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Which person is wearing a top that is a similar shade of blue to the branded umbrellas in the background?

Thinking….

Step1: find the correct umbrella

Step2: find the person wearing the 

same color

Step3: I found a blue umbrella 

with a white circular logo

another light blue umbrella, and 

a third blue umbrella.

Step4: I found a man in a white 

shirt, a woman in a black top, 

…, and a woman standing alone.

Answer:

The woman wearing the bright blue, 

sleeveless top is the person whose shirt 

matches the branded blue umbrellas.

Which of the two vehicles flanking the man is most likely associated with him?

Thinking….

Step1: look at the man.

Step2: look at the vehicles around 

him.

Step3: I found the man wearing 

a black helmet, which is 

standard safety equipment for 

operating a two-wheeled vehicle.

Step4: The man is standing 

between a silver sedan on his 

right and a black scooter on his 

left.

Answer:

Given that he is wearing a helmet, the 

man is most likely associated with the 

black scooter.

Figure 1. Visual Reasoning Tracer (VRT). Given an image and a question, we ask an MLLM to generate a step-by-step reasoning process.
Each step is grounded by its corresponding visual tracer, making the model’s decision-making process transparent and easy to understand.
We use masks to ground each object in the scene. See more demos in the supplementary material.

Abstract

Recent advances in Multimodal Large Language Models
(MLLMs) have significantly improved performance on tasks
such as visual grounding and visual question answering.
However, the reasoning processes of these models remain
largely opaque; they typically output only final predictions
without revealing the intermediate steps or fine-grained ev-
idence (e.g., pixels, locations) that lead to the result. This
contrasts with human intelligence, which naturally operates
through a chain of visual reasoning. To address this limita-

tion, we introduce the Visual Reasoning Tracer (VRT) task,
which requires models to not only localize the target object
but also explicitly predict the intermediate objects that form
the reasoning path. To advance research in this area, we
contribute: (1) VRT-Bench, a human-annotated benchmark
for evaluating visual reasoning; (2) a new metric for as-
sessing the quality of reasoning traces; and (3) VRT-80k, a
large-scale dataset for reasoning model training. Our ex-
periments reveal that while existing models often produce
the correct final output, they struggle to ground their inter-
mediate reasoning. In contrast, models trained on VRT-80k
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achieve substantial improvements in tracing the reasoning
path. All benchmarks, and code are available at here.

1. Introduction
Driven by large-scale pre-training and supervised fine-
tuning, state-of-the-art (SOTA) multimodal large language
models (MLLMs) [8, 13, 34] have demonstrated strong per-
formance across diverse tasks, including Visual Question
Answering (VQA) [7, 26], Visual Grounding [2, 27, 48,
49, 57, 58, 61, 62], and Referring Expression Segmenta-
tion (RES) [15, 21, 27, 59, 64]. While they have become
adept at generating rich descriptions of visual content, this
success raises a key challenge: can MLLMs move beyond
simple description to precisely ground all mentioned ele-
ments, including both foreground objects and background
areas, within an image, as humans do? This question probes
whether these models truly understand the spatial and con-
textual relationships they describe.

Humans typically locate objects in complex scenes by
sequentially identifying salient visual cues that establish a
reasoning context. In a similar vein, OpenAI introduced
the o3 family of models [32]. The o3 model and subsequent
works [11, 28, 40, 42] demonstrate the ability to “think with
images” by actively manipulating visual inputs (e.g., crop-
ping and zooming) as part of their internal reasoning pro-
cess. However, a critical gap exists in current evaluation
methods. Most benchmarks [11, 36, 38, 53] focus on the
accuracy of the final prediction, such as producing a correct
textual answer to a visual question. Consequently, the in-
termediate reasoning processes, especially the step-by-step,
fine-grained pixel grounding that leads to a result, remain
largely opaque. Although SOTA models [8, 34, 58, 65] of-
ten produce the correct final output, their ability to faith-
fully ground their intermediate reasoning remains largely
untested, revealing a significant limitation in how MLLMs
are currently assessed.

To fill the gap, we propose the VRT (Visual Reasoning
Tracer) task. The VRT task requires models to explicitly
localize and predict the intermediate objects that form a rea-
soning path, not just the final target. Our VRT task focuses
on the traceable reasoning process. Specifically, VRT asks
an MLLM to output a visual trace, a sequence of spatially
grounded segmentation masks aligned with each reasoning
step in its textual explanation. As illustrated in Figure 1,
given an image–question pair, the model must progressively
highlight the regions it relies on (e.g., each telephone booth)
while verbalizing the corresponding thought process. This
design bridges the gap between textual reasoning and per-
ceptual grounding, making the model’s decision pathway
transparent and interpretable.

To facilitate the evaluation of VRT, we introduce VRT-
Bench, a meticulously human-annotated benchmark de-

signed to test a model’s ability to produce faithful reason-
ing paths. However, existing metrics are insufficient, as
they typically focus only on the accuracy of the final tar-
get prediction, ignoring the intermediate steps. To address
this, we propose a novel metric specifically designed to as-
sess the fidelity of the entire visual trace, measuring how
accurately the sequence of grounded masks aligns with the
model’s articulated reasoning. Finally, to equip models with
this new capability, we construct VRT-80k, a large-scale
training dataset. These resources collectively provide the
first comprehensive framework for developing and measur-
ing transparent, step-by-step visual grounding in MLLMs.

We evaluate several SOTA MLLMs on VRT-Bench. Our
benchmark findings highlight a critical disconnect: while
many advanced reasoning models can produce the correct
final textual answer, they fail to generate the intermedi-
ate visual reasoning trace. This confirms that their inter-
nal grounding remains opaque, even when the final out-
put is correct. Our experiments also demonstrate a clear
path forward. We show that by applying supervised fine-
tuning (SFT) and Reinforcement Learning (RL) on our
large-scale VRT-80k dataset, an MLLM with inherent pixel-
wise grounding capabilities can successfully learn to pro-
duce these explicit, step-by-step visual traces, achieving
strong performance on our new task. The main contribu-
tions of this work are as follows:

• We introduce the Visual Reasoning Tracer, a novel task
that requires models to jointly predict the reasoning
process and corresponding context masks, thereby en-
hancing the interpretability of MLLM reasoning. To
our knowledge, this is the first study to explore inter-
active, joint outputs of reasoning text and visual masks.

• We annotate VRT-Bench to evaluate both reasoning
and dense grounding capabilities. In addition, we pro-
pose a novel metric, Visual Quality (VQ), to jointly
assess the quality of the reasoning process and final
outputs. We construct VRT-80k, a large-scale, high-
quality training dataset for developing and evaluating
models on this task.

• We conduct a comprehensive evaluation of SOTA
MLLMs on VRT-Bench. Our analysis provides the
first empirical evidence that current models, while of-
ten producing correct final answers, fail to ground their
intermediate reasoning steps. We further demonstrate
that with VRT-80k, models can successfully learn this
capability and achieve strong performance, setting a
new baseline for interpretable visual reasoning.

2. Visual Reasoning Tracer
2.1. Task Definition
Motivation. While recent MLLMs perform strongly on a
wide range of tasks, they often lack transparent reasoning,
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making it difficult to assess whether their predictions are
reasonable or truly reflect what is in the images. Although
some previous works [27, 34, 36] implement visual reason-
ing, the reasoning process is purely linguistic and is not suf-
ficiently grounded in a visual trace. In contrast to text-only
reasoning, VRT enables a more interpretable and verifiable
reasoning process. By requiring models to align each rea-
soning step with a visual segmentation mask, VRT bridges
the gap between visual traces and textual explanations.
Task Formulation. VRT requires a model to perform step-
by-step reasoning over visual content by grounding inter-
mediate reasoning steps. These reasoning steps are ex-
pected to be solidly grounded in a visual trace. Specifically,
given an image I and a textual prompt Q, where Q is a ques-
tion that requires the model to use object(s) in the image to
answer the question, the model is expected to generate a
multi-modal reasoning trace:

R = {(t1,m1), (t2,m2), ..., (tn,mn)}, (1)

where each ti is a natural language reasoning step that usu-
ally corresponds to a visual region in the image, and mi is
a segmentation mask corresponding to the visual object(s)
mentioned in ti. The 2-tuple vi = (ti,mi) thus forms
a multi-modal reasoning unit, linking linguistic inference
with its corresponding visual trace in the image. The rea-
soning process may also include purely linguistic connec-
tions, which we ignore in this task formulation for simplic-
ity. Given the multi-modal reasoning trace R, the model
outputs the answer O = {A,mA}. The model output con-
tains both the language description A and the corresponding
object mask mA. To represent an object accurately, we use
a binary mask for each object; that is, mi ∈ {0, 1}H×W for
the reasoning process and mA ∈ {0, 1}H×W for the final
result. Using masks to represent objects allows the visual
trace to be aligned at the pixel level.
Task Scope and Capabilities. To clearly define the scope,
VRT concentrates on reasoning processes that are deeply
rooted in visual trace, moving beyond abstract or external
world knowledge. The core of this focus lies in understand-
ing and articulating the relationships between objects within
the image. To systematically evaluate this, we distinguish
four primary types of reasoning capability that models must
demonstrate: (1) Visual Details, which involves identifying
specific attributes such as color, shape, or texture; (2) Loca-
tion, which requires understanding the spatial arrangement
and relative positioning of objects; (3) Function, which per-
tains to inferring the purpose or potential action of an object
based on its visual context; and (4) Comparison, which in-
volves assessing similarities or differences between two or
more objects based on the preceding capabilities.

2.2. Metrics
We propose new metrics inspired by Panoptic Qual-

ity [17] for reasoning capability because existing evalua-
tion methods for MLLM tasks are insufficient. Our de-
sign avoids reliance on problematic approaches like arti-
ficial formats and LLM-based evaluators. Existing meth-
ods suffer from two major flaws. First, approaches like
Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQ) rely on artificial formats
that are not aligned with real-world user input, which does
not provide predefined choices. Second, using another LLM
to score the answer introduces a dependency on the evalu-
ator model’s own potential flaws. Instead, our approach,
centered on the VRT task, provides an objective solution.
By requiring the model to produce grounded objects (i.e.,
segmentation masks) for all visual entities mentioned in its
reasoning process, we can directly evaluate the fidelity of
the reasoning trace against visual facts. This enables a fine-
grained assessment of reasoning capability without resort-
ing to artificial formats or a separate LLM evaluator.
Trace Matching. To identify the correspondence between
the mentioned objects in the prediction and the mentioned
objects in the ground truth, we can naturally leverage the
segmentation masks. We establish this correspondence us-
ing bipartite matching, where the optimal pairing between
predicted and ground-truth objects is determined by max-
imizing the total Intersection over Union (IoU) calculated
from their segmentation masks.

Formally, let Mpred = {m1, . . . ,mn} be the set of all
masks generated by the model (from the reasoning trace
R). Let Mgt = {mgt

1 , . . . ,mgt
k } be the corresponding set

of k ground-truth masks. We construct a weight matrix
W where each element Wij is the Intersection over Union
(IoU) score between a predicted mask mi ∈ Mpred and a
ground-truth mask mgt

j ∈ Mgt:

Wij = IoU(mi,m
gt
j ) =

|mi ∩mgt
j |

|mi ∪mgt
j |

where mi,m
gt
j ∈ {0, 1}H×W and | · | denotes the count of

non-zero pixels. We then solve this as a maximum weight
bipartite matching [4] problem (e.g., using the Hungarian
algorithm [19]) to find the optimal pairing. A predicted ob-
ject mi is considered successfully identified if it is matched
to a ground-truth object mgt

j and their IoU score Wij ex-
ceeds a predefined threshold τ (e.g., τ = 0.5).
Logic Quality. To evaluate the reasoning capacity, we di-
vide the reasoning capacity into two levels. The first level
is Logical Quality (LQ). The LQ focuses on whether the
model pays attention to the visual parts that are relevant to
the question and expresses them in a recognizable descrip-
tion during the reasoning. We calculate the LQ as:

LQ =
|Vpred ∩ VGT|

|VGT|
, (2)

where Vpred denotes the set of visual trace mentioned in the
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Stage1: Object-Caption Pair Generation 

SAM

RAM++ APE

Object-Level Masks

Multi-Granularity Masks

Mask 
Merging

Stage2: Reasoning Generation

DAM

Prompt 
Building

Your Mission: Your task is to 
analyze an image and its 
corresponding object descriptions 
to generate a single, high-quality, 
complex, and self-contained
question-answer pair. You will 
provide the question, a step-by-
step reasoning process, and the 
final answer, all formatted into a 
specific JSON output…
Input:
<obj1>: The pavement…
<obj2>: A soldier wearing…

Gemini

Object-Level Captions

Labeling PromptObject-Level Captions

<obj1>: The pavement 
consists of rectangular…
<obj2>: A soldier wearing 
a green uniform…
<obj3>: A transparent 
plastic water bottle…
<obj4>: A woman with a 
blue headscarf, wearing…

<obj1>: The pavement 
consists of rectangular…
<obj2>: A soldier wearing 
a green uniform…
<obj3>: A transparent 
plastic water bottle…
<obj4>: A woman with a 
blue headscarf, wearing…

Masks

Q: Which soldier is holding a plastic 
bottle?
T: <thinking> The scene takes place in 
a plaza (<obj1>)… </thinking>
A: <answer>The soldier (<obj2>) is 
holding the plastic bottle.

Figure 2. The training data pipeline. Our two-stage pipeline first generates object-caption pairs by segmenting an image with the Segment
Anything Model (SAM) and RAM++/APE and describing each mask with the Describe Anything Model (DAM). In the second stage, these
grounded captions are formatted into a prompt to guide Gemini in generating complex question-reasoning-answer data.

reasoning process, and VGT denotes the ground-truth visual
trace.
Visual Quality To evaluate the precision with which the
model refers to visual content, we introduce a second level
called Visual Quality (VQ). While LQ measures whether
the reasoning correctly mentions the necessary visual trace,
VQ focuses on how accurately this visual trace is grounded
spatially. Specifically, for cases where the visual trace is
deemed correct (i.e., the visual trace exists in both predic-
tion and ground truth), we compute the average Intersection
over Union (IoU) between the predicted binary mask and
the ground-truth binary mask. The VQ is calculated as:

V Q =
1

N

N∑
i=1

IoU(mi,m
gt
i ), (3)

where mi and mgt
i denote the predicted and ground-truth

masks for the i-th correctly identified visual trace. N is the
total number of such clues across all samples with correctly
identified visual trace. Together, LQ and VQ offer a com-
prehensive evaluation of the model’s visual reasoning abil-
ity. LQ ensures that the reasoning process refers to the cor-
rect visual concepts. At the same time, VQ assesses the
spatial precision of such references.

3. Data and Benchmark
To train and evaluate models on the VRT task, we con-
structed two new datasets: VRT-80k, a large-scale, syn-

thetically generated dataset for model training, and VRT-
Bench, a high-quality, human-annotated benchmark for
evaluation.

3.1. VRT-80k: Large-Scale Training Set
To generate a large volume of training data, we designed
a two-stage data generation pipeline, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 2. This pipeline first generates dense object-caption
pairs and then uses a powerful MLLM to create complex
reasoning question-answer pairs grounded in those objects.
Stage 1: Object-Caption Pair Generation. The first stage
aims to densely segment an image and describe every result-
ing mask. Given an input image, we employ a multi-model
approach for comprehensive object identification. We first
use the Segment Anything Model (SAM) [18] to produce
multi-granularity masks, capturing everything from small
parts to large background regions. Concurrently, we use
object-level models like RAM++ [66] and APE [39] to gen-
erate precise masks for salient objects. These mask sets
are then consolidated through a mask merging process to
create a unified, non-redundant set of object masks. Af-
ter that, each merged mask is fed into the Describe Any-
thing Model (DAM) [23] to generate a corresponding tex-
tual description. The output of this stage is a list of object-
caption pairs (e.g., ‘(obj1, “The pavement...”)‘, ‘(obj2, “A
soldier...”)‘), where each object identifier is linked to a seg-
mentation mask and a description.
Stage 2: Reasoning Generation. In the second stage, we
use the grounded object-caption pairs to generate complex
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MLLM

USER: Which food in the 
image is the most filling? Let’s analyze step by step.

<1> [SEG] a smaller pancake…;
<2> [SEG] a bigger pancake …; 
<3> [SEG] a serving of cream …;

The answer is the bigger pancake ([SEG]).

Thinking

Answering

Mask 
Decoder

MLLM

Thinking Answering

Sampling

Language 
Reward

Segmentation 
Reward

Format (<think>)

Format (<answer>)

Format ([SEG])

Matching-based 
IoU Reward.

Group 
Computation

(a) The R-Sa2VA Model.

(b) Reinforcement Fine-Tuning.

Figure 3. Overview of the proposed R-Sa2VA framework. (a) Inference Pipeline: Given a user query, the MLLM engages in an explicit
visual reasoning process. It generates a “Thinking” sequence to identify and segment objects (e.g., distinguishing the ”smaller pancake”)
before producing the final “Answering” sequence. A Mask Decoder translates the embedded [SEG] tokens into pixel-level masks, visually
grounding the reasoning trace. (b) Reinforcement Fine-Tuning: To align the model’s reasoning with accurate grounding, we employ a
sampling-based optimization strategy. The model is trained using a dual-reward mechanism: a Language Reward that enforces structural
consistency (e.g., correct usage of <think> tags) and a Matching-based IoU Reward that evaluates the quality of the generated masks.

reasoning data. We format the object captions from Stage
1 into a pure language prompt. As shown in Figure 2, this
prompt instructs an MLLM to perform a specific task: “gen-
erate a simple, high-quality, complex, and self-contained
question-answer pair” using the provided objects (caption
format) as input. This process yields a complete data sam-
ple: (Image, Question, Reasoning, Answer), where the rea-
soning and answer are directly grounded to the pixel-level
masks generated in Stage 1. Following this pipeline, we
generated VRT-80k, a large-scale dataset for training mod-
els on the VRT task.

3.2. VRT-Bench: Annotated Evaluation Set
While VRT-80k provides a large-scale training resource,
synthetically generated data can contain noise or error sam-
ples. Thus, we need the human annotators to filter the
correct data and group them into different reasoning cate-
gories. This categorization enables a fine-grained diagnosis
of model limitations, as we discuss in Section 2.1. We will
provide more details in the supplementary material.

4. Method
Baseline. We use the Sa2VA [58] as our baseline due to its
simplicity and strong performance on referring segmenta-
tion tasks. Sa2VA is an MLLM that supports visual segmen-
tation conditioned by natural language questions. Given an
image and a textual prompt, Sa2VA can generate answers
that contain a “[SEG]” token which can be used to generate
the mask referring to the object in question. It serves as the
starting point for our training framework. However, similar

to other existing MLLMs [21, 64] that support segmenta-
tion, Sa2VA does not support complex concepts that may
include multiple objects in the answer or visual reasoning
trace. Therefore, we need to fine-tune Sa2VA to make it
support the visual reasoning tracer.

4.1. Our Method: R-Sa2VA
R-Sa2VA is based on the Sa2VA [58] model. We load the
checkpoint of Sa2VA and perform post-training to support
VRT using the VRT-80k dataset.
Supervised Fine-Tuning In the training process, we di-
rectly conduct the Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) training
following the training strategy of Sa2VA, which combines
the following loss functions:

Linstruction = Ltext+Lmask, Lmask = LCE+LDICE .
(4)

Reinforcement Fine-Tuning. In the second training stage,
we adopt an improved version of GRPO [10, 37] for rein-
forcement fine-tuning. In reinforcement fine-tuning, the re-
ward function design is essential since it guides the model’s
training direction. The reward function is as follows:

R = Rt
format +Rs

format +Riou. (5)

The Rt
format is the thinking format reward. It guides the

model to output the reasoning process with “<think>”
“</think>” enclosed. It also forces the model to output
the answer in the “<answer>” “</answer>” tags. If
the output of the model does not meet the format, then there
is no way to get the correct output. The Rs

format is the seg-
mentation format reward. This reward is used to guide the
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Table 1. Quantitative evaluation of model performance across four core reasoning capabilities defined in the VRT benchmark. We report
results on: (1) Comparison (#comp), which assesses similarities or differences between objects; (2) Function (#func), which infers the
purpose or potential action of an object; (3) Location (#loc), which tests the understanding of spatial arrangements; and (4) Visual Details
(#visf), which involves identifying specific attributes such as color, shape, or texture. For Reasoning evaluation, we report LQ (R-LQ) and
VQ (R-VQ). For Answer evaluation, we report the mIoU (A).

Model #comp #func #loc #visf Overall

R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A

(grounding models, box evaluation)
Gemini-2.5 Pro [8] 29.2 72.0 38.2 25.7 73.6 39.1 26.2 71.7 38.4 27.2 73.1 40.7 26.6 72.1 39.0
Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct [34] 6.9 85.5 53.5 9.3 88.2 51.2 12.5 85.4 52.5 12.4 85.0 54.2 10.2 86.2 50.6
Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct [34] 13.6 88.9 47.3 14.7 88.3 56.3 16.5 86.7 49.2 14.1 87.0 44.8 14.5 87.5 49.7

(seg models, seg evaluation)
Gemini-2.5 Pro + SAM2 36.4 87.7 40.8 31.5 89.0 50.7 32.5 86.8 49.7 34.4 88.6 53.5 33.0 87.5 49.1
Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct + SAM2 6.6 95.5 57.3 9.3 92.0 53.9 13.0 89.8 55.9 12.4 90.3 58.2 10.3 91.1 53.9
Qwen3-VL-8B-Instruct + SAM2 13.6 93.8 48.9 15.2 91.2 58.5 16.3 91.2 51.2 14.3 91.7 45.9 14.7 91.7 51.7
Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B [58] 0.0 0.0 36.7 0.0 0.0 40.6 0.0 0.0 39.1 0.0 0.0 39.7 0.0 0.0 39.4

(reasoning models, seg evaluation)
R-Sa2VA-InternVL-4B 60.5 87.9 51.6 62.6 88.1 54.6 60.2 86.8 49.6 60.6 87.8 56.5 61.2 87.5 54.0
R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B 66.6 87.5 61.7 68.9 87.9 60.9 65.5 86.2 55.3 64.0 87.6 63.0 66.3 87.3 59.5

Table 2. Count of samples for each category.

Total #comp #func #loc #visf multiple

Count 304 102 128 132 126 184

model to output the “[SEG]” token. Only with the “[SEG]”
tokens, the model can output valid masks. The first two re-
wards are similar to previous works [10, 27].
Matching-based IoU Reward. The last part of the reward
(Riou), we need to consider that the output may contain
multiple instances. There may also be multiple objects in
the ground truth. Unlike in the SFT process, where we
have the determined order of the objects, the ground truth
only contains objects included in the answer during the rein-
forcement fine-tuning. The answers with the swapped order
of objects can all be deemed as correct. Thus, we propose to
use a matching strategy that is invariant to the order of the
objects. Specifically, we propose to use a bipartite matching
algorithm to associate predicted masks with ground truth
masks. For each predicted mask, we compute the Intersec-
tion over Union (IoU) with every ground truth mask, and
then perform a one-to-one matching by selecting the pairs
with the highest IoU scores iteratively, ensuring that each
mask is only matched once. After the matching is com-
pleted, we compute the IoU for each matched pair and take
the average as the final reward signal. Unmatched predicted
masks and unmatched ground truth masks are considered as
false positives and false negatives, respectively, and penal-
ized accordingly. This method ensures that the reward is
both order-invariant and sensitive to both segmentation ac-
curacy and completeness of the prediction. The reward can
be represented as follows:

Riou =
1

|M|
∑

p,g∈M
IoU(p, g)− λ · |U|, (6)

where M and U are matched and unmatched set for the
bipartite matching. p, g are matched objects from the pre-
dicted and ground truth sets. λ is set to 0.1.

5. Experiments

Evaluation Datasets. We evaluate the performance on our
proposed VRT-Bench. As detailed in Table 2, VRT-Bench
comprises a total of 304 complex question-answer sam-
ples. These samples are grouped into four primary reason-
ing categories: comparison (#comp), function (#func), lo-
cation (#loc), and visual features (#visf). The benchmark
is well-distributed across these types, containing 102, 128,
132, and 126 samples for each category, respectively. No-
tably, the categories are not mutually exclusive; 184 sam-
ples are tagged with multiple reasoning types, underscoring
the dataset’s focus on complex, multi-step reasoning chal-
lenges.
Implementation Details. We leverage the Sa2VA [58]
framework to conduct continued training, utilizing the VRT-
80k dataset for a duration of one epoch. The training pro-
cess is distributed across 8 GPUs. In the SFT stage, we di-
rectly train 1 epoch on VRT-80k. In the RL stage, we select
the hard samples from the VRT-80k and finetune 40 iters.
See the supplementary material for more details.
Comparison baselines. To provide a comprehensive evalu-
ation, we select state-of-the-art MLLMs with reasoning and
grounding capabilities, specifically Gemini-2.5 Pro [8] and
Qwen3-VL [34]. For grounding methods, we directly use
the box for evaluation, noting that converting VRT-Bench’s
segmentation masks to boxes serves only as an approxima-
tion. We also build baselines by combining these models
with SAM-2 to evaluate segmentation results.
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Table 3. Ablation study on the base model. We report Logic Quality (R-LQ), Visual Quality (R-VQ), and Answer mIoU (A.)

Model #comp #func #loc #visf Overall

R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-SFT 66.6 87.5 61.7 68.9 87.9 60.9 65.5 86.2 55.3 64.0 87.6 63.0 66.3 87.3 59.5
R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-Thinking 64.5 87.9 58.5 72.9 87.4 62.3 66.4 86.2 57.8 66.1 87.2 59.8 67.5 87.1 60.7

Table 4. Effect of Reinforcement Learning. We report Logic Quality (R-LQ), Visual Quality (R-VQ), and Answer mIoU (A.)

Model #comp #func #loc #visf Overall

R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-SFT 66.6 87.5 61.7 68.9 87.9 60.9 65.5 86.2 55.3 64.0 87.6 63.0 66.3 87.3 59.5
+RL 67.2 86.6 63.8 69.4 87.6 62.6 65.3 85.8 57.1 65.4 86.9 63.4 67.0 86.7 62.1
+RL + Seg Loss 67.2 86.9 63.5 70.4 87.5 61.6 66.2 86.1 54.9 66.8 86.8 63.4 68.1 86.8 61.1

Table 5. Effect of joint training. We report performance on stan-
dard referring segmentation datasets (RefCOCO, RefCOCO+, Re-
fCOCOg, cIoU) alongside our VRT metrics: Logic Quality (R-
LQ), Visual Quality (R-VQ), and Answer mIoU (A). For simplic-
ity, Q3-4B means R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B.

Model RES VRT Benchmark

RefCOCO RefCOCO+ RefCOCOg R-LQ R-VQ A

Q3-4B-SFT 79.1 74.5 77.4 66.3 87.3 59.5
Q3-4B-Joint 81.7 77.6 80.0 65.9 86.7 58.7

5.1. Main Results

Benchmark Results. We evaluate the models across the
four primary reasoning capabilities essential for the VRT
task: Visual Details (#visf), Location (#loc), Function
(#func), and Comparison (#comp). These categories rigor-
ously test the model’s ability to identify specific attributes
(such as color or shape), understand spatial arrangements,
infer object purposes, and assess similarities between ob-
jects, respectively. The results highlight a significant per-
formance gap between model architectures. While standard
grounding and segmentation baselines—such as Gemini-
2.5 Pro and Qwen3-VL—maintain some general accuracy
(A), they completely fail to generate valid reasoning out-
puts (scoring zero on R-LQ and R-VQ) across all four cat-
egories. In contrast, the R-Sa2VA-4B model demonstrates
robust performance, successfully integrating visual percep-
tion with the deep reasoning required to articulate complex
relationships and object attributes.

5.2. Ablation Study and Analyze

Language Thinking Model. In Table 3, we report our
method with stronger language-wise thinking model. The
results reveal that the R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-Thinking
model, which incorporates a stronger language thinking
base model (Qwen3VL-4B-Thinking), demonstrates a no-
table improvement in specific reasoning capabilities. The

most significant gain is observed in the function (#func)
category, where the Reasoning LQ (R-LQ) score increased
by 4.0 points, from 68.9 to 72.9. However, this improve-
ment is not uniformly salient across other categories. This
suggests that while the ”Thinking” model enhances abstract
functional reasoning, its benefit is less pronounced for other
tasks (e.g., visual details). Therefore, we hypothesize that
introducing more samples of visual-traced reasoning data
at a foundation-model scale could be a key strategy to fur-
ther improve and generalize performance across all reason-
ing capabilities.
Effect of Reinforcement Learning. In Table 4, we report
the effectiveness of Reinforcement Learning (RL). We ob-
serve that incorporating RL primarily enhances the model’s
logical reasoning capabilities, as evidenced by the consis-
tent improvement in Reasoning Logic Quality (R-LQ) from
66.3 to 67.0. Interestingly, RL does not bring gains to the
visual quality of the reasoning traces; the Reasoning Visual
Quality (R-VQ) remains comparable or slightly lower than
the SFT baseline, even with an additional segmentation loss.
However, despite the lack of improvement in intermedi-
ate visual grounding, the final Answer performance (A) in-
creases significantly (from 59.5 to 62.1). This suggests that
the performance boost is driven by superior logical chain-
of-thought, which guides the model to the correct final an-
swer more effectively even without finer-grained segmenta-
tion in the reasoning steps.
Effect of Joint Training. In Table 5, we investigate the im-
pact of jointly training on our proposed VRT-80k dataset
alongside standard referring segmentation datasets (Ref-
COCO, RefCOCO+, and RefCOCOg). The results demon-
strate that the joint training strategy (Q3-4B-Joint) yields
consistent improvements across standard benchmarks com-
pared to the SFT baseline. However, we observe a slight
performance decline on the VRT benchmark metrics (R-
LQ, R-VQ, and A). We attribute this trade-off to the domain
gap between the underlying visual data, as standard bench-
marks utilize COCO images [25] while VRT is constructed
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USER: Please segment a white and red vase on 
the wood crate in this image.

Think: <think>There are several vases, including a tall blue 
and white one (<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>), a small one with a 
red and green pattern (<ver><obj2> [SEG]</ver>), and a 
small brown one (<ver><obj3> [SEG]</ver>). The most 
prominent vase that fits this description is the large, 
round one (<ver><obj4> [SEG]</ver>) with a white base and 
a red floral pattern.</think>
Answer: <answer>The large, round vase with a white base 
and red floral pattern (<vea><obj4> [SEG]</vea>) is the 
one that fits the description.</answer>

<obj1> <obj2>

<obj3> <obj4>

Figure 4. Visualization on RefCOCO dataset.

from the SA-1B dataset [18]. Despite this minor quantita-
tive fluctuation in reasoning scores, qualitative observations
(Figure 4) indicate that the model benefits significantly from
this regime; even without explicit reasoning annotations on
COCO or reinforcement learning (RL), the joint training en-
ables the model to effectively generate the visual evidence
reasoning (VRT) process.

6. Related Work

Large Language Model Reasoning. Recent advances in
large language models (LLMs) have increasingly focused
on enhancing reasoning capabilities, particularly through
techniques such as Chain of Thought (CoT) [45], which en-
able models to generate intermediate reasoning steps and
improve performance on complex tasks. Building on this
paradigm, models such as OpenAI-o1 [13], its improved
variant o3, and DeepSeek-R1 [10] have attracted consider-
able attention for their advanced reasoning capabilities [51].
LLM reasoning has been successfully applied to domains
including mathematical problem solving [1, 24, 54], exter-
nal tool use [35], robotics [20], complex task planning [43],
and programming [12], improving both performance and in-
teroperability. In contrast to these prior works, our proposed

VER task jointly investigates reasoning across both visual
and textual modalities, extending beyond purely text-based
reasoning.
Visual Reasoning. Motivated by the success of LLM rea-
soning, recent studies [6, 9, 31, 55] have sought to extend
reasoning capabilities to the visual domain. These works
adapt CoT-style reasoning to multimodal LLMs (MLLMs),
focusing primarily on image-level tasks [60], language-
centric tasks [30, 50, 56], and multimodal mathematical
problem solving [6, 41, 46, 55]. Most approaches em-
ploy RL-like post-training on pre-trained MLLMs. More
recently, some studies [16, 27] combine segmentation tasks
with visual reasoning; however, these methods primarily fo-
cus on understanding the textual description prior to per-
forming visual grounding. In contrast, our work unifies
step-by-step visual grounding with text-based reasoning
into a single, integrated process.
Spatial-Aware MLLMs. Early MLLMs [26] were limited
to generating textual outputs. To enable richer interaction
with the visual world—such as referring to objects while
generating language—recent works [5, 33, 44, 61–63] intro-
duced models capable of producing bounding boxes along-
side text. To achieve more precise pixel-level references,
subsequent studies [21, 47, 52, 58, 64, 65] enabled MLLMs
to generate segmentation masks. In this work, we go further
by integrating visual trace with language reasoning, ensur-
ing that every claim in the MLLM’s reasoning path is ex-
plicitly grounded in pixel-level observations. By empha-
sizing visual reasoning trace rather than merely providing
visual answers, our approach produces a more transparent,
interpretable, and reliable multimodal reasoning system.

7. Conclusion
This paper addresses a critical gap in current Multimodal
Large Language Models (MLLMs): their opaque reasoning
processes. While SOTA models can often produce correct
final answers, they fail to expose or ground the interme-
diate steps that lead to these results. To address this, we
introduce the Visual Reasoning Tracer (VRT) task, which
requires models to generate an explicit, step-by-step reason-
ing path grounded by corresponding pixel-level segmenta-
tion masks. To support this new task, we contribute a suite
of resources, including VRT-Bench, a human-annotated
benchmark for evaluation; VRT-80k, a large-scale dataset
for training; and novel metrics (LQ and VQ) to assess
both the logical and visual grounding quality of the rea-
soning path. Our experiments demonstrate that while exist-
ing MLLMs are largely unable to produce such grounded
traces, a model (R-Sa2VA) fine-tuned on our VRT-80k
dataset can successfully acquire this capability and achieve
strong performance. By integrating visual evidence directly
into language reasoning, this work provides a foundational
framework for developing and evaluating MLLMs that are
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more interpretable and reliable, moving beyond merely
producing correct answers to enabling verifiably grounded
decision-making. Future directions include leveraging these
grounded traces to enable model self-correction and extend-
ing the paradigm to dynamic video understanding.
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Visual Reasoning Tracer: Object-Level Grounded Reasoning Benchmark

Supplementary Material

Overview. This supplementary material provides additional
details on the Visual Reasoning Tracer (VRT) beyond those
in the main paper. We first elaborate on the construc-
tion of VRT-80k (Section A), including the multi-stage data
pipeline that combines object-level segmentation and cap-
tioning (Section A.1), as well as the human labeling proto-
col and annotation tool (Section A.2) used to curate VRT-
Bench. We then present implementation and training details
for R-Sa2VA (Section B.1), covering both supervised fine-
tuning and reinforcement learning, together with the full set
of hyperparameters. Next, we report extended experiments
and ablations (Section C), analyzing the effect of example
filtering, RL training dynamics, and providing rich qual-
itative visualizations of benchmark cases, model predic-
tions, and filtered examples (Section D). Finally, we posi-
tion VRT-Bench in relation to existing reasoning-aware seg-
mentation and visual chain-of-thought benchmarks (Sec-
tion E), and discuss future directions (Section F). For better
organization, we place all large figures at the end.

A. More Details on our VRT datasets

A.1. More details on data pipeline
Stage 1: Object-Caption Pair Generation. As illus-
trated in Figure 2 in the main paper, the foundation of
our VRT-80k dataset is a set of high-quality, object-level
mask-caption pairs. This paragraph details the multi-step
process used to generate this data. Our pipeline inte-
grates several visual foundation models (Recognize Any-
thing (RAM++) [66], Aligning and Prompting Everything
(APE) [39], Segment Anything Model (SAM) [18], and De-
scribe Anything Model (DAM) [23]) and a post-processing
workflow to ensure precision. To achieve comprehensive
object coverage, we first generate two sets of masks. The
first set is panoptic masks. We use RAM++ to generate ob-
ject tags for the image, which serve as an open-vocabulary
list to guide APE in producing panoptic segmentation
masks. At the same time, we generate multi-granularity
masks using the SAM model (everything mode). This step
captures potential omissions from APE, such as background
elements or objects not in APE’s vocabulary. The union of
these two mask sets provides excellent recall but contains
many duplicates (e.g., a mask for “person” and another for
“person’s upper body”). Subsequently, we apply a filtering
process to merge these two mask types. During this process,
two masks with an IoU higher than 0.5 are considered du-
plicates. We always keep the larger mask, as our focus is on
object-level masks rather than part-level ones. Finally, we
sample points from the filtered masks and use SAM again to

generate the final mask. This process generally follows the
methodology of DenseWorld-1M [22], and we refer readers
to their work for more details. However, we have one mod-
ification to the caption generation step, where we use the
open-sourced DAM [23].
Stage 2: Reasoning Generation. This stage is designed
to address a key limitation in existing SOTA Multimodal
Large Language Models (MLLMs). While MLLMs (such
as Gemini 2.5 Pro [8]) excelling at high-level, language-
based reasoning , are not inherently trained to explicitly
ground or “point out” the specific image regions corre-
sponding to each step of their intermediate reasoning. Our
objective is to “link this gap” by forcing the model to cre-
ate a reasoning trace that is verifiably tied to visual evi-
dence. To achieve this, we leverage the object-level cap-
tions generated in Stage 1 as the “cookbook”. These object-
caption pairs (e.g., (<obj1>, “The pavement...”)) allow
the MLLM to “refer” to a precise, pixel-level mask using
only a simple language token. As shown in Figure 2 in the
main paper, we inject these object-level captions into a “La-
beling Prompt”, which instructs the MLLM to generate a
self-contained question-reasoning-answer triplet using the
provided objects as input. This process yields a complete
(Image, Question, Reasoning, Answer) sample, where the
reasoning and answer are explicitly grounded to the pixel-
level masks generated in Stage 1. We have provided the
prompt of the reasoning generation in Figures A21 to A23.

A.2. More details on human labeling
Labeling Tool. Our labeling tool provides an integrated in-
terface for creating and inspecting visual reasoning traces,
as shown in Figure A18. The left panel displays the original
input image, while the right panel shows the corresponding
annotated segmentation masks with object IDs and colors
for easy reference. Below, a text panel presents the gen-
erated question, step-by-step reasoning, and final answer,
with inline object tags linking language to specific regions
in the image. A key feature of our tool is that annotators
can hover the mouse to selectively reveal specific masks
in the image. This design allows annotators to efficiently
verify both pixel-level masks and their alignment with the
reasoning process, ensuring high-quality, object-grounded
annotations.
Labeling Guideline. For each candidate sample, annota-
tors follow a four-stage protocol to ensure both human in-
terpretability and precise pixel-level grounding. (1) The
annotators verify whether the masks are accurate. If not,
they directly drop the entire sample. (2) They then check
whether the question is natural and understandable to a hu-
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Hyperparameter Value

Max epochs 1
Optimizer AdamW
Learning rate 4× 10−5

β1, β2 0.9, 0.999
Weight decay 0.05
Max grad norm 1.0
Warmup ratio 0.05
Per-device batch size 2
Gradient accumulation steps 4
Number of GPUs 8 (H100)
Effective batch size 64
Training time ∼1.5 h

Table A1. SFT hyperparameters for R-Sa2VA on VRT-80k.

man viewer, and whether it can be answered purely from
the given image and object masks. Questions that are am-
biguous, poorly phrased, or not visually grounded (e.g., the
answer is directly given in the mask list) are immediately
rejected, and the entire sample is dropped. (3) Next, anno-
tators carefully inspect the reasoning trace to confirm that it
follows a coherent, step-by-step logic that a human expert
would use, and that every object tag referenced in the text
corresponds to the correct region in the annotated image.
If the reasoning is incomplete, inconsistent, or relies on ir-
relevant or hallucinated objects, the annotator rewrites the
reasoning in their own words and inserts only the minimal
set of object tags that are strictly necessary to justify the an-
swer. (4) Finally, they verify that the predicted answer is
factually correct and fully supported by the validated rea-
soning and object tags; if not, the annotator provides the
correct answer. We employ five expert annotators (all com-
puter vision researchers with a PhD degree or studying as
a PhD student), and only samples that pass all four stages
are retained. After this multi-stage expert review, 304 out
of the initial 1000 automatically generated samples are se-
lected, yielding a benchmark with high accuracy, reliable
reasoning traces, and strong alignment with human judg-
ment.

A.3. More Details on the Benchmark
Training / Evaluation Split. We note that the training and
evaluation sets (before and after human labeling) are strictly
separated. There are no overlapping images between the
training and evaluation sets. In the training set, we do not
apply a similar labeling process.
Filtered Examples. We present typical filtered cases from
our VRT benchmark. In Figure A19, the Gemini generates
a plausible answer, but the reasoning trace largely relies on
superficial category cues (e.g., “holiday-themed”, “pump-
kin toy”) rather than a meaningful multi-step logical anal-
ysis of the scene, indicating that the chain-of-thought can

Hyperparameter Value

Max RL iterations 40
Optimizer AdamW
Learning rate 1× 10−5

β1, β2 0.9, 0.999
Weight decay 0.05
Max grad norm 1.0
Warmup ratio 0.05
Group size (N ) 4
Sampling temperature 1.2
Top-p 0.9
Per-device batch size 1
Gradient accumulation steps 4
Number of GPUs 8 (H100)
Effective batch size 32
Training time ∼1 h

Table A2. RL hyperparameters and configuration for R-Sa2VA.

sometimes be unfaithful. In Figure A20, the model cor-
rectly identifies the central skyscraper cluster described in
the question. Still, the final answer mask is on two adja-
cent buildings, revealing limitations in fine-grained instance
separation and precise object grounding in cluttered city
scenes. These issues arise from imperfections in the au-
tomatically collected VRT-80k datasets. Over half of the
raw samples are filtered out in the VRT-Bench, suggest-
ing that the VRT-80k is also likely noisy. Nevertheless,
training on VRT-80k substantially boosts performance on
our visual reasoning tracer benchmarks, suggesting that the
dataset, while not perfect, already provides substantial su-
pervision and that further improving the quality of the train-
ing datasets is a promising direction for future work.

B. Implementation and Model Details

B.1. Training Details.

Our R-Sa2VA training pipeline consists of two stages: a su-
pervised fine-tuning (SFT) stage on VRT-80k, followed by
a reinforcement learning (RL) stage on the filtered example.
SFT. We initialize R-Sa2VA from the public Sa2VA check-
point and codebase [58] and apply LoRA-based parameter-
efficient fine-tuning on the VRT-80k training split. We
adopt a LoRA configuration with rank r=128, α=256, and
dropout of 0.05. We train for a single epoch on 8 H100
GPUs with a per-device batch size of 2 and gradient accu-
mulation steps of 4, leading to an effective batch size of
64. Training takes about 1.5 hours end-to-end. We use the
AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of 4 × 10−5 (fol-
lowing the official Sa2VA setting), (β1, β2) = (0.9, 0.999),
weight decay of 0.05, gradient clipping with a maximum
norm of 1.0, and a warmup ratio of 0.05. The full set of
SFT hyperparameters is summarized in Table A1.
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Table A3. Effect of Data filtering. We report Logic Quality (R-LQ), Visual Quality (R-VQ), and Answer mIoU (A.)

Model #comp #func #loc #visf Overall

R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A R-LQ R-VQ A

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-RL 67.2 86.6 63.8 69.4 87.6 62.6 65.3 85.8 57.1 65.4 86.9 63.4 67.0 86.7 62.1
- Filter 66.0 87.1 63.8 71.1 87.2 63.8 65.5 85.9 56.7 65.6 87.0 62.6 67.5 86.8 61.8

RL. For the RL stage, we focus on the most ambiguous
training examples identified via reward variance. Con-
cretely, we first run inference with the SFT model on the en-
tire VRT-80k training set, generating N = 4 candidate an-
swers per sample using the group-generation configuration
described below. For each sample, we compute the task re-
ward for all four candidates and take the standard deviation
of these rewards as an uncertainty score. We then select the
top 2k samples with the highest reward standard deviation
as the RL subset. On this subset, we perform group-based
RL fine-tuning with per-device batch size 1 and gradient ac-
cumulation steps of 4. We again use the AdamW optimizer
and LORA, but reduce the learning rate to 1×10−5 and train
for 40 RL iterations with the same (β1, β2), weight decay,
gradient clipping, and warmup settings as in SFT. During
RL, each input is decoded with stochastic group generation:
we sample four trajectories per input with a maximum of
1024 new tokens, temperature 1.2, top-p = 0.9, and top-
k = 0. Hyperparameters are listed in Table A2.

B.2. Model Details.

Our implementation is built directly on the official Sa2VA
model and training codebase [58], which couples SAM2
with an MLLM for dense grounded understanding. We
keep the original Sa2VA architecture unchanged, includ-
ing the SAM2-based visual encoder, the [SEG] token in-
terface, and the mask decoder, and only adapt the lan-
guage head to emit our VRT-style outputs (step-by-step
traces and final answers) while preserving Sa2VA’s input
/ output formats for segmentation. All data loading, opti-
mization, and mask losses reuse the official training scripts
and configurations. The Sa2VA repo exposes the base
MLLM as a pluggable component, with multiple variants
(e.g., InternVL2.5-/InternVL3-based 1B–26B models) pro-
vided in the model zoo. Switching the backbone is done
by changing a single configuration entry without modi-
fying any other part of the system. In our experiments,
all R-Sa2VA variants (e.g., R-Sa2VA-InternVL2.5-4B, R-
Sa2VA-Qwen3-VL-4B) share identical training pipelines
and hyperparameters and differ only in this choice of base
MLLM, ensuring that comparisons across backbones are
fair and attributable to the underlying VLMs.

C. More Experimental Results

In Sec. 5.2 of the main paper, we have already presented
core ablation studies to validate the effectiveness of our de-
sign choices. In this section, we provide additional experi-
mental results and extended ablations, offering a more com-
prehensive analysis.

Ablation Study on the Example Filtering. In Section B.1,
we introduce our example filtering strategy for RL. Ta-
ble A3 compares R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-RL trained with
and without this filtering. Removing the filter slightly de-
grades the overall answer mIoU (61.8 vs. 62.1) and leads to
noticeable drops on the #loc and #visf subsets in both logic
and visual quality, indicating that filtering is particularly
useful for these more visual-related categories. The differ-
ences on #comp and #func are smaller, suggesting that fil-
tering may not be good for these categories. For #comp and
#func, filtering does not show a clear improvement, which
we suspect is because they rely more on language logic and
our reward is mainly focusing visual signals. Given these
gains and the fact that filtering only affects the training data
(with no additional training cost), we adopt the filtered set-
ting as our default configuration for all other experiments.

Training Evaluation. Figure A1 analyzes how RL affects
the VRT metrics over the course of training. Overall, the fi-
nal answer scores (mIoU) initially improve compared to the
SFT baseline, but can fluctuate and even slightly degrade
if we continue RL for too long. In contrast, the reasoning
and answer LQ curves show a clear and consistent improve-
ment, indicating that RL effectively strengthens the logical
structure of the reasoning traces. However, both reasoning
and answer VQ decreases, and the answer mIoU also be-
comes less stable at later iterations, suggesting that the seg-
mentation quality during reasoning is not reliably improved
by our current reward design. Based on these observations,
we adopt the model at 40 iterations as the default training
setting (about 1 hour). Our hypothesis is that RL is primar-
ily beneficial for reasoning, while it provides only weak or
noisy signals for segmentation when no explicit mask su-
pervision is used during RL; designing segmentation-aware
rewards to better improve the masks is an interesting direc-
tion for future work.
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RL Training Evaluation: VRT Quality Metrics Across Categories
Model: R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL

Figure A1. RL training dynamics on VRT-Bench. Evolution of reasoning/answer Logic Quality (LQ), Visual Quality (VQ), and mean
IoU (mIoU) during reinforcement learning of R-Sa2VA-Qwen3VL-4B-RL. The first two rows report per-category scores for Functionality,
Visual Features, Location, and Comparison, while the bottom row summarizes overall reasoning and answer metrics and compares them
to the SFT-only baseline (orange dashed lines).

D. Visualization Results

In this section, we provide more visualization results, in-
cluding our benchmark, model output, and visual compari-
son.

D.1. VRT-Bench Visualizations

Figures A2 to A5 illustrate four representative VRT-Bench
test cases. Figure A2 targets functional (func) + visual-
feature (visf) reasoning, asking the model to identify an
ornate entrance structure near a pedestrian-warning street
light, while Figure A3 requires functional (func) + com-
parison reasoning (comp) to match a moving vehicle with
background advertisements of the same brand. Figure A4
focuses on pure spatial reasoning, requiring the system to
localize a specific piece of outdoor furniture based on its po-
sition relative to multiple surrounding objects. Finally, Fig-
ure A5 combines location and comparison reasoning, where
the model must find the player whose jersey number is ex-

actly double that of a teammate on the same side of the net.
Together, these examples demonstrate that VRT-Bench in-
cludes diverse testing scenarios designed to systematically
stress different reasoning dimensions.

D.2. Visual Comparison
As shown in Figures A6 to A9, our R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-
RL model produces a significantly more complete and in-
terpretable reasoning trace compared to the Gemini 2.5
Pro and Qwen3-VL-4B baselines. For the same query,
R-Sa2VA sequentially identifies the performer, the pave-
ment region, the soccer ball, and finally the hat. Cru-
cially, each step is grounded by a dedicated segmentation
mask (<obj1>–<obj4>), clearly linking textual reason-
ing to the corresponding visual traces. In contrast, while
Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct+SAM2 generates a plausible step-
by-step explanation, it only segments the final answer, leav-
ing intermediate cues (person, ball, and pavement) un-
grounded. Similarly, Gemini 2.5 Pro+SAM2 primarily out-
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puts a detection-style description of the hat, localizing the
final object but lacking an explicit multi-object reasoning
path. These visualizations demonstrate that while exist-
ing MLLM+SAM2 pipelines can often locate the target,
our model exposes a coherent, object-level visual reason-
ing process. A second example is presented in Figures A10
to A13. This scenario requires both robust spatial awareness
and fine-grained visual feature perception; notably, only our
R-Sa2VA model successfully derives the correct final an-
swer. Interestingly, the Qwen3 baseline (Figure A12) cor-
rectly infers from language that the answer category is a
“signboard,” but the predicted box is misaligned and does
not correspond to the ground-truth signboard, revealing a
mismatch between its textual inference and spatial ground-
ing.

E. Discussion of VRT-Bench
Our VRT-Bench is mainly focusing on the localizing the
target object during the reasoning process. Here we discuss
and compare with other related works.
MMR [14] focuses on multi-target and multi-granularity
reasoning segmentation: a single instruction may refer to
multiple objects and parts, and the dataset provides 194K
complex, often implicit queries over object- and part-level
masks. In contrast, VRT is not primarily about multi-target
or part reasoning, but about making the entire reasoning
path observable and evaluable. Each VRT sample contains
a question, a step-by-step textual explanation and, crucially,
a segmentation mask for every mentioned object along the
reasoning path, plus the final answer mask. VRT-Bench
further groups samples into comparison, function, location,
and visual-detail categories and introduces Logic Quality
(LQ) and Visual Quality (VQ) to measure how well models
recover the sequence of grounded objects, rather than only
the final target.
MIRA [67] proposes a benchmark for visual chain-of-
thought where intermediate visualizations (sketches, struc-
tural diagrams, path drawings) are necessary for solving
complex reasoning problems, and evaluates models un-
der text-only, text-plus-image, and full visual-CoT set-
tings. VRT shares the spirit of “visualized reasoning”, but
the representation and domain are quite different. MIRA
asks models to generate imagined visual images that guide
reasoning; VRT instead uses pixel-accurate segmentation
masks on real images as the visual traces, aligning each tex-
tual step with a set of object masks. In short, MIRA studies
how imagined sketches help reasoning; VRT studies how
object-level segmentation traces can be used to evaluate and
train grounded reasoning.
Seg-Zero [27] is a method that decouples reasoning and
segmentation: a reasoning model generates explicit chain-
of-thought and positional prompts, and a segmentation
model uses these prompts to produce masks. The system

is trained purely with GRPO-style reinforcement learning,
using format and accuracy rewards, and achieves strong
zero-shot performance on ReasonSeg [21] without any ex-
plicit supervision of reasoning traces. Our framework R-
Sa2VA is orthogonal and complementary. We also leverage
RL after the SFT, but VRT provides ground-truth multi-step
traces. In practice, Seg-Zero demonstrates that RL can elicit
emergent reasoning without explicit trace labels (but only
with language reasoning), whereas VRT offers a benchmark
and dataset for quantitatively evaluating such methods at the
reasoning-trace level (LQ/VQ), not only by final segmenta-
tion IoU.
PRIST [3] is a benchmark where multi-turn conversa-
tions drive pixel-level segmentation; the MIRAS framework
tracks evolving user intent and produces pixel-grounded ex-
planations together with target masks. Compared to PRIST,
VRT currently focuses on single-turn image–question pairs
rather than conversational interaction, but provides more
structured supervision on the reasoning path: every interme-
diate object mentioned in the explanation carries a segmen-
tation mask and is evaluated by LQ/VQ. Pixel-level RS em-
phasizes dialog and intent tracking; VRT emphasizes fine-
grained, object-level decomposition of a single reasoning
problem. The two directions are complementary: PRIST
could in principle adopt VRT-style metrics for multi-turn
traces, while VRT could be extended to conversational set-
tings.
RSVP [29] is a method that uses a two-stage pipeline: mul-
timodal chain-of-thought visual prompts first generate in-
terpretable region proposals, which are then refined by a
vision–language segmentation module; this improves final
results. RSVP thus focuses on designing a reasoning-aware
segmentation model, but the training and evaluation still
revolve around traditional segmentation metrics and final
masks. VRT, by contrast, proposes a task, benchmark, and
dataset where the intermediate visual reasoning trace is the
central object of evaluation: models are asked to output a
structured sequence of (text step, mask set) pairs, and we
separately score logical coverage and spatial accuracy. We
view RSVP-style architectures as natural candidates to be
re-trained and re-evaluated on VRT-80k and VRT-Bench,
using our trace metrics as additional evaluation.

F. Future Work
Failure Cases. Despite R-Sa2VA’s strong visual reasoning
tracing ability and performance on VRT-Bench, there are
still several failure cases need to be discussion. As illus-
trated in Figure A14 and Figure A15, the image depicts a
group of children participating in a team-building activity,
standing on two long wooden boards and attempting to walk
together. The question requires identifying which child is
equipped differently in terms of footwear. In this specific
example, R-Sa2VA’s reasoning process involves segment-
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ing the wooden planks(<obj1>) and referencing multi-
ple children(<obj2>-<obj5>) based on their shirt colors.
While these objects offer contextual support, they are not
the core objects required to trace the final answer exhaus-
tively based on the footwear comparison. Finally, R-Sa2VA
fails to segment the most important child wearing shoes,
instead mistaking the black laces(<obj6>) of the wooden
planks for sandals.

Similarly, as shown in Figure A16 and Figure A17,
the image presents an airport waiting area. The ques-
tion requires identifying two objects that present conflict-
ing information regarding the geographical location. The
Ground Truth highlights the contradiction between the dig-
ital screen(<obj1>) where ’KOTA KINABALU’ is listed
as a destination for multiple flights and a wall poster explic-
itly stating ’WE ARE RIGHT IN THE HEART OF Kota
Kinabalu City’ which implies that the viewer’s current lo-
cation is Kota Kinabalu. However, R-Sa2VA fails to locate
the critical text-based poster in the background and misses
the definitive semantic conflict about the scene’s location
provided by the poster.

It is observed that when the scene contains a dense
collection of objects or text-rich background elements, R-
Sa2VA’s visual reasoning trace tends to focus on prominent
features while missing subtle but critical details. This fail-
ure highlights that enabling the model to generate a large
number of masks to comprehensively cover the scene in-
cluding small objects and background text is a crucial as-
pect of improving visual reasoning tracing capability.
Future directions of VRT-Bench. While VRT-80k and
VRT-Bench provide a first step toward grounded visual rea-
soning, there are several promising directions for future
works. First, it is promising to further expand VRT-80k in
both scale and diversity, incorporating richer scenes, longer
reasoning chains, and additional data sources (e.g., videos)
to better cover real-world visual reasoning scenarios. Sec-
ond, our current analysis suggests that RL mainly improves
the logical structure of the reasoning while offering lim-
ited gains in visual quality. Exploring more advanced train-
ing strategies, such as unified segmentation and reasoning
model, segmentation-aware reward designs, or consistency
regularization across reasoning steps, may substantially im-
prove the segmentation quality along the entire reasoning
trajectory. Third, future work can build a more compre-
hensive benchmark by adding more fine-grained reasoning
types, expanding to multi-image and temporal settings, and
including cross-dataset evaluations, enabling a more sys-
tematic study of generalization and failure modes for future
visual reasoning tracer models.
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Question: Which ornate structure serves as the initial entry point to the main residence, located near a street light that warns 
of pedestrian activity? (#func #visf)

Image Reasoning Masks Answer Masks

Figure A2. VRT-Bench Example 1.

Question: Which two objects in the background are advertisements for the same brand as the vehicle driving on the street? 
(#func #comp)

Image Reasoning Masks Answer Masks

Figure A3. VRT-Bench Example 2.
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Question: Which piece of weathered outdoor furniture is positioned between a person wearing red and a black trash can, and 
is also adjacent to a baby buggy? (#loc)

Image Reasoning Masks Answer Masks

Figure A4. VRT-Bench Example 3.

Question: Which player is wearing a jersey number that is exactly double the number worn by another player on the same 
side of the net? (#loc #comp)

Image Reasoning Masks Answer Masks

Figure A5. VRT-Bench Example 4.
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Image Question: Which object on the pavement is most likely being used to 
collect money, based on the nearby person's activity?

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL

<think>To answer this question, we must first identify the person's activity 
and then find an object that fits the context. The image shows a young boy 
(<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>) on a sidewalk (<ver><obj2> [SEG]</ver>) 
who is actively kicking a soccer ball (<ver><obj3> [SEG]</ver>). This 
action is a form of street performance or a game. On the pavement, near the 
boy's feet, there is a beige cap (<ver><obj4> [SEG]</ver>) lying on the 
ground. The combination of a person performing a skillful act (kicking a 
ball) and a cap placed on the ground strongly suggests that the cap is being 
used as a collection point for donations. Therefore, the cap is the object 
most likely being used to collect money.</think>

<answer>The beige cap (<vea><obj4> [SEG]</vea>) is most likely being 
used to collect money.</answer><|im_end|>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3> <obj4>

Figure A6. Visualization Results of our R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL.

Image Question: Which object on the pavement is most likely being used to 
collect money, based on the nearby person's activity?

Gemini 2.5 Pro + SAM2

```json
[
{"box_2d": [721, 563, 792, 663], "label": "hat"}

]
```
<answer>
Based on the person's activity of juggling a soccer ball, which is a form of 
street performance, the <object>hat</object> [721, 563, 792, 663] placed 
upside down on the pavement is the object most likely being used to collect 
money.
</answer>

<obj1> <obj2>

Figure A7. Visualization Results of Gemini 2.5 Pro.

Image Question: Which object on the pavement is most likely being used to 
collect money, based on the nearby person's activity?

Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct + SAM2

Step 1: Identify the person's activity. The person is juggling a soccer ball 
with their foot, which is a common street performance or activity in urban 
areas, often done for tips or money.
Step 2: Look for objects on the pavement that could be used to collect 
money. A hat is visible on the pavement near the person's feet. Hats are 
commonly used by street performers to collect tips from passersby.
Step 3: Determine if the hat is most likely being used to collect money. 
Given the context of the person's activity (juggling a ball, likely for 
entertainment) and the placement of the hat on the pavement, it is highly 
probable that the hat is being used to collect money from people who stop 
to watch.
Step 4: Confirm the bounding box of the hat. The hat is located on the 
pavement, near the person's feet, and is clearly visible in the image.

<answer>hat [576, 736, 683, 787]</answer>

<obj1>

Figure A8. Visualization Results of Qwen3-4B.

Image Question: Which object on the pavement is most likely being used to 
collect money, based on the nearby person's activity?

GT

Reasoning:<obj1>, <obj2>, <obj3>

Answer Caption: <obj3>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3>

Figure A9. Visualization Results of ground truth.
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Image Question: Excluding the central structure with the golden dome, what two objects are found on 
opposite sides of the courtyard that disrupt the otherwise symmetrical architectural layout?

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL

<think>To answer this question, one must first identify the central architectural feature, which is the mosque 
(<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>) with its prominent golden dome. The question then requires us to ignore this central 
structure and examine the symmetrical layout of the surrounding area. On the left side of the courtyard, there is a 
large, rectangular blue signboard (<ver><obj2> [SEG]</ver>) mounted on a dark base (<ver><obj3> 
[SEG]</ver>). On the right side of the courtyard, a man (<ver><obj4> [SEG]</ver>) is visible sweeping the 
ground. These two objects, the signboard (<ver><obj2> [SEG]</ver>) and the man (<ver><obj4> [SEG]</ver>), 
are located on opposite sides of the central axis and are not part of the main symmetrical design of the mosque 
(<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>) and its flanking buildings.</think>

<answer>The blue signboard (<vea><obj2> [SEG]</vea>) and the man sweeping (<vea><obj4> [SEG]</vea>) 
are the two objects that disrupt the symmetrical layout.</answer><|im_end|>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3> <obj4>

Figure A10. Visualization Results of our R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL.

Image Question: Excluding the central structure with the golden dome, what two objects are found on opposite sides of the courtyard that disrupt the otherwise 
symmetrical architectural layout?

Gemini 2.5 Pro + SAM2

<think>
1.  **Analyze the User's Question:** The user wants to identify two objects that break the symmetrical architectural layout of the courtyard. Key conditions are:

*   Exclude the central building with the golden dome.
*   Must be two objects.
*   Must be on opposite sides of the courtyard.
*   Must disrupt the symmetry.

2.  **Establish the Axis of Symmetry:** The image is taken from a central viewpoint. The axis of symmetry runs vertically through the middle of the informational sign in the 
foreground, up through the center of the main entrance arch, and to the pinnacle of the golden dome. The architecture of the mosque and the layout of the flanking buildings and the 
curved garden beds are designed to be symmetrical around this axis.

3.  **Scan for Asymmetrical Objects (Left Side):** I will scan the left half of the image, from the central axis outwards. The flanking building, the roof, the trees in the garden bed, 
and the paved walkway are largely symmetrical with their counterparts on the right. However, near the left building, there is a prominent blue and white sign on a stand. This sign 
does not have a matching equivalent on the right side. This is a clear candidate for one of the objects. I will label this "informational sign".

4.  **Scan for Asymmetrical Objects (Right Side):** Now, I will scan the right half of the image. The building and landscaping are symmetrical to the left side. However, near the 
right building, there is a person in a blue shirt and face mask. This person is pushing a large blue wheeled bin. There is no person or bin in the corresponding location on the left side. 
The person is a distinct object that clearly disrupts the static, architectural symmetry. This is a strong candidate for the second object.

5.  **Confirm the Objects Meet the Criteria:**
*   **Object 1:** Informational sign.
*   **Object 2:** Person.
*   **Excluding central structure?** Yes, both are in the courtyard, not part of the main mosque building.
*   **Two objects?** Yes.
*   **Opposite sides?** Yes, the sign is on the left, and the person is on the right.
*   **Disrupt symmetry?** Yes, neither object has a counterpart on the opposite side.

6.  **Generate Bounding Boxes:**
*   **Informational Sign:** I will create a bounding box that encloses the blue and white sign and its metal stand on the left side of the image.
*   **Person:** I will create a bounding box that encloses the person in the blue shirt on the right side of the image.

7.  **Final Answer Formulation:** The final answer will state that the two objects are the informational sign and the person, providing their bounding boxes as requested.```json
[

{"box_2d": [528, 166, 660, 199], "label": "an informational sign"},
{"box_2d": [559, 897, 689, 939], "label": "a person"}

]
```

<answer>
Excluding the central structure, the two objects on opposite sides of the courtyard that disrupt the otherwise symmetrical architectural layout are an informational sign [528, 166, 
660, 199] on the left and a person [559, 897, 689, 939] on the right.
</answer>

<obj1> <obj2>

Figure A11. Visualization Results of Gemini 2.5 Pro + SAM2.
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Image Question: Excluding the central structure with the golden dome, what two objects are found on opposite sides of the courtyard that disrupt the otherwise 
symmetrical architectural layout?

Qwen3-VL-4B-Instruct + SAM2

Step 1: Identify the central structure. The central structure is the mosque with the golden dome, which is the focal point of the image. It is flanked by two symmetrical wings or 
annexes on either side.

Step 2: Observe the courtyard and its surroundings. The courtyard is paved with interlocking bricks and features manicured greenery, including circular plant beds and small trees. In 
the foreground, there is an informational signboard on a pedestal.

Step 3: Look for objects on the opposite sides of the courtyard that disrupt the symmetrical layout. The two wings of the mosque are symmetrical, but the courtyard is not perfectly 
symmetrical because of the presence of the informational signboard in the foreground, which breaks the symmetry. Additionally, on the right side of the image, a person is visible 
sweeping the pavement near a blue trash bin, which is not mirrored on the left side.

Step 4: Confirm that these two objects (the signboard and the person with the trash bin) are not part of the central mosque structure and are located on opposite sides of the 
courtyard. The signboard is in the foreground, and the person is on the right side of the courtyard.

Step 5: Output the bounding boxes for these two objects.

<answer>
The two objects that disrupt the symmetrical layout are the informational signboard in the foreground and the person sweeping near the trash bin on the right side of the courtyard. 
Their bounding boxes are:
- Signboard: [425, 646, 618, 764]
- Person: [889, 570, 924, 660]
</answer>

<obj1> <obj2>

Figure A12. Visualization Results of Qwen3-VL-4B + SAM2.

Image Question: Excluding the central structure with the golden dome, what two objects are found on 
opposite sides of the courtyard that disrupt the otherwise symmetrical architectural layout?

GT

Reasoning: <obj1> <obj2>

Answer: <obj1> <obj2>

<obj1> <obj2>

Figure A13. Visualization Results of ground truth.
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Image
Question: Among the children participating in the team walking 
activity on the wooden planks, which one is equipped differently from 
the others in terms of footwear?

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL

<think>To answer this question, one must first identify the group of 
children participating in the activity. This group is walking in a line on 
a makeshift path made of wooden planks (<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>). 
The activity requires them to walk barefoot, as evidenced by the 
numerous children, such as the one in the orange shirt (<ver><obj2> 
[SEG]</ver>), the one in the yellow shirt (<ver><obj3> [SEG]</ver>), 
and the one in the red shirt (<ver><obj4> [SEG]</ver>), who are all 
walking on the planks without shoes. However, one child, the boy in 
the colorful shirt (<ver><obj5> [SEG]</ver>), is wearing a pair of 
black sandals (<ver><obj6> [SEG]</ver>) on his feet. This is a clear 
departure from the barefoot norm of the other participants, making him 
the one equipped differently.</think>

<answer>The boy wearing a colorful shirt (<vea><obj5> 
[SEG]</vea>) is the one equipped differently, as he is wearing black 
sandals (<vea><obj6> [SEG]</vea>).</answer><|im_end|>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3>

<obj4> <obj5> <obj6>

Figure A14. Visualization of failure case of R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-VL-4B-RL.

Image
Question: Among the children participating in the team walking activity on the 
wooden planks, which one is equipped differently from the others in terms of 
footwear?

GT

Reasoning: <obj1> <obj2> <obj3> <obj4> <obj5> <obj6>

Answer Caption: <obj5>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3>

<obj4> <obj5> <obj6>

Figure A15. Visualization of ground truth.
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Image Question: Which two objects in the airport waiting area present conflicting information 
regarding the geographical location of the scene?

R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-4B-RL

<think>To answer this question, one must compare the information presented on two 
different screens in the airport. The first screen is a large, rectangular display 
(<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>) mounted on a central pillar (<ver><obj2> [SEG]</ver>). 
This screen shows a vibrant, green landscape with a person in a yellow shirt 
(<ver><obj3> [SEG]</ver>) and a person in a pink shirt (<ver><obj4> [SEG]</ver>), 
which clearly depicts a rural, agricultural setting. The second screen is a digital flight 
information board (<ver><obj5> [SEG]</ver>) located below the first one. This board 
displays flight schedules, including a flight to "KOTA KINABALU" (<ver><obj6> 
[SEG]</ver>). The juxtaposition of the agricultural scene on the first screen 
(<ver><obj1> [SEG]</ver>) with the flight destination on the second screen 
(<ver><obj5> [SEG]</ver>) creates a geographical contradiction, as the destination is a 
city, not a rural field.</think>

<answer>The large display screen showing a rural landscape (<vea><obj1> 
[SEG]</vea>) and the digital flight information board (<vea><obj5> [SEG]</vea>) 
present conflicting geographical information.</answer><|im_end|>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3>

<obj5> <obj6>

<obj4>

Figure A16. Visualization of failure case of R-Sa2VA-Qwen3-VL-4B-RL.

Image Question: Which two objects in the airport waiting area present conflicting information 
regarding the geographical location of the scene?

GT

Reasoning: <obj1> <obj2> <obj3>

Answer: <obj1> <obj2>

<obj1> <obj2> <obj3>

Figure A17. Visualization of ground truth.
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Figure A18. Our Labeling Tool.
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Figure A19. Filtered Example 1.
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Figure A20. Filtered Example 2.

16



Data Labeling Prompt (Part I)

**Your Role:** You are an Expert Visual Evidence Reasoning Analyst.

**Your Mission:** Your task is to analyze an image and its corresponding object descriptions to generate a
single, high-quality, complex, and **self-contained** question-answer pair. You will provide the
question, a step-by-step reasoning process, and the final answer, all formatted into a specific JSON
output.

---

### **Guiding Principle: Create a Self-Contained Puzzle**
This is the most important rule. Imagine a human will see **only the image and your final question**. They

will **not** see the detailed descriptions you were given. Therefore, your question and reasoning must be
answerable from the visual evidence alone. Use the provided descriptions as your "ground truth" to ensure
your observations are correct, but do not assume the user has access to them.

---

### **Input You Will Receive**
**Important: IGNORE ANY INFORMATION OF THIS EXAMPLE FOR YOUR ANSWER**

You will be provided with two pieces of information: an image and its detailed object descriptions.

**Description Format Example:** (Image is ignored in example, the provided image is NOT for this example)
‘‘‘description
<obj0>: The house is a two-story brick structure...
<obj1>: The sky is a clear, vibrant blue...
<obj2>: A large tree with a dense canopy of reddish-brown leaves...
<obj3>: The sidewalk is composed of large, rectangular concrete slabs...
<obj4>: The grass is lush and green...
‘‘‘

---

### **Core Task: Generating the Question-Answer Pair**

Your process should follow these steps:

**Step 1: Analyze and Verify**
First, carefully compare the ‘[DESCRIPTIONS]‘ with the ‘[IMAGE]‘. The descriptions are your factual basis. If

they are fundamentally inaccurate or misrepresent the image content, stop the task. Report the mismatch
in the ‘comments‘ field of your output. If they match, proceed.

**Step 2: Formulate a Complex Question (‘question‘)**
Craft a single, insightful question in clear English. Your question **must**:

* **Be Concise:** The question should be a single, direct sentence. **AVOID** long preambles and **AVOID**
multi-part questions.

* **Require Synthesis:** It should necessitate reasoning about the relationships between **multiple objects**.

* **Go Beyond Identification:** Explore relationships that are spatial, ranking, functional, social, causal,
or hypothetical.

* **Be Grounded:** The question must be directly answerable using *only* one or more of the provided objects
(‘[DESCRIPTIONS]‘) in the image.

**Step 3: Construct the Reasoning (‘reasoning‘)**
Provide a step-by-step logical explanation detailing how to arrive at the answer.

* **Chain of Logic:** Your reasoning must clearly walk through the evidence, step-by-step, showing how you
synthesized information from different objects.

* **Explicit Referencing:** Every object mentioned in the reasoning **must** be referenced by its ID (e.g.,
‘<obj0>‘, ‘<obj2>‘).

* **Describe, Don’t Quote:** The reasoning should describe the visual properties of the objects, not quote the
descriptions you were given. For example, instead of writing "The description of ‘<obj0>‘ says it is
red," you must write "‘<obj0>‘ is red." Your reasoning should read as a visual analysis of the image
itself. Remember, you are creating self-contained puzzle, you cannot see any ‘[DESCRIPTIONS]‘ when
solving the puzzle.

* **Visual Evidence Reasoning Tags:** In your reasoning, wrap ALL object references with ‘<ver><objN></ver>‘
tags. This includes both answer objects and supporting evidence objects. Label as many relevant objects
as possible to show comprehensive visual analysis.

Figure A21. Data Labeling Prompt (Part I).
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Data Labeling Prompt (Part II)

**Step 4: Provide the Answer**
* **‘answer_objects‘:** Create a list containing **only the unique IDs** of the object(s) that are the direct

answer to your question.

* **‘answer_caption‘:** Write a brief language answer connecting the objects.

* **Visual Evidence Answer Tags:** In your ‘answer_caption‘, wrap ONLY the answer objects with
‘<vea><objN></vea>‘ tags. Do not tag supporting evidence objects that are not part of the direct answer.
For example, if the answer is "a person wearing a red shirt," and only the person is the answer object,
use: "A person wearing a red shirt (<vea><obj1></vea>)" - do NOT tag the shirt as a separate answer
object unless it’s specifically part of the answer.

* **Answer Equivalence:** Either ‘answer_objects‘ or ‘answer_caption‘ can be directly used as the answer.

**Step 5: Self-Critique and Score (‘score‘)**
Internally score your generated question-answer pair on a scale of 1 to 10. **Only generate a final output for

candidates with a score of 7 or higher.** Use these criteria:

* **Reasoning Complexity (1-10):** How many objects were synthesized? How non-obvious is the connection
between them?

* **Question Quality (1-10):** Is the question insightful, unambiguous, concise, and thought-provoking?

* **Answer Accuracy (1-10):** Is the answer precisely identified, correct, and directly supported by the
reasoning?

---

### **Tag Usage Summary**
* **Reasoning**: Use ‘<ver><objN></ver>‘ for ALL objects mentioned (comprehensive visual analysis)

* **Answer**: Use ‘<vea><objN></vea>‘ for ONLY the direct answer objects (selective answer marking)

* **Same Objects**: ‘<ver><obj1></ver>‘ and ‘<vea><obj1></vea>‘ refer to the same object, just used in
different contexts

* **No Other Tags**: Do NOT use any other tags in your output. Do NOT use <ver> in the ‘answer_caption‘ and do
NOT use <vea> in the ‘reasoning‘.

---

### **Output Format**

Your final output must be a single JSON object.

**A) If you generate a suitable question (score >= 7):**

‘‘‘json
{
"candidates": [
{
"id": 1,
"question": "The question you formulated.",
"reasoning": "Your step-by-step logical explanation, referencing objects like <ver><obj0></ver> and

<ver><obj1></ver>.",
"answer_objects": ["<objN>", "..."],
"answer_caption": "Text answer connecting the objects. All objects (\"<vea><objN></vea>\", ..,) should be

in the text.",
"score": 8

}
],
"comments": "The description matches the image. The question requires complex, multi-object reasoning and

has a clear, well-supported answer."
}
‘‘‘

Figure A22. Data Labeling Prompt (Part II).
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Data Labeling Prompt (Part III)

**B) If no suitable question can be formed (score < 7) or the description is inaccurate:**

‘‘‘json
{
"candidates": [],
"comments": "A suitable question could not be generated because [your reason here, e.g., the objects lack

meaningful relationships, the reasoning is too simple, or the description does not fit the image]."
}
‘‘‘

---

### **Example**

**Note:** The following example is based on the hypothetical descriptions provided earlier. In a real task,
you would be viewing the corresponding image.

‘‘‘json
{
"candidates": [
{
"id": 1,
"question": "Which object’s state suggests a different season than the others?",
"reasoning": "To determine the likely season, we synthesize clues from multiple objects. The tree

(<ver><obj2></ver>) has reddish-brown leaves, and the sky (<ver><obj1></ver>) is a clear, vibrant
blue, both of which are strong indicators of a crisp autumn day. However, the grass
(<ver><obj4></ver>) is lush and green with a few scattered yellow flowers, a condition more typical
of spring or late summer. Therefore, the grass (<ver><obj4></ver>) presents evidence that contradicts
the autumn season suggested by the other objects.",

"answer_objects": ["<obj4>"], # This is the object that suggests a different season. No tag here.
"answer_caption": "The grass (<vea><obj4></vea>) suggests a different season than the other objects.",
"score": 9

}
],
"comments": "The question requires identifying a primary trend (the season) from multiple objects and then

performing a secondary reasoning step to find a contradiction. This involves high-level synthesis and
evaluation."

}
‘‘‘
---

### **Input**

Descriptions:
‘‘‘text
{DESCRIPTIONS}
‘‘‘
Please generate the output based on the descriptions and the provided image.

Figure A23. Data Labeling Prompt (Part III).
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