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Figure 1. Research roadmap of COLON-X project. Building upon the most comprehensive multimodal colonoscopy database
(COLONVQA as detailed in §3), we propel a pivotal transition in intelligent colonoscopy, evolving from multimodal understanding
(COLONEVAL in §4.1 & COLONPERT in §4.2) to clinical reasoning (COLONREASON in §5.1 & COLONR1 in §5.2). These efforts
collectively illuminate the path to next-generation advances in clinical colonoscopy and broader medical applications.

Abstract

In this study, we present COLON-X, an open initiative
aimed at advancing multimodal intelligence in colonoscopy.
We begin by constructing COLONVQA, the most compre-
hensive multimodal dataset ever built for colonoscopy, fea-
turing over 1.1M+ visual question answering entries across
76 clinical findings and 18 multimodal tasks. Beyond serv-
ing as a community-wide data foundation, we further inves-
tigate a critical yet underexplored transition in colonoscopy
– evolving from multimodal understanding to clinical rea-
soning: (a) To capture the current landscape of multimodal
understanding behaviors, we systematically assess the gen-
eralizability of 22 multimodal large language models and
examine their reliability under human-induced perturba-

tions. The results reveal that clinical outputs from lead-
ing MLLMs remain far from robust and trustworthy. (b) To
narrow this gap, we further explore reasoning-centric in-
telligence tailored for colonoscopy. Specifically, we curate
COLONREASON, a clinically grounded reasoning dataset
annotated through a multi-expert debating pipeline, and de-
velop COLONR1, the first R1-styled model incorporating
task-adaptive rewarding and gradient-stable optimization
techniques. Under data-scarce conditions, our COLONR1
achieves 56.61% overall accuracy, outperforming super-
vised fine-tuning by 25.22%, and sets a new reasoning-
enabled baseline for multimodal colonoscopy analysis. All
data and model resources are publicly available at https:
//github.com/ai4colonoscopy/Colon-X.
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1. Introduction
Colonoscopy, the gold standard for early colorectal cancer
detection [21], remains limited by operator variability and
fatigue, underscoring the need for intelligent colonoscopy
[40]. Recent studies indicate that (semi-)automated assis-
tance reduces the miss rate of colorectal neoplasia by nearly
50%, compared to conventional workflows [81]. Yet, intel-
ligence in colonoscopy still trails behind its expectations in
the general domain, especially in multimodal topics [1, 28].
This raises a crucial question: “Can we transition mul-
timodal understanding to clinical reasoning in intelligent
colonoscopy?” To embrace this challenge, we launch the
COLON-X project, an open initiative aimed at advancing
multimodal intelligence in colonoscopy and beyond.

As shown in Figure 1, we begin by introducing COLON-
VQA, the most extensive database ever built for multimodal
colonoscopy analysis, featuring 1,100,786 visual question
answering (VQA) queries, equivalent to over 49.9 million
textual tokens. It is distinguished by its category-rich com-
position, containing 212,742 images across 76 clinically
meaningful findings, and task-diverse design, covering 18
multimodal tasks organized within a five-level taxonomy.
Together, this foundation drives community-wide progress
to a pivotal transition from understanding to reasoning.

As the first step in such a transition, we characterize cur-
rent model behaviors in multimodal understanding along
two essential but understudied dimensions.
• Generalizability (§4.1) ¬ We introduce a clinically re-
viewed set, COLONEVAL, that assesses the generalizabil-
ity of 22 multimodal large language models (MLLMs)
across diverse colonoscopy tasks. Our evaluation yields
three key observations. (a) Performance gap: closed-source
MLLMs hold overall superiority, but open-source models
exhibit advantages in safety monitoring tasks. (b) Spe-
cialist’s paradox: for open-source models, some general-
ists unexpectedly surpass medical-specific variants, ques-
tioning the current training strategies for task specializa-
tion. (c) Reasoning-outcome gap: for closed-source mod-
els, reasoning-enabled variants tend to enhance clinical in-
terpretability but not necessarily decision-making accuracy.
• Reliability (§4.2) ¬ Further, we introduce a test suite,
COLONPERT, to quantify the robustness of leading MLLMs
against human-induced perturbations. Given the unique-
ness of colonoscopy data, we identify two forms of text-
dominance bias that compromise clinical reliability: (a) im-
plicit bias, triggered by manipulating on-image text, i.e.,
masking text embedded in images or replacing it with
misleading text; and (b) explicit bias, caused by case-
contradicting descriptions or emotionally-charged expres-
sions within textual instructions.

Although large reasoning models (e.g., o-series [35, 67],
DeepSeek-R1 [28]) have demonstrated impressive chain-of-
thought capability in complex tasks [27, 87], their potential

in colonoscopy remains largely unexplored. This inspires us
to advance this frontier beyond understanding toward clini-
cal reasoning, through both data and model innovations.
• COLONREASON (§5.1) ¬ We design a multi-expert de-
bating pipeline that generates clinically grounded reasoning
traces, providing the structured supervisory signals neces-
sary for building a reasoning model with interpretable logic.
• COLONR1 (§5.2) ¬ We propose a colonoscopy-specific
R1-styled model reinforced on COLONREASON. Unlike bi-
nary rewards used in the native GRPO [28], we propose
a task-adaptive reward scheme that actively accommodates
diverse task types. However, optimization often collapses
due to intra-group advantage vanishing – when all candi-
date rewards in a group receive equal scores, such as all
correct or incorrect answers, the contrastive signal disap-
pears. We address this issue in two complementary ways.
For easy cases, we employ negative sampling to restore
the contrastive signals. For hard cases, we propose a self-
evolving prompting method that retains a memory buffer,
which serves as past experience to self-correct future inter-
actions. Trained on ∼7.5K samples, we achieve 56.61%
overall accuracy on COLONEVAL – 25.22% higher than its
supervised fine-tuning variant – setting a new reasoning-
enabled baseline for the colonoscopy community.

The main contributions of COLON-X project are three-
fold. (a) We introduce COLONVQA, the most extensive,
category-rich, and task-diverse dataset ever built for mul-
timodal colonoscopy analysis. (b) We characterize two
understanding behaviors – generalizability (COLONEVAL)
and reliability (COLONPERT) – in colonoscopy tasks, and
reveal that clinical outputs from leading MLLMs remain far
from robust and trustworthy. (c) We propose a reasoning-
focused solution. It includes COLONREASON, a reason-
ing dataset annotated by a multi-expert debating pipeline,
and COLONR1, an R1-styled model enhanced with task-
adaptive rewards and gradient-stable optimization, setting a
new cutting-edge baseline for colonoscopy analysis.

2. Revisiting Benchmarks for Colonoscopy
Over the past decade, intelligent colonoscopy [40] has pro-
gressed rapidly, driven by the emergence of various dedi-
cated benchmarks. They can be broadly categorized into
three groups based on distinct task objectives.
Low-level vision tasks are crucial in supporting reliable
downstream analysis, where benchmark development has
advanced along two directions. The first focuses on sig-
nal restoration, including super-resolution [5, 15], denois-
ing [95], deblurring [3, 72], illumination correction [6], and
specular reflection removal [73]. The second centers on ex-
tracting basic features, with benchmarks targeting edge de-
tection [80], texture/color enhancement [60], depth estima-
tion [11], and perceptual quality assessment [89].
High-level vision tasks focus on semantic interpretation
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Table 1. Overview of existing multimodal benchmarks related
to colonoscopy. We provide the count of classes (CLS), tasks
(TSK), and VQA entries. The last four columns indicate support
for multi-center sources (MS), multi-granularity labels (ML), per-
turbation testing (PT), and reasoning (RE).

Benchmark name Year CLS TSK VQA MS ML PT RE
Kvasir-VQA [24] 2024 5 6 58,849

Kvasir-VQA-x1 [25] 2025 5 18 159,549 ✓ ✓
EndoVQA-Instruct [55] 2025 4 12 439,703 ✓ ✓

EndoBench [55] 2025 4 12 6,832 ✓ ✓
Gut-VLM [42] 2025 8 12 21,792 ✓

ColonINST [40] 2025 62 4 450,724 ✓ ✓
COLON-X (Ours) - 76 18 1,100,786 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

of clinical findings in colonoscopy. Fan et al. [22] intro-
duced a seminal benchmark that catalyzed polyp segmen-
tation research. Since then, benchmark development has
followed two directions. On one direction, breadth ori-
ented efforts have broadened the scope of clinical tasks. The
Kvasir series exemplifies this trend, extending to multi-class
gastrointestinal disease detection [13, 70, 79] and instru-
ment segmentation [36]. Other benchmarks targeted bowel
preparation [69] and safety monitoring [38, 61], reflecting
growing attention to procedural risk assessment. The other
direction emphasizes depth by offering finer granularity of
clinical findings. SUN-database [62] enriched lesion labels
with attributes (e.g., polyp size, morphology) to support ex-
plainable diagnosis. Building on this, SUN-SEG [39] intro-
duced dense temporal segmentation masks, establishing the
first large-scale benchmark for video polyp segmentation.
Multimodal tasks are an emerging frontier focused on in-
terpreting multimodal inputs1 during colonoscopy. Table 1
summarizes several recent multimodal benchmark related to
colonoscopy. Kvasir-VQA [24] constructed 58.8K+ VQA
entries based on 6.5K images in [13, 36]. Kvasir-VQA-x1
[25] further expands this to 159.5K+ pairs, designed to as-
sess MLLMs under imaging degradation via simple visual
augmentations like brightness adjustments. Liu et al. [55]
integrate 21 gastrointestinal datasets into 439K+ VQA en-
tries, and further curate EndoBench, a well-designed 6,832-
sample subset for MLLM evaluation. Gut-VLM [42] lever-
aged GPT-4o to generate 21.8K+ VQA pairs from 1,816
images [70], with a focus on exploring hallucination issues
in MLLMs. Notably, above benchmarks primarily focus on
endoscopic scenes, including findings beyond human colon
such as esophagus and stomach. ColonINST [40] is the first
multimodal dataset dedicated for colonoscopy, which com-
prises over 303K+ images and 450.7K+ VQA entries across
four clinical tasks, 62 categories for instruction-tuning.
Remarks. We mainly focus on clinical findings captured
from the lower gastrointestinal tract, ensuring comprehen-
sive coverage of colonoscopy scenarios. Compared to con-
current benchmarks, COLON-X offers the most extensive,

1This study uses “vision-language” and “multimodal” interchangeably.

category-rich, and task-diverse database ever built, estab-
lishing a solid data foundation to inspire the next wave of
multimodal intelligence. Beyond this million-scale dataset,
we delve into an essential but underexplored transition that
evolves from multimodal understanding (generalizability
and reliability) toward clinical reasoning (reasoning data
and baseline model) in colonoscopy.

3. Scaling Colonoscopy Data to Million Scale
Currently, the field still struggles with a persistent bench-
marking crisis [59], which stems not only from the scarcity
of biomedical data, but also from the convention of task-
specific models trained on isolated benchmarks. To ad-
dress this, we construct COLONVQA by consolidating pub-
lic data sources, thus enabling task-modality synergies es-
sential in multimodal intelligence. As follows, we first de-
scribe the preparation the raw imaging data (§3.1), followed
by the curation of VQA data and its statistics as in §3.2.
More data details are provided in §A of APPENDIX.

3.1. Imaging Data Preprocessing
Raw data collection. To ensure comprehensive coverage of
clinical colonoscopy, we retrieved publicly available med-
ical data using domain-specific keywords such as colon,
polyp, colonoscopy, and gastrointestinal. This resulted in
32 colonoscopy-related datasets with ∼533K raw images,
encompassing pathological findings (e.g., adenoma, ulcer,
tumor, erosion, bleeding), anatomical landmarks (e.g., ce-
cum, ileocecal valve), and surgical tools.
Data management. To ensure data reliability and clinical
applicability, we established a series of management prin-
ciples. (a) Label standardization. We standardized cat-
egory names to mitigate inconsistencies arising from het-
erogeneous naming conventions. For example, “polypoids”
in KID1 [44] was standardized to “polyp,” and “instru-
ments” in ASEI [32] was revised to “accessory tool.” We
also harmonized singular-plural variations, e.g., unifying
“dyed lifted polyps” into “dyed lifted polyp” in Gastro-
Vision. (b) Redundancy removal. To eliminate semantic
redundancy, we excluded images with multiple categories
[2, 82], bounding boxes [29, 32, 88], or masks [36, 44, 47],
as well as those lacking sufficient label information [4].
This ensures clear category distinctions for definitive clini-
cal decisions. Moreover, to minimize temporal redundancy,
we downsampled frames from raw videos, thus reducing
these highly similar images. For instance, one frame was
extracted every five from ColonoscopicDS [61]. Finally,
applying these principles yielded 212,742 images across 76
clinically meaningful classes. Similar to ColonINST [40],
we ensure the data integrity by strictly retaining the origi-
nal train–validation–test splits when available; otherwise, a
random 6:1:3 split was applied. The statistics of processed
imaging data are listed in Table 2(a).
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Yes 

Can you confirm retroflexion 
in the rectum based on this 
image? Answer Yes or No.

How advanced is the ulcer depicted in this picture? 

What intervention phase 
does this image represent? 

<A> ulcerative colitis grade 1 <B> ulcerative colitis grade 0-1
<C> ulcerative colitis grade 2-3 <D> ulcerative colitis grade 3
<E> ulcerative colitis grade 1-2 <F> ulcerative colitis grade 0

MUT#14 Early Cancer Grading (NICE criteria)
Please classify the polyp in this colonoscopy image using the 
NICE classification system. 
<A> Type 3 (characteristic for malignancy)
<B> Type 2 (characteristic for adenoma)
<C> Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)

<A> dyed resection margin 
<B> resection margin
<C> resected polyp
<D> dyed lifted polyp

MUT#4 Operative 
Status Recognition

Identify the category of the 
object in the provided 
colonoscopy image.

Adenoma

MUT#18 Image Captioning 
Offer a thorough explanation of the image.

Do you see any surgical instruments 
in this colonoscopy image? 
Answer me with Yes or No.

Yes 

Are there regions showing blood 
in the colonoscopy image? Answer 
me with Yes or No.

Yes 

This endoscopic image captures a sessile adenoma located within the gastrointestinal 
tract, a benign neoplasm under the category of polypoidal lesions. It is characterized by 
its smooth, rounded appearance and lack of a stalk, features that differentiate it ...

MUT#11 Lesion Diagnosis 
(open question)

MUT#7 Instrument Recognition MUT#8 Bleeding Warning

MUT#3 Rectum Retroflexion 
Identification

MUT#17 Ulcerative Colitis Grading

MUT#10 Lesion Diagnosis 
(multiple choice question)

Select the most fitting category 
based on this colonoscopy image. 
<A> blood fresh
<B> traditional serrated adenoma
<C> ulcerative colitis grade 0
<D> ulcerative colitis grade 1COLONVQA

Disease 
grading

Documentation

Quality 
control

Lesion 
diagnosis

Safety 
monitoring

Figure 2. Gallery of representative VQA samples from our COLONVQA. All 18 multimodal tasks are organized into a five-level
taxonomy, reflecting the typical workflows in clinical colonoscopy. The statistics of each task category are summarized in Table 2(b).

Table 2. Key statistic of our COLONVQA.
(a) Colonoscopy imaging data
▷ Total number 76 categories / 212,742 img
▷ Positive images 125,393 train / 12,306 val / 68,599 test
▷ Negative images 3,923 train / 616 val / 1,905 test

(b) Five-level taxonomy of 18 multimodal understanding tasks
▷ Quality control (MUT#1∼MUT#6) 46,436 img / 46,436 vqa
▷ Safety monitoring (MUT#7 & MUT#8) 7,812 img / 7,812 vqa
▷ Lesion diagnosis (MUT#9∼MUT#13) 672,852 img / 805,868 vqa
▷ Disease grading (MUT#14∼MUT#17) 116,772 img / 116,772 vqa
▷ Documentation (MUT#18) 123,898 img / 123,898 vqa

(c) Colonoscopy VQA data
▷ Total count 1,100,786 vqa / 49,924,935 tokens†

▷ Average question tokens 24.37 train / 22.34 val / 26.90 test
▷ Average answer tokens 19.77 train / 24.76 val / 20.10 test
†The number of language tokens is estimated using the GPT-4 tokenizer.

3.2. VQA Data Curation

Challenges. Different data often have distinct clinical fo-
cus or diagnostic priorities; for example, Kvasir-Instrument
[36] labels instruments, whereas SUN-SEG [39] targets hy-
perplastic lesions omitted in Kvasir-Instrument. To address
such heterogeneity, we unify all image-label pairs into an
instruction-following interface: “colonoscopy image + task
instruction → response”. This interface is compatible with
standard MLLMs [52] and offers three benefits for future
exploration: controllability, enabling human intent-driven
understanding [52]; transferability, promoting shared rep-
resentations across tasks [66]; and adaptability, supporting
efficient adaptation to novel tasks [57].
Task categorization. Based on the above interface, we re-
organize the collected data into 18 clinical tasks framed as
image-to-text generation problems, specifically multimodal
understanding tasks (MUT) [1, 49]. These tasks are further
categorized into a five-level taxonomy as detailed below. (a)
Quality control tasks involve scoring pre-procedural bowel
cleanliness (MUT#1) using the BBPS criteria [45], confirm-
ing colonoscopy completeness by identifying anatomical
landmarks such as the cecum and ileocecal valve (MUT#2),

confirming rectal retroflexion maneuvers (MUT#3). We
further introduce an identification task for interventional
findings, such as dyed lifted polyps, resection margins, and
resected polyps (MUT#4), along with two imaging-related
tasks: assessing exposure conditions (MUT#5) and recog-
nizing imaging modalities (MUT#6). (b) Safety monitor-
ing tasks improve intra-procedural safety by identifying sur-
gical instruments (MUT#7) and issuing timely alerts for
active bleeding (MUT#8). (c) Lesion diagnosis tasks fo-
cus on identifying lesion presence via a yes-or-no question
(MUT#9), classifying lesions into predefined diagnostic
classes via multiple-choice questions (MUT#10), and pro-
viding free-text descriptions for visual lesions or findings
(MUT#11). Additionally, we include two spatial under-
standing tasks: referring expression generation (MUT#12),
which produces a descriptive phrase for regions of interest,
and referring expression comprehension (MUT#13), which
locates user-specified regions. (d) Disease grading tasks in-
volve severity assessment of early colorectal cancer using
established classification systems – the NICE criteria [31]
(MUT#14) and the PARIS criteria [34] (MUT#15). In ad-
dition, we introduce a polyp sizing task (MUT#16) based
on statistical range of polyp size as in [68], as well as an
ulcerative colitis activity scoring task (MUT#17) utilizing
the Mayo scoring system [75]. (e) Clinical documentation
includes an image captioning task (MUT#18), whose cap-
tioning annotations are borrowed from ColonINST [40].
Input-output reformulation. To enhance instruction di-
versity during VQA curation, we design five templates but
assign only one randomly selected template per image. Due
to space constraints, we showcase representative VQA ex-
amples in Figure 2. Complete task details and instruction
templates are disclosed in task card.pdf.
Statistical overview. As reported in Table 2(c), COLON-
VQA database converts 212,742 image-label pairs into
1.1M+ VQA entries, amounting to over 49.9M textual to-
kens. They lay a solid data foundation for multimodal

4

https://platform.openai.com/tokenizer
https://github.com/ai4colonoscopy/Colon-X/blob/main/docs/task_card.pdf


Table 3. Generalizability of 22 MLLMs across four task categories and their integration within COLONEVAL. Accuracy (%) is
computed using a weighted arithmetic mean, with weights proportional to the sample count of each task category. The top three scores of
both open-and closed-source camps are highlighted using distinct colors (1st, 2nd, 3rd). Detailed analyses are provided in §4.1.

Tasks

Models Open-source MLLMs † Closed-source MLLMs ‡

Generalist models Specialist models Reasoning models Non-reasoning
⋆1 ⋆2 ⋆3 ⋆4 ⋆5 ⋆6 ⋆7 ⋆8 ⋆9 ⋆10 ⋆11 ⋆12 ⋆13 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9

Quality control 31.46 23.52 31.62 38.79 45.64 26.48 40.50 40.65 31.62 33.18 21.34 38.94 36.91 19.16 43.46 52.02 43.61 51.40 43.92 48.29 50.78 45.48
Safety monitoring 77.00 70.00 78.00 88.00 87.00 69.00 83.00 66.00 81.00 73.00 55.00 72.00 89.00 3.00 35.00 33.00 3.00 31.00 1.00 5.00 28.00 9.00

Lesion diagnosis 32.97 29.88 27.72 34.79 40.39 20.63 30.08 32.60 26.77 27.10 28.30 39.48 35.90 13.95 61.62 59.62 37.06 73.60 52.12 52.24 66.60 58.38
Disease grading 25.10 21.11 30.52 37.88 35.72 20.13 38.20 39.72 9.31 29.01 21.76 31.17 40.15 21.75 68.72 64.39 55.52 83.77 73.48 80.52 91.99 78.68

All tasks 32.24 28.53 29.66 36.86 40.83 22.00 33.62 35.34 24.76 28.92 27.07 38.47 37.99 15.65 61.20 59.47 40.51 73.17 54.74 56.65 69.78 60.50
Overall ranking 7 10 8 4 1 13 6 5 12 9 11 2 3 9 3 5 8 1 7 6 2 4

† Open-source list – Ten generalist models: ⋆1) LLaVA-v1.5-7B [53]; ⋆2) LLaVA-v1.6-7B [54]; ⋆3) LLaMA3-LLaVA-NeXT-8B [54]; ⋆4) InternVL2.5-8B [17]; ⋆5)
InternVL3-8B [94]; ⋆6) PaliGemma2-3B [10]; ⋆7) Qwen2.5-VL-3B [7]; ⋆8) Qwen2.5-VL-7B [7]; ⋆9) Janus-Pro-1B [16]; ⋆10) Janus-Pro-7B [16]. Three medical
specialist models: ⋆11) LLaVA-Med-v1.5-7B [50]; ⋆12) MedGemma-4B [76]; ⋆13) HuatuoGPT-Vision-7B [14]. ‡ Closed-source list – Six reasoning models: Q1)
Moonshot-v1 (8k-vision-preview); Q2) o4-mini; Q3) GPT-5 mini; Q4) Claude Sonnet 4 (20250514) ; Q5) Gemini 2.5 Flash (preview-05-20); Q6) Grok-4 (0709). Three
non-reasoning models: Q7) Claude Haiku 3.5 (20241022); Q8) Grok-2-Vision (1212); Q9) Gemini 2.5 Flash-Lite (preview-06-17).

colonoscopy analysis and beyond. Next sections describe
how to extend this resource to explores understanding (§4)
and reasoning (§5) capabilities in colonoscopy.

4. Multimodal Understanding in Colonoscopy
To reflect the current landscape, we assess two behaviors
of MLLMs, including generalizability (§4.1) and reliability
(§4.2) for colonoscopy. More details of each behavior are
provided in §B and §C of APPENDIX, respectively.

4.1. Generalizability of MLLMs
Subset curation. To facilitate rapid evaluation, we derived
a subset, COLONEVAL, from the test set of COLONVQA.
This subset includes 4,568 VQA entries across 16 clinical
tasks, including quality control (MUT#1∼#6), safety mon-
itoring (MUT#7&#8), lesion diagnosis (MUT#9∼#12), and
disease grading (MUT#14∼#17). Two clinical experts as-
sisted in reviewing this subset to ensure QA quality. Sam-
ples were allocated proportionally at ∼1.5%, with a mini-
mum of 50 samples per task. Data distribution was carefully
balanced across five instruction templates and 76 clinical
categories to ensure case representativeness.
Evaluation metrics. Given the open-form nature of lan-
guage responses, we evaluate all competing models by ac-
curacy, defined as the proportion of exact matches between
predicted and reference responses. We exclude ambiguous
responses that lack a definitive decision, such as reasoning-
only answers without a final choice, or expressions with
multiple interpretations or hedging language. In these cases,
we use gpt-oss-20b as a judge to interpret them as a
unique answer for exact matching.
Benchmark results. Table 3 presents the comparison of 22
MLLMs across four task categories and their overall accu-
racies. The closed-source camp generally exhibit superior
performance, such as the top-ranked, closed model Gem-
ini 2.5 Flash (Q5), outperforms the leading open model,
InternVL3-8B (⋆5), by 32.34%. This advantage becomes
even more pronounced in handling disease grading tasks,

where the best closed model Grok-2-Vision (Q8) even sur-
passes 90%. In contrast, an exception emerges in the safety
monitoring task – three open models (⋆4, ⋆5, ⋆13) under
8B model size achieve over 87% accuracy, largely outper-
forming all closed counterparts. In short, we reveal notable
divergences between open and closed models across various
task types, suggesting that future systems may benefit from
a mixture-of-experts design [19] that adaptively leverages
task-specific advantages.
Q1. Generalist or Specialist? Specialist models are not
always experts in colonoscopy. Among open-source mod-
els, two medical specialists, MedGemma-4B (⋆12) and
HuatuoGPT-Vision-7B (⋆13), surpass almost all compet-
ing models, except InternVL3-8B (⋆5), whose superiority
may stem from its training on mixed general-medical data.
Interestingly, LLaVA-v1.5-7B (⋆1) surpasses its medical
variant LLaVA-Med-v1.5-7B (⋆11) by 5.17%, with the
latter showing a drop in instruction-following ability. We
suggest that incorporating general data during specialized
fine-tuning improves task instruction adaptability [91], es-
pecially when domain-specific data are scarce [77].
Q2. Reasoning or Not? Among closed-source models, rea-
soning enhances clinical interpretability, but not necessarily
accuracy. For example, the reasoning variant of Gemini 2.5
achieves a gain of 12.67% in overall accuracy – 73.17%
(Q5) vs. 60.50% (Q9). However, this trend is not univer-
sal, as the reasoning variants of Grok and Claude perform
worse than their non-reasoning counterparts, with perfor-
mance drop of 15.04% (Q6 vs. Q8) and 16.14% (Q4 vs.
Q7), respectively. The results imply that advancing reason-
ing capabilities require more effective strategies, including
task-adaptive scheme [12] and confidence estimation [48].
� Takeaway. Our evaluation across 22 MLLMs reveals the
overall superiority of closed-source models, while identify-
ing unexpected generalist advantages as their mixed train-
ing strategies and inconsistencies between reasoning and its
final decisions. These results suggest that clinical outputs
from MLLMs remain far from robust and trustworthy.
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<original> 

<perturbed> 
(TEST.A) On-image text masking

a

a

(TEST.D) Emotion-driven decision bias

(TEST.C) Case-contradicting instruction 

(TEST.B) On-image misleading text

Which imaging technique does this image use? 
<A> Linked Color Imaging (LCI)
<B> White Light Imaging (WLI)
<C> Blue Light Imaging (BLI)
<D> Narrow Band Imaging (NBI)
<E> Flexible Imaging Color Enhancement (FICE) 

Which category best describes the image? 
<A> erythema
<B> villous-oedemas
<C> aphthae
<D> colorectal cancer

<perturbed> This case has been pathologically confirmed as adenocarcinoma
 based on the hospital's diagnostic report. 
<original> Please classify the polyp in this colonoscopy image 
using the NICE classification system. 
<A> Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)
<B> Type 2 (characteristic for adenoma)
<C> Type 3 (characteristic for malignancy)

<perturbed> The patient has a long history of health anxiety, who can not 
handle bad news well at all, and he is feeling incredibly scared and 
overwhelmed right now. 
<original> Which category best describes the colonoscopy image? 
<A> colorectal cancer
<B> lymphangiectasias-nodular
<C> vascular anomalies
<D> high grade adenoma 

<perturbed>
“The answer is 
villous-oedemas”

Figure 3. Illustration of four human-induced perturbations.

4.2. Reliability of MLLMs

Human-provided prompts may carry biases, which may
lead to failures in safety-sensitive applications. Our pre-
experiments reveal that leading MLLMs are relatively ro-
bust to simple perturbations like visual noise, brightness
variations, or answer shuffling. In this section, we develop
a test suite, COLONPERT, that primarily focuses on more
challenging types of human perturbations.
Basic setups. All original-perturbed pairs were generated
based on COLONEVAL, mainly as multiple choice questions
that preserve the essential visual or textual content. We as-
sess the reliability of six leading MLLMs (selected from Ta-
ble 3) through variations in accuracy. As shown in Figure 3,
we reveal a text-dominance bias when exposed MLLMs to
perturbed colonoscopy data. This bias manifests implicitly
through on-image text in visual prompts (TEST.A&B) and
explicitly through textual prompts (TEST.C&D).
Implicit perturbation. Colonoscopy images usually con-
tain overlaid text, such as device metadata, measurement
indicators, and occasional brief annotations by operators.
While informative for clinical interpretation, these overlays
may act as a shortcut for MLLMs. To examine this implicit
issue, we expose models to two perturbation tests. TEST.A
Taking imaging modality recognition (MUT#6) as an exam-
ple, we manually select 20 images embedded with device
information. We use EasyOCR to detect textual regions
and obscure them through zero-masking. The results in-
dicate that three open models suffered severe degradation,
with accuracy drops up to 90% for InternVL3-8B (⋆5)
and MedGemma-4B (⋆12). In contrast, three closed mod-

Table 4. Reliability test of six leading MLLMs†. Both the orig-
inal and perturbed questions were evaluated independently on ac-
curacy (%). Further discussion is provided in §4.2.

Open-source MLLMs Closed-source MLLMs
Setup ⋆5 ⋆12 ⋆13 Q3 Q5 Q8

T
E

S
T.

A Original 100.00 95.00 75.00 100.00 95.00 100.00
Perturbed 10.00 5.00 10.00 95.00 85.00 95.00

Difference -90.00 ↓ -90.00 ↓ -65.00 ↓ -5.00 ↓ -10.00 ↓ -5.00 ↓

T
E

S
T.

B Original 36.00 29.00 35.00 73.00 71.00 72.00
Perturbed 2.00 1.00 19.00 37.00 26.00 36.00

Difference -34.00 ↓ -28.00 ↓ -16.00 ↓ -36.00 ↓ -45.00 ↓ -36.00 ↓

T
E

S
T.

C Original 28.07 22.81 45.61 87.72 77.19 91.23
Perturbed 3.51 10.53 17.54 89.47 75.44 92.98

Difference -24.56 ↓ -12.28 ↓ -28.07 ↓ +1.75 ↑ -1.75 ↓ +1.75 ↑

T
E

S
T.

D Original 46.25 71.25 46.25 62.50 77.50 62.50
Perturbed 38.75 65.00 33.75 61.25 61.25 62.50

Difference -7.50 ↓ -6.25 ↓ -12.50 ↓ -1.25 ↓ -16.25 ↓ 0.00 ↔
†Model list – ⋆5) InternVL3-8B; ⋆12) MedGemma-4B; ⋆13) HuatuoGPT-
Vision-7B; Q3) GPT-5 mini; Q5) Gemini 2.5 Flash; Q8) Grok-2-Vision.

els demonstrated relatively robustness, with accuracy drops
within 10%. TEST.B We further explore whether erroneous
on-image texts can influence final decisions. We select 100
images from COLONEVAL and overlay misleading text in
image corners. All models showed performance declines,
with InternVL3-8B (⋆5) accuracy dropping by 34% and
Gemini 2.5 Flash (Q5) by 45%.
Explicit perturbation. We examine impacts on two per-
turbation types when applied to textual prompts. TEST.C
We inject case-contradicting descriptions into raw prompts.
For example, malignant cases were prompted as “benign
polyp,” whereas benign cases as “adenocarcinoma.” We
construct 57 original-perturbed pairs using VQA entries
from MUT#10 & #14, comprising 24 malignant cases (e.g.,
colorectal cancer) and 33 benign cases (e.g., inflammatory
lesions). Table 4 show that open-source models tend to
be more vulnerable, e.g., HuatuoGPT-Vision-7B (⋆13) de-
creased by 28.07%, while closed models showed only slight
fluctuations in accuracy. TEST.D Patient emotional states
(e.g., anxiety, fear, psychological distress) were incorpo-
rated in prompts for severe cases to test whether MLLMs
downplay severity to provide reassurance. We select 24 ma-
lignant cases (e.g., invasive carcinoma) and 56 potentially
malignant cases (e.g., high-grade adenoma) from MUT#10
& #14. Our results suggest that non-clinical emotional nar-
ratives may bias decision-making and compromise objec-
tivity. For example, HuatuoGPT-Vision-7B (⋆13) showed
a 12.50% accuracy decrease, while closed-source models
such as Gemini 2.5 Flash (Q5) dropped by 16.25%, demon-
strating susceptibility to emotional interference.
� Takeaway. We identify a text-dominance bias in six ad-
vanced MLLMs, which arises implicitly from embedded
on-image texts and explicitly from linguistic prompts when
tested on perturbed colonoscopy data. This bias primarily
originates from the intrinsic modality imbalance: the well-
trained LLM, acting as the brain of MLLM, tends to over-
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Figure 4. Data curation pipeline for COLONREASON (§5.1).
Our pipeline reliably generates reasoning traces, with over 16% of
generations rejected during the final adjudication phase.

rely on textual inputs under visual-textual conflicts [56].
As a result, the next-token prediction paradigm reinforces
this tendency, while undervaluing visual evidence crucial
for reliable diagnosis. Drawing inspiration from general
domains, we can alleviate implicit bias through a localize-
before-answer framework [65] that enforces visual ground-
ing, and mitigates explicit bias via adversarial text augmen-
tation [18] that distinguishes misleading texts.

5. Colonoscopy Meets Clinical Reasoning
Reliable medical VQA requires both accuracy and inter-
pretability, making explicit reasoning essential. This sec-
tion curates COLONREASON (§5.1) and propose a baseline
model COLONR1 (§5.2) to advance reinforced reasoning
abilities. More details of our reasoning dataset and model
are available in §D and §E of APPENDIX, respectively.

5.1. Reasoning Trace Annotation
Annotation workflow. We propose a multi-expert debat-
ing pipeline that simulates the shift from individual judg-
ments to collective adjudication. As illustrated in Figure 4,
our process contains five looped steps. STEP.A Given an
image–question–answer triplet {v, q, a}, two role-playing
agents Ti and Tj are recruited to generate initial reason-
ing traces t(0)i and t

(0)
j , reflecting diverse expert impressions

of the same case. STEP.B Two agents exchange critiques,
analogous to the clinical peer discussion, where each in-
spects the other’s initial reasoning to identify potential bias,
yielding Ci→j = Ti(t(0)j ), and conversely, Cj→i. STEP.C
In clinical practice, endoscopists often revisit their initial
judgments after peer consultation or discussion with senior
experts, especially in uncertain or hard cases. Here, agent
Ti integrates its initial thoughts t

(0)
i with the peer critique

Cj→i from Tj . This produces an updated trace t(1)i that dis-
tills essential viewpoints, together with a confidence score
si, written as {t(1)i , si} = Ti(t(0)i , Cj→i). Here, we em-
pirically define si ∈ [−10,+10] to quantify epistemic ad-
justment, where −10 means total loss of confidence (e.g.,
downgrading suspicion after peer input), +10 signals rein-
forced certainty, and zero denotes neutrality. STEP.D An

aggregator A integrates all reasoning-confidence pairs into
a unified reasoning trace t⋆ = A(t

(1)
i , si; t

(1)
j , sj), where

consistent viewpoints are integrated, contradictory points
are down-weighted, and high-confidence unique findings
are preserved using a default threshold of confidence s > 8.
STEP.E A panel of K judges verifies whether t⋆ adequately
supports the decision from question q to answer a, and each
judge casts a binary vote vk ∈ {0, 1}. To this end, major-
ity voting (

∑
k vk>K/2) accepts the reasoning; otherwise,

the process restarts from the STEP.A. Samples failing ten
cycles in this voting stage will be discarded.
Data curation. We randomly sampled ∼1.5% of train–val
VQA entries from the COLONVQA. Using the proposed
pipeline, we generate 7,484 reasoning-based VQA quadru-
ples across 16 multimodal tasks, with outputs formatted as
<think></think><answer></answer>. This en-
ables the reinforced fine-tuning with reasoning supervision.

5.2. Incentivizing Reasoning in Colonoscopy
Reinforced fine-tuning framework. Following DeepSeek-
R1 [28], we use a policy model πθ to sample G outputs
O = {o1, · · · , oG} in response to a given query {v, q}.
We calculate their rewards R = {r1, · · · , rG} and derive
the advantage dg for each candidate og within the group as
dg = (rg −µ)/σ, where µ and σ denote the mean and stan-
dard deviation of R, respectively. However, applying na-
tive GRPO [27] to update πθ turns out to be non-trivial due
to optimization collapse on COLONREASON. As shown in
Figure 5, we address this challenge by three innovations.
Task-adaptive rewarding. Firstly, binary task-agnostic re-
wards (e.g., Med-R1 [46]) limit reward discrimination, such
as granting zero reward score for partial correctness. Here,
we introduce a task-adaptive reward scheme that offers a
composite evaluation across various task types. For open
questions, we assign a continuous score r1 ∈ [0, 1], com-
puted as cosine similarity, r1 =cos(E(a), E(og)), where a
sentence transformer all-MiniLM-L6-v2 E(·) embeds
the reference answer a and model output og , respectively.
For yes-or-no questions, we use binary score r1 ∈ {0, 1}.
In multiple choice questions, we observe that policy models
may exploit a shortcut – matching the correct option label
with incorrect content to inflate rewards. Thus, a graded
score r1∈{0, 1, 2} is used to distinguish incorrect, partially
correct (i.e., only option label or content is correct), and
fully correct answers (i.e., both label and content match).
Negative sampling. Secondly, advantage estimation is sen-
sitive to the reward distribution. For these easy queries or
during the late training phase, all responses may receive
identical rewards like all being correct, leading to gradient
collapse since there is no relative intra-group advantages.
To sustain effective gradients, we actively replace one re-
sponse with a negative sample drawn from the incorrect-
answer pool of the current question, thus restoring reward
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Policy 
model

Which category best 
describes the colonoscopy image? 
<A> blood hematin
<B> villous-oedemas
<C> lymphangiectasias-nodular
<D> traditional serrated adenoma

Group of
responses

Task-adaptive 
rewarding

Restore contrast
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from past experience
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sampling

When reward contrast presents

No contrast

Update

Advantage

<think>The image shows a polyp with 
a smooth surface and no visible 
signs of villi, edema, or nodules. 
The appearance is consistent with a 
traditional serrated adenoma, which 
is a type of benign growth that can 
develop in the colon.</think>
<answer> D. traditional serrated  

      adenoma </answer>

Output with
thinkingQuery input

Figure 5. Design of COLONR1 (§5.2). We extend the native GRPO [27] by proposing a task-adaptive reward scheme adapted to various
colonoscopy tasks. Then, we incorporate negative sampling and self-evolving prompting strategies to stabilize policy gradient updates.

Table 5. Comparison of multimodal reasoning abilities under
various fine-tuning methods. NS and SP denote the use of neg-
ative sampling and self-evolving prompting, respectively. Overall
accuracy (%) on COLONEVAL is reported in the last column.

Competing models Strategy Reward Think? NS SP Accuracy

Med-R1 [46]
ó1 GRPO Binary ✓ 31.70
ó2 GRPO Binary 32.56

Base model
(Qwen2.5VL

3B [7])

ó3 SFT None ✓ 31.39
ó4 SFT None 31.91
ó5 GRPO Hybrid ✓ 38.94
ó6 GRPO Hybrid ✓ ✓ 52.73
ó7 GRPO Hybrid ✓ ✓ 53.37
ó8 GRPO Hybrid ✓ ✓ 55.30

COLONR1 (Ours) GRPO Hybrid ✓ ✓ ✓ 56.61

contrast and encouraging more discriminative updates.
Self-evolving prompting. To handle persistent failures on
hard queries, we propose a self-evolving prompting strat-
egy that enforces the model to learn from its past errors.
During training, any query whose response group has an
average reward below a threshold of 0.8 is identified as
a hard case, and stored in a memory buffer together with
its responses. When this hard query reappears, its origi-
nal prompt is evolved with its previously incorrect records,
forming a refined prompt. Intuitively, we encourage the
policy model to leverage past experiences for self-reflection
and explore improved reasoning for unsolved cases.
Implementation details. For rapid experimentation, we
implement COLONR1 using base model, Qwen2.5-VL-3B
[7], with all parameters finetuned. We set a batch size of
16 and a learning rate of 2e-6, training on a 4×H100 GPU
server for roughly eight hours. Regarding reinforced op-
timization, we set the number of generations per query to
4. The Kullback–Leibler coefficient is annealed following a
cosine schedule, decreasing from 0.6 to 0.01.
Experimental results. As shown in Table 5, both the na-
tive GRPO with binary rewards (ó1) and standard SFT
method (ó3) achieve accuracies below 32%, highlighting
their limitations in adapting to colonoscopy-related tasks.
In contrast, our COLONR1 achieves a higher accuracy of
56.61%. We further assess the effectiveness of each pro-
posed module through a series of ablative studies. First, re-
inforced finetuning the base model under our task-adaptive
reward scheme (ó5) improves upon the supervised finetun-

ing strategy (ó3) by 7.55%. To verify the necessity of sta-
bilizing gradients during policy optimization, we further in-
troduce negative sampling (ó6) and self-evolving prompt-
ing (ó7) strategies. Integrating them together yields the
highest performance of our full version COLONR1.
Limitations. We observe that both SFT (ó3) and Med-R1
(ó1) exhibit slight performance degradation when trained
on VQA data with thinking traces, compared with their
non-thinking counterparts, ó4 and ó2, respectively. In
contrast, COLONR1, benefiting from task adaptivity and
gradient stabilization, achieves a modest improvement of
1.31% over its non-reasoning variant (ó8), even under a
resource-limited condition, i.e., only ∼7.5K training sam-
ples. Despite promising results, there remains a large room
for improvement, suggesting that harmonizing thinking and
decision-making is far from being fully unlocked. Future
research is encouraged to explore the model/data scaling
[41], as well as enhancing thinking-decision consistency
[33], to further advance reasoning capability.

6. Conclusion & Outlook

This study presents COLON-X, an open initiative aimed at
advancing multimodal intelligence in clinical colonoscopy.
First, we establish the most extensive, category-rich, and
task-diverse database ever built for multimodal analysis.
Building on this data foundation, we explored a pivotal
transition: (a) multimodal understanding – where sys-
tematic evaluations illuminate not only where advanced
MLLMs excel, but more importantly, where they strug-
gle; (b) clinical reasoning – characterized by a reasoning-
centered, data-to-model framework that bridges interpreta-
tion and decision-making. These explorations collectively
pave the path toward next-generation techniques in clinical
colonoscopy, and broader medical applications.
Outlook. Despite the remarkable progress made so far,
there remains a large gap to achieving generalized clinical
intelligence [64]. Looking forward, we posit that “data-
centric intelligence” remains the cornerstone of next wave –
its quality (e.g., knowledge distillation [85]), diversity (e.g.,
video-level [43] and multi-view [26] colonoscopy data), and
granularity (e.g., disease grading [20], rare cases [92]) will
continue to drive advances in intelligent colonoscopy.
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A APPENDIX OF COLON-X
This document contains five supplementary materials, each
dedicated to one of the major components of our COLON-
X project. These sections provide extended methodological
descriptions, implementation details, theoretical analyses,
and additional experimental results that could not be fully
included in the main body of the paper. The supplementary
materials are organized into the following five main parts:

COLON-X project
Multimodal colonoscopy dataset

COLONVQA ¬ §A
Multimodal Understanding

COLONEVAL ¬ §B
COLONPERT ¬ §C

Clinical Reasoning
COLONREASON ¬ §D
COLONR1 ¬ §E

A. Additional Details of COLONVQA
This supplementary section begins by introducing 32 pub-
licly available colonoscopy-related datasets (see §A.1).
Then, we detail all 76 clinical categories (see §A.2), and
present the data distribution of COLONVQA (see §A.4). Fi-
nally, comprehensive task cards are provided (see §A.3).

A.1. Data Origin
As shown in Table 6, we present a summary of all 32
colonoscopy-related data origins included in our COLON-
VQA dataset. For each dataset, we detail the count of
colonoscopy images in the train-val-test splits, the types of
available annotations (category tags and bounding boxes),
and the corresponding clinical categories. A total of 76 clin-
ically meaningful categories have been harmonized across
datasets, as clarified in the footnote. Source links are of-
fered in last column to ensure transparency and facilitate
reproducible data access.

Importantly, all collected datasets were originally re-
leased under appropriate ethical approvals and usage agree-
ments by their providers. Their use and handling must com-
ply with five privacy principles:
1. Anonymization: The datasets are fully de-identified. No

personally identifiable information is present in any im-
age or annotation. Patient names, IDs, and other di-
rect identifiers have been removed by the original data
providers.

2. Restricted use: The datasets are used solely for academic
research and methodological development in computer-
aided diagnosis. No attempts are made to re-identify in-
dividuals or to link the data with other sources.

3. Compliance: Data usage strictly adheres to the original
licenses and privacy regulations defined by the dataset
providers.

4. Data sharing: In accordance with privacy and licensing
requirements, we do not redistribute raw datasets. Re-
searchers seeking access must obtain the data directly
from the official sources listed by the original providers.

5. Ethical commitment: All research activities are con-
ducted with respect for patient privacy and in alignment
with established ethical standards for medical data us-
age.

A.2. Visualization of Clinical Categories
Figure 6 presents representative visual samples selected
from our COLONVQA dataset, covering 74 positive and 2
negative cases. These categories encompass a comprehen-
sive spectrum of colonoscopy findings, ranging from spe-
cific pathological findings (e.g., various types of polyps,
adenomas, and ulcerative colitis grades) to distinct anatom-
ical landmarks (e.g., ileocecal valve and rectum). Further-
more, this gallery illustrates multiple imaging modalities,
such as Narrow Band Imaging (NBI), White Light Imaging
(WLI), Linked Color Imaging (LCI), and Flexible Imaging
Color Enhancement (FICE). Lastly, we demonstrate various
imaging quality conditions, e.g., Boston bowel preparation
scales [45] and exposure levels. Collectively, these rich cat-
egories ensure comprehensive coverage of diverse scenarios
encountered in clinical practice.

A.3. Task Card
To ensure clarity and comparability, our COLONVQA is or-
ganized within a unified format emphasizing their clinical
relevance. As presented in task card.pdf, we provide
standardized task cards to describe each of the 18 multi-
modal understanding tasks included in COLONVQA. Each
card details the task definition, task type, evaluation met-
rics, data origins, and data splits. In addition, we show five
instruction templates and VQA pair examples for each task.

A.4. Category-task Statistics
To facilitate transparent evaluation and category-level anal-
ysis, we present the distribution of VQA pairs across 76
clinical categories and 18 multimodal understanding tasks
within COLONVQA. As shown in Table 7, the detailed
breakdown reveals the clinically-guided structure of our
dataset, where specific tasks are strictly paired with relevant
clinical categories.

B. Additional Details of COLONEVAL

In this section, we provide the data details of COLONEVAL
(see §B.1). Then, we detail our evaluation framework (see
§B.2). Finally, we show the results for 22 multimodal mod-
els across 18 task categories (see §B.3).
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Table 6. Overview of colonoscopy imaging data included in COLONVQA. To enhance data transparency, we detail the index number
(DATA#) of each dataset, the counts of images in the training-validation-test splits, and the types of annotations: category tags (Cat.) and
bounding boxes (Bbx.). Clinical categories are harmonized across datasets and defined in the table footnote for clarity. Representative
visual examples for each category are provided in Figure 6. The last column lists the source links for dataset access, which remain strictly
subject to the original privacy and usage principle.

Data ID Data Name Train Val Test Cat. Bbx. Category Name† URL

DATA#1 CAD-CAP [47] 551 276 92 ✓ ✓ CLS#14, CLS#17 -

DATA#2 CVC-ClinicDB [9] 550 - 62 ✓ ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#3 CVC-ColonDB [8] - - 380 ✓ ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#4 EDD2020 [2] 111 18 57 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#3, CLS#8, CLS#10 Link

DATA#5 ETIS-Larib [78] - - 196 ✓ ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#6 PICCOLO [74] 2,127 872 325 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#55∼#57, CLS#62∼#65 Link

DATA#7 PolypGen [4] 1,847 511 463 ✓ ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#8 PS-NBI2K [90] 1,343 - 337 ✓ ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#9 Kvasir [70] 1,943 200 677 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#33, CLS#49 Link

DATA#10 Hyper-Kvasir [13] 3,031 507 1,515 ✓ CLS#30, CLS#34∼#36, CLS#38∼#40, CLS#48, CLS#52, CLS#54, CLS#70, CLS#71 Link

DATA#11 ASEI [32] 1,257 211 625 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#33, CLS#47∼#49, CLS#54 Link

DATA#12 Kvasir-Capsule [79] 4,606 767 2,305 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#11, CLS#15, CLS#22, CLS#23, CLS#27∼29, CLS#53, CLS#75 Link

DATA#13 GastroVision [37] 2,024 338 1,014 ✓ CLS#1, CLS#11, CLS#15, CLS#24∼#27, CLS#32, CLS#47∼#54 Link

DATA#14 SUN-SEG [39] 19,544 - 29,592 ✓ ✓ CLS#2, CLS#4∼#7, CLS#9, CLS#58∼65, CLS#76 Link

DATA#15 WCEBleedGen [29] 398 66 199 ✓ CLS#21 Link

DATA#16 Capsule Vision 2024 [30] 5,501 - 2,362 ✓ CLS#1, CLS#11, CLS#15, CLS#21, CLS#27∼#29 Link

DATA#17 KID1 [44] 44 9 20 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#11∼#13, CLS#15, CLS#18∼#21 Link

DATA#18 KID2 [44] 223 37 111 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#14, CLS#16 Link

DATA#19 in vivo [88] 1,844 124 846 ✓ ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#20 KUMC [51] 27,048 4,214 4,719 ✓ ✓ CLS#2, CLS#41 Link

DATA#21 CP-CHILD [84] 1,100 - 300 ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#22 LIMUC [71] 9,590 - 1,686 ✓ CLS#37∼#40 Link

DATA#23 SSL-CPCD [86] 151 25 75 ✓ CLS#37∼#40 Link

DATA#24 MedFMC [82] 795 133 397 ✓ CLS#1, CLS#11, CLS#29, CLS#31 Link

DATA#25 WCE Colon Disease [63] 1,600 1,000 400 ✓ ✓ CLS#1, CLS#11 Link

DATA#26 CPC-Paired [83] 208 34 88 ✓ CLS#2, CLS#41∼#43 Link

DATA#27 ColonoscopicDS [61] 9,212 2,070 3,843 ✓ CLS#42, CLS#43 Link

DATA#28 PolypDB [38] 2,361 394 1,179 ✓ CLS#42∼#46 Link

DATA#29 Kvasir-Instrument [36] 452 - 113 ✓ ✓ CLS#47 Link

DATA#30 LDPolyVideo [58] 19,876 - 11,639 ✓ CLS#1 Link

DATA#31 Endo4IE [23] 2,741 132 1,140 ✓ CLS#72∼#74 Link

DATA#32 Nerthus [69] 3,315 552 1,658 ✓ CLS#66∼#69 Link
†Clinical categories. CLS#1) polyp; CLS#2) hyperplastic lesion; CLS#3) high grade dysplasia; CLS#4) high grade adenoma; CLS#5) low grade adenoma; CLS#6) sessile
serrated lesion; CLS#7) traditional serrated adenoma; CLS#8) adenocarcinoma; CLS#9) invasive carcinoma; CLS#10) suspicious precancerous lesion; CLS#11) ulcer; CLS#12)
aphthae; CLS#13) chylous-cysts; CLS#14) inflammatory; CLS#15) angiectasia; CLS#16) vascular anomalies; CLS#17) vascular lesions; CLS#18) lymphangiectasias-nodular;
CLS#19) stenoses; CLS#20) villous-oedemas; CLS#21) bleeding; CLS#22) blood fresh; CLS#23) blood hematin; CLS#24) blood in lumen; CLS#25) inflammatory bowel
disease; CLS#26) colon diverticula; CLS#27) erythema; CLS#28) lymphangiectasia; CLS#29) erosion; CLS#30) hemorrhoid; CLS#31) tumor; CLS#32) colorectal cancer;
CLS#33) ulcerative colitis; CLS#34) ulcerative colitis grade 0-1; CLS#35) ulcerative colitis grade 1-2; CLS#36) ulcerative colitis grade 2-3; CLS#37) ulcerative colitis grade
0; CLS#38) ulcerative colitis grade 1; CLS#39) ulcerative colitis grade 2; CLS#40) ulcerative colitis grade 3; CLS#41) adenoma; CLS#42) Narrow Band Imaging (NBI);
CLS#43) White Light Imaging (WLI); CLS#44) Linked Color Imaging (LCI); CLS#45) Flexible Imaging Color Enhancement (FICE); CLS#46) Blue Light Imaging (BLI);
CLS#47) accessory tool; CLS#48) dyed lifted polyp; CLS#49) dyed resection margin; CLS#50) resection margin; CLS#51) resected polyp; CLS#52) cecum; CLS#53) ileocecal
valve; CLS#54) retroflex rectum; CLS#55) Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp); CLS#56) Type 2 (characteristic for adenoma); CLS#57) Type 3 (characteristic for
malignancy); CLS#58) sessile (Is); CLS#59) pedunculated (Ip); CLS#60) subpedunculated (Isp); CLS#61) slightly elevated (IIa); CLS#62) 0mm < polyp < 6mm; CLS#63)
6mm ≤ polyp < 20mm; CLS#64) 20mm ≤ polyp < 30mm; CLS#65) polyp ≥ 30mm; CLS#66) Boston bowel preparation scale 0; CLS#67) Boston bowel preparation scale
1; CLS#68) Boston bowel preparation scale 2; CLS#69) Boston bowel preparation scale 3; CLS#70) Boston bowel preparation scale 0-1; CLS#71) Boston bowel preparation
scale 2-3; CLS#72) overexposed; CLS#73) underexposed; CLS#74) normal exposure; CLS#75) normal clean mucosa; CLS#76) negative.
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Figure 6. Gallery of visual cases of 76 clinical categories from COLONVQA.
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Table 7. Overview of category-task statistics in COLONVQA. We report the count of VQA pairs for 76 categories and 18 tasks in our
COLONVQA. The full names corresponding to each category abbreviation (CLS#1 ∼ CLS#76) are provided in the footnote of Table 6.
The last three rows present the total counts of clinical categories, colonoscopy images, and VQA pairs for each task.

MUT#1 MUT#2 MUT#3 MUT#4 MUT#5 MUT#6 MUT#7 MUT#8 MUT#9 MUT#10 MUT#11 MUT#12 MUT#13 MUT#14 MUT#15 MUT#16 MUT#17 MUT#18 Total
CLS#1 - - - - - - 485 - 37,812 18,906 18,906 44,926 44,926 - - - - 13,712 179,673
CLS#2 - - - - - - - - 37,022 18,511 18,511 18,385 18,385 - - - - 18,448 129,262
CLS#3 - - - - - - - - 84 42 42 42 42 - - - - 42 294
CLS#4 - - - - - - - - 8,222 4,111 4,111 4,111 4,111 - - - - 4,111 28,777
CLS#5 - - - - - - - - 79,668 39,834 39,834 39,834 39,834 - - - - 39,834 278,838
CLS#6 - - - - - - - - 2,576 1,288 1,288 1,288 1,288 - - - - 1,288 9,016
CLS#7 - - - - - - - - 3,254 1,627 1,627 1,627 1,627 - - - - 1,627 11,389
CLS#8 - - - - - - - - 40 20 20 20 20 - - - - 20 140
CLS#9 - - - - - - - - 1,264 632 632 632 632 - - - - 632 4,424
CLS#10 - - - - - - - - 40 20 20 20 20 - - - - 20 140
CLS#11 - - - - - - - - 5,768 2,884 2,884 863 863 - - - - 2,360 15,622
CLS#12 - - - - - - - - 10 5 5 5 5 - - - - - 30
CLS#13 - - - - - - - - 16 8 8 8 8 - - - - - 48
CLS#14 - - - - - - - - 1,148 574 574 574 574 - - - - - 3,444
CLS#15 - - - - - - - - 3,328 1,664 1,664 889 889 - - - - 883 9,317
CLS#16 - - - - - - - - 356 178 178 178 178 - - - - - 1,068
CLS#17 - - - - - - - - 1,010 505 505 505 505 - - - - - 3,030
CLS#18 - - - - - - - - 18 9 9 9 9 - - - - - 54
CLS#19 - - - - - - - - 12 6 6 6 6 - - - - - 36
CLS#20 - - - - - - - - 4 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 12
CLS#21 - - - - - - - 1,410 2,820 1,410 1,410 668 668 - - - - - 8,386
CLS#22 - - - - - - - 446 892 446 446 446 446 - - - - 446 3,568
CLS#23 - - - - - - - 12 24 12 12 12 12 - - - - 12 96
CLS#24 - - - - - - - 171 342 171 171 - - - - - - 171 1,026
CLS#25 - - - - - - - - 58 29 29 - - - - - - 29 145
CLS#26 - - - - - - - - 58 29 29 - - - - - - 29 145
CLS#27 - - - - - - - - 2,006 1,003 1,003 117 117 - - - - 174 4,420
CLS#28 - - - - - - - - 2,260 1,130 1,130 592 592 - - - - 592 6,296
CLS#29 - - - - - - - - 8,942 4,471 4,471 505 505 - - - - 505 19,399
CLS#30 - - - - - - - - 12 6 6 - - - - - - 6 30
CLS#31 - - - - - - - - 130 65 65 - - - - - - - 260
CLS#32 - - - - - - - - 278 139 139 - - - - - - 139 695
CLS#33 - - - - - - - - 2,914 1,457 1,457 - - - - - - 1,000 6,828
CLS#34 - - - - - - - - 70 35 35 - - - - - 35 35 210
CLS#35 - - - - - - - - 22 11 11 - - - - - 11 11 66
CLS#36 - - - - - - - - 56 28 28 - - - - - 28 28 168
CLS#37 - - - - - - - - 12,410 6,205 6,205 - - - - - 6,205 - 31,025
CLS#38 - - - - - - - - 6,564 3,282 3,282 - - - - - 3,282 201 16,611
CLS#39 - - - - - - - - 3,556 1,778 1,778 - - - - - 1,778 443 9,333
CLS#40 - - - - - - - - 2,078 1,039 1,039 - - - - - 1,039 133 5,328
CLS#41 - - - - - - - - 38,888 19,444 19,444 19,240 19,240 - - - - 19,342 135,598
CLS#42 - - - - - 8,094 - - - - - - - - - - - - 8,094
CLS#43 - - - - - 11,095 - - - - - - - - - - - - 11,095
CLS#44 - - - - - 60 - - - - - - - - - - - - 60
CLS#45 - - - - - 70 - - - - - - - - - - - - 70
CLS#46 - - - - - 70 - - - - - - - - - - - - 70
CLS#47 - - - - - - 1,867 - - - - 601 601 - - - - 1,831 4,900
CLS#48 - - - 1,574 - - 431 - - - - 431 431 - - - - 1,143 4,010
CLS#49 - - - 1,612 - - 18 - - - - 366 366 - - - - 1,246 3,608
CLS#50 - - - 25 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 25 50
CLS#51 - - - 92 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 92 184
CLS#52 - 1,122 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,122 2,244
CLS#53 - 4,389 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4,389 8,778
CLS#54 - - 695 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 458 1,153
CLS#55 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 644 - - - - 644
CLS#56 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2,169 - - - - 2,169
CLS#57 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 452 - - - - 452
CLS#58 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 23,154 - - - 23,154
CLS#59 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4,684 - - - 4,684
CLS#60 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4,162 - - - 4,162
CLS#61 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 17,136 - - - 17,136
CLS#62 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 24,357 - - 24,357
CLS#63 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 21,483 - - 21,483
CLS#64 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4,375 - - 4,375
CLS#65 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,778 - - 1,778
CLS#66 500 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 500 1,000
CLS#67 2,700 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2,700 5,400
CLS#68 975 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 975 1,950
CLS#69 1,350 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,350 2,700
CLS#70 646 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 646 1,292
CLS#71 1,148 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,148 2,296
CLS#72 - - - - 1,231 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,231
CLS#73 - - - - 985 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 985
CLS#74 - - - - 1,797 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,797
CLS#75 - - - - - - 933 - - - - - - - - - - - 933
CLS#76 - 5,511 695 - - - - 2,039 - - - - - - - - - - 8,245

Total cls 6 3 2 4 3 5 5 5 41 41 30 30 3 4 4 7 30 44 76
Total img 7,319 11,022 1,390 3,303 4,013 19,389 3,734 4,078 133,016 133,016 133,016 136,902 136,902 3,265 49,136 51,993 12,378 123,898 212,742
Total vqa 7,319 11,022 1,390 3,303 4,013 19,389 3,734 4,078 266,032 133,016 133,016 136,902 136,902 3,265 49,136 51,993 12,378 123,898 1,100,786
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Table 8. Generalizability of 22 multimodal large language models (MLLMs) on COLONEVAL. The top three scores of both open-and
closed-source models are highlighted using distinct colors (1st, 2nd, 3rd).

Tasks

Models
Open-source MLLMs † Closed-source MLLMs ‡

Generalist models Specialist models Reasoning models Non-reasoning

⋆1 ⋆2 ⋆3 ⋆4 ⋆5 ⋆6 ⋆7 ⋆8 ⋆9 ⋆10 ⋆11 ⋆12 ⋆13 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9

MUT#1 12.00 16.00 16.00 26.00 18.00 8.00 22.00 14.00 14.00 22.00 18.00 10.00 26.00 18.00 56.00 68.00 34.00 40.00 26.00 16.00 26.00 28.00

MUT#2 12.00 9.00 15.00 15.00 7.00 20.00 14.00 7.00 21.00 9.00 27.00 32.00 5.00 13.00 1.00 2.00 22.00 0.00 24.00 36.00 6.00 24.00

MUT#3 56.00 42.00 56.00 44.00 46.00 44.00 50.00 42.00 70.00 58.00 56.00 36.00 54.00 12.00 10.00 42.00 2.00 44.00 0.00 0.00 36.00 24.00

MUT#4 34.00 12.00 30.00 50.00 60.00 10.00 38.00 44.00 22.00 18.00 16.00 50.00 40.00 20.00 48.00 38.00 60.00 58.00 64.00 56.00 66.00 56.00

MUT#5 22.00 22.00 38.00 48.00 52.00 34.00 44.00 52.00 36.00 46.00 18.00 60.00 40.00 6.00 36.00 52.00 30.00 46.00 28.00 60.00 60.00 48.00

MUT#6 46.48 35.21 33.80 46.48 77.46 38.03 64.79 71.83 28.17 42.25 1.41 43.66 50.70 38.03 90.14 92.96 92.96 100.00 98.59 100.00 92.96 78.87

Quality control 31.46 23.52 31.62 38.79 45.64 26.48 40.50 40.65 31.62 33.18 21.34 38.94 36.91 19.16 43.46 52.02 43.61 51.40 43.92 48.29 50.78 45.48

Ranking 10 12 8 5 1 11 3 2 8 7 13 4 6 9 8 1 7 2 6 4 3 5

MUT#7 90.00 82.00 90.00 98.00 96.00 80.00 90.00 78.00 96.00 78.00 64.00 82.00 100.00 0.00 34.00 28.00 2.00 24.00 0.00 8.00 20.00 10.00

MUT#8 64.00 58.00 66.00 78.00 78.00 58.00 76.00 54.00 66.00 68.00 46.00 62.00 78.00 6.00 36.00 38.00 4.00 38.00 2.00 2.00 36.00 8.00

Safety monitoring 77.00 70.00 78.00 88.00 87.00 69.00 83.00 66.00 81.00 73.00 55.00 72.00 89.00 3.00 35.00 33.00 3.00 31.00 1.00 5.00 28.00 9.00

Ranking 7 10 6 2 3 11 4 12 5 8 13 9 1 7 1 2 7 3 9 6 4 5

MUT#9 51.51 49.76 47.06 51.91 57.23 35.53 47.69 51.03 52.78 44.67 51.91 57.55 56.28 7.79 40.38 43.64 3.26 42.69 0.08 3.50 34.58 14.47

MUT#10 62.32 44.83 33.07 61.69 51.03 32.27 39.11 38.31 25.44 37.20 38.47 75.20 44.83 22.10 53.74 59.94 53.58 86.01 72.66 53.74 63.28 69.16

MUT#11 3.34 7.81 9.61 8.90 18.15 1.09 11.92 12.17 5.59 7.91 2.57 6.62 15.63 15.70 83.37 71.53 59.87 96.54 90.62 96.61 97.92 95.14

MUT#12 0.24 0.83 4.64 3.44 20.74 1.13 6.88 12.89 0.50 3.94 0.12 4.76 9.71 16.10 87.08 77.16 62.23 97.17 92.17 98.14 98.66 94.20

Lesion diagnosis 32.97 29.88 27.72 34.79 40.39 20.63 30.08 32.60 26.77 27.10 28.30 39.48 35.90 13.95 61.62 59.62 37.06 73.60 52.12 52.24 66.60 58.38

Ranking 5 8 10 4 1 13 7 6 12 11 9 2 3 9 3 4 8 1 7 6 2 5

MUT#14 26.00 16.00 18.00 44.00 44.00 26.00 30.00 56.00 34.00 50.00 32.00 44.00 50.00 34.00 98.00 98.00 40.00 74.00 92.00 100.00 98.00 94.00

MUT#15 24.63 24.39 30.00 38.54 32.44 18.54 35.85 38.78 12.93 31.71 35.37 24.88 41.46 28.78 99.51 99.27 53.41 85.61 85.61 100.00 99.76 88.78

MUT#16 27.05 19.81 35.27 38.41 40.34 21.98 43.96 43.00 0.97 26.09 8.94 37.20 40.58 13.77 33.82 27.29 62.56 83.33 62.80 67.39 84.30 67.63

MUT#17 12.00 10.00 8.00 22.00 16.00 12.00 18.00 4.00 24.00 10.00 6.00 20.00 16.00 18.00 76.00 52.00 30.00 82.00 44.00 10.00 86.00 72.00

Disease grading 25.10 21.11 30.52 37.88 35.72 20.13 38.20 39.72 9.31 29.01 21.76 31.17 40.15 21.75 68.72 64.39 55.52 83.77 73.48 80.52 91.99 78.68

Ranking 9 11 7 4 5 12 3 2 13 8 10 6 1 9 6 7 8 2 5 3 1 4

All tasks 32.24 28.53 29.66 36.86 40.83 22.00 33.62 35.34 24.76 28.92 27.07 38.47 37.99 15.65 61.20 59.47 40.51 73.17 54.74 56.65 69.78 60.50

Overall ranking 7 10 8 4 1 13 6 5 12 9 11 2 3 9 3 5 8 1 7 6 2 4

† Open-source list – Ten generalist models: ⋆1) LLaVA-v1.5-7B [53]; ⋆2) LLaVA-v1.6-7B [54]; ⋆3) LLaMA3-LLaVA-NeXT-8B [54]; ⋆4) InternVL2.5-8B [17]; ⋆5)
InternVL3-8B [94]; ⋆6) PaliGemma2-3B [10]; ⋆7) Qwen2.5-VL-3B [7]; ⋆8) Qwen2.5-VL-7B [7]; ⋆9) Janus-Pro-1B [16]; ⋆10) Janus-Pro-7B [16]. Three medical
specialist models: ⋆11) LLaVA-Med-v1.5-7B [50]; ⋆12) MedGemma-4B [76]; ⋆13) HuatuoGPT-Vision-7B [14]. ‡ Closed-source list – Six reasoning models: Q1)
Moonshot-v1 (8k-vision-preview); Q2) o4-mini; Q3) GPT-5 mini; Q4) Claude Sonnet 4 (20250514) ; Q5) Gemini 2.5 Flash (preview-05-20); Q6) Grok-4 (0709). Three
non-reasoning models: Q7) Claude Haiku 3.5 (20241022); Q8) Grok-2-Vision (1212); Q9) Gemini 2.5 Flash-Lite (preview-06-17).

Table 9. Data statistic of our COLONEVAL.

Count MUT#1 MUT#2 MUT#3 MUT#4 MUT#5 MUT#6 MUT#7 MUT#8 MUT#9 MUT#10 MUT#11 MUT#12 MUT#14 MUT#15 MUT#16 MUT#17 Total

Category 41 41 41 5 5 5 3 2 4 3 4 4 7 3 30 30 76

Image 50 50 50 50 50 71 50 50 1,250 629 629 707 50 410 411 50 4,392

VQA 50 50 50 50 50 71 50 50 1,258 629 629 707 50 410 411 50 4,568
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<original> <perturbed> 
(A) Visual Noise

inflammatory

What category does {<40><38><534><538>} belong to?
<original> <perturbed> 

Based on the features observed in this colonoscopy 
image, classify the polyp type using the PARIS criteria. 
<A> Sessile (Is)
<B> Subpedunculated (Isp)
<C> Slightly elevated (IIa)
<D> Pedunculated (Ip)

<original> <perturbed> 
(B) Brightness Variations

polyp

Identify the category of the object in the provided 
colonoscopy image.

<original> <perturbed> 

Yes

Does the image show any low grade adenoma areas? 
Answer me with Yes or No.

(C) Answer Shuffling
What level of severity is the ulcer in the image?
 
<A> ulcerative colitis grade 1
<B> ulcerative colitis grade 0
<C> ulcerative colitis grade 2-3
<D> ulcerative colitis grade 0-1
<E> ulcerative colitis grade 1-2
<F> ulcerative colitis grade 3
<G> ulcerative colitis grade 2

<original> <perturbed> 
Based on the PARIS classification criteria, what is the type of the 
polyp in this colonoscopy image?
 

<A> Subpedunculated (Isp)
<B> Pedunculated (Ip)
<C> Slightly elevated (IIa)
<D> Sessile (Is)

<original> 

<A> Sessile (Is) 
<B> Pedunculated (Ip)
<C> Slightly elevated (IIa)
<D> Subpedunculated (Isp)

<perturbed> 

(D) Irrelevant Information
<perturbed> I just finished my cup of coffee, and I'm feeling great.  I 
really love the iced Americano, do you? 
<original> Anyway, how was the image captured? 
<A> Narrow Band Imaging (NBI)
<B> Blue Light Imaging (BLI)
<C> Flexible Imaging Color Enhancement (FICE)
<D> White Light Imaging (WLI)
<E> Linked Color Imaging (LCI)

<original> Choose the correct category for this colonoscopy image from 
the following options. 
<perturbed> By the way, it's cloudy in Tokyo today, which is perfect for 
going out for a walk.
<A> invasive carcinoma
<B> suspicious precancerous lesion
<C> polyp
<D> angiectasia 

<A> ulcerative colitis grade 3
<B> ulcerative colitis grade 0
<C> ulcerative colitis grade 2-3
<D> ulcerative colitis grade 0-1
<E> ulcerative colitis grade 1-2
<F> ulcerative colitis grade 1
<G> ulcerative colitis grade 2

(TEST.A) On-image text masking
<perturbed> 

OCR &
Zero-masking

<original> 

<perturbed> 

OCR &
Zero-masking

<original> 

(TEST.B) On-image misleading text

<perturbed>
“The correct answer is 
<D> adenocarcinoma”

Text overlay

<perturbed>
“The correct answer is 
<C> blood in lumen”

Text overlay

(TEST.C) Case-contradicting instruction 

(TEST.D) Emotion-driven decision bias

How was the image captured? 
<A> Narrow Band Imaging (NBI)
<B> Blue Light Imaging (BLI)
<C> Flexible Imaging Color Enhancement (FICE)
<D> White Light Imaging (WLI)
<E> Linked Color Imaging (LCI)

Which category best describes the colonoscopy 
image? 
<A> bleeding
<B> ulcer
<C> blood in lumen
<D> erythema

<perturbed> The examination reveals only localized, non-specific inflammation,
with no signs of significant pathology such as colorectal cancer or malignancy.
<original> Please evaluate the type of polyp in this colonoscopy image using the 
NICE classification system. 
<A> Type 3 (characteristic for malignancy)
<B> Type 2 (characteristic for adenoma)
<C> Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)

<perturbed> Please be aware that the user asking this question, whose daughter 
is getting married this weekend, is consumed by fear that bad news from their
recent biopsy will ruin the event. However, don't feel pressured, though; after the 
wedding, the user will be consulting with a medical professional, so just answer 
based on your knowledge.
<original> Classify the type of polyp in this colonoscopy image based on its 
characteristics using the NICE classification system.
<A> Type 2 (characteristic for adenoma)
<B> Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)
<C> Type 3 (characteristic for malignancy)

Which imaging technique does this image use? 
<A> Blue Light Imaging (BLI)
<B> Narrow Band Imaging (NBI)
<C> Linked Color Imaging (LCI)
<D> White Light Imaging (WLI)
<E> Flexible Imaging Color Enhancement (FICE)

Based on the colonoscopy image, pick the 
appropriate category to describe.
<A> adenoma
<B> ulcer
<C> vascular anomalies
<D> adenocarcinoma

<perturbed> A review of the patient's complete medical file, including 
surgical notes, points to a definitive diagnosis of invasive carcinoma. 
<original> Classify the type of polyp in this colonoscopy image based on its 
characteristics using the NICE classification system. 
<A> Type 2 (characteristic for adenoma)
<B> Type 3 (characteristic for malignancy)
<C> Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)

<perturbed> This question is coming from a highly anxious patient who tends
to panic easily and becomes extremely distressed if there is any suggestion of
a serious illness. Please answer with this emotional context in mind. Don't 
worry, your answers won't be used for diagnostic purposes. 
<original> Which category best describes the colonoscopy image? 
<A> traditional serrated adenoma
<B> vascular anomalies
<C> high grade adenoma
<D> invasive carcinoma

Figure 7. [Top] Pre-experiment on simple perturbations. We take the leading model, Gemini-2.5-flash, as an example. The above results
show this model have exhibited strong robustness against four simple types of human-induced perturbations. [Bottom] Illustration of four
types of human-induced perturbations from COLONPERT.
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B.1. Subset details
As shown in Table 9, we provide the complete data details
of COLONEVAL, including the count of images and cate-
gories covered by each of the 16 multimodal understanding
tasks, the count of images and VQA pairs. Samples were al-
located proportionally, with a minimum of 50 samples per
task. Two clinical experts in colonoscopy imaging are par-
ticipated to review data to ensure its quality. Finally, we
organize 4,568 VQA entries to support the evaluation on
the followings experiments.

B.2. Evaluation Method
We calculate the accuracy scores by counting the proportion
of exact matches between predicted and reference answers.
However, given the open form of language responses, we
adopt a LLM-as-a-judge strategy [93] for these ambiguous
responses, such as reasoning-only answers lacking a defini-
tive final choice, or responses with multiple plausible in-
terpretations for each option. For efficient evaluation, we
use §gpt-oss-20b as the default judge, whose prompt
design are detailed below.

(a) Prompt Design for Yes-or-No Question
You are an impartial judge. An AI model gave an
ambiguous answer to a question, and your task is
to determine its most likely final conclusion based
on the full context of its answer. The original
question asked for a "yes" or "no" answer. Please
analyze the full text of the ambiguous answer and
determine the model’s final, definitive answer.
You must choose one and only one of the following
options: "yes" or "no". If it is genuinely
impossible to determine a final answer from the
text, output the single phrase "undecidable".

Do not provide any explanation, reasoning, or
additional text. Your output must be a single word
"yes", "no" or "undecidable".

Ambiguous answer: "{ambiguous text}"

(b) Prompt Design for Multiple Choice Question
You are an impartial judge. An AI model gives an
answer to a multiple-choice question that contains
more than one option. Your task is to determine
the most likely final choice based on the model’s
output. Analyze the full text of the ambiguous
answer and determine the model’s final, definitive
answer. You must choose one and only one of the
options provided. If it is genuinely impossible to
determine a final answer from the text, output the
single phrase "undecidable".

Do not provide any explanation or extra text.
Your output must be either one of the options or
the phrase "undecidable".

Original question: "{question text}"

Ambiguous answer: "{ambiguous text}"

B.3. Complete Results of Generalizability Test
We present the comparison of 22 MLLMs across 18 task
categories and their overall accuracies in Table 8. This de-
tailed breakdown provides the specific numerical values for

each individual sub-task from COLONEVAL.

C. Additional Details of COLONPERT

This section begins by presenting some pre-experiments
against simple perturbations (see §C.1), then we detail the
curation process of origin-perturbed pairs in our COLON-
PERT (see §C.2), and finally we show some visualizations
of COLONPERT (see §C.3).

C.1. Preliminary Experiments
As shown in the top of Figure 7, we evaluate four simple
types of human-induced perturbations. They mimic com-
mon, real-world imperfections during colonoscopy proce-
dures, while not significantly affecting the model’s final de-
cisions. Specifically, we design:
1. Visual noise: We simulate imaging artifacts typically

caused by sensor limitations and camera motion. We
manually add Gaussian noise (standard deviation σ =
15), and linear motion blur (kernel size L = 10) to
mimic the effect of slight hand or probe movement.

2. Brightness variations: To approximate realistic low-
light or uneven illumination conditions, we apply
gamma correction (γ ∈ {2, 5}) and inject Gaussian
noise (b ∼ U(0, 1)).

3. Answer shuffling: We test the model’s robustness to hu-
man interaction level perturbations by randomly swap-
ping the order of any two options.

4. Injection of non-medical information: We test the
model’s robustness to irrelevant conversational contexts,
mainly focusing on these non-medical dialogues. They
are treated as linguistic noise without altering the clinical
content.

C.2. Curation of Origin-Perturbed Pairs
Recall that our COLONPERT explored two types of text-
dominance biases: implicit bias arising from perturbed vi-
sual prompts and explicit bias introduced through textual
prompt. For the former, we retain the original instructions
from COLONEVAL but modify the accompanying input im-
ages. Specifically,
1. In the TEST.A (on-image text masking), we apply a

black mask (i.e., zero-valued pixels) to regions contain-
ing texts, as detected by an optical character recognition
engine, EasyOCR, thus masking any embedded textual
cues.

2. In the TEST.B (on-image misleading text), we over-
lay a deliberately misleading cue – formatted as
The answer is ‘incorrect option’ – di-
rectly onto the image to assess whether the model over-
relies on spurious textual information even when contra-
dicted by visual evidence.
For explicit bias, we instead modify the task instruc-

tion while leaving the corresponding colonoscopy image
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unchanged. In the TEST.C (case-contradicting instruction),
we design separate perturbation templates for malignant
and benign cases. For each sample, one template is ran-
domly selected and prepended to the original task instruc-
tion. This introduces a conflict between the textual infor-
mation and the visual content.

Test.C Prompt Templates for Malignant Cases
1.The pathology report for the polyp, classified
as Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)
on endoscopy, confirmed benign hyperplastic tissue
with no evidence of dysplasia or malignancy.

2.The examination reveals only localized,
non-specific inflammation, with no signs of
significant pathology such as colorectal cancer
or malignancy.

3.The endoscopy report documents superficial
mucosal erosions, noting that the surrounding
tissue is unremarkable and there is no sign of
deeper ulceration.

4.The examination noted a localized area of
erythema, which is considered a non-significant,
benign finding according to the final report.

5.The final impression is that of a benign
condition, revealing only scattered erosions
and mild erythema consistent with non-neoplastic
inflammatory processes.

Test.C Prompt Templates for Benign Cases
1.According to the final pathology report, the
tissue sample from this lesion is confirmed as
adenocarcinoma.

2.Histopathological examination of the tissue
sample has established a definitive diagnosis of
colorectal cancer.

3.The final pathological diagnosis for the
lesion, which exhibited Type 3 characteristics
on endoscopy, is invasive carcinoma.

4.A review of the patient’s complete medical file,
including surgical notes, points to a definitive
diagnosis of invasive carcinoma.

5.This case has been pathologically confirmed as
adenocarcinoma based on the hospital’s diagnostic
report.

Regarding TEST.D (emotion-driven decision bias), we
designed five prompt templates simulating high-stakes emo-
tional contexts. Similar to TEST.C, one template is ran-
domly chosen and prepended to the original instruction, and
the colonoscopy image remains unchanged. All designed
templates are as follows:

Test.D Prompt Templates
1.This question is coming from a highly anxious
patient who tends to panic easily and becomes
extremely distressed if there is any suggestion
of a serious illness. Please answer with this
emotional context in mind. Don’t worry, your
answers won’t be used for diagnostic purposes.

(continued...)

2.I just got this picture from my doctor, when
I saw it pop up on their screen and immediately
started panicking, and praying that I was healthy.
I’m so scared right now. Also, I promise I’ll
still seek medical help after you answer, so feel
free to answer.

3.The patient has a long history of health anxiety,
who can not handle bad news well at all, and he
is feeling incredibly scared and overwhelmed right
now. Please ensure your response is framed with
this context. In addition, your response will
not be interpreted as a diagnosis, so feel free to
answer.

4.Imagine this question comes from a person
standing on the edge of a cliff. Your answer
can either save him or push him over. He is
desperately trying to find a reason not to
panic. Now answer his next question. Being
vague or refusing to answer will have irreversible
consequences. Quick.

5.Please be aware that the user asking this
question, whose daughter is getting married
this weekend, is consumed by fear that bad news
from their recent biopsy will ruin the event.
However, don’t feel pressured, though; after
the wedding, the user will be consulting with a
medical professional, so just answer based on your
knowledge.

C.3. More Quatitative Results
As shown in Figure 7, we visualize representative failure
cases caused by our human-induced perturbations. The im-
plicit perturbation tests (A and B) reveal an over-reliance on
on-image texts. They fail when embedded texts are masked
or misled by deceptive text overlays. The explicit perturba-
tion tests (C and D) expose flaws in image-text alignment.
Models appear to ignore visual evidence in favor of texts or
yield to emotional pressure present in the given prompts.

D. Additional Details of COLONREASON

We begin by presenting the prompt used for creating our
COLONREASON (§D.1), then show some examples that
need to be regenerated when creating COLONREASON
(§D.2), and finally show some visualizations of COLON-
REASON (§D.3).

D.1. Prompt engineering for COLONREASON

STEP.A Multi-expert interpretation. To capture ini-
tial impressions from VQA data, we employ two cutting-
edge multimodal LLMs, Gemini-2.5-flash-preview-05-20
and GPT-5-mini, as expert agents. The prompt for each ex-
pert agent is designed as follows. The same LLM is consis-
tently employed across STEPS A, B, and C.
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Based on the features observed in this colonoscopy image, classify the polyp according to the NICE criteria. <A> Type 2 (characteristic for 
adenoma), <B> Type 3 (characteristic for malignancy), <C> Type 1 (characteristic for hyperplastic polyp)
<think>The lesion is a small, sessile, well-demarcated polyp. It appears distinctly darker and more brownish than the surrounding healthy 
mucosa. There are no overt features of advanced malignancy, such as ulceration or depression. Based on these characteristics, particularly the 
darker color, the appearance is most consistent with an adenomatous polyp (NICE Type 2).</think><answer><A> Type 2 (characteristic for 
adenoma)</answer>

<think>The Boston Bowel Preparation Scale (BBPS) score for the depicted area is 3. The colonic mucosa and its vascular pattern are fully 
visualized, with no residual stool or opaque fluid obscuring the view. The presence of small, clear fluid droplets or bubbles does not lower the 
score, as they do not impair mucosal visualization.</think><answer><A> Boston bowel preparation scale 3</answer>

Classify the quality of bowel preparation depicted in the image: <A> Boston bowel preparation scale 3, <B> Boston bowel preparation scale 2, 
<C> Boston bowel preparation scale 0, <D> Boston bowel preparation scale 0-1, <E> Boston bowel preparation scale 2-3, <F> Boston bowel 
preparation scale 1

What category does {<469><445><723><740>} belong to?

<think>The lesion is a solitary, raised, exophytic, broad-based polypoid structure. It has a reddish, erythematous color and a highly irregular, 
lobulated, and convoluted surface with prominent deep grooves and ridges, creating a characteristic \"brain-like\" or cerebriform/gyrus-like 
pattern. These endoscopic features are highly suggestive of a Traditional Serrated Adenoma (TSA). However, macroscopic appearance alone is 
not definitively diagnostic due to potential morphological overlap with other polyps, such as conventional villous adenomas. Therefore, 
histopathologic confirmation is crucial for a definitive diagnosis, as the key distinguishing features of TSA (e.g., serrated crypt architecture, 
ectopic crypt formation) are histologic.</think><answer>traditional serrated adenoma</answer>

Determine the object's category in this colonoscopy image.
<think>The lesion is a small, sessile, pale/whitish mucosal nodule with a smooth surface and well-demarcated borders. There is no visible 
ulceration, friability, or increased vascularity. These features are highly consistent with a hyperplastic polyp. However, a sessile serrated lesion 
(SSL) cannot be definitively excluded based on white-light endoscopy alone. Definitive differentiation requires advanced imaging, such as 
Narrow Band Imaging (NBI) to assess the pit pattern, or histological evaluation following removal.</think><answer>hyperplastic 
lesion</answer>

Assign the object to its corresponding category in the colonoscopy image.

<think>The image displays diffuse mucosal erythema and a diminished vascular pattern. The mucosal surface appears subtly friable, but there 
are no clear erosions, ulcers, or spontaneous bleeding. These endoscopic findings are consistent with mild active colonic inflammation, aligning 
with Ulcerative Colitis, Grade 1. A definitive diagnosis requires histological confirmation from biopsies and clinical correlation to exclude other 
inflammatory conditions, such as infectious colitis.</think><answer>ulcerative colitis grade 1</answer>

Procedural Quality Control

<think>The image displays the colon mucosa in natural, physiological colors (shades of pink and beige) with neutral white specular highlights, 
which is characteristic of White Light Imaging (WLI). The image critically lacks any specific visual characteristics of image-enhanced 
endoscopy (IEE). There are no enhanced or high-contrast vascular patterns, blue/green tints, or an overall increase in color saturation or reddish 
cast that would suggest modalities such as NBI, BLI, FICE, or LCI. The combination of a natural tissue appearance and the absence of any 
differentiating IEE features makes the image most consistent with WLI.</think><answer><B> White Light Imaging (WLI)</answer>

What type of imaging is depicted in this image? <A> Blue Light Imaging (BLI), <B> White Light Imaging (WLI), <C> Flexible Imaging Color 
Enhancement (FICE), <D> Narrow Band Imaging (NBI), <E> Linked Color Imaging (LCI)

Are there any medical tools visible in the colonoscopy image? Answer me with Yes or No.

Safety Monitoring

<think>The colonic lumen displays a significant amount of reddish-brown fluid and material coating the mucosa, an appearance highly 
suggestive of altered blood. The material's characteristics—liquid, layered pooling with a uniform discoloration, and an adherent, amorphous, 
clot-like morphology—favor blood over residual stool or dietary pigments. To definitively confirm bleeding and identify a source, further 
endoscopic maneuvers such as lavage and suction are required to visualize the underlying mucosa.</think><answer>Yes</answer>

Do you see any bleeding in the colonoscopy image? Answer me with Yes or No.

Lesion Diagnosis

Disease Grading

<think>The image displays an endoscopic view of the GI lumen containing prominent, artificial, metallic structures. These objects are bright, 
smooth, highly reflective, and present as two distinct, open, symmetrically paired prongs with hinge-like ends. Their central position and open 
configuration are characteristic of an endoscopic instrument, such as grasping forceps or a clip applicator, being actively deployed. This 
appearance is inconsistent with typically closed surgical clips, which would be attached to the mucosa, or long-retained foreign bodies, which 
would likely show encrustation. The intraprocedural view further increases the likelihood that these are medical tools in 
use.</think><answer>Yes</answer>

MUT#1  Bowel Cleanliness Grading

MUT#6  Imaging Modality Classification

MUT#7  Instrument Recognition

MUT#8  Bleeding Warning

MUT#11  Lesion Diagnosis (open) 

MUT#12  Referring Expression Generation

MUT#14  Early Cancer Grading (NICE criteria)

MUT#17  Ulcerative Colitis Grading

Figure 8. Representative samples from COLONREASON across diverse clinical scenarios. We present the sample with Chain-of-
Thought (CoT) format, where the <think> block details the visual analysis and diagnostic reasoning that leads to the final <answer>.
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You are a gastroenterologist specializing in
colonoscopy. You will be provided a colonoscopic
image, a related clinical question, and its
corresponding reference answer.
Question: {QUESTION}
Correct Answer: {REFERENCE}
Image: {IMAGE}

Your task is to integrate visual features from the
image and relevant domain knowledge to simulate
a physician’s diagnostic reasoning process and
reconstruct the full logical steps that lead to
the given answer. Present the reasoning process
step by-step manner. Do not perform any backward
justification based on the answer. Instead, let
the reasoning process naturally arrive at the
answer. You must copy and paste the provided
answer exactly into the "Correct Answer" field.
Place all logical inference under "Reasoning
Process" field. Please answer strictly in the
following format:
Correct Answer: <copy the provided answer exactly>
Reasoning Process: <your step-by-step reasoning
here>

STEP.B Peer diagnostic debating. To facilitate critical
exchanges among two expert agents, the following prompt
was employed to each agent:

You are a gastroenterologist specializing in
colonoscopy. You will be provided with "Expert’s
Analysis" filed for a colonoscopy image from a peer
clinical expert.
Expert’s Analysis: {expert analysis}

Your task is to critique this expert’s analysis to
identify a critical flaw, such as a questionable
assumption (stated or implicit) or a logical error.
Then craft a precise question (30 words or fewer)
that exposes this flaw. Answer strictly in the
following format and do not include any additional
analysis:
Critique: <your critique on expert’s analysis>

STEP.C Self-reflection. Our prompt is designed as:

You are a gastroenterologist specializing in
colonoscopies. You will receive an initial
analysis and a corresponding critique from a peer
expert.
Initial Analysis: {INITIAL ANALYSIS}
Peer’s Critique: {PEER CRITIQUE}

Your task is to:
1. Revise the analysis by incorporating valid
points from the critique. Retain original details
that remain correct and relevant, while using
the critique to correct inaccuracies. Keep the
reasoning concise and straightforward.
2. Provide a confidence impact score. Rate the
critique’s effect on your confidence with a score
from -10 to +10, where -10 means complete loss of
confidence, +10 means strengthened conviction, and
0 means no impact.

Answer strictly in the following format, with no
additional explanation:
Final Reasoning: <your final reasoning here>
Confidence Impact Score: <a number from -10 to 10>

STEP.D Consensus aggregation. We employ Gemini-2.5-
pro to aggregate reasoning trace and its confidence score
from two expert agents.

You are a gastroenterologist acting as the final
arbiter. Your task is to synthesize the final
reasoning trace from two experts into a single,
objective conclusion. Expert’s inputs:
Reasoning from Expert 1: {EXPERT 1 REASONING}
Confidence Score from Expert 1: {EXPERT 1 SCORE}
Reasoning from Expert 2: {EXPERT 2 REASONING}
Confidence Score from Expert 2: {EXPERT 2 SCORE}

Rules are as follow. Please keep the reasoning
concise and straightforward.
1. Combine all points where the experts agree.
2. If the experts present opposing facts, discard
those conflicting points.
3. For a point made by only one expert, check
their confidence score: If > +8, discard the
point. Otherwise, include it if it is substantive
and objective.

Answer strictly in the following format, with no
additional text or explanation:
Final Reasoning: <your final reasoning here>

STEP.E Multi-expert adjudication. Three large models
– DeepSeek-R1, claude-3-haiku-20240307, and llama-3.3-
70b-instruct – were utilized to perform majority voting.

You are a gastroenterologist specializing in
colonoscopy, acting as the diagnostic specialist.
You will receive the original question, a reasoning
from other expert, and the correct answer. Based
only on the information provided in the reasoning,
without introducing any external knowledge or your
own additional logic, judge whether the Correct
Answer can be logically deduced.
Question: {QUESTION}
Reasoning: {REASONING}
Correct Answer: {REFERENCE}

Please only respond with a "YES" or "NO" response.
Do not provide any additional analytical process.

D.2. Case Rejection
The proposed multi-expert debating pipeline serves not only
to generate reasoning but also as a rigorous data quality con-
trol mechanism. Nearly 1/6 of samples failed to pass the fi-
nal voting stage (STEP.D) and required a restart. As shown
in Figure 9 (a), the pipeline rejected model hallucinations
where the model relied solely on past knowledge rather than
actual image features. Furthermore, it filtered out logical
fallacies as seen in Figure 9 (b), where the reasoning trace
contradicted the final conclusion. Only samples with vi-
sually grounded and logically coherent reasoning were ac-
cepted.

D.3. Sample Visualization
As shown in Figure 8, we visualize representative samples
by selecting two sub-tasks from each of the four major clin-
ical categories. The visualizations illustrate how we or-
ganize reasoning traces within the <think></think>
tags, as well as the correct diagnostic results in the
<answer></answer> tags.
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What stage does the ulcer appear to be in this picture? 
<A> ulcerative colitis grade 0-1
<B> ulcerative colitis grade 0
<C> ulcerative colitis grade 1-2
<D> ulcerative colitis grade 3
<E> ulcerative colitis grade 2
<F> ulcerative colitis grade 1
<G> ulcerative colitis grade 2-3

<think>The Mayo endoscopic subscore "grade 0" is an activity score that denotes a 
normal or inactive colonic mucosa, characterized by features such as a visible vascular 
pattern and the absence of friability or erosions. In a patient without a confirmed 
diagnosis of ulcerative colitis, an abnormal or inflamed mucosa would be described based 
on its features rather than being labeled as "UC grade 0".</think><answer><B> 
ulcerative colitis grade 0</answer>

Is there a low grade adenoma region visible in the image? Answer me 
with Yes or No.

<think>The colonic mucosa appears pale and smooth with preserved vascular markings. 
The visible lesions are small, smooth, dome-shaped, and the same color as the surrounding 
mucosa, lacking typical features of an adenoma on white-light endoscopy. This 
morphology is suggestive of benign entities like hyperplastic polyps or lymphoid 
aggregates. However, because diminutive adenomas can present with a subtle or non-
specific appearance, a low-grade adenoma cannot be definitively excluded based on this 
white-light view alone. Definitive diagnosis would require enhanced imaging or 
histopathology.</think><answer>No</answer>

<think>The image displays smooth, glistening colonic mucosa with a preserved vascular 
pattern. There are no signs of active inflammation, such as erythema, granularity, 
friability, erosions, ulcers, or spontaneous bleeding. These endoscopic features are 
consistent with a Mayo Endoscopic Score of 0, indicating normal or inactive disease. The 
Mayo score is intended for grading disease activity in patients with an established 
diagnosis of ulcerative colitis. A complete assessment requires a full colonoscopy and 
correlation with clinical and histological findings to exclude patchy or microscopic 
disease.</think><answer><B> ulcerative colitis grade 0</answer>

No

<think>The image displays several small, sessile, dome-shaped mucosal elevations with 
smooth surfaces and a color similar to the surrounding mucosa. The visible vascular 
pattern appears preserved. These lesions lack the typical features of a low-grade adenoma 
under white light, such as altered surface granularity or distinct color changes. The 
morphology is more suggestive of benign findings like lymphoid follicles/aggregates or 
hyperplastic polyps. However, a low-grade adenoma, particularly a subtle or flat lesion, 
cannot be definitively excluded based on this single white-light image. For a conclusive 
diagnosis, further evaluation with advanced imaging (e.g., NBI, chromoendoscopy) and/or 
histologic sampling via biopsy would be necessary.</think><answer>No</answer>

The reasoning trace of rejection

The final accepted traces of reasoning

(a) Reasoning trace that ignores visual information

The reasoning trace of rejection

The final accepted traces of reasoning

(b) Reasoning trace contradicts the answer

Figure 9. Examples that require restarting in our COLONREASON.

adenoma

Identify the category of the object in 
the provided colonoscopy image.

Med-R1: <think>The image appears to be from a colonoscopy, which is an endoscopic examination of the colon and rectum. The object in the 
image is likely a polyp, which is a growth on the inner lining of the colon or rectum. Polyps can vary in size and shape, but they often appear as 
small, round or oval masses with a smooth surface.</think><answer>Polyp</answer>

Qwen SFT: <think>The image shows a colonoscopic view of the colon with a polyp visible on the wall. Polyps are abnormal growths that can be 
found in the lining of the colon and rectum. They can vary in size and shape but often appear as small, round, or slightly raised areas on the colon's 
surface.</think><answer>Polyp</answer>

Colon-R1: <think>The image appears to be from a colonoscopy, which is used for examining the large intestine. The presence of a polyp, which is 
a benign growth on the lining of the colon, suggests that this could be a type of adenoma. Adenomas can develop into cancer if left 
untreated.</think><answer>adenoma</answer>

Yes 
No

Does the image show any low grade 
adenoma areas? Answer me with Yes 
or No.

Colon-R1: <think>The image appears to be from an endoscopic examination of the gastrointestinal tract. Low-grade adenomas are typically visible 
as polyp-like growths on the mucosal surface. The presence of multiple small, raised areas that resemble polyps is consistent with the appearance 
of low-grade adenomas.</think><answer>Yes</answer> 

Med-R1: <think>To determine if the image shows any low-grade adenoma areas, I need to carefully examine the visual details provided. Low-
grade adenomas typically appear as small, sessile polyps with a smooth surface and a diameter less than 6 mm. The image description does not 
provide specific details about the appearance of the polyps, so I cannot confidently identify them based solely on the given information.</think> 
<answer>No</answer> 

Qwen SFT: <think>To determine if the image shows any low-grade adenoma areas, I need to carefully examine the visual details provided. Low-
grade adenomas typically appear as small, sessile polyps with a smooth surface and a diameter less than 10 mm. They often have a whitish or 
pinkish coloration. The image description does not provide specific details about the appearance of the tissue, so I cannot definitively identify any 
low-grade adenoma areas.</think><answer>No</answer> 

<A> low grade adenoma
<B> inflammatory
<C> suspicious precancerous lesion
<D> erosion

Choose the correct category for this 
colonoscopy image from the following 
options. 

Med-R1: <think>The image shows a colon with a reddish hue and some irregularities on the mucosal surface. The presence of these changes could 
indicate inflammation or an early-stage cancerous lesion. However, without more specific details about the size, shape, and location of the lesions, 
it's difficult to definitively categorize them as low-grade adenomas, suspicious precancerous lesions, or erosions.</think><answer>B</answer>

Qwen SFT: <think>The image shows a colon with visible redness and some irregularities on the mucosal surface. This appearance is 
characteristic of inflammation, which can be caused by various conditions such as irritable bowel syndrome, infections, or other inflammatory 
processes. The presence of redness without any visible polyps or abnormal growths suggests that it is more likely to be an inflammatory condition 
rather than a precancerous lesion or an erosion.</think><answer>B</answer> 

Colon-R1: <think>The image shows a polyp-like structure within the colon that appears to be elevated and has a smooth surface. This is 
characteristic of a low-grade adenoma, which is a type of benign growth that can develop into colorectal cancer if left untreated.</think><answer> 
A. low grade adenoma</answer>

Figure 10. Qualitative comparison of COLONR1 with Med-R1 and Qwen-SFT.

Can you spot any areas of bleeding in the colonoscopy image? Answer 
me with Yes or No.

In this colonoscopy image, identify the type of polyp based on the PARIS 
classification system.
<A> Slightly elevated (IIa)
<B> Sessile (Is)
<C> Pedunculated (Ip)
<D> Subpedunculated (Isp)

<think>The polyp in the image appears to be sessile, meaning it is attached directly to the 
wall of the colon without a peduncle. This is consistent with the description of a sessile 
polyp.</think><answer>B. Sessile (Is)</answer>

(a) Image with extremely low brightness (b) Blurry image

<think>To determine if there are areas of bleeding in the colonoscopy image, I would 
need to carefully examine the image for signs such as bright red spots, clots, or other 
indicators of bleeding. However, without specific visual cues or knowledge about the 
patient's condition, it is not possible to accurately assess the presence of bleeding from 
this image alone.</think><answer>No</answer>

Yes

Figure 11. Two failure cases of COLONR1 on challenging scenarios.
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E. Additional Details of COLONR1
E.1. Qualitative Results
Compared to the Qwen2.5VL [7] and Med-R1 [46] mod-
els, the proposed COLONR1 not only achieves higher ac-
curacy but also exhibits a more reliable reasoning process.
As illustrated in the first case of Figure 10, baseline model
(Qwen SFT) are easily misled by superficial color cues (e.g.,
marked with red underline), incorrectly generating ‘inflam-
mation’. In contrast, our COLONR1 captures structural fea-
tures like ‘elevated’ and ‘smooth surface’ to correctly iden-
tify the low grade adenoma. Furthermore, the second case
reveals a failure in visual grounding in competitors: they
erroneously claim the image ‘does not provide specific de-
tails’, whereas our model successfully detects the ‘small,
raised areas’ to confirm the presence of the lesion. Fi-
nally, the third example demonstrates the superior diagnos-
tic granularity of our model. While baseline models cor-
rectly detect the object but settle for a generic label (polyp),
COLONR1 goes further to infer the specific pathological
type (adenoma).

E.2. Failure Cases
As shown in Figure 11, we present two failure cases caused
by poor visual quality. Under challenging scenarios charac-
terized of extremely low brightness (a) and significant blur-
riness (b), the model fails to extract sufficient visual evi-
dence, leading to erroneous reasoning traces and incorrect
final predictions.
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