complex scenes through a global-to-local visual reasoning process that
scans the scene, locates relevant regions, and refines attention to targets before answering. Unlike linguistic
reasoning that operates in the semantic space, this process grounds reasoning in spatial and object-centric
representations. we refer to this process as structured visual reasoning. Toward this end, we propose Artemis,
a framework that applies rule-based RL in MLLM post-training for structured visual reasoning in perception-
policy learning. Specifically, we implement structured visual reasoning by representing thinking step as a set
of (label-bounding-box) pairs that explicitly capture visual evidence. This explicit formulation grounds the
thinking process in spatial space, enabling direct supervision on both intermediate reasoning and final answer.

To effectively learn structured visual reasoning, Artemis builds upon the strong semantic understanding already
encoded in the base MLLM and focuses on teaching the model how to see and ground what it can already
comprehend. Rather than optimizing linguistic reasoning, the policy learns to translate semantic concepts
into object-centric visual evidence. To ground this reasoning in spatial representations, the model must learn
from tasks that explicitly couple language with perception. We therefore adopt visual grounding, which
requires both linguistic understanding and precise spatial localization, and has been widely recognized as one
of the most comprehensive tasks for evaluating multimodal perception and reasoning. We further incorporate
object detection to provide dense scene-level supervision that strengthens the model’s perceptual foundation.
Both tasks are optimized under a unified rule-based reinforcement framework built upon group relative policy
optimization (GRPO) [8]. We redesign the rewards to evaluate not only final outcomes but also intermediate
visual reasoning steps. We validate Artemis through extensive experiments across 7 perception and 10 general
multimodal benchmarks. Experimental results show that Artemis generalizes robustly across perception tasks
and visual domains, adapting from grounding to counting and from natural images to mathematical diagrams.
Remarkably, it also improves performance on general MLLM benchmarks, indicating that stronger perception
enhances overall multimodal capability. Unlike prior approaches that require a dedicated model for each
perception task, a single Artemis policy performs consistently across all settings. These findings highlight a
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Ground Truth @

Tolloy,

The dangerous animal is the tiger
at [437, 465, 1173, 791].

Q:, Where is the ﬁ’er-
cest animal in this
image?

Figure 2 Overview of the Artemis framework for RL-based perception-policy learning. Rollouts generated by MLLM
are encouraged to perceive structured visual evidence before decision-making, guided by the structured visual reasoning
reward, while the outcome rewards supervise the format and answer generation. GRPO is employed to optimize the
unified perception-policy learning framework.

paradigm shift: perception policies benefit most not from eliminating thinking, but from structuring it spatially.

2 Related Works

RL-based Post-training for Reasoning. Reinforcement learning (RL) becomes a key post-training strategy for
enhancing reasoning ability in LLMs [3, 5-7]. Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) uses
human preference data to optimize the model policy [25], while direct preference optimization (DPO) [1, 2, 26]
and proximal policy optimization (PPO) [27, 28] update model policies based on preference or reward models.
More recently, reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) attracts significant attention, with group
relative policy optimization (GRPO) [8, 29] as a representative method that uses relative rewards among
sampled reasoning trajectories without an explicit reward model to directly and verifiably supervise reasoning.
These advances inspire similar efforts in MLLMs, such as the Qwen series [2, 10] and DeepSeek-VL2 [11].
However, these approaches mainly target task-specific visual reasoning, e.g., visual math reasoning [13, 30] or
document understanding [31, 32|, with limited focus on perception-driven reasoning [18].

Visual Perception in Multimodal Models. Visual perception has long been studied in computer vision [33-37],
where models learn to recognize objects and reason about their spatial layout and relations [38-41]. Recently,
MLLMs achieve notable progress in visual perception [10, 28, 42, 43]. To further improve perception, recent
works apply RL for perception-policy learning, transferring reasoning-oriented strategies from LLMs and
encouraging models to think explicitly in natural language. Early perception-policy works [13, 15, 17, 22, 44, 45]
follow this approach, improving both reasoning and perception abilities in task-specific settings, but showing
limited gains on general perception tasks due to their linguistic search space. More recent methods [18-21]
reduce or skip explicit linguistic reasoning during RL to mitigate language-centric limitations, yet improvements
remain limited and largely task-specific. From the perspective of cognitive science on how humans perceive
and reason about complex scenes [23, 24|, we rethink perception-policy learning with RL to learn a unified
perception-policy that generalizes across visual perception tasks.

3 Artemis Framework

In this section, we introduce Artemis, a unified framework for perception-policy learning. We begin with a
brief overview of the GRPO algorithm in Section 3.1. We then rethink existing perception-policy rewards in
Section 3.2, highlighting their limitations, and finally present our reward design in Section 3.3.
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3.1 Preliminaries

Reinforcement learning with RLVR has recently gained attention as a post-training method for LLMs. Unlike
PPO, which relies on a reward model, GRPO eliminates the need for a separate evaluation model and uses
rule-based rewards to directly and verifiably guide policy optimization. Let O denote the model’s output. For
each input, the model samples a group of G outputs {oz-}iG:17 where o; € O. Each output o; receives a scalar
reward ;. In GRPO, the reward for each output o; is compared against the mean reward of all outputs in the
group. The advantage A; is calculated as:

r; — mean(ry,...,rq)
A; = 1
Std(?‘l,...,’l"g) ( )
The objective function for GRPO is then:
JGRPO(Q) = E[mQIH Al . Clip(/ii, 1-— €, 1 + 6) — ﬁKL[ﬂ'gHTFref] (2)

Here, A; denotes the normalized advantage, € controls clipping to stabilize updates, 5 weights the KL
regularization, and 7. is a reference policy.

GRPO leverages rule-based rewards that are directly verifiable, making it well-suited for visual perception
tasks with explicit evaluation rules (e.g., grounding, detection). This allows effective post-training with
minimal data, outperforming standard supervised fine-tuning (SFT) in both efficiency and generalization
[15, 18, 20].

3.2 Rethinking Rewards for Perception Policies

Rewards are the foundation of perception-policy reinforcement learning [15, 16, 18, 19]. They define the
learning objective and influence how the model learns to reason. In this context, the reward is not a
performance metric but a learning signal that guides how the policy improves.

In most current perception-policy reinforcement learning setups, the reward targets only the final outcome
[18—20]. Such outcome-only reward design provides sparse and delayed feedback, giving no guidance on whether
the model gathers or verifies the right visual evidence. Consequently, models tend to produce superficially
plausible linguistic rationales instead of engaging in spatially grounded reasoning [15, 16].

This reveals a deeper issue: the misalignment between the reward objective and the perceptual process limits
generalization. When the task demands spatial reasoning but the reward evaluates only semantic correctness,
the learning signal encourages the wrong behavior. Evidence from process supervision studies in language
models (e.g., OpenAl PRM [46], DeepSeek-R1 [8]) supports this view: supervising intermediate steps rather
than final answers yields more robust reasoning behaviors. Conversely, forcing language-based “thinking’
in perception tasks without grounding often degrades performance because the reward reinforces linguistic
fluency rather than perceptual correctness.

Y

These findings indicate that the design of reward functions directly shapes the learning trajectories of perception
policies. As most base models are pretrained in semantic reasoning spaces [4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 28], outcome-only
rewards leave exploration unconstrained and tend to reinforce semantic priors, producing reasoning that
appears coherent in language but remains visually ungrounded. In contrast, object-centric intermediate
rewards balance exploration and exploitation, stabilize learning, and encourage perceptual reasoning that
generalizes across tasks.

3.3 Artemis Reward Design

Based on the previous analysis, improving perception requires a reward that guides both the reasoning
process and the final outcome. We therefore develop a unified reward framework that evaluates not only final
predictions but also intermediate object-centric reasoning outputs (Fig. 2). Each rollout contains structured
(label, bounding-box) pairs representing visual evidence supervised by the Structured Visual Reasoning Reward,
while other components such as the final answer or output format are optimized with the outcome rewards.
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Structured Visual Reasoning Reward. The Structured Visual Reasoning reward provides direct supervision to
the model’s reasoning process. It encourages explicit reasoning in the spatial domain by requiring the model
to identify relevant objects and regions before producing the final answer. This object-centric formulation
ensures that each reasoning step corresponds to verifiable entities in the scene rather than ambiguous linguistic
descriptions. Formally, the model is prompted to output structured visual evidence within the <think> block:

<think>..</think> — [{CA,B}}.

Here, ((:' , l;) denote the predicted label and bounding boxes in the <think> </think> output.

Correspondingly, the ground-truth annotations adopt the same structured format, where each reasoning object
is represented as a (label, bbox) pair. For instance, the ground-truth annotations in Fig. 2, where each
purple bounding box is associated with its corresponding label:

"reasoning_objects": {
{"label": "tiger", "bbox": [450, 467, 1173, 7911},
{"label": "elephant", "bbox": [745, 236, 1128, 7101},
{"label": "zebra", "bbox": [265, 314, 493, 7681},
{"label": "giraffe", "bbox": [45, 33, 360, 782]}

}

To encourage the model to generate informative structured evidence within think block, we introduce the
concept of a key object, which corresponds to the target object in the answer (i.e. the tiger in Fig. 2). Predicted
boxes that match this key object are assigned the highest reward, as correctly identifying it provides direct
support for producing a correct final answer. At the same time, other predicted objects (i.e., the elephant, the
zebra, and the giraffe in Fig. 2) are also assigned positive, smaller weights, ensuring that the model perceives
contextual information that may be spatially or semantically related to the key object. In practice, objects
whose positions and categories are similar to the key object are more likely to be relevant to the answer, so
including these additional evidence objects encourage the model to produce richer, context-aware reasoning
without overwhelming the supervision signal.

Formally, let n € (0,1) control the importance of the key object. The weight assigned to each ground-truth
box is defined as

7, if B; is the key object,
wB;) = 1=n otherwise ®)
N _ 1 ) )

where N is the total number of annotated objects in the scene. Empirically, we set n = 0.8.

Since the structured visual reasoning output contains multiple predicted objects, we need to establish one-to-
one correspondences with the ground-truth boxes to compute the reward accurately. Inspired by previous work
involving multi-object matching [18, 19], this is performed using the Hungarian algorithm [47], aligning each
predicted box B with a ground-truth box B and each predicted label C with the corresponding ground-truth
label C.

The structured visual reasoning reward is then defined as a weighted sum over the matched pairs:
Fron = D w(B) 1[I0U(B, B) = iy | 1[sim(C,C) = 7n| (4)

where, empirically, we set 1,y = 0.8 and compute sim(-) using Rouge-1 with 74, = 0.9.

Outcome Rewards. To guide the model toward correct and structured outputs, we define outcome rewards
composed of two components: the format reward r¢rmat and the answer reward r,,s. The format reward rrmat
enforces structural validity of the outputs. It checks whether the model produces a complete <think></think>
block for intermediate reasoning (when applicable) and a valid <answer></answer> block for the final
prediction. This reward is task-agnostic and applies to any setting that adopts structured visual reasoning.
The answer reward r,,5s measures the perceptual accuracy of the model’s final prediction. We use object
detection to provide dense spatial supervision over the scene, while visual grounding ensures that intermediate
reasoning aligns with the target object. The reward jointly evaluates localization accuracy using GloU and
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Table 1 Visual grounding accuracy on the RefCOCO/+ /g datasets, including three IoU threshold of accuracy metrics
(e.g., @50 indicates a threshold of 0.5). Models marked with T denote results from our own inference, and those
highlighted in gray indicate expert models.

Method Size

RefCOCO

valaso testAaso testB@gu‘val@m testAars testBars

valags testAags testBaos | valayy testAa,g; testBay,

Expert Models

39
48
General MLLMs
LLaVA-v1.5 [43] 7B 49.1 54.9 43.3 10.7 13.6 6.9 0.4 0.3 0.3 20.1 22.9 16.8
LLaVA-OV [42] 7B 73.0 82.3 63.5 24.2 29.6 15.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 32.6 37.5 26.6
Qwen2-VL [2] 2B 86.8 89.6 82.0 77.2 80.6 70.1 33.0 35.7 26.9 65.7 68.6 59.7
Qwen2.5-VLT [10] 3B 88.6 91.7 84.0 79.1 83.5 71.2 34.6 37.9 27.8 67.4 71.0 61.0
DeepSeek-VL2-Tiny " [11] 3B 83.5 86.7 77.9 69.7 74.1 60.0 24.6 29.2 19.3 59.3 63.3 52.4
RL-based MLLMs
Perception-R1 [18] 2B 89.1 91.4 84.5 79.5 83.6 72.4 35.0 38.5 28.8 67.9 71.2 61.9
Vision-R1t [19] 7B 89.6 92.9 84.9 80.0 84.7 72.6 33.6 36.8 28.6 67.7 71.5 62.0
VLM-R1% [15] 3B 90.7 92.8 85.9 81.6 84.7 73.5 35.6 37.9 27.7 69.3 71.8 62.4
Artemis 3B 91.3 93.4 87.0 83.6 86.4 76.5 40.1 42.8 33.4 71.7 74.2 65.6
Method Size RefCOCO+
valaso testAaso testBaso ‘ valars testAars testBars | valags testAags testBags | valayy testAayy testBayg

Expert Models

39
48

General MLLMs
LLaVA-v1.5 [43] 7B 42.4 49.7 36.4 9.8 124 6.4 0.5 0.5 0.2 17.6 20.8 14.3
LLaVA-OV [42] 7B 65.8 79.0 57.2 23.6 28.8 15.3 0.6 0.6 0.4 30.0 36.1 24.3
Qwen2-VL [14] 2B 77.1 82.5 70.1 68.7 73.8 60.0 29.4 32.3 23.0 58.4 62.9 51.0
Qwen2.5-VLT [10] 3B 81.9 87.3 4.7 73.2 79.3 63.9 32.3 35.8 25.4 62.5 67.5 54.7
DeepSeek-VL2-Tiny' [11] 3B 73.3 81.3 63.5 61.9 70.2 49.4 22.1 27.3 16.1 52.4 59.6 43.0
RL-based MLLMs
Perception-R1 [18] 2B 81.7 86.8 74.3 73.6 79.3 64.2 32.6 36.9 26.7 62.6 67.7 55.1
Vision-R1T [19] 7B 83.0 89.0 75.3 4.7 81.7 64.1 31.5 35.2 25.6 63.1 68.6 55.0
VLM-R1' [15] 3B 84.2 89.3 76.6 76.1 81.2 65.7 33.4 36.4 25.9 64.6 69.0 56.1
Artemis 3B 85.3 89.9 77.8 78.3 82.9 68.7 38.3 41.7 30.0 67.3 71.5 58.7
Method size RefCOCOg

valaso  testaso ‘ valars  testars ‘ valags  testags ‘ valayg — testaug
Ezxpert Models

39
48

General MLLMs
LLaVA-v1.5 [43] 7B 43.2 45.1 8.5 9.3 0.3 0.3 17.3 18.2
LLaVA-OV [42] 7B 70.8 70.8 23.3 23.6 0.6 0.7 31.6 31.7
Qwen2-VL [14] 2B 83.3 83.1 2.7 73.0 28.9 27.9 61.6 61.3
Qwen2.5-VLT [10] 3B 85.1 85.7 74.4 75.8 32.1 33.1 63.9 64.9
DeepSeek-VL2-Tinyt [11] 3B 75.7 79.2 60.4 63.1 19.1 21.0 38.8 54.4
RL-based MLLMs
Perception-R1 [18] 2B 85.7 85.4 75.7 76.0 32.1 33.1 64.5 64.8
Vision-R1T [19] 7B 86.4 86.9 76.4 77.8 324 33.1 65.1 65.9
VLM-R1T [15] 3B 86.0 86.7 75.1 76.8 32.7 32.9 64.6 65.5
Artemis 3B 87.3 87.3 71.7 79.4 36.3 37.9 67.1 68.2

label consistency to ensure correct object identification. Implementation details for both components are
provided in the Appendix A.

Overall Reward. The total reward of Artemis for GRPO post-training is the sum of the three components:

Ttotal = Tformat + Tans + Trsn- (5)

Each component contributes equally, encouraging correctly formatted outputs, accurate final predictions, and
high-quality intermediate object-centric reasoning evidence.

4 Experiments

We first introduce the settings of Artemis in Section 4.1. To assess its improvement of perceptual capabilities,
we validate Artemis through extensive experiments including 7 perception benchmarks and 10 general
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Table 2 Object detection evaluation on COCO2017 val. Table 3 Zero-shot visual counting on Pixmo-Count and

Models marked with T denote results from our own infer- reasoning grounding on LISA test. Models marked with '

ence. Gray rows indicate expert models (from MMDetec- denote results from our own inference. Models marked with

tion [49]). ¥ follow a detect-then-count paradigm, deriving counts from
predicted boxes.

. Object detection COC0O2017 Val - - - -
Method Size Epoch . Visual Counting Reasoning Grounding
mAP APsg AP75 AR100 Method Size P .
IXIMOya1 PiXMOgest LISA¢est

e giodess General MLLMs

50 273 |27.9 49.2 28.3 - LLaVA-v1.5 [43] 7B 33.3 31.0 -

51 12 |35.6 55.7 37.9 - LLaVA-OV [42] 7B 55.8 53.7 -

General MLLMs Qwen2-VL [14] 2B 60.2 50.5 -
Qwen2.5-VLT [10] | 3B 1 |15.4 225 15.9 20.8 Qwen2.5-VLT [10] 38 | 58.0 57.8 67.4
Griffon [52] 13B 1 [24.8 40.6 25.1 - R_Lfbased MLL]_;/IS
i VLN VlslonR:easonerf [16] 7B 70.1 69.5 -

T - Perception-R1 *[18] 2B 78.1 75.6 -
VLM-RI1T [15] 3B 1 21.6 35.6 21.7 33.2 UniVG-R1 [17] B _ _ 59.7
Vision-R1 [19] 7B 1 26.6 40.0 27.8 - No-Thinking-RL [20] 2B _ _ 61.8
Perception-R1 [18]| 3B 1 |31.9 46.7 33.4 41.2 VLM-R1 [15] 3B - - 63.1
Artemis 3B 1 |31.0 48.0 31.9 46.6 Artemis 3B 81.4 76.9 78.3

multimodal benchmarks in Section 4.2. We further perform in-depth ablation studies in Section 4.3 to provide
a deeper understanding of the key components and strategies in our method.

4.1 Implementation Details

Datasets-Training. To supervise structured visual reasoning in our unified Artemis framework, we construct the
Artemis-RFT dataset from MS-COCO [53], resulting in roughly 77k post-training instances. Grounding and
detection data are roughly balanced. For the grounding data, we build upon the answers from RefCOCO/+/g
series, and additionally provide ground-truth annotations specifically for computing structured visual reasoning;
sample examples are shown in Section 3.3. For the detection data, we adopt the COCO detection annotations
with minor modifications. We also use 80k COCO detection instances as cold-start data; these do not overlap
with Artemis-RFT. The detailed construction process and statistics of Artemis-RFT are provided in the
Appendix B.

Datasets-Evaluation. To verify improvements in perception, we test our models on diverse downstream tasks
and benchmarks. In-domain benchmarks include RefCOCO/+ /g for visual grounding [38, 39] and COCO2017
val for object detection [51, 53]; zero-shot out-of-domain tasks and benchmarks include Lisa-grounding
[54], counting (Pixmo-Count [55]), mathematical diagrams perception (MATHGLANCE [56]), and general
ability benchmarks of MLLMs from VLMEvalKit [57] such as MMBench [58], MMVet [59], SEEDBench [60],
OCRBench [61], etc.

Model and Training Settings: We use Qwen2.5-VL-3B-Instruct [10] as our baseline. Training is conducted on 4
x NVIDIA A100 80GB GPUs.

Cold-start. To help the model adapt to the prompt format at early stages, and improve performance, we first
perform a 1-epoch cold-start on the 80k COCO detection instances.

GRPO post-training. We then train 1 epoch on the Artemis -RFT dataset. Other GRPO optimization settings
follow VLM-R1 [15]: rollout G = 8, max response length = 2048, temperature = 1.0, KL coefficient § = 0.04,
initial learning rate = le—6, and global batch size = 128. Prompt details are provided in the Appendix C.

4.2 Experimental Results

Results of Visual Grounding. Table 1 reports top-1 accuracy under different IoU thresholds on RefCOCO/+/g.
Compared with the base Qwen2.5-VL-3B, Artemis consistently improves performance across all splits,
highlighting enhanced perception.

Compared to RL-based MLLMs, including VLM-R1, which performs reasoning in task-specific models over
linguistic reasoning, as well as Perception-R1 and Vision-R1, which are also task-specific but skip reasoning by
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Table 4 Zero-shot accuracy on MATHGLANCE benchmark. The evaluation covers four types of questions: cls (shape
classification), c¢nt (object counting), grd (object grounding), and rlat (relationship identification). all indicates the
overall accuracy for each subject, while Avg. reports the mean all score across all three subjects. Models marked with
t denote results from our own inference.

Method Size | Avg. Plane Geometry Solid Geometry Graphs

all cls cnt grd  rlat all cls cent  grd  rlat all cls cnt grd  rlat
General MLLMs
G-LLaVA [62] 7B 303 | 25,6 27.8 412 04 38.0 | 323 454 381 4.8 325|339 580 370 00 424
DeepSeek-VL2-Tiny [11] 3B | 32.6 | 29.5 452 344 46 320|390 767 320 0.0 375|294 391 574 00 182
Qwen2.5-VLT [10] 3B 33.1 | 31.0 425 22.0 203 38.0 | 371 756 330 0.0 300|312 71.0 296 0.0 9.1
LLaVA-v1.5 [43] 7B 33.3 | 292 290 396 142 375 | 31.6 43.0 423 00 313 | 39.0 76.8 352 00 394
RL-based MLLMs
VLM-R1t [15] 3B 344 | 269 38.0 276 0.7 44.0 | 436 72.1 50.5 0.0 388|326 739 296 0.0 12.1
No-Thinking-RLT [20] 2B | 45.3 | 33.2 443 448 04 46.0 | 56.4 96.5 57.7 0.0 56.3 | 46.3 652 61.1 0.0 69.7
Perception-R1% [18] 2B | 453 | 29.7 425 340 43 385 |59.5 96.5 67.0 6.4 525 | 468 66.7 55.6 00 788
Artemis 3B | 49.3 | 39.2 50.6 304 24.2 52.0| 564 930 53.6 6.4 60.0|523 652 759 1.61 81.8

directly supervising final answers, our structured visual reasoning within a unified model yields larger gains
across all splits, especially at higher IoU thresholds. For instance, on RefCOCO testB, Artemis improves
over VLM-R1 by 1.1 at IoU@50, over Vision-R1 by 3.9 at loU@75, and over Perception-R1 by 4.6 at loU@95,
demonstrating that Artemis produces highly accurate bounding boxes.

Results of Object Detection. We report object detection results on COCO2017 val (Table 2). Object detection
remains one of the most demanding tasks in visual perception due to its requirement for accurate localization
and comprehensive scene understanding. Compared with the Qwen2.5-VL-3B baseline, Artemis achieves a
substantial improvement across all metrics (e.g. mAP 31.0 vs. 15.4 and AP5q 48.0 vs. 22.5), representing a
qualitative leap in perception capability. Compared with other RL-based methods, Artemis demonstrates
stronger overall scene perception and more complete detection, achieving higher AP5q and ARqgo (48.0 and
46.6) than Perception-R1 (46.7 and 41.2). To the best of our knowledge, Artemis is the only RL-based model
besides Perception-R1 that surpasses an mAP of 30 within the 3B scale, while showing notable advantages in
both AP50 and AR100~

Zero-shot Visual Perception on Natural Scenes. We report zero-shot visual counting accuracy on the Pixmo-
Count dataset (Table 3). Even under fully zero-shot conditions, without any counting-specific training,
our model achieves strong performance by internally enumerating instances during the <think> phase and
directly producing numeric counts (For more details, please refer to the Appendix D.2). This emergent
ability offers a clear and intuitive improvement in perceptual reasoning. In contrast, Perception-R1, which
skips the reasoning process, and VisionReasoner, which adopts language-based reasoning, both follow a
detect-then-count paradigm with post-hoc aggregation of predicted boxes. Even though these methods are
trained on the Pixmo dataset, making our zero-shot setting more challenging, Artemis still outperforms them.

We further show reasoning visual grounding accuracy on the LISA test set in Table 3. Our model achieves
78.3 accuracy, substantially outperforming prior works such as UniVG-R1 (59.7), and No-Thinking-RL (61.8).
This improvement demonstrates that structured visual reasoning enhances not only spatial understanding
but also reasoning-dependent perception in natural scenes. This improvement demonstrates that explicitly
associating spatial reasoning with the thinking process enhances grounding accuracy on contextual objects and
reduces linguistic hallucinations through verifiable visual supervision, improving overall perceptual capabilities
in complex natural scenes.

Zero-shot Visual Perception on Math Scene. Table 4 reports the zero-shot results on the MATHGLANCE
benchmark, which evaluates visual mathematical perception across plane geometry, solid geometry, and
graph-based problems. All models are evaluated using the official MATHGLANCE prompts. Artemis achieves
the best overall average score (49.3), substantially outperforming both general MLLMs (e.g., Qwen2.5-VL,
LLaVA-v1.5) and recent R1-based models (e.g., Perception-R1, No-Thinking-RL). The improvement reflects
an overall enhancement of perceptual capabilities. Importantly, the structured visual reasoning learned from
natural images transfers to math-related visual scenes, demonstrating that Artemis effectively enhances
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Table 5 Zero-shot comprehensive evaluation of visual perception across multiple mainstream multimodal benchmarks.
Models marked with T denote results from our own inference.

MMBench MMVet MMStar ScienceQA SeedBench MME AI2D OCRBench POPE BLINK

Method Size Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Sum  Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg.
General MLLMs

LLaVA-v1.5 [43] 7B 62.8 32.8 32.6 65.4 60.1 1338.3  51.9 - - -
Qwen2-VL [14] 2B 71.9 45.6 46.3 74.0 72.7 14711 71.6 - - -
DeepSeek-VL2-Tiny [11] 3B 74.6 52.5 - - - 1905.5 - 805 - -
Qwen2.5-VLT [10] 3B 79.1 60.0 53.8 79.3 74.0 2200.0 78.3 826 85.9 48.8
RL-based MLLMs

VLM-R1T [15] 3B 70.7 58.8 53.1 69.4 68.8 2156.2  73.3 e 79.3 46.9
Perception-R1 [18] 2B 71.8 48.9 45.7 734 73.0 1903.9 71.8 - - -
Artemis 3B 79.3 61.4 55.9 79.6 74.3 2229.7 78.2 828 88.6 48.5

perceptual capabilities with strong generalization and robustness across different types of visual tasks.

Zero-shot General Visual Comprehension. Table 5 reports zero-shot results on a wide range of multimodal
benchmarks for general visual understanding and reasoning. After training with our structured visual
reasoning, Artemis demonstrates a consistent improvement in overall performance, indicating that the model’s
perception ability has been strengthened and more uniformly aligned across diverse visual tasks. These results
further demonstrate that our method effectively enhances the model’s general visual comprehension without
task-specific tuning.

4.3 Ablation Study of Artemis

Rewards Composition. We conduct ablations to evaluate the contributions of different reward components
on both in-domain (RefCOCOg, COCO,ap) and out-of-domain (MATHGLANCE) perception, as shown in
Table 7. Adding the grounding reward (Grd. in the table, indicates format and answer rewards for grounding
task) alone improves the model’s perception, particularly on out-of-domain MATHGLANCE, indicating better
generalization. Using only the detection reward (Det. in the table, indicates format and answer rewards for
detection task) enhances holistic scene perception (COCOy,ap) but substantially reduces grounding accuracy.

Table 6 Ablation study on the contributions of Grd. (Reward for
Grounding), Det. (Reward for Detection), and S.V. Rsn. (Structured

Visual Reasoning Reward). The last column shows the average
MATHGLANCE accuracy.

Incorporating structured visual reasoning
with grounding further improves perfor-
mance across all metrics, confirming that
structured intermediate reasoning enhances

both in-domain and out-of-domain percep- Grd._ Det. SV Ren. | RefCOCOg,, COCO,.., _ MATHGLANCE
tion. In contrast, joint training without - - - 85.1 15.4 33.1
structured visual reasoning guidance may / , if'g ;(7)'2 ﬁ‘é
achieve reasonable in-domain performance, v v 6.8 28.0 142
but its generalization to out-of-domain sce- v v 87.1 30.7 43.7
narios is limited. Enabling all three com- 4 ’ £ TS I CSLS

ponents achieves the best balanced performance, demonstrating the complementarity of the rewards in
strengthening general visual understanding.

Further Analysis of Reasoning Forms. To further understand how different reasoning forms influence perception,
we conduct an additional ablation comparing None reasoning, linguistic reasoning, and our proposed structured
visual reasoning. Although we already analyzed the impact of reasoning forms on perception tasks in the main
paper (e.g., VLM-R1 uses linguistic reasoning, Perception-R1 skips reasoning and supervises only outcome
rewards), here we perform an additional controlled ablation on our model to rigorously isolate and validate
these effects. For the None reasoning setting, we adjust the training prompt to make the model output only
the final answer without any reasoning. For Ling. Rsn., we adjust the training prompt so that the model
produces linguistic reasoning. For both variants, we only supervise the final answer, following a similar
setup to Perception-R1 and VLM-R1. S.V. Rsn. is our default setting, which applies structured visual
reasoning supervision. This study isolates the impact of reasoning structure by keeping all other training
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conditions identical, including the same cold-start model and hyperparameters. From Table 7, we derive

several observations.

Table 7 Ablation study comparing different forms of rea-
soning on our model with cold-start initialization. “None”
indicates no reasoning, “Ling. Rsn.” denotes linguistic
reasoning, and “S.V. Rsn.” denotes structured visual rea-
soning. M.G. represents MATHGLANCE benchmark.

Table 8 Ablation study comparing different training or-
ders for grounding (Grd.) and detection (Det.) tasks.
“Det. — Grd.” means training detection first, then ground-
ing; “Grd. — Det.” means training grounding first, then
detection; “Joint” means training both tasks simultane-

ously. M.G. represents MATHGLANCE benchmark.

Forms |RefCOCOg,,; COCO,ap M.G. Pixmo,a; LISA;.: — -

Nome 875 306 e 5.2 - Training Order | RefCOCOg,, COCO,,asp M.G. Pixmo,,; LISA;.s¢

- Det. — Grd. 86.9 28.4 467 771 6838
ing. Rsn. 864 304 dr3 134 665 Grd. — Det. 87.2 309 427 792 678

SV S SHY  AHE G Joint 87.3 31.0 493 814 783

e None reasoning. Removing reasoning entirely gives a surprisingly strong in-domain grounding score, but
leads to severe degradation on out-of-domain benchmarks such as MATHGLANCE, Pixmo, and LISA.
These results reveal a structural misalignment between the reward objective and the perceptual process.
Supervising only outcome rewards encourages the model to overfit to local bounding-box objectives, so
it focuses on matching training boxes rather than developing general perceptual skills. This leads to
high in-domain grounding accuracy but poor performance on out-of-domain perceptual benchmarks.

e Linguistic reasoning. Introducing linguistic rationales causes performance to drop sharply across most
perception benchmarks, particularly on visual counting. This supports our earlier argument in the main
paper that models using linguistic reasoning tend to produce superficially plausible linguistic rationales,
which do not contribute to and often interfere with the underlying perceptual process. This experimental
observation aligns with our rethink, further validating the effectiveness of our method and clarifying the
underlying motivation.

e Structured visual reasoning. Our structured visual reasoning maintains competitive in-domain grounding
performance while clearly improving downstream perception benchmarks. We attribute these gains
to the structured visual reasoning rewards, which shift the reasoning process to the object-centric
level. Rather than optimizing linguistic reasoning, the policy learns to translate semantic concepts into
object-centric visual evidence, leading to more stable optimization and perceptual representations that
generalize across tasks.

Effect of Joint Training on Perception. To investigate the effect of task ordering on the perceptual gains of
our model, we conduct an additional experiment comparing joint training with sequential task optimization.
Specifically, we contrast our default joint optimization with two sequential alternatives: training detection
first and then grounding (Det. — Grd.), and training grounding first and then detection (Grd. — Det.).

As shown in Table 8, the sequential strategies yield competitive performance on in-domain visual grounding
(RefCOCOgya1), with Grd. — Det. slightly outperforming Det. — Grd. (87.2 vs. 86.9). However, joint
training consistently achieves the strongest results across all out-of-domain perception benchmarks.

This indicates that while sequential training can handle individual tasks effectively, jointly optimizing grounding
and detection allows the model to learn more generalizable perceptual representations. In particular, joint
training balances the supervision signals across tasks, preventing overfitting to a single objective and promoting
transfer to diverse downstream perception challenges.

Effect of SFT and RL Training Strategies. We ablate the impact of different training strategies on visual
perception as shown in Fig. 3. We use the same set of samples for SF'T and RL, converted into the SFT format
for SFT training. The baseline Qwen2.5VL-3B without SFT or RL exhibits low scene perception, especially in
detection. Applying SFT only on grounding (SFT-Grd.) decreases performance, likely due to insufficient data
for learning structured visual reasoning. In contrast, SF'T on detection (SFT-Det.) improves overall scene
perception but significantly harms grounding, highlighting the challenge of balancing fine-grained perception
in single-task SFT. Mixing SFT for both grounding and detection (SFT-Full) partially recovers performance,
yet data scarcity still limits gains. Only with GRPO-based RL can the model effectively leverage structured
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Figure 3 Impact of SFT and RL training strategies on
COCO detection (bars) and visual grounding (lines).

Figure 4 Impact of cold start strategies on COCO detection
(bars) and visual grounding (lines).

visual reasoning to enhance both detection and grounding under small data regimes. For fairness, the RL
model does not use any cold-start initialization.

Cold-Start Analysis. We conduct ablation study to invest the effect of cold-start strategies and the proportion
of grounding and detection data on the model’s perception performance (Fig. 4). Without cold-start data,
the model struggles to detect contextual objects. This is likely due to insufficient exposure to diverse scene
contexts, which results in reduced scene perception. Such deficiencies may compromise downstream tasks that
rely on comprehensive scene understanding. Introducing only a small amount of grounding data may provide
initial guidance, but it can also disrupt the model’s pre-existing capabilities learned from baseline training,
and may even negatively affect other perceptual abilities, such as detection. Adding a balanced proportion of
detection data significantly recovers performance, while applying cold start directly to detection achieves the
best overall results. This indicates that improving scene-level perception not only enhances structured visual
reasoning reasoning but also boosts the model’s overall perception capabilities.

4.4 More In-depth Analysis of Artemis

Here we provide an in-depth analysis of why Structured Visual Reasoning are fundamentally better aligned
with perception-policy learning than conventional linguistic reasoning. As noted in the Section 1, our design
is grounded in the cognitive intuition of how humans perceive and reason about visual scenes [23, 24]. Human
perception operates through coordinated spatial attention, object localization, and semantic integration.
Neuroscience studies show that humans process complex scenes by sequentially directing attention across
spatially relevant regions [63]. The posterior parietal cortex maintains a spatial priority map that enables
rapid localization of task-relevant objects before any linguistic reasoning takes place [64]. In other words,
the reasoning process begins with where to look and what is present, rather than with holistic linguistic
descriptions.

In our proposed Structured Visual Reasoning, the computational analogue of this “moving spotlight” is the
(label-bounding-box) pair, where bounding box coordinates provide precise spatial localization and category
labels indicate object identity. Linguistic reasoning, by contrast, are free-form and inherently uncertain: they
tend to summarize the entire scene using broad captions that are vulnerable to hallucinated visual cues,
irrelevant details (e.g., color or background descriptions), and the loss of fine-grained spatial constraints.
Structured Visual Reasoning instead enforce explicit, spatially grounded reasoning that remains tightly coupled
to the policy’s perceptual state. Modeling the reasoning process directly in visual space and object-centric
ensures that intermediate thoughts propagate in a predictable and interpretable manner, with each step
anchored to a specific region of the visual input. This mismatch between linguistic reasoning and visual
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priority undermines the policy’s stability and generalizability, further underscoring the advantage of structured
visual reasoning for perception-policy learning.

We conducted comprehensive experiments to validate the effectiveness of Artemis, a unified rule-based RL
framework for perception—policy learning equipped with structured visual reasoning, as reported in Section 4.2.
We further provide a controlled experiment using the same training setup as ours but varying only the form
of the “thinking” process, as shown in Tabel 7, with detailed analysis in the related section. A key finding
from these evaluations concerns zero-shot generalization: structured object-centric thoughts enable the policy
model to generalize to out-of-domain tasks and transition smoothly from natural images to diagrammatic
inputs.

Table 3 shows that, without any exposure to the counting task during training and without any deliberate
post-hoc processing, Artemis achieves a significant improvement of +11.3 over VisionReasoner (which relies
on language-based reasoning). We further provide qualitative visualizations in Fig. 10-Fig. 11. For example,
in Fig. 10, our model reasons in a visual format, explicitly listing target objects and their locations, which
naturally leads to the correct answer of 6. By contrast, the base Qwen2.5-VL model hallucinates multiple
bounding boxes for the same balloon while missing others, yielding an incorrect count. Notably, Qwen2.5-VL
is not able to directly infer the numeric quantity; instead, it relies on post-processing heuristics (len(1list))
to obtain the final number, highlighting its lack of grounded perceptual reasoning while merely following the
counting prompt to list potential targets.

From Natural Images to Mathematical Diagrams. Unlike natural images, mathematical diagrams are inherently
semantically sparse yet structurally rich, requiring genuine understanding of geometric primitives rather
than superficial pattern recognition to complete the perception tasks [56]. Prior work shows that even
advanced general MLLMs (e.g., GPT-40) struggle with planar geometry, especially in fine-grained grounding
tasks. In contrast, Artemis naturally transfers its strong perceptual ability to mathematical understanding
in diagrammatic settings. For example, we achieve 24.2% accuracy on the grounding task, whereas other
RL-based policy models remain below 5%. In shape classification and relationship identification, Artemis
shows over 10% improvements compared with both general-purpose MLLMs and RL-based MLLMs (Table 4).

This zero-shot transfer improvement is non-trivial: in the tasks of MATHGLANCE benchmark, shape
classification requires distinguishing highly similar polygon families (e.g., equilateral vs. right triangles), and
relationship identification involves mathematical relations such as perpendicularity and parallelism that differ
fundamentally from natural-image categories. Artemis’s ability to perform these tasks in a zero-shot manner
reinforces our claim: a stronger perceptual model should handle diverse perception tasks within a unified
framework, rather than relying on separately trained task-specific models for each individual task. Moreover,
the Structured Visual Reasoning design provides a task-agnostic and generalizable format for perception,
enabling robust transfer across domains.

5 Conclusion

This work rethinks perception-policy learning inspired by how human perception of complex scenes, emphasizing
the importance of structured visual reasoning. Building on this insight, we present Artemis, a unified rule-based
RL framework that guides visual perception learning through structured visual reasoning. By supervising
reasoning in a structured and verifiable manner, the model develops stronger perception and demonstrates
substantial generalization across across a broad range of in-domain and out-of-domain visual perception tasks.
Our findings confirm that aligning intermediate reasoning with spatial and object-centric manner empowers
perception-policy learning.
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Artemis: Structured Visual Reasoning for Perception
Policy Learning — Appendix

A Details of Outcome Rewards

As described in the main paper, we teach the model structured visual reasoning by relying on tasks that
explicitly couple language with perception. Visual grounding provides fine-grained supervision that links
semantic concepts to precise spatial locations, while object detection offers dense scene-level signals that
strengthen the model’s perceptual foundation. These tasks guide the policy to translate semantic understanding
into object-centric visual evidence. Under our unified rule-based reinforcement framework built upon GRPO,
we redesign the rewards to evaluate not only final outcomes but also intermediate visual reasoning steps.
Below, we provide the details of the outcome rewards.

A.1 Format Rewards

We define a format reward 7¢mat t0 ensure that model outputs follow the expected structure for rule-based
evaluation.

Visual Grounding. The output must include a correctly structured <think> </think> block followed by an
<answer> </answer> block containing at least one bounding box. Let O denote the model’s output. The
format reward is defined as

(6)

Tformat —

VG 1, if O is valid
0, otherwise

Object Detection. Unlike grounding tasks, which require interpreting a user prompt to locate a specific target
within the image, pure detection tasks aim to identify and localize all foreground objects based solely on their
visual features, without reasoning over candidate regions guided by language. We therefore omit the <think>
</think> block in this setting. The format reward is

1, O is valid,

0, otherwise,

]-valid(o) = { (7)

1, Linink(O) = 0 and 1,,5q(0) = 1,
Toormat = 4 0.5, Lenink(O) = 1 and 1yaa(0) = 1, (8)
0, otherwise.
where 1ipink(O) indicates the presence of a <think> block in O, and 1y,5i4(O) indicates whether O is valid.
Finally, we can define the overall format reward across tasks as:

_.va DET
Tformat = Tformat T Tformat- (9)

This unified formulation allows us to handle both tasks in a single framework while respecting their individual
format requirements.



Vilocean 18

A.2 Answer Rewards

Building on the format rewards, the answer rewards directly evaluate the perceptual correctness of model
predictions.

Visual Grounding. For visual grounding, each sample contains exactly one target region. Given the predicted
bounding box B and the ground-truth bounding box B, the answer reward measures localization quality using
the GIoU [65]:

rvS — GIoU(B, B). (10)
Object Detection. Object localization often involves multiple objects, requiring one-to-one correspondences
between predictions and ground-truth boxes to accurately compute rewards. Following Vision-R1 [19], we use
the Hungarian algorithm [47] to establish these correspondences between predicted bounding boxes B with
predicted categories C and ground-truth boxes B with categories C. Based on these matched pairs, the base
detection reward is defined as a weighted sum of three components:

rDET — X, - GIoU(B,B) + Ay - 1{C = C} + X3 - F1(B, B), (11)

where the first term measures localization quality, the second term checks exact label match, and the third term
captures coverage completeness over all predicted and ground-truth boxes. The weights are set empirically as
)\1 = 0.4, )\2 = 0.3, and )\3 =0.3.

To improve detection quality, we apply two multiplicative penalties to the base detection reward. The quantity
penalty encourages the number of predicted bounding boxes to match the number of ground-truth boxes:

min(| 5], |B])

pnum([;)ylg) = A )
max(|BJ, |B|)

(12)

and the missing penalty penalizes each ground-truth box b € B that is not matched by any prediction beB:

_ |{b€ B| b is unmatched by any b e B}

s (B.5) = 1 5 (13)
The final detection answer reward is then computed as
o’ = rhae  poum (B, B) - piss (B, B), (14)
and is clipped to lie within [0, 1] for stability.
Similarly, we can define the overall answer reward across tasks as the sum of the task-specific rewards:
Tans = Tane + Vs (15)

B Dataset Construction

As described in the main paper, we supervise structured visual reasoning using a dedicated post-training
dataset. To support this objective within our unified Artemis framework, we construct the Artemis-RFT
dataset from MS-COCO [53], yielding roughly 77k post-training instances. Table 9 summarizes the dataset,
showing the number of samples, images, and average samples per image for the grounding and detection
subsets. The grounding (Grd.) subset contains 39,651 samples from 7,037 images, averaging 5.6 samples per
image, designed to teach precise spatial localization. The detection (Det.) subset contains 37,446 samples
from 37,446 images, averaging 1 sample per image, providing dense scene-level supervision.

Specifically, the dataset is constructed using MS-COCO images together with grounding-related annotations
from LLaVA-665k [43] (including RefCOCO/+/g). From these annotations, we extract referring expression
queries and their associated bounding boxes. Region-caption annotations associated with localized regions are
also collected and used as visual evidence for constructing reasoning traces. When multiple captions describe
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Problem:

a white woman skier with a colorful hat sitting between two men skiers.

Solution:

[245, 85, 431, 411]

Reasoning_objects:

[[\"a man wearing a black and beige coat and blue glasses, holding skates\", [32, 85, 290, 417]],
[\"skis\", [50, 1, 263, 415]],

[\"a white woman skier with a colorful hat sitting between two men skiers\", [245, 85, 431, 411]],
[\"a man on the right wearing a camouflage parka posing on a ski lift\", [340, 15, 643, 415]],
[\"a backpack\", [433, 139, 643, 283]],

[\"a man with an orange and black backpack over his shoulder and wearing a black, orange, and
gray glove on his hand\", [515, 285, 638, 411]]]

Task_type:

Visual grounding

Problem:
List all visible objects in the image with their bounding boxes.

1
1
1
1
1
Solution: 1
[[\"horse\", [307, 128, 431, 419]], |
[\"person\", [294, 146, 314, 191]], 1
[\"horse\", [229, 167, 316, 295]], 1
[\"person\", [266, 147, 285, 175]]] :
1
1
1
1
1
1
J

Task_type:
Object detection

Figure 5 A data example from Artemis-RFT. Our dataset contains two task types, visual grounding and object
detection, and our unified Artemis perception policy learning framework is jointly trained on both. For the grounding
example, purple boxes denote the reasoning objects; the numeric labels are added only for illustration and do not exist
in the raw data. The solution is indicated by a green box. In this example, box @ is the solution and also serves as the
key reasoning object, so only the green box is shown where the two overlap. For the detection example, we display
only the green box that corresponds to the solution.

the same region, they are merged into a single concise description. All bounding boxes are converted from
normalized padded-square coordinates back to the original image resolution and unified under a consistent
coordinate convention of Qwen2.5-VL [10]. To further enrich the object-centric evidence, we incorporate
region annotations from Vision-R1 [19] that correspond to the same images, standardizing their labels and
coordinates to match our representation. During this process, multiple bounding boxes that refer to the
same image region are merged to avoid redundant annotations while preserving all valid visual evidence.
To ensure a clear correspondence between reason-

ing process and final answers, we make sure that Table 9 Statistics of the Artemis-RFT dataset, including the
every answer corresponds to a region included grounding (Grd.) and detection (Det.) subsets. We also
in the reasoning objects, which also enables the report average samples per image.

identification of key objects. For the detection

subset, we randomly sample 80k COCO detection Partition #Samples #lmages Avg. Samples per Image
annotations as cold-start data and incorporate Crd. subset 39,651 7,037 5.6

the remaining annotations in the same unified box Det. subset 37,446 37,446 1

format, providing additional scene-level supervi- Total 77,097 44,483 _

sion. A data example of Artemis-RFT is shown

in Fig. 5.

C Prompt Settings

For reproducibility, we provide the complete prompts used in our experiments. Table 10, Table 11, and
Table 12 show the prompts for visual grounding, object detection, and visual counting, respectively.

For LISA grounding, we use the same prompt as in the visual grounding task. For MATHGLANCE and
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Visual Grounding (Training & Testing)

User: Analyze the image and answer the following question:‘What region is described as: <description>?’

Think step by step:
1. Identify a small set of key objects or regions that help locate the described target.

2. These may include the target object itself and/or contextual objects (e.g., nearby items, reference persons,
background cues).

3. Estimate their bounding box(es) in [x1, y1, x2, y2| format (pixel coordinates).

Output your reasoning in <think> tags as a JSON list of key objects:

<think>

[{"label": "<object_label_1>", "bbox": [x1, yl, x2, y21},
{"label": "<object_label_2>", "bbox": [x1, yl, x2, y2]1}]

</think>
Then output the final answer in <answer> tags:
<answer>{"label": "<description>", "bbox": [x1, y1, x2, y2]}</answer>

Table 10 Default prompt used for visual grounding in Artemis.

general visual comprehension MLLM evaluation benchmarks, such as MMStar, we use the official prompts
provided by the evaluation kits (e.g., VLMEVALKit [57]) to ensure a fair comparison.

For the other comparison methods included in the main paper, i.e., models marked with T, the results are
generated using our own inference. We use the official checkpoints corresponding to the most suitable task
(when available) and follow the prompt settings recommended in their original papers or GitHub repositories (if
provided). For full details on the inference procedures, please refer to the original publications and codebases.

D AQualitative Results

In this section, we provide qualitative visualizations to complement the quantitative results. We illustrate
Artemis’ performance on visual grounding (Section D.1), visual counting (Section D.2), and additional tasks
including MATHGLANCE, COCO Val 2017, and LISA grounding (Section D.3).

D.1 Qualitative Comparisons on RefCOCO/+/g
In Fig. 6-Fig. 9, we present several visual grounding examples frome RefCOCO/+/g.

For the Perception-R1 model that skips the reasoning process, its grounding performance is noticeably
inaccurate across these cases. This suggests that removing the reasoning stage may hinder the model’s
ability to further learn and perceive complex scenes, as the model is supervised only through answer rewards.
Consequently, it tends to optimize toward matching annotated boxes rather than developing general perceptual
skills. As discussed in Section 4.3 (Further Analysis of Reasoning Forms), such training may yield reasonable
in-domain performance but fails to substantially enhance the underlying perception capability, resulting
in poor generalization to out-of-domain perception data or tasks. In essence, this approach does not fully
leverage the strong reasoning potential brought by MLLMs and GRPO-based reinforcement learning, making
it fundamentally similar to previous grounding models that directly optimize the final outputs.

For linguistic reasoning based VLM-R1, the main limitation lies in the difficulty of supervising perception
oriented reasoning within the linguistic space, which often leads to mismatches between the reasoning and the
final answer. For example, in Case 1 (Fig. 6), the query is “the person riding the horse in the center front
area”. Although the reasoning appears to correctly describe the image, the answer incorrectly shifts the target
from the person to the horse. In Case 2 (Fig. 7), the reasoning is already incorrect at the start, stating that
there are two zebras while the image actually contains three. In Case 3 (Fig. 8) and Case 4 (Fig. 9), the model
provides the correct descriptions of the scenes during the reasoning stage, yet the final answer still selects an
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Object Detection (Training & Testing)

User: Analyze the image and answer: “List all visible objects in the image with their bounding boxes."

Think step by step:
1. Identify all major visible objects in the image from the following category set: [category str of coco].
. For each object, estimate its category and bounding box [x1, y1, x2, y2| (pixel coordinates).

2
3. Avoid duplicates and irrelevant objects.
4

. Directly output the final answer in <answer> tags as a JSON list of all detected objects, and do not ouput
any <think>:

Directly output the final answer in <answer> tags:

<answer>

[{"label": "<object_label_1>", "bbox": [x1, y1, x2, y2]},
{"label": "<object_label_2>", "bbox": [x1, yl, x2, y2]1}]

</answer>

.

Table 11 Default prompt used for object detection in Artemis.

Grounding Problem: the person riding the horse that is in the center front area
Solution: [286.17, 58.77, 414.77, 287.02]

[Artemis] [Perception-R1] [VLM-R1]
<think> the person riding the horse that is in the center front <think>
[{"label": "the person riding the horse that is in the center area(448,150),(539,749) The image shows two horses on a beach at sunset. The
front area", "bbox": [289, 60, 415, 2941}, primary focus is on the horse in the foreground, which
{"label": "horse", "bbox": [187, 92, 474, 385]}, appears to be ridden by a person. This horse is closer to
{"label": "horse", "bbox": [364, 207, 518, 322]}] the camera and is positioned slightly to the right side of the
</think> frame.

</think>
<answer>
[{"label": "the person riding the horse that is in the center <answer>{"bbox_2d": [189, 93, 475, 386], "label": "horse
front area", "bbox": [288, 60, 415, 294]}] being ridden by a person"}
</answer> </answer>

X X

Figure 6 Qualitative visual grounding results (Case 1) of Artemis compared with Perception-R1 and VLM-R1 on
the RefCOCO/+ /g datasets. For brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning

boxes; Red: Artemis answer; ;

incorrect or imprecise object. These reasoning and answer mismatches, together with the quantitative results,
indicate that linguistic reasoning may not provide an effective or reliable reasoning mechanism for perception
driven grounding tasks.

Together with the quantitative results, the visualization cases verify that structured visual reasoning rewards
provide a more suitable training signal for perception tasks. By guiding the model to reason in an object-centric
manner, as shown by the purple reasoning bounding boxes and red answer bounding boxes in the cases, our
Artemis produces more precise and correct grounding results compared with other methods like Perception-R1
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Visual Counting (Zero-shot Testing Only)

User: Analyze the image and answer: "How many ‘<description>’ are in the image?"

Step 1: Examine the image carefully and list **all visible instances** of ‘<description>’ in <think> tags.

Step 2: Each instance should be a dictionary with "label" and "bbox" if possible.

Step 3: After listing all instances, count them.

Step 4: Output the total count in <answer> tags. **The number must exactly equal the number of items in
<think>. Do NOT estimate or guess.**

Example:
<think>
[{"label": "<description> #1", "bbox": [x1, y1, x2, y2]},
{"label": "<description> #2", "bbox": [x1, y1, x2, y2]}]
</think>

<answer>
{"<description> count": <number_of_items_in_think>}
</answer>

Table 12 Default prompt used for zero-shot visual counting in Artemis.

Grounding Problem: a zebra with its head on the back of another zebra
Solution: [177.53, 29.99, 375, 208.65]

[Artemis] [Perception-R1] [VLM-R1]

<think> a zebra with its head on the back of another zebra <think> The image shows two zebras, one adult and one
[{"label": "a zebra with its head on the back of another (470,51),(999,960) younger. The adult zebra is standing behind the younger
zebra", "bbox": [174, 30, 363, 205]}, one, with its head resting on the back of the younger zebra.
{"label": "zebra", "bbox": [11, 108, 363, 498]}, This behavior is common among zebras as they seek
{"label": "zebra", "bbox": [0, 264, 262, 494]}] comfort and warmth from their companions.

</think> </think>

<answer> <answer>{"bbox_2d": [176, 30, 364, 504], "label": "a
[{"label": "a zebra with its head on the back of another zebra with its head on the back of another zebra."}
zebra", "bbox": [174, 28, 363, 205]}] </answer>

</answer>

©3 ©3

Figure 7 Qualitative visual grounding results (Case 2) of Artemis compared with Perception-R1 and VLM-R1 on
the RefCOCO/+ /g datasets. For brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning
boxes; Red: Artemis answer; Blue: Perception-R1;

and VLM-R1.

D.2 AQualitative Comparisons on Visual Counting

In Fig. 10 and Fig. 11, we present zero-shot visual counting qualitative results of Artemis on the Pixmo
dataset, compared with Perception-R1 (trained on Pixmo as described in the main paper) and the baseline
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Grounding Problem: cat not image

Solution: [173.86, 164.17, 455.18, 379.98]

[Artemis]

<think>

[{"label": "cat not image", "bbox": [465, 84, 643, 227]},
{"label": "cat", "bbox": [173, 160, 459, 378]}]
</think>

<answer>
[{"label": "cat not image", "bbox": [173, 160, 457, 378]}]
</answer>

[Perception-R1]

the cat not image(720,180),(999,457)

©3

[VLM-R1]

<think>

The cat is sitting inside the sink, which is located in the
bathroom. The sink is white and has a faucet on it. The cat
appears to be looking at the camera. The bathroom also
features a shower curtain with a floral pattern and a mirror
above the sink.

</think>

<answer>
{"bbox_2d": [465, 83, 644, 210], "label": "cat not image."}

</answer>

Figure 8 Qualitative visual grounding results (Case 3) of Artemis compared with Perception-R1 and VLM-R1 on
the RefCOCO/+ /g datasets. For brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning
boxes; Red: Artemis answer; Blue: Perception-R1;

Grounding Problem: man on the frontmost bike
Solution: [212.14, 245.16, 290.36, 466.95]

[Artemis]

<think>

[{"label": "man on the frontmost bike", "bbox": [214, 240,
295, 4751},

{"label": "motorcycle", "bbox": [141, 280, 286, 475]},
{"label": "motorcycle", "bbox": [281, 290, 367, 432]},
{"label": "motorcycle", "bbox": [507, 272, 593, 409]},
{"label": "motorcycle", "bbox": [24, 337, 165, 475]},
{"label": "motorcycle", "bbox": [622, 296, 643, 375]}]
</think>

<answer>
[{"label": "man on the frontmost bike", "bbox": [214, 240,
295,4751}]
</answer>

[Perception-R1]

the man on the frontmost bike(217,501),(450,999)

©3

[VLM-R1]

<think>

The person riding the motorcycle in the foreground is
wearing a helmet and appears to be the main focus of the
image. Given the context, it's likely that this individual is
the one described as "man on the frontmost bike."
</think>

<answer>
{"bbox_2d": [140, 243, 295, 476], "label": "man on the

frontmost bike."}

</answer>

Figure 9 Qualitative visual grounding results (Case 4) of Artemis compared with Perception-R1 and VLM-R1 on
the RefCOCO/+ /g datasets. For brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning
boxes; Red: Artemis answer; Blue: Perception-R1;

Qwen2.5-VL-3B. As discussed in Section 4.2.3 (Main paper), although Artemis has not been trained on counting
tasks or related data, it is able to internally enumerate instances during the <think> phase and directly
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Counting Problem: hot air balloons
Solution: 6

R -

[Artemis]

<think>

[{\"label\": \"hot air balloons #1\", \"bbox\": [108, 79, 200, 209]},

{ \"label\": \"hot air balloons #2\", \"bbox\": [452, 361, 538, 479]},

{ \"label\": \"hot air balloons #3\", \"bbox\": [767, 78, 856, 202]},

{ \"label\": \"hot air balloons #4\", \"bbox\": [126, 659, 216, 775]},

{ \"label\": \"hot air balloons #5\", \"bbox\": [753, 637, 839, 748]},

{ \"label\": \"hot air balloons #6\", \"bbox\": [1084, 358, 1172, 476]}]
</think>

<answer>

{\"hot air balloons count\": 6}
</answer>

[Perception-R1]

hot air balloons
(636,96),(713,250)(83,99).(167,263)(374,446),(447,590)
(105,815),(180,951)(626,787),(696,920)(898,439),(973,589)
(0,0),(171,239)

Post-hoc count: 7

(X

[Qwen2.5-VL]

*Vjson

[

{"bbox_2d": [1085, 357, 1172, 476], "label": "hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d":["129, 658", 214, 774], "label": "hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d": [756, 637, 836, 747], "label": "hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d": [768, 78, 853, 201], "label": "hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d": [108, 80, 200, 209], "label": "hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d": [129, 658, 214, 774], "label": hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d": [756, 637, 836, 747], "label": "hot air balloons"},
{"bbox_2d": [108, 80, 200, 209], "label": "hot air balloons},
{"bbox_2d": [768, 78, 853, 201], "label": "hot air balloons"}

Post-hoc count: 9

Figure 10 Qualitative visual counting results (Case 1) of Artemis compared with Perception-R1 and Qwen2.5-VL on
the Pixmo datasets. For brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning boxes;
Red: Artemis answer; Blue: Perception-R1;

Counting Problem: people
Solution: 10

[Artemis]

<think>

[{\"label\": \"people #1\", \"bbox\": [502, 122, 762, 621]},
{\"label\": \"people #2\", \"bbox\": [389, 115, 552, 460]},

{ \"label\": \"people #3\", \"bbox\": [680, 107, 792, 496]},

{ \"label\": \"people #4\", \"bbox\": [355, 133, 438, 305]},

{ \"label\": \"people #5\", \"bbox\": [151, 282, 378, 811]},

{ \"label\": \"people #6\", \"bbox\": [234, 390, 645, 811]},

{ \"label\": \"people #7\", \"bbox\": [638, 307, 961, 693]},

{ \"label\": \"people #8\", \"bbox\": [985, 147, 1118, 430]},
{\"label\": \"people #9\", \"bbox\": [1060, 147, 1136, 269]},
{ \"label\": \"people #10\", \"bbox\": [1077, 297, 1203, 811]}]
</think>

<answer>
{\"people count\": 10}
</answer>

[Perception-R1]

people
(125,349),(316,990)(545,377),(799,856)(416,150),(630,770)(200
,482),(537,998)(359,140),(459,579)(817,182),(910,527)(564,131
1,(655.637)(894,366),(999,998)(890,181),(947,329)

Post-hoc count: 9

X

[Qwen2.5-VL]

Vjson

[

{"bbox_2d": [150, 286, 387, 811], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [234, 392, 645, 811], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [502, 122, 762, 622], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [636, 308, 961, 692], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [355, 133, 437, 304], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [680, 107, 792, 517], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [985, 147, 1081, 430], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [1060, 147, 1137, 268], "label": "people"},
{"bbox_2d": [1077, 298, 1204, 811], "label": "people"}
]

X

Post-hoc count: 9

Figure 11 Qualitative visual counting results (Case 2) of Artemis compared with Perception-R1 and Qwen2.5-VL on
the Pixmo datasets. For brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning boxes;
Red: Artemis answer; Blue: Perception-R1;

produce accurate numeric counts in these cases. In contrast, Perception-R1 and Qwen2.5-VL-3B rely on
post-processing, where counts are derived from detected objects. Such statistical counting does not reflect
true learning of counting as a perceptual ability, but rather represents a simplified variant of detection-based
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Classification Problem: What is the shape of object FT in the image?
Choices: A: scalene triangle B: rectangle C: parallelogram D: segment

[Qwen2.5-VL] .

[Ground Truth]: [Artemis]

D Answer:D

Counting Problem: Please select all the quadrangles in the picture.
Choices: A: GHXY B: CLQY C: ENWX,HJNZ D: CLQY,HJNZ

[Qwen2.5-VL] .

[Ground Truth]: [Artemis]

A Answer:A

Figure 12 Qualitative mathematical perception results of Artemis compared with Qwen2.5-VL on MATHGLANCE,
showing examples from the mathematical shape Classification and mathematical shape Counting tasks. For brevity,
full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; ; Red: Artemis answer.

perception.

For example, in Case 1 (Fig. 10), Perception-R1 over-detects one bounding box (box 7), while Qwen2.5-VL-3B
outputs repeated boxes (boxes 2-5 and 6-9 are duplicates). In Case 2 (Fig. 11), both methods fail to detect
some instances. Taken together with the quantitative results in the main paper, these visualizations suggest
that Artemis develops enhanced perception capabilities. By leveraging structured visual reasoning, the model
acquires perceptual skills that seamlessly transfer to counting tasks, resulting in counting behavior remarkably
similar to human intuition.

D.3 Additional Qualitative Results

Futhermore, we present visualizations of Artemis on the benchmarks of MATHGLANCE (Fig. 12 and Fig. 13),
COCO Val 2017 (Fig. 14), and the LISA grounding test (Fig. 15). These cases provide several observations
that complement the quantitative results reported in the main paper.

First, the perception capabilities learned from natural images can transfer to visually distinct domains,
such as mathematical diagrams, improving performance on related perception tasks. For example, in the
MATHGLANCE counting problem (Fig. 12), Artemis correctly identifies the only quadrilateral in the scene,
whereas Qwen2.5-VL incorrectly selects option D, whose referenced vertices do not even form a valid shape
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Grounding Problem: rectangle CDXM.

[Qwen2.5-VL]

“json[{\"bbox_2d\": [116, 245, 329, 437], \"label\":
A \"rectangle CDMX.\"}]""

[Ground Truth]: [Artemis]

C 120.2 2 <think>
X @ / 1ellogeitenkheix] [{\"label\": \"rectangle CDXM\", \"bbox\": [114, 245, 286, 390]}]
0 </think>

<answer>
[{\"label\": \"rectangle CDXM\", \"bbox\": [114, 245, 286, 390]}]
</answer>

Relation Problem: In the image, where is circle DGKR in relation to scalene triangle COY?
Choices: A: bottom right B: bottom left C: top left D: top right

[Qwen2.5-VL] m

Answer:B
[Ground Truth]: [Artemis]
D Answer:D

Figure 13 Qualitative mathematical perception results of Artemis compared with Qwen2.5-VL on MATHGLANCE,
showing examples from the mathematical Visual Grounding and mathematical Relation Identification tasks. For
brevity, full prompts are omitted. Green: ground truth; Cyan: Qwen2.5-V1; Red: Artemis answer.

in the diagram. In the MATHGLANCE relation problem (Fig. 13), Artemis also succeeds in selecting the
correct relational configuration by accurately perceiving the relative positions of the relevant shapes, while
Qwen2.5-VL again makes an incorrect choice.

Second, for detection and reasoning grounding, we observe an overall enhancement of scene-level perceptual
capabilities. In detection cases (Fig. 14), Artemis does not miss any ground-truth objects, suggesting improved
perception in natural scenes. For LISA grounding test, which requires knowledge-intensive reasoning, Artemis
is able to locate relevant visual evidence to support its answers. For instance, in the third case of Fig. 15, the
model first perceives the relevant visual evidence, identifying the person mentioned in the query as well as the
ladder, and then uses this evidence to infer the final answer. The visualizations illustrate that structured visual
reasoning training leads to stronger object-centric perception and more accurate reasoning-based grounding
across diverse tasks.
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Detection Problem: List all visible objects in the image with their bounding boxes.

Figure 14 Qualitative object detection results of Artemis on COCO Val 2017.

answer;

Groudning Problem:
the container that is being held by a person
and is about to pour liquid

Solution: [557, 247, 669, 649]

Grounding Problem:

What objects are commonly placed on a
table to provide additional illumination to a
room?

Solution: [196, 25, 319, 207]

[Artemis]

<think>

[{\"label\": \"the container that is being held by a person and
is about to pour liquid\", \"bbox\": [556, 547, 670, 6501},
{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [218, 239, 741, 806]},
{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [697, 250, 1010, 732]}]
</think>

<answer>

[{\"label\": \"the container that is being held by a person and
is about to pour liquid\", \"bbox\": [556, 547, 670, 650]}]
</answer>

[Artemis]

<think>

[{\"label\": \"objects are commonly placed on a table to
provide additional illumination to a room\", \"bbox\": [190,
24,279, 1951},

{\"label\": \"chair\", \"bbox\": [36, 114, 108, 211]},
{\"label\": \"chair\", \"bbox\": [158, 51, 195, 130]}]
</think>

<answer>
[{\"label\": \"objects are commonly placed on a table to
provide additional illumination to a room\", \"bbox\": [190,

24,279, 195]}]

</answer>

[Artemis]

<answer>

[{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [42, 67, 165, 300]},
{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [158, 137, 249, 267]},
{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [239, 135, 306, 284]},
{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [289, 142, 503, 298]},
{\"label\": \"frisbee\", \"bbox\": [92, 153, 135, 194]},
{\"label\": \"frisbee\", \"bbox\": [185, 200, 214, 231]},
{\"label\": \"frisbee\", \"bbox\": [219, 177, 250, 218]},
{\"label\": \"frisbee\", \"bbox\": [255, 169, 296, 208]}]
</answer>

[Artemis]

<answer>

[{\"label\": \"horse\", \"bbox\": [333, 160, 380, 257]},
{\"label\": \"horse\", \"bbox\": [374, 171, 437, 260]},
{\"label\": \"horse\", \"bbox\": [257, 197, 318, 230]},
{\"label\": \"horse\", \"bbox\": [459, 173, 512, 216]},
{\"label\": \"car\", \"bbox\": [437, 109, 643, 415]}]
</answer>

Green: ground truth; Red: Artemis

Grounding Problem:

It can be difficult for people to climb up a
bare pole and inspect or repair the upper
part. What object is the person in the picture
relying on to accomplish this task?

Solution: [417, 165, 603, 1119]

[Artemis]

<think>

[{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [490, 17, 653, 438]},
{\"label\": \"person\", \"bbox\": [344, 742, 519, 1124]},
{\"label\": \"ladder\", \"bbox\": [434, 163, 630, 1119]}]
</think>

<answer>
[{\"label\": \"ladder\", \"bbox\": [434, 163, 630, 1119]}]

</answer>

Figure 15 Qualitative reasoning-based grounding results of Artemis on the LISA grounding test set. Green: ground
truth; Purple: Artemis reasoning boxes; Red: Artemis answer.
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