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ABSTRACT

Multimodal reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) provides re-
liable task-level supervision, yet offers limited guidance for localizing errors in
visual reasoning. On-policy self-distillation (OPSD) complements this supervi-
sion with dense token-level corrections from a privileged teacher equipped with
an evidence-centered visual view. However, the resulting corrections may con-
flate visual evidence with non-visual shifts induced by linguistic priors, response
style, or the privileged view itself. We formalize this phenomenon as privileged-
correction contamination: a token-level correction is contaminated when its up-
date direction cannot be consistently attributed to the privileged visual evidence.
Directly distilling contaminated corrections may therefore reinforce erroneous
token-level updates. To address this issue, we propose reinforcement learning with
visually attributable on-policy self-distillation, an evidence-consistent paradigm
that augments task-level RLVR supervision with privileged token-level correc-
tions grounded in visual evidence. We instantiate this paradigm with Visual-
Attribution Gating (VAG), which uses the verifier-derived advantage as the op-
timization anchor and validates each privileged correction against the contrast be-
tween evidence-present and evidence-degraded teacher views. By admitting only
corrections directionally supported by this visual contrast, VAG preserves visually
grounded guidance while suppressing inconsistent residuals. Experiments across
six visual reasoning benchmarks show that VAG consistently outperforms GRPO
and OPSD methods, establishing new state-of-the-art average performance.

1 INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) has become an effective paradigm for
improving multimodal reasoning by optimizing policies against automatically checkable out-
comes (Guo et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2025). In GRPO (Shao et al., 2024), a verifier scores each roll-
out and group-relative normalization turns these rewards into an outcome advantage AORM shared
by every token. Such supervision is reliable at the trajectory level, but coarse at the token level:
the same advantage is assigned to every token, regardless of which visual decision determines the
answer. Consequently, RLVR can distinguish successful trajectories from unsuccessful ones without
localizing the visual reasoning errors within them.

On-policy distillation (OPD) (Agarwal et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2023; Song & Zheng, 2026) addresses
this limitation by evaluating student-sampled trajectories with a teacher and supplying dense token-
level guidance. On-policy self-distillation (OPSD) (Zhao et al., 2026; Hübotter et al., 2026; Yang
et al., 2026) further avoids dependence on an external teacher by using the policy itself under priv-
ileged information as the teacher, which for multimodal reasoning can be a zoomed-in view that
exposes task-relevant evidence (Yuan et al., 2026). The resulting teacher–student log-probability
gap δt provides a dense, token-level correction, yet it is not guaranteed to be attributable to the priv-
ileged visual evidence alone: it may also be contaminated by non-visual shifts induced by linguistic
priors, response style, or the privileged view itself.
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We formalize this contamination as privileged-correction contamination: the teacher–student cor-
rection mixes evidence-grounded guidance with residual effects that are not attributable to the visual
evidence. Applying such a correction directly may reinforce a token even when the visual evidence
argues against it, or suppress a token that the evidence supports.
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Evidence-
centered crop   

𝑝!"(“𝑟𝑒𝑑”)= 0.53

(a) Token-level conflict case   (b) Correction- evidence alignment   

Random-
masked crop   

Question: What is the primary color of the boat’s hull?

Response: The boat’s hull, as seen inside the red bounding 
box, is clearly **red**.

𝑝#(“𝑟𝑒𝑑”)= 0.98 𝑝!$(“𝑟𝑒𝑑”)= 0.35

Teacher correction Visual contrast

< 𝟎𝜹𝒕 = −𝟎. 𝟔𝟏𝟐 𝒗𝒕 = +𝟎. 𝟒𝟐𝟏Conflict! .
Low density High density
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Teacher Correction 𝜹𝒕

Conflict rate
39.1%

SUPPORT
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REFUTATION
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CONFLICT
(DROP)
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(DROP)

Figure 1: Illustrative contamination diagnostic. (a) A
token-level conflict case and (b) the correction-evidence
alignment used to motivate attribution.

To make this contamination concrete,
Fig. 1 illustrates a single token-level di-
agnostic. For each generated token, we
compare the teacher correction δt with
the visual contrast vt between evidence-
centered and random-masked teacher
views, a probe of visual dependence in-
troduced by OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026).
Fig. 1 (a) shows a conflicting case, in
which the teacher suppresses a token
(δt = −0.612) that the visual contrast
supports (vt = +0.421). Such a cor-
rection should be discarded rather than
applied, since the student already as-
signs the token a higher probability than
the teacher does (0.98 vs. 0.53): the
teacher is lower here because the priv-
ileged view shifts its probabilities downward, not because the visual evidence refutes the token.
Fig. 1 (b) summarizes the comparison over tokens by the signs of the two signals: agreeing signs
indicate a correction consistent with the evidence, whereas opposite signs expose the two conflict
cases, in which the teacher suppresses a visually supported token or promotes a visually refuted one.
Measured with Qwen3.5-4B on our training data (§4.1), these conflicts affect 39.1% of the gener-
ated tokens. Exposing these conflicts, however, does not remove them. What the diagnostic calls
for is visual attribution in a strict sense: an explicit mechanism that checks whether the direction of
each correction agrees with the visual evidence.

Motivated by this diagnosis, we design Visual-Attribution Gating (VAG). Rather than distilling
every privileged correction, VAG validates the direction of each one against the visual contrast:
the correction δt is admitted only when it agrees in sign with vt, that is vtδt > 0, which keeps
both supporting and refuting corrections and removes only the conflicting residuals exposed by the
diagnostic. Furthermore, VAG operates on top of RLVR rather than in place of it: the verifier-derived
advantage remains the optimization anchor, and self-distillation contributes only the corrections that
pass the gate. Taken together, we propose reinforcement learning with visually attributable on-policy
self-distillation, a new evidence-consistent learning paradigm.

Fig. 2 compares our paradigm with representative on-policy learning paradigms for multimodal
credit assignment along three properties: trajectory correctness, dense token correction, and visual
attribution. RLVR (Fig. 2 (a)) supplies only the outcome advantage AORM, which anchors opti-
mization to trajectory correctness but assigns the same scalar to every token. RLVR with distillation
(Fig. 2 (b)) keeps this anchor and modulates each token by δt without verifying where that correc-
tion comes from, so the privileged signal it distills may be contaminated (Lin et al., 2026; Yang
et al., 2026). Visual contrastive distillation (Fig. 2 (c)) instead uses visual contrast vt to select only
visually sensitive tokens (Aniri et al., 2026). Yet this selection does not verify whether an update
follows the visual evidence, so the corrections applied to the selected tokens remain contaminated,
while the verifier-grounded anchor is lost as well.

VAG (Fig. 2 (d)) is the only paradigm that attains all three properties at once: it keeps AORM as the
anchor, preserves the dense correction δt, and admits that correction only when vt supports its direc-
tion. This coverage comes at almost no cost. VAG needs no learned contamination estimator and no
auxiliary distillation objective, and relative to a dual-view OPSD baseline that already evaluates both
teacher views, it adds only an elementwise sign test and no additional teacher forward pass. Across
six visual reasoning benchmarks, VAG consistently improves over matched GRPO and OPSD base-
lines and surpasses much larger open-source models (e.g., Qwen3.5-397B), leading closed-source
models (e.g., GPT-5.4), and agentic “Thinking-with-Images” methods on tasks that require dense
local evidence. On holdout tasks beyond the training distribution, it retains general visual under-
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Figure 2: Comparison of on-policy learning paradigms. (a) RLVR, (b) RLVR with distillation,
(c) Visual contrastive distillation, and (d) RLVR with visual attributable distillation.

standing and reasoning ability, indicating that the gains do not come at the cost of forgetting, while
controlled ablations isolate the contribution of the sign-agreement gate.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• We identify privileged-correction contamination, showing that dense teacher–student cor-
rections are not necessarily aligned in direction with the visual evidence.

• We propose an evidence-consistent paradigm unifying RLVR and OPSD, in which the
verifier-derived advantage anchors optimization, and design VAG to mitigate privileged-
correction contamination by admitting a teacher correction only under sign agreement with
a controlled visual contrast.

• Across six visual reasoning benchmarks, VAG consistently improves over matched GRPO
and OPSD baselines and surpasses much larger open-source and leading closed-source
models, while holdout evaluation shows no loss of general capability. Ablations further
validate the proposed attribution mechanism.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 ON-POLICY AND PRIVILEGED DISTILLATION

OPD supervises student-visited prefixes with a teacher, thereby reducing exposure bias while supply-
ing dense token-level guidance (Gu et al., 2023; Agarwal et al., 2024; Song & Zheng, 2026). OPSD
replaces the external teacher with the model itself conditioned on privileged context, such as verified
solutions, reasoning traces, or environmental feedback (Zhao et al., 2026; Hübotter et al., 2026; He
et al., 2026; Jin et al., 2026). Because the student cannot access this context at inference time, the
resulting teacher–student gap may conflate task-relevant knowledge with leakage or stylistic arti-
facts (Yang et al., 2026; Pan et al., 2026; Shen et al., 2026). In multimodal reasoning, privileged
views instead expose localized evidence that global image processing tends to lose, and methods
from region-to-image distillation to Vision-OPD transfer such evidence to a full-image model (Wei
et al., 2026; Yuan et al., 2026). Subsequent work refines the selectivity of this supervision through
view-based reweighting (Liu et al., 2026), trajectory gating (Sun et al., 2026), gradient decompo-
sition (Yoon et al., 2026), modality balance (Aniri et al., 2026), and target reconstruction (Zhang
et al., 2026), whereas VAG uses a signed visual contrast to determine whether a candidate teacher
correction is admitted into policy optimization at all.

2.2 INTEGRATING RLVR WITH ON-POLICY DISTILLATION

RLVR anchors optimization to checkable outcomes, and GRPO realizes this without a learned
critic by estimating group-relative advantages that are nevertheless shared by all tokens in a re-
sponse (Shao et al., 2024). OPD supplies the missing token-level resolution, yet its preference need
not agree with trajectory correctness, so the two signals are complementary but not automatically
compatible. Existing integrations reconcile them by weighting the two objectives, restricting the
teacher gap to modulating verifier-directed magnitudes, gating implicit OPD rewards by trajectory
correctness, or contrasting privileged contexts (Hübotter et al., 2026; Yang et al., 2026; Lin et al.,
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Anchor
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OPSD Correction
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Figure 3: Overview of the VAG framework. Stage 1: A verifier derives AORM from on-policy roll-
outs. Stage 2: Dual-view teacher evaluation yields the distillation margin δt and visual contrast vt;
VAG retains same-sign corrections and discards conflicting ones. Stage 3: The retained correction
modulates AORM for the clipped GRPO update.

2026; Pan et al., 2026), while variants route samples or tokens between the two objectives, account
for student uncertainty, or reverse teacher signals to encourage exploration (Li et al., 2026; Wang
et al., 2026; Ke et al., 2026; Kim et al., 2026). VAG resolves this compatibility at the token level
instead: a signed correction enters the verifier-anchored advantage only when its direction agrees
with the visual evidence contrast, which preserves both visually supported promotion and visually
justified suppression while falling back to outcome supervision whenever attribution fails.

3 METHOD

3.1 OVERVIEW

Given an image–question pair, VAG proceeds through the three-stage training loop illustrated in
Fig. 3. In Stage 1 (Sec. 3.2), VAG derives a reliable trajectory-level advantage from on-policy
rollouts sampled by the frozen student policy and scored by a task verifier. In Stage 2 (Sec. 3.3),
the positive and negative teacher branches of the same Exponential Moving Average (EMA) model
replay each student-generated prefix under an evidence-centered view and its random-masked coun-
terpart, respectively. These evaluations yield a teacher–student correction δt and a visual contrast
vt, whose sign agreement retains evidence-consistent token-level supervision while filtering poten-
tially contaminated corrections. In Stage 3 (Sec. 3.4), VAG weights each retained correction by its
visual sensitivity and uses it to modulate, rather than replace, the verifier advantage. The resulting
token-level advantage is then optimized using the clipped GRPO objective.

3.2 VERIFIER-SCORED ON-POLICY ROLLOUTS

Let q denote a question and I its corresponding full image, with the multimodal input denoted by
x = (q, I). At each training iteration, πθ denotes the student policy used for rollout collection. As
shown in Stage 1 of Fig. 3, the student samples a group of G response trajectories as:

ŷ(i) =
(
ŷ
(i)
1 , . . . , ŷ

(i)
Ti

)
∼ πθ(· | x), i = 1, . . . , G, (1)

where ŷ(i) is the i-th sampled response, ŷ(i)t is its token at position t, and Ti is its length. A task
verifier assigns each rollout an outcome reward R(i) ∈ {0, 1}, from which we compute the group-
normalized advantage as:

A
(i)
ORM =

R(i) − µG

σG
, (2)
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where µG and σG denote the mean and standard deviation of the rewards within the rollout group,
respectively. The scalar A(i)

ORM is shared by all tokens in rollout i. Although it provides a reliable
trajectory-level learning signal, it does not identify which tokens contribute to the outcome.

3.3 DUAL-VIEW TEACHER SIGNALS: CORRECTION AND CONTRAST

Stage 1 provides a reliable outcome-level anchor but leaves token-level credit undetermined. OPSD
closes this gap by letting a privileged teacher re-score the student’s own rollout token by token (Zhao
et al., 2026), and we adopt this mechanism as our dense signal, instantiating the teacher with an
evidence-centered view. Unlike prior OPSD, which distills every correction directly, we first ask
whether a correction is directionally supported by the visual evidence, following the diagnostic
in Sec. 1. As shown in Stage 2 of Fig. 3, both teachers are view-conditioned branches of a single
EMA teacher πϕ replaying the student’s trajectory: conditioning πϕ on the evidence-preserving view
yields the positive teacher, and conditioning it on the evidence-degraded view yields the negative
teacher. Because the two branches share the student-generated prefix and differ only in the visual
condition, all token-level quantities below are comparable. This yields two steps: form the privileged
correction from the positive teacher, then probe its visual support with the negative teacher.

Dense Teacher Correction. The first step instantiates the positive branch. The evidence-
preserving view I+ is a crop centered on the target detail relevant to the question, which gives
the positive teacher input x+ = (q, I+). For each student-generated trajectory ŷ(i), the positive
teacher re-evaluates every generated token ŷ

(i)
t conditioned on the same student-generated prefix

ŷ
(i)
<t = (ŷ

(i)
1 , . . . , ŷ

(i)
t−1). We write the corresponding sampled-token probabilities as:

p
(i)
S (ŷt) ≜ πθ

(
ŷ
(i)
t | x, ŷ

(i)
<t

)
, (3)

p
(i)
T+(ŷt) ≜ πϕ

(
ŷ
(i)
t | x+, ŷ

(i)
<t

)
, (4)

for the student and the positive teacher, respectively. The dense teacher correction is their log-ratio
on the sampled token:

δ
(i)
t = sg

[
log p

(i)
T+(ŷt)− log p

(i)
S (ŷt)

]
, (5)

where sg[·] denotes the stop-gradient operator. A positive δ
(i)
t indicates that the positive teacher

assigns the sampled token a higher probability than the student, and a negative value the opposite,
so δ

(i)
t is precisely the dense signal that on-policy self-distillation would follow.

Taken on its own, however, δ(i)t is exactly the quantity examined in Fig. 1: a non-zero teacher–
student gap cannot be assumed to follow the direction of the privileged evidence. We therefore treat
δ
(i)
t as a candidate correction and, instead of assuming its visual support, make that support testable.

Visual Evidence Contrast. Following OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026), we pair I+ with an evidence-
degraded counterpart I−, obtained by occluding a randomly placed rectangular region of the zoom-
in image with black pixels, so that the visual evidence available to the teacher is weakened while
the image resolution, the visual token grid, and the surrounding spatial context remain unchanged.
Feeding x− = (q, I−) to the same teacher on the same prefix gives:

p
(i)
T−(ŷt) ≜ πϕ

(
ŷ
(i)
t | x−, ŷ

(i)
<t

)
, (6)

and because the two teacher evaluations share parameters, prefix, and realized token, and differ only
in the target evidence, their log-ratio isolates the teacher’s response to that intervention:

v
(i)
t = sg

[
log p

(i)
T+(ŷt)− log p

(i)
T−(ŷt)

]
. (7)

A positive v
(i)
t indicates that the target evidence supports the sampled token, whereas a negative

value indicates refutation, and |v(i)t | measures how strongly the token depends on that evidence.
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Diagnosing Privileged Contamination. Pairing the two signals by sign partitions the generated
tokens into the four quadrants shown in Stage 2 of Fig. 3. The two same-sign quadrants are di-
rectionally consistent: when δt > 0 and vt > 0, the teacher promotes a token whose probability
the visual evidence also raises (support); when δt < 0 and vt < 0, the teacher suppresses a token
whose probability the evidence lowers (refutation). In both cases the candidate correction moves the
student in the same direction as the visual intervention, so it can be treated as evidence-grounded
credit. Notably, keeping the refutation quadrant is what allows suppressive corrections to survive
rather than be discarded together with the conflicting ones.

The two opposite-sign quadrants are directionally conflicting. A correction with δt > 0 but vt < 0
would reinforce a token whose probability the visual evidence lowers, whereas δt < 0 with vt > 0
would suppress a token whose probability it raises. Since neither direction can be explained by
the visual intervention, we regard these quadrants as observable instances of privileged-correction
contamination and exclude them from the dense supervision. The four quadrants thus define a binary
admissibility rule on candidate corrections, and what remains is to realize this rule as a token-level
learning signal without discarding the verifier anchor of Stage 1.

3.4 ATTRIBUTION-GATED ADVANTAGE MODULATION

Stage 3 realizes the admissibility rule as a token-level advantage: the gate decides whether a can-
didate correction enters the update, the contrast magnitude decides how strongly it enters, and the
outcome advantage of Stage 1 remains the anchor that determines the direction of the update. The
visual attribution gate shown in Fig. 3 is formulated as:

g
(i)
t = 1

[
δ
(i)
t v

(i)
t > 0

]
, (8)

where 1[·] is the indicator function. This gate retains the support and refutation quadrants and rejects
both conflict quadrants, together with the boundary cases that carry no directional information. We
therefore convert the contrast into a bounded visual-sensitivity weight:

ṽ
(i)
t = σ

(
v
(i)
t

τ

)
∈ (0, 1), (9)

where σ is the logistic sigmoid and τ > 0 controls the sharpness of the transition, so that strongly
evidence-dependent tokens receive more credit than marginally dependent ones instead of being
weighted equally. The teacher correction is bounded in the same spirit, and the two are combined
with the verifier anchor to form the modulated advantage:

Ã
(i)
t = A

(i)
ORM + η g

(i)
t ṽ

(i)
t tanh

(
δ
(i)
t

τ

)
, (10)

where η > 0 controls the strength of the correction. The first term provides a trajectory-level verifier
anchor, while the second redistributes credit at the token level only when the teacher correction is
visually attributable. If g(i)t = 0, the correction vanishes and Ã

(i)
t = A

(i)
ORM, so filtering a correction

falls back to outcome supervision rather than removing the token from training.

The final stage of Fig. 3 optimizes the student policy using the modulated advantage. We first define
the token-level importance ratio between the current policy πθ and the rollout policy πθold as:

ρ
(i)
t (θ) =

πθ(ŷ
(i)
t | x, ŷ

(i)
<t)

πθold(ŷ
(i)
t | x, ŷ

(i)
<t)

. (11)

The training objective is the clipped GRPO surrogate averaged over rollouts and token positions:

LVAG(θ) = −
1

G

G∑
i=1

1

Ti

Ti∑
t=1

min
(
ρ
(i)
t (θ) Ã

(i)
t , clip

(
ρ
(i)
t (θ), 1− ε, 1 + ε

)
Ã

(i)
t

)
, (12)

where 0 < ε < 1 is the clipping radius. All teacher-derived signals, including δt, vt, and gt,
are detached, so gradients flow to the student only through ρ

(i)
t (θ). Consequently, VAG introduces

neither additional trainable parameters nor an auxiliary objective; it operates entirely by reshaping
the advantage that GRPO already optimizes.
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Table 1: Comparison with single-forward-pass MLLMs and post-training methods across multi-
modal reasoning benchmarks. All entries report accuracy (%).

Model Param. V* Zoom HR-Bench
4K

HR-Bench
8K

MME-RW
EN

MME-RW
CN Avg.

Closed-Source Models (Single Forward Pass)

GPT-5.2 (OpenAI, 2025a) – 79.06 50.89 81.12 78.38 72.60 68.80 71.81
GPT-5.4 (OpenAI, 2026) – 76.96 52.66 84.00 77.88 74.20 70.93 72.77
Gemini 3.1 Pro (Google DeepMind, 2026a) – 87.96 61.18 89.63 86.88 76.53 73.31 79.25
Gemini 3.5 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2026b) – 89.01 61.42 89.12 86.62 75.31 73.97 79.24

Open-Source Baselines (Single Forward Pass)

DeepEyes (Zheng et al., 2025) 7B 85.86 46.51 75.13 72.63 64.10 64.09 68.05
Thyme (Zhang et al., 2025a) 7B 82.20 45.09 77.00 72.00 64.80 64.59 67.61
DeepEyesV2 (Hong et al., 2025) 7B 81.68 44.97 77.88 73.75 64.90 65.07 68.04
SenseNova-MARS (Chng et al., 2025) 8B 92.15 47.81 83.13 78.38 67.90 68.90 73.05
MiMo-VL-RL (LLM-Core-Team Xiaomi, 2025) 7B 83.25 45.68 73.50 69.38 62.73 55.89 65.07
ZwZ (Wei et al., 2026) 8B 87.96 56.69 83.63 81.75 66.57 68.09 74.12
MiniCPM-V-4.5 (Yu et al., 2025) 9B 70.68 42.60 69.63 61.50 62.65 61.64 61.45
GLM-4.6V (Zhipu AI, 2026) 106B 86.91 50.06 82.13 78.88 65.57 65.62 71.53
Qwen3-VL-Instruct (Bai et al., 2025) 235B 91.10 56.09 86.13 80.38 71.74 69.04 75.75
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B (Qwen Team, 2026) 397B 87.96 57.16 89.38 85.50 74.82 69.82 77.44
Kimi-K2.6 (Moonshot AI, 2026) 1T 88.48 53.14 81.88 78.00 69.22 66.13 72.81

Qwen3.5-4B Matched Post-Training Methods

Qwen3.5 (Qwen Team, 2026) 4B 80.63 49.82 73.50 67.50 55.78 58.56 64.30
SFT 4B 83.25 42.60 76.50 72.12 64.10 62.50 66.85
GRPO (Shao et al., 2024) 4B 85.34 48.20 78.25 74.50 66.50 65.10 69.65
OPSD (Zhao et al., 2026) 4B 84.29 57.51 77.25 72.88 61.20 62.40 69.26
Vision-OPD (Yuan et al., 2026) 4B 89.01 65.33 82.25 81.25 74.50 70.26 77.10
VA-OPD (Liu et al., 2026) 4B 86.91 51.20 80.12 77.50 68.50 67.10 71.88
OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026) 4B 94.76 65.92 85.75 83.25 76.31 74.06 80.01
VAG (Ours) 4B 94.24 69.35 87.62 84.62 76.56 75.60 81.33

4 EXPERIMENT

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Implementation Details. We instantiate our method using Qwen3.5-4B (Qwen Team, 2026). The
model is trained on a curated synthetic dataset comprising approximately 6.2K visual-reasoning
examples derived from Vision-OPD (Yuan et al., 2026). During training, the privileged teacher is
maintained as an EMA of the student parameters. For all experiments, the student samples G = 8
on-policy responses for each input. We use a training batch size of 48 and set the maximum response
length to 1,024 tokens. All models undergo full-parameter training for one epoch and a 30-step
warmup. All experiments are conducted using 8 NVIDIA H800 GPUs. Following the evaluation
protocol of OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026), we first perform deterministic answer matching, followed by
a judge model that determines whether unresolved responses are correct by comparing them against
the verified answer. For further details, see Appendices A and C.

4.2 BASELINES AND BENCHMARKS

Evaluation Benchmarks. We evaluate VAG on six visual question answering benchmarks that span
fine-grained visual perception to broader multimodal problem solving. (1) V* Bench (Wu & Xie,
2023) tests the localization and recognition of small targets in high-resolution, visually crowded
scenes. (2) ZoomBench (Wei et al., 2026) examines whether models can recover subtle regional
evidence from a full image. (3) HR-Bench 4K and (4) HR-Bench 8K (Wang et al., 2025) evaluate
fine-grained perception at native 4K and 8K resolutions, respectively. These settings are particularly
challenging because conventional image resizing may discard the small-scale details required to
answer the questions correctly. (5) MME-RealWorld EN and (6) MME-RealWorld CN (Zhang
et al., 2025b) provide the broadest setting, spanning diverse high-resolution tasks and real-world
scenarios. To assess whether specializing in fine-grained perception sacrifices general multimodal
ability, we further evaluate on four holdout benchmarks: (1) MMVP (Tong et al., 2024b), (2) CV-
Bench (Tong et al., 2024a), (3) MMStar (Chen et al., 2024), and (4) POPE (Li et al., 2023).
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Table 2: Comparisons on holdout tasks.

Method MMVP CV-Bench MMStar POPE Avg

Qwen3.5-4B 76.67 87.13 78.53 88.28 82.65
SFT 78.33 85.70 68.40 87.48 79.98
GRPO 79.33 87.24 70.60 86.37 80.89
DAPO 79.33 86.95 72.27 86.62 81.29
OPSD 78.68 87.27 75.07 88.83 82.46
Vision-OPD 79.67 87.27 79.60 89.14 83.92
OPD-V 80.00 86.07 77.40 88.38 82.96
VAG (Ours) 84.67 87.91 79.93 88.72 85.31

Table 3: Ablation on hyperparameters τ and η.

Value V∗ Zoom
HR-Bench MME-RW

Avg
4K 8K EN CN

τ

0.1 94.24 69.35 87.62 84.62 76.56 75.60 81.33
0.2 91.62 65.68 84.12 82.75 76.91 77.52 79.77
0.5 87.43 56.69 80.25 78.62 73.23 69.82 74.34

η

0.1 94.24 69.35 87.62 84.62 76.56 75.60 81.33
0.2 86.91 58.82 79.50 77.88 70.25 69.98 73.89
0.5 84.82 59.88 80.12 75.12 69.23 69.17 73.06

Baselines. Following Vision-OPD (Yuan et al., 2026), we compare VAG against closed-source
models (Google DeepMind, 2026a;b; OpenAI, 2025a; 2026), agentic and large-scale open-source
MLLMs (Zheng et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025a; Hong et al., 2025; Chng et al., 2025; Bai et al.,
2025; Qwen Team, 2026; Zhipu AI, 2026; Moonshot AI, 2026), and post-training baselines based
on Qwen3.5-4B. The matched group includes the corresponding base models, SFT, GRPO, OPSD,
Vision-OPD, VA-OPD (Liu et al., 2026), and OPD-V. All methods in this group are evaluated at the
same model scale using the same training data and evaluation protocol.

4.3 MAIN RESULTS

Comparison with SOTA MLLMs. As shown in Table 1, VAG raises the Qwen3.5-4B aver-
age from 64.30% to 81.33% and exceeds OPD-V, the strongest matched baseline, by 1.32%.

V*
Zoom

HR-4K
HR-8K

MME-EN

MME-CN
40

60

80

Ac
cu

ra
cy

 (
%

) (c) Qwen3.5 · 9B
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Qwen

71.81

GPT

72.81

Kimi

77.63

OPD-V

77.85

Ours

80.23

Ours*

AVERAGE

Base GPT-5.2 Kimi-K2.6 OPD-V Ours Ours*

Figure 4: Performance comparison on
Qwen3.5-9B.

It attains the best result on ZoomBench, HR-
Bench, MME-RealWorld, and the overall aver-
age, ranking second only on V* Bench. The
margin over OPD-V is largest on ZoomBench
(69.35% vs. 65.92%, +3.43%), a fine-grained
benchmark that requires recovering subtle re-
gional evidence from high-resolution images,
which highlights the particular effectiveness of
VAG for fine-grained perception and localiza-
tion. VAG also exceeds substantially larger
open-source and agentic models in average accu-
racy. Fig. 4 further reports the initial results on
Qwen3.5-9B, where VAG (Ours) reaches 77.85% average accuracy and improves over the base
model on all benchmarks. With response-length control, its average accuracy (Ours∗) further in-
creases to 80.23%. We also evaluate VAG under the same evaluation protocol as Vision-OPD to en-
sure a fair comparison. Further results and detailed evaluation settings are provided in Appendix B.
Comparison with Post-Training Strategies. Within the matched group, VAG outperforms GRPO
and OPSD by 11.68% and 12.07% on average, respectively. Notably, OPSD does not surpass GRPO
(69.26% vs. 69.65%) despite providing denser supervision, indicating that unfiltered privileged cor-
rections can offset their own benefit. Visual OPSD variants narrow this gap, yet VAG still improves
over Vision-OPD by 4.23%, which demonstrates the benefit of verifying the visual attribution of
token-level supervision rather than only strengthening or reweighting it.

Generalization to Holdout Tasks. Table 2 reports results on the four holdout benchmarks. VAG
attains the best average accuracy (85.31%), improving over the vanilla model by 2.66% and over
the strongest baseline by 1.39%. In contrast, SFT and GRPO fall below the vanilla average. VAG
therefore avoids the specialization–forgetting tradeoff observed in alternative training strategies, in-
dicating that attribution-gated supervision improves fine-grained perception without eroding general
multimodal capability.

4.4 ABLATIONS AND ANALYSIS

Impact of η and τ . Table 3 ablates the gate temperature τ and the modulation weight η. When
varying τ we fix η = 0.1; when varying η we fix τ = 0.1. Accuracy peaks at τ = 0.1: larger
temperatures flatten the gate, so visually supported and visually contradicted corrections are no
longer separated. For η, 0.1 is large enough to modulate the outcome advantage yet small enough
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The image shows a cow with black spots. 

Counting them: 1. One large spot on the upper 

right side (near the spine). 2. One medium 

sized spot on the middle of the back/side. 3. 

One small spot on the rear flank, near the tail

base. That’s **three** black spots.

Correct answer: **B. 3**

Question: How many black spots are on the cow's body? 

A. 2 B. 3 C. 4 D. 1 

Ground truth: A

pos

Question: What material is the arch of the bridge primarily 

constructed from? 

A. concrete B. brick C. stone D. wood 

Ground truth: B

The image shows a cow with black spots. 

Counting them: 1. One large spot on the upper 

right side (near the spine). 2. One medium 

sized spot on the middle of the back/side. 3. 

One small spot on the rear flank, near the tail

base. That’s **three** black spots.

Correct answer: **B. 3**

neg

Ours: ∆  

Ours: ∆ 

OPSD: ∆  

OPSD: ∆  

The arch of the bridge is constructed from 

large, rectangular blocks with visible mortar 

lines and a consistent shape characteristic of 

bricks. Although the bricks appear aged and 

weathered, some with moss or algae growth, 

their uniformity and construction method point 

to brick rather than stone or concrete.

Correct answer: **B. brick**

The arch of the bridge is constructed from large, 

rectangular blocks with visible mortar lines and 

a consistent shape characteristic of bricks. 

Although the bricks appear aged and 

weathered, some with moss or algae growth, 

their uniformity and construction method point 

to brick rather than stone or concrete.

Correct answer: **B. brick**

Figure 5: Prediction and token-importance comparison. VAG produces the correct evidence-
grounded prediction and concentrates credit on decision-relevant visual tokens.

Table 4: Advantage-modulation ablation.

Correction term V∗ Zoom
HR-Bench MME-RW

Avg
4K 8K EN CN

AORM 85.34 48.20 78.25 74.50 66.50 65.10 69.65
+ η δt 90.05 65.33 79.50 79.50 75.37 72.99 77.12
+ η ṽtδt 92.67 66.04 84.00 80.88 74.63 74.55 78.80
Ours 94.24 69.35 87.62 84.62 76.56 75.60 81.33

Table 5: Negative-view ablation.

Negative view V∗ Zoom
HR-Bench MME-RW

Avg
4K 8K EN CN

No image 93.72 63.20 87.88 87.00 76.82 73.75 80.40
Black image 94.76 64.73 82.50 81.88 75.26 71.98 78.52
Blurred image 86.39 59.88 79.62 76.25 69.85 69.34 73.56
Random mask 94.24 69.35 87.62 84.62 76.56 75.60 81.33

to avoid over-flipping its sign, whereas η = 0.5 degrades every benchmark. We therefore adopt
(τ, η) = (0.1, 0.1), shown in bold, for all remaining experiments.

Modulation of Advantage. Table 4 isolates the contribution of each component of the modulated
advantage under an identical training protocol. Holding all other settings fixed, we build it up from
the outcome anchor AORM (Eq. 2): we successively introduce the raw distillation margin δt (Eq. 5),
the soft visual-sensitivity ṽt (Eq. 9), and the sign-consistent attribution gate gt (Eq. 8) with bounded
margin scaling, recovering the full form in Eq. 10. As reported in Table 4, the dense margin lifts
the average from 69.65% to 77.12%, visual-sensitivity weighting further to 78.80%, and the full
modulation to 81.33% (+11.68% over the outcome-only anchor), attaining the best score on every
benchmark. Sensitivity weighting and sign-consistent attribution are thus complementary, jointly
selecting reliable token-level corrections.

Negative Teacher View. Table 5 compares four evidence-degraded views under an identical train-
ing protocol. Random masking attains the best average accuracy (81.33%), ahead of the no-image
(80.40%), black-image (78.52%), and blurred-image (73.56%) variants, indicating that vt is most
informative when the intervention removes local evidence while preserving spatial context. Its ad-
vantage concentrates on ZoomBench and MME-RealWorld CN, which depend most on resolving a
small region, whereas the no-image variant remains competitive when the decisive evidence occu-
pies a larger portion of the input.
Interpretation of VAG. Fig. 5 contrasts the token-level credit that VAG and vanilla OPSD assign
to the same student rollout. For each token we visualize the correction term ∆t that modulates the
update, defined as ∆t = η g

(i)
t ṽ

(i)
t tanh(δ

(i)
t /τ) for VAG and as ∆t = δ

(i)
t for OPSD, with the color

scale running from negative (blue) to positive (red). In the counting example (top), whose rollout
is incorrect, OPSD spreads non-zero credit over much of the response, including function words
and a strongly negative weight on “black”. VAG instead concentrates credit on the tokens that
enumerate and localize the spots (“upper”, “spine”, “flank”), while suppressing the erroneous count
token “3”. In the material example (bottom), whose rollout is correct, VAG weights the chain of
visual premises supporting the answer (“mortar lines”, “consistent shape”), whereas OPSD assigns
comparable weight to weakly grounded tokens such as “aged” and “rather”. The attribution gate
thus removes sign-inconsistent teacher residuals and yields a sparser, evidence-aligned credit map,
irrespective of whether the rollout is right or wrong.
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5 CONCLUSION

We introduce reinforcement learning with visually attributable on-policy self-distillation to miti-
gate privileged-correction contamination. Our Visual-Attribution Gating anchors optimization to
verifier-derived trajectory advantages and accepts token-level corrections only when consistent with
the contrast between evidence-present and evidence-degraded teacher views, preserving supportive
and refuting visual evidence while suppressing inconsistent residuals. Across six public bench-
marks, VAG consistently outperforms state-of-the-art methods, demonstrating that visual grounding
verification unifies outcome verification, token-level self-distillation, and visual attribution for mul-
timodal policy optimization.

AI USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative AI tools only for language polishing of author-written text (e.g.,
grammar, wording, and readability) and for retrieval and discovery (e.g., finding related work). We
did not use generative AI tools for research ideation, method design, code generation, experiments,
data analysis, or the production of any results, figures, or other artifacts, all of which were carried
out and verified by the authors. We have reviewed all AI-assisted edits to ensure that they preserve
the intended technical meaning, and we take full responsibility for the final content of this work.
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A EVALUATION PROTOCOL FOR BENCHMARKS

To ensure that every method is compared under identical conditions, we adopt a single evaluation
protocol and apply it uniformly to VAG and to all reproduced baselines. Table 7 lists the number of
evaluation samples and the scoring rule used for each benchmark.

Following OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026), scoring proceeds in two stages. We first apply deterministic
answer matching, which resolves the majority of responses without any model in the loop. For the
multiple-choice benchmarks, a response counts as correct if it matches either the answer text or the
option letter, after normalizing surface variations such as capitalization, surrounding punctuation,
and common answer prefixes. Only the responses that remain unresolved are passed to the second
stage, where a Qwen3.5-series (Qwen Team, 2026) model acts as a binary Yes/No judge and decides
whether the response is consistent with the verified answer.

Both stages are necessary for the benchmarks we evaluate. Responses on fine-grained perception
tasks frequently state the correct answer inside a longer justification, which deterministic matching
alone would count as wrong; delegating every response to the judge instead would introduce scor-
ing variance unrelated to the method under evaluation. Calling the judge only on the unresolved
responses therefore keeps most decisions exact while still absorbing benign paraphrasing. Since the
same protocol, judge model, and prompts apply to every entry in Table 1, the reported differences
reflect the trained policies rather than the evaluation.

B EVALUATION OF THE RELEASED CHECKPOINT

The evaluation in our main table (Table 1) strictly follows the legacy evaluation protocol of OPD-
V Aniri et al. (2026), in which the trained model itself serves as the judge. For a fair comparison,
we further re-evaluate several released models under the evaluation protocol of Vision-OPD (Yuan
et al., 2026), using GPT-OSS-120B (OpenAI, 2025b) as the judge model, and report the results in
Table 6 below. As shown, our model achieves the best accuracy at both the 4B and 9B scales under
this setting.

Table 6: Evaluation results under the Vision-OPD evaluation protocol.

Method Size V* Zoom HR-Bench
4K

HR-Bench
8K

MME-RW
EN

MME-RW
CN Avg.

Vision-OPD (Yuan et al., 2026) 4B 89.53 59.53 82.25 81.00 74.97 70.71 76.33
OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026) 4B 90.10 61.30 84.88 80.88 75.45 71.49 77.35
VAG (Ours) 4B 91.10 61.89 85.75 82.50 75.96 73.35 78.43

Vision-OPD (Yuan et al., 2026) 9B 90.10 64.97 87.12 84.88 73.51 70.44 78.50
OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026) 9B 93.72 63.79 84.38 82.55 71.82 71.05 77.89
VAG (Ours) 9B 92.15 60.12 89.00 87.88 77.68 74.53 80.23

13

https://arxiv.org/abs/2601.18734
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.14362
https://www.zhipuai.cn/


Table 7: Number of evaluation samples and scoring rule for each benchmark. All methods in Table 1
are evaluated with this identical protocol.

Benchmark Samples Scoring Rule
V* Bench 191 Rule-based answer matching is applied first; unresolved re-

sponses are compared with the verified answer by a Yes/No
judge.

ZoomBench 845 Generic answer matching handles normalized responses first;
unresolved cases use the verified-answer Yes/No judge.

HR-Bench 4K 800 Multiple-choice matching checks direct answer matches and
option-letter matches before the Yes/No judge handles unre-
solved responses.

HR-Bench 8K 800 Multiple-choice matching follows the HR-Bench 4K rule.
MME-RealWorld EN 23609 Multiple-choice matching and the Yes/No judge are applied to

the English subset.
MME-RealWorld CN 5917 The Chinese subset uses the MME-RealWorld multiple-choice

scoring rule.

C TRAINING PROMPT EXAMPLE

Fig. 6 presents one complete training instance: the original image observed by the student, the two
teacher images derived from it, and the textual prompt used in each pass.

The three image conditions differ only in the visual evidence they expose. The student receives the
original, unmodified image and must therefore locate the relevant detail on its own. Both teacher
images are constructed from this same image. The positive teacher receives the evidence-centered
crop defined by the annotated bounding box, so the decisive detail occupies a far larger fraction of
the visual field. The negative teacher receives the same crop after random masking, which weakens
the local evidence while preserving the surrounding spatial context.

The textual prompt is assembled from a fixed set of fields: an image placeholder, the question, a
visual focus instruction that directs the model to the annotated region, the answer choices, and an
output-format instruction that requests only the option letter. The ground-truth answer is consumed
by the verifier and is never shown to the model. Constraining the output format yields two additional
benefits. First, it reduces the fraction of responses that require the Yes/No judge at evaluation time.
Second, it leaves little room for stylistic variation between the teacher and student branches, so the
gap δt is less likely to reflect differences in wording instead of differences in visual evidence.

Because the question, answer choices, output-format instruction, and the student-generated prefix
are identical across the three passes, the only controlled difference between the two teacher branches
is the availability of the target evidence. This is what allows the visual contrast vt in Eq. 7 to be
interpreted as a statement about visual evidence rather than about prompt or sampling differences.
Both teacher views are used only during training; at inference time the deployed policy observes the
original image alone and requires no privileged input.

D VAG ALGORITHM

Algorithm 1 states the full VAG training loop and makes explicit the order in which the outcome
signal and the token-level signal are combined.

Each iteration begins with rollout collection. For each input x = (q, I), the student samples G on-
policy responses ŷ(i). The verifier assigns each response a reward R(i), which is normalized within
the group to obtain A

(i)
ORM as in Eq. 2. This advantage is shared by all tokens of the response. The

two teacher branches then replay each sampled response using the same student-generated prefix
ŷ
(i)
<t. The sampled-token probabilities p

(i)
S (ŷt), p

(i)
T+(ŷt), and p

(i)
T−(ŷt) are defined in Eqs. 3, 4,

and 6, respectively.

From these probabilities, the algorithm computes the dense teacher correction δ
(i)
t and visual ev-

idence contrast v(i)t using the stop-gradient log-ratios in Eqs. 5 and 7. The attribution gate g
(i)
t
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Prompt image:  Student input image.

Image placeholder: <image> 

Question: What color is the lighting on the stage floor?

Visual focus instruction: Only focus on the objects inside the red bounding box in the image to answer this question.

Answer choices:  A. black          B. white          C. blue          D. purple

Output format:  Answer with the option’s letter from the given choices.

Ground-truth answer: D

Student input image  original image Positive teacher input image
Zoom-in-image cropped image from the 

red bounding box 

Negative teacher input image
Masked Image constructed by randomly 

masking the Zoom-in-image  

Figure 6: Training prompt and paired visual inputs. The textual prompt, comprising the im-
age placeholder, question, visual focus instruction, answer choices, and output format, is shared
across all three passes. The student is conditioned on the original image, the positive teacher on
the evidence-centered crop given by the red bounding box, and the negative teacher on a randomly
masked version of that crop. The ground-truth answer is used only by the verifier.

retains corrections only when δ
(i)
t v

(i)
t > 0 (Eq. 8). The gate checks whether the correction and

visual contrast have the same sign, rather than comparing their magnitudes. Thus, only corrections
whose direction agrees with the visual evidence are retained. Admitted corrections are bounded by
tanh(δ

(i)
t /τ) and weighted by η ṽ

(i)
t , then added to A

(i)
ORM to obtain Ã

(i)
t as in Eq. 10.

Two properties of the loop are worth noting. First, all teacher-derived quantities are detached, so
gradients reach the student only through ρ

(i)
t (θ) in LVAG(θ); the teacher acts as a signal source

rather than as a differentiable path. Second, when g
(i)
t = 0, the modulated advantage satisfies

Ã
(i)
t = A

(i)
ORM. Thus, rejecting a correction preserves the token’s verifier-derived supervision. After

each student update, the teacher parameters are updated by EMA to track the student policy without
separate teacher training.

E TRAINING DYNAMICS

Fig. 7 reports two statistics throughout training: the mean verifier reward within each rollout group
(left) and the mean response length (right). The reward curve shows a clear upward trend, increasing
from approximately 0.4–0.5 over the first twenty steps to 0.65–0.75 in the second half of training,
before gradually stabilizing. This trend suggests that our training strategy consistently improves the
policy while maintaining stable optimization in the later stages of training.

The response-length curve exhibits a different pattern. It oscillates within a relatively stable range
throughout training and ends at a level comparable to its initial value, with no sustained growth. This
is important because response-length inflation is a common confound in reinforcement learning with
verifiable rewards: a policy may increase its pass rate by producing longer responses that enumerate
more candidate answers. In such cases, an increasing reward curve may reflect a change in response
strategy rather than genuine improvement in visual perception.

Taken together, these two curves support the interpretation of our quantitative results. Gating correc-
tions by visual attribution sharpens token-level credit assignment without destabilizing the policy’s
generation behavior, consistent with retaining AORM as the optimization anchor rather than replac-
ing it with dense teacher supervision.
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Algorithm 1 VAG: Visual-Attribution Gated RLVR

Require: Training set D, student policy πθ, EMA teacher πϕ, verifier V , group size G, EMA rate
α, sharpness τ , correction scale η

Ensure: Updated policy parameters θ
1: Initialize teacher parameters ϕ← θ
2: for each training step do
3: Sample a mini-batch B ⊂ D
4: for each (x, a⋆) ∈ B with x = (q, I) do ▷ a⋆ is the ground-truth answer for x
5: Obtain the evidence-preserving view I+ from the training annotation and set x+ =

(q, I+)
6: I− ← Mask(I+) and x− = (q, I−) ▷ evidence-degraded negative view
7: for i = 1, . . . , G do
8: Sample rollout ŷ(i) = (ŷ

(i)
1 , . . . , ŷ

(i)
Ti
) ∼ πθ(· | x)

9: R(i) ← V(ŷ(i), a⋆) ▷ verifiable outcome reward
10: end for

11: A
(i)
ORM ←

R(i) − µG

σG
for all i ▷ group-relative outcome advantage, shared by all tokens

12: for i = 1, . . . , G do
13: for t = 1, . . . , Ti do
14: p

(i)
S (ŷt)← πθ(ŷ

(i)
t | x, ŷ

(i)
<t)

15: p
(i)
T+(ŷt)← πϕ(ŷ

(i)
t | x+, ŷ

(i)
<t) ▷ positive teacher

16: p
(i)
T−(ŷt)← πϕ(ŷ

(i)
t | x−, ŷ

(i)
<t) ▷ negative teacher

17: δ
(i)
t ← sg

[
log p

(i)
T+(ŷt)− log p

(i)
S (ŷt)

]
▷ dense teacher correction, Eq. 5

18: v
(i)
t ← sg

[
log p

(i)
T+(ŷt)− log p

(i)
T−(ŷt)

]
▷ visual evidence contrast, Eq. 7

19: g
(i)
t ← 1

[
δ
(i)
t v

(i)
t > 0

]
▷ visual attribution gate, Eq. 8

20: ṽ
(i)
t ← σ

(
v
(i)
t /τ

)
▷ bounded visual-sensitivity weight, Eq. 9

21: Ã
(i)
t ← A

(i)
ORM + η g

(i)
t ṽ

(i)
t tanh

(
δ
(i)
t /τ

)
▷ verifier-anchored, visually

attributed advantage, Eq. 10
22: end for
23: end for
24: end for
25: Update θ by minimizing LVAG (Eq. 12) with advantages {Ã(i)

t } over B
26: ϕ← (1− α)ϕ+ α θ
27: end for

Figure 7: Training dynamics of VAG. Left: the mean verifier reward increases over training. Right:
the mean response length fluctuates within a broadly constant band and shows no sustained growth.
Both panels report raw per-step training statistics without smoothing.

F ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE COMPARISONS

Figs. 8, 9, and 10 present qualitative comparisons between VAG and OPD-V (Aniri et al., 2026) on
the test set. Fig. 8 covers fine-grained attribute recognition and spatial localization. In the attribute
case, the question asks for the color of a helmet that occupies a small portion of the frame. VAG
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Question: What is the color of the helmet? (A) red (B) yellow (C) white (D) blue 

                  Answer with the option's letter from the given choices directly.

The helmet in the image is 

clearly orange-red in color, which 

is closest to "red" among the 

given options.

Correct answer: **(A) red**

The helmet in the image is 

primarily yellow, with some red 

and black accents. The main 

color of the helmet is yellow. 

Answer: (B)

Ground Truth: A

Ours OPD-V

Question: Where is the green gras with two oval patterns located in this picture? 

The choices are listed below: 

(A) In the top right corner of this picture 

(B) In the top left corner of this picture 

(C) In the bottom right corner of this picture 

(D) In the bottom left corner of this picture 

(E) This image doesn't feature the position. 

Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the 

image. Respond with only the letter (A, B, C, D, or E) of the correct option. The 

best answer is:

The green grass with two oval 

patterns is located in the bottom 

left corner of the image. 

Correct answer: **(D) In the 

bottom left corner of this picture**

Ours

The helmet in the image is 

primarily yellow, with some red 

and black accents. The main 

color of the helmet is yellow. 

Answer: (B)

OPD-V

Ground Truth: D

Figure 8: Fine-grained attribute recognition and spatial localization. Top: VAG reads the small
helmet region as orange-red and selects the closest option, red, matching the ground truth, whereas
OPD-V reports yellow. Bottom: VAG correctly localizes the green region with two oval patterns in
the bottom-left corner. OPD-V answers incorrectly in both cases.

Question: What part of the car is visible on the right side of the image? A. rear window B. headlight C. 

taillight D. side mirror Answer with the option's letter from the given choices.

The image shows the rear of a car, including the rear window, license plate area, and taillights. 

The most prominent visible part on the right side is the **taillight** — specifically, the red light 

assembly with a clear section for reverse lights or turn signals. Looking at the options: 

- A. rear window — visible, but not the main feature on the *right* side. 

- B. headlight — not visible; headlights are on the front. 

- C. taillight — clearly visible on the right side. 

- D. side mirror — not clearly visible; if present, it’s mostly obscured or out of frame.

 Correct answer: **C. taillight*

The helmet in the image is primarily yellow, with some red and black accents. The main color of 

the helmet is yellow. 

Answer: (B)

Ground Truth: C

Ours

OPD-V

Figure 9: Object-part recognition. VAG rules out the parts that are not visible in the frame and
identifies the part on the right side of the car as the taillight (option C), matching the ground truth,
whereas OPD-V selects an incorrect option.

describes the region as orange-red and maps it to the closest available option, red, matching the
ground truth, whereas OPD-V reports the helmet as predominantly yellow. The two answers differ
in what the model reads off the region rather than in how it reasons afterwards, which is precisely
the failure mode that dense but unattributed corrections are least able to repair. In the localization
case, the question asks where a green region with two oval patterns appears, and VAG places it in
the bottom-left corner in agreement with the annotation.

Fig. 9 shows an object-part recognition case in which the model must name the car part visible on
the right side of the image. VAG enumerates the options against the visible content, rules out the
headlight and the side mirror as absent from the frame, and selects the taillight, which matches the
ground truth. Fig. 10 is the most demanding case, because the visual reading must survive several
arithmetic steps. The question asks for the average of two bars in a thirty-bar chart whose x-axis is
labeled only every fifth item. VAG initially misaligns the labels with the bars and obtains a value that
is absent from the answer choices; it then re-examines the axis, re-derives the bar-to-item mapping,
reads the two bars as 1 and 11, and computes their average as 6, which is correct. OPD-V instead
commits to unsupported bar values and reports 9. The example shows that the benefit of attribution
is not confined to perception: an incorrectly read value propagates into every subsequent step, so
reading the chart correctly is a precondition for the arithmetic to be meaningful at all.
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Question: What is the average sales of Item 10 and Item 15? Select from the following choices. 

(A) 12 (B) 15 (C) 9 (D) 6

Ground Truth: D

Ours

OPD-V

To find the average sales of Item 10 and Item 15: 

- From the chart: 

- Item 10 has **6** sales. 

- Item 15 has **51** sales. Average = (6 + 51) / 2 = 57 / 2 = **28.5** 

Wait — that’s not among the choices. Let me double-check the item labels. Looking at the x-axis 

labels: 

The bars are labeled with item numbers: Item 1, then next bar is Item 2? Wait — actually, looking 

again: 

The x-axis shows: 

Item 1 → bar with 1 

Then next bar → no label? But then “Item 6” appears later.  Actually, re-examining the image 

carefully: 

The x-axis has labels only for every 5th item? No — let's count the bars: 

There are 30 bars total (as per title). The labels shown are: 

- Item 1 (bar 1) 

- Item 6 (bar 6) 

- Item 11 (bar 11) 

- Item 16 (bar 16) 

- Item 21 (bar 21) 

- Item 26 (bar 26) 

So the labels are placed every 5 items, but the actual bar positions correspond to item numbers 

1 through 30.

Let’s map them: 

Bar 1: Item 1 → 1 

Bar 2: Item 2 → 73 

Bar 3: Item 3 → 21 

Bar 4: Item 4 → 72 

Bar 5: Item 5 → 7 

Bar 6: Item 6 → 96 

Bar 7: Item 7 → 59 

Bar 8: Item 8 → 48 

Bar 9: Item 9 → 71 

Bar 10: Item 10 → 1 ← **this is Item 10!** 

Bar 11: Item 11 → 97 

Bar 12: Item 12 → 32 

Bar 13: Item 13 → 51 

Bar 14: Item 14 → 63 

Bar 15: Item 15 → 11 ← **this is Item 15!** So: 

- Item 10: **1** - Item 15: **11** 

Average = (1 + 11) / 2 = 12 / 2 = **6** Correct answer: **(D) 6** --- **Final Answer: (D) 6**

The average sales of Item 10 and Item 15 is calculated as: 

(12 + 6) / 2 = 18 / 2 = **9** 

So, the correct answer is: 

**(C) 9**

Figure 10: Chart-based visual arithmetic. The x-axis is labeled only every fifth item. VAG detects
that its initial reading yields a value absent from the answer choices, re-derives the bar-to-item
mapping, reads Item 10 and Item 15 as 1 and 11, and returns their average 6 (option D). OPD-V
uses unsupported bar values and returns 9 (option C).

Across these cases the pattern is consistent with the aggregate results in Table 1. The largest gains
appear where the answer hinges on a localized detail that must be read correctly before any further
reasoning can help.
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