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Abstract

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) can enhance
trustworthiness by aligning with human preferences. As
human preference labeling is laborious, recent works em-
ploy evaluation models for assessing MLLMs’ responses,
using the model-based assessments to automate preference
dataset construction. This approach, however, faces chal-
lenges with MLLMs’ lengthy and compositional responses,
which often require diverse reasoning skills that a single
evaluation model may not fully possess. Additionally, most
existing methods rely on closed-source models as evalua-
tors. To address limitations, we propose DecompGen, a
decomposable framework that uses an ensemble of open-
sourced expert models. DecompGen breaks down each re-
sponse into atomic verification tasks, assigning each task
to an appropriate expert model to generate fine-grained as-
sessments. The DecompGen feedback is used to automat-
ically construct our preference dataset, DGPref. MLLMs
aligned with DGPref via preference learning show improve-
ments in trustworthiness, demonstrating the effectiveness of
DecompGen1.

1. Introduction

Leveraging the success of Large Language Models (LLMs),
recent works have attempted to extend LLMs to the
vision-language setting by learning to align visual fea-
tures to the text space of LLMs, resulting in Multi-
modal Large Language Models (MLLMs) [10, 20, 24, 25,
45]. Though achieving remarkable performance in several
vision-language tasks [8, 25, 26], MLLMs often exhibit
overconfidence and provide problematic responses, such as
generating descriptions that inaccurately reflect image con-
tent content [16, 34, 40, 42], as illustrated in Fig. 1.

Existing research shows that aligning MLLMs with hu-
man preferences can significantly enhance trustworthiness

1Code available: https://github.com/abril4416/DGPref

The image … The first sign displays … 
"Shakespeare," while ... shows "West 
Beaumont." … In the background, 
there are two people standing to the 
left of the sign … A car …

Generate Detailed Image Description

Expert 1

Response Decomposition

Expert 2 Expert K……

Det(person) 
Det(sign) 
Det(car) …

RelaSpatial(Expk(people),     
to the left of, 
Expk(sign))…

Figure 1. A problematic response about detailed image de-
scriptions from LLaVA-v1.5. We proposed DecompGen, a de-
composable and interpretable framework to assess MLLMs’ re-
sponses. It decomposes responses to atomic verification tasks,
assigns atomic tasks to proper expert models and generate fine-
grained feedback with an ensemble of expert models. Expert K
stands for the k-th expert model.

of responses anchoring the visual context [40, 47]. How-
ever, human preference annotation is expensive, labori-
ous and can be biased [47]. Alternatively, some works
adopts heuristic rules for automatic preference data gener-
ation [15, 53], which are formulaic and unnatural. An-
other line of works exploit an evaluation model (Eval-M)
as a judge for feedback generation, improving MLLMs by
aligning them with preference data based on Eval-M assess-
ments [21, 44, 48, 51]. MLLMs aligned with preference
data derived from model-based feedback have demonstrated
notable gains in trustworthiness. Despite this progress, sev-
eral limitations remain in leveraging an Eval-M for prefer-
ence data collection.

Firstly, responses from MLLMs (even at the sentence-
level) are compositional. For instance, checking the sen-
tence “two people standing to the left of the sign” in Fig. 1
entangles object detection, counting and spatial reason-
ing. However, Eval-Ms struggle with compositional rea-



soning [9, 29, 41], thus, it is challenging for an Eval-M to
assess and provide accurate feedback. Secondly, an Eval-
M may not be not all-rounder. For example, Eval-Ms are
poor at spatial reasoning [17, 41]. Therefore, generating
feedback for compositional MLLM responses with a sin-
gle Eval-M could be inaccurate, leading to failure of fur-
ther preference dataset construction based on the feedback.
Thirdly, existing works predominantly rely on a powerful
but closed-source Eval-M (e.g., GPT-4 [31]) for feedback
generation [21, 44, 51], which is expensive.

To solve the limitations above, we introduced Decomp-
Gen, a decomposable framework, using an ensemble of
open-source expert models. DecompGen consists of two
steps: response decomposition and expert model execu-
tion. Specifically, given a response, DecompGen generates
a response-specific layout by decomposing it into atomic
verification tasks (e.g., object existence verification and spa-
tial relation verification). Then, expert models will be dy-
namically assembled and executed according to the layout,
where each model will be responsible for a specific atomic
verification task. Figure 1 illustrates a part of the expert
executions. Fine-grained feedback from the execution of
expert models will be aggregated for constructing our pro-
posed preference dataset, DGPref.

We apply Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) [33] to
align MLLMs with DGPref. Experimental results demon-
strate the trustworthiness of MLLMs is largely enhanced af-
ter preference learning with DGPref. Moreover, MLLMs
aligned with DGPref surpass MLLMs aligned with other
preference datasets. We summarize our contributions as fol-
lows:
• We present DecompGen, a decomposable framework us-

ing an ensemble of experts for generating high-quality
feedback to MLLMs’ responses.

• The DecompGen generated feedback is then used for au-
tomatically constructing a preference dataset, DGPref.
MLLMs after preference alignment with DGPref enhance
trustworthiness significantly.

• MLLMs aligned with DGPref surpass MLLMs aligned
with other preference datasets, confirming the effective-
ness of DecompGen, which leads to a high-quality DG-
Pref. Extensive ablations and analysis are conducted to
better understand the advantages and limitations of our
proposed method.

2. Method
In this section, we elaborate on the proposed DecompGen
for generating fine-grained and high-quality feedback to
MLLMs’ responses. It firstly decomposes a response into
atomic verification tasks (Sec. 2.1). Based on decomposi-
tion results, expert models, each excel in a specific reason-
ing task, will be assembled to generate feedback (Sec. 2.2).
The DecompGen feedback will be used for constructing a

preference dataset, DGPref (Sec. 2.3), which will then be
exploited for preference optimization of MLLMs (Sec. 2.4).

2.1. Response Decomposition

Responses from MLLMs could be lengthy. For instance, the
average length of detailed image descriptions from LLaVA-
1.5 [24] exceeds 100 words. Moreover, not all parts of a
response are directly related to the visual context. Some
elaborations, such as “The atmosphere is warm and festive”
or “It would be great to enjoy holiday season with loved
ones.”, are subjective and not directly depicted in the image.
Considering this, we introduce a two-step decomposition
for model responses. In the first step, a lengthy response
will be decomposed into short check-worthy parts related
to multiple visually check-worthy aspects. In the following
step, each check-worthy part will be further decomposed
into atomic verification tasks.

For the definition of “visually check-worthy”, we follow
previous works [7, 50] and consider object existence, ob-
ject relations, object attributes, counts of objects and image
texts as visually check-worthy. To decompose a response
into short and check-worthy parts, we exploit the in-context
learning capability of LLMs. Specifically, for each aspect
(e.g., object existence), we provide eight in-context exam-
ples and prompt an LLM to extract related parts from a re-
sponse. The exact prompting templates used for visually
check-worthy part extraction are available in Appendix N.
For object existence, object entities mentioned in a response
are extracted. For object relations, relevant parts are ex-
tracted and converted into triplets consisting of the subject,
the relation and the object (e.g., (people, to the left of, sign)).
Relevant parts about object attributes are extracted and rep-
resented with tuples consisting of the attribute and the as-
sociated object (e.g., (standing, people)). For object counts,
the number and the associated object (e.g., (two, people))
are extracted. For image texts, we extract parts in a response
related to describing texts presented in an image. An exam-
ple of check-worthy part extraction is provided in Fig. 2.

We further decompose the verification of extracted
check-worthy parts into atomic reasoning tasks, inspired by
previous work [2, 5, 12]. For parts about object existence,
we treat it as an object detection task ([DET]). For parts
related to object relations, a hierarchical verification will
be conducted: validation for the existence of both the sub-
ject and the object will be performed firstly, followed by
the verification of their relationship ([RELA]). Similarly,
for object attributes, we first check the existence of the ob-
ject in the extracted part and perform attribute verification
of the object ([ATTR]). Object counts are checked by the
detection of the object and then validating the equality be-
tween the number of detected instances and the extracted
number ([COUNT]). For parts associated with image texts,
we regard the verification as optical character recognition
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Figure 2. Overview of the DecompGen model for feedback generation. It extracts visually check-worthy parts of a model response,
decomposes each part into atomic verification tasks and assembles and executes expert models for fine-grained feedback generation.

C-W Asp. Atomic Tasks

Obj. Existence [DET](obj)
Obj. Relation [RELA]([DET](objs),rela,[DET](objo))
Obj. Attribute [ATTR](attr, [DET](obj))
Counts of Obj. [COUNT](num, [DET](obj))
Image Text [OCR](text)

Table 1. The mapping from the verification of extracted parts
about different check-worthy aspects (C-W Asp.) to atomic
verification tasks. obj, rela, attr, num and text are from extracted
contents and are short for object, relation, attribute, number and
image text, respectively.

task ([OCR]). [·] denotes an atomic task. Details of how
verification of extracted parts about different check-worthy
aspects is decomposed into atomic verification tasks is il-
lustrated in Table 1.

2.2. Expert Execution
After the decomposition of the response into atomic verifi-
cation tasks, expert models, each excel in an atomic task,
will be assembled and executed. The expert executions will
lead to an assessment for each check-worthy part, as illus-
trated in Fig. 2. Here we use a score to denote the assess-
ment, where 0 means the check-worthy part is faithful to
the image content while −1 denotes the check-worthy part
is problematic (i.e., not align with the image). Below, we
elaborate how experts are executed for parts related to dif-
ferent check-worthy aspects:
Object Existence. The expert for [DET] is called to de-
tect the object obj. If the expert model returns no bounding
boxes (i.e., cannot detect the object), a feedback score of
−1 is assigned. If the object is detected, the part receives a

score of 0. We exploit an open-vocabulary object detection
model [28] for [DET].
Image Text. For extracted image texts mentioned in a re-
sponse, we match it with detected image scene texts from
the expert for [OCR]. If an exact match could be found, we
score the piece of image text as 0, otherwise, −1. An OCR
detection tool2 is employed for [OCR].
Object Relation. Given an extracted relation triplet about
object relations, the process begins with running the [DET]
expert to confirm the existence of the subject (objs) and the
object (objo). If either cannot be detected, relation verifica-
tion is skipped, as the existence of both entities is a prereq-
uisite for evaluating their relationship. Once the existence
of both entities is confirmed, the expert for [RELA] will be
executed for relation verification. If the expert affirms the
relationship, a score of 0 is assigned. Otherwise, a score
of −1 is given. We separate [RELA] into general relation
verification and spatial relation verification, where general
relations are verified with a VQA model [20] while spatial
relations are verified with heuristic rules over coordinates
of detected bounding boxes for the subject and the object.
Object Attribute. Feedback generation for parts about ob-
ject attributes begins with the [DET] expert. If the object
is not detected, further verification is skipped. If bounding
boxes are detected, the [ATTR] expert is called for attribute
verification. If the attribute is confirmed, the part receives a
score of 0; otherwise, it is assigned a score of −1. [ATTR]
is also divided into general attributes and size-related at-
tributes, where general attribute verification is assigned to
a VQA model [20] while size-related attributes are verified
with heuristic rules over the height and the width of the de-
tected instance.

2https://github.com/JaidedAI/EasyOCR



Counts of Objects. The expert model for [COUNT] will
be executed after the confirmation of the object existence.
[COUNT] is implemented by heuristics rules, checking if
the number of bounding boxes returned by [DET] matches
the number of counts in the extracted part. If the numbers
differ, the part is given a score of −1, while a match results
in a score of 0.

The choices of expert models, definition of heuristics
and details about how expert models perform atomic tasks
are provided in Appendix A. It should be noted that all
expert models are replaceable. After expert executions,
we have fine-grained feedback scores for all check-worthy
parts, which will be utilized for preference dataset construc-
tion.

2.3. Preference Data Generation
Generally, given an image I and an associated query Q,
a preference dataset provides annotations to categorize
MLLMs’ responses into preferred ones (Rpref) and rejected
ones (Rrej). Here we focus on the type of query about de-
tailed image descriptions as existing studies found MLLMs
are prone to provide problematic responses to this query
type [22]. Therefore, two steps are needed for preference
data collection: 1) diverse response generation for detailed
image descriptions; 2) categorizing responses into preferred
ones and rejected ones.

Firstly, to collect diverse responses about detailed image
captioning, we prompt MLLMs with eight different instruc-
tions, with diverse semantics, all about detailed image de-
scription generation following previous work [47] and add
them to a response pool. The instructions we use are pro-
vided in Appendix N. Secondly, we use DecompGen to gen-
erate fine-grained feedback scores to each response, as in-
troduced in Sec. 2.2. Weighted averaging is applied over the
fine-grained feedback scores to generate an overall score to
a response. Then, we generate preference data using pair-
wise combinations of responses from the response pool.
The response with a higher overall score will be regarded
as Rpref, while the other with lower score as Rrej. With the
two steps above, we use DecompGen to construct a pref-
erence dataset, DGPref (DecompGen Feedback Generated
Preferance dataset).

2.4. Model Alignment
Based on the DGPref, we choose to use Direct Preference
Optimization (DPO) [33] for preference learning. DPO is
motivated by the reward modeling in Reinforcement Learn-
ing from Human Feedback (RLHF) [32] and tries to max-
imize the difference of rewards between choosing the pre-
ferred response and rejected response. Compared to tra-
ditional RLHF, DPO is more stable and computationally
lightweight and is now a popular choice for preference op-
timization in multimodal scenarios [21, 48, 51].

Given an input instruction Q and an image I, the MLLM
provides a response R. DPO formulates the reward r as:

r(Q, I,R) = β log
πθ(R|Q, I)
πref(R|Q, I)

+ Z(Q, I), (1)

where πθ denotes the model parameters, πref is the param-
eters of the base model without DPO tuning, Z(·) is the
partition function and β is a hyper-parameter, controlling
the deviation from base model. The preference learning is
converted to maximize the difference of rewards between
preferred and rejected data points [4]:

Lθ = −β(log σ(log
πθ(Rpref|Q, I)
πref(Rpref|Q, I)

− log
πθ(Rrej|Q, I)
πref(Rrej|Q, I)

)

≈ σ(r(Q, I,Rpref)− r(Q, I,Rrej)), (2)

where σ is the Sigmoid function. The model parameters
will be updated according to Equation 2 for preference op-
timization with DGPref.

3. Experiments
3.1. Evaluation Setting
Evaluation Datasets. We evaluate hallucinations of
MLLMs on three benchmarks: (1) ObjHal [34] evaluates
object hallucinations in detailed image descriptions gener-
ated by MLLMs with a rule-based evaluation mechanism,
(2) MMHal [40] leverages GPT-4 [31] to compare mod-
els’ responses and human responses to assess the overall
informativeness and hallucination rate. (3) AMBER [42]
focuses on multiple dimensions of hallucinations, includ-
ing existence, attribute and relation hallucinations. It mea-
sures both the hallucination rate and coverage of responses.
Statistics of evaluation datasets are available in Appendix I.
Evaluation Metrics. We follow official evaluation proto-
cols of these datasets [34, 40, 42]. For ObjHal, we report
both the response-level hallucination rate (CHAIRs) and the
instance-level hallucination rate (CHAIRi). For MMHal,
we report informative score (0 - 6) using GPT-4 to com-
pare the model’s response with the human annotated re-
sponse, and a hallucination rate (HalRate) by comparing the
model’s response with fine-grained object annotations. For
AMBER, four metrics were used for evaluation. Specif-
ically, softer versions of instance-level hallucination rate
(s.CHAIRi) and response-level hallucination rate (HalRate),
considering the semantic similarity between predictions and
annotations, are included. In addition, the coverage of a re-
sponse (COVER.) and the similarity between model hallu-
cinations and human cognition (Cog.) are reported.
Implementation Details. To validate the proposed method,
we use two MLLMs as the base model, LLaVA-v1.5 [24]
and Qwen-VL-Chat [3], both with 7B model parameters.
Visual Genome (VG) [18] is the image source for the con-
struction of DGPref, which resulted in 16k images with



Model
ObjHal MMHal AMBER

CHAIRs ↓ CHAIRi ↓ Score ↑ HalRate ↓ s.CHAIRi ↓ COVER. ↑ HalRate ↓ Cog. ↓
GPT-4V 13.6 7.3 3.49 0.28 4.6 67.1 30.7 2.6

Error Reduction with Decoding Strategies

VCD 48.8 24.3 2.12 0.54 - - - -
Less-is-more 40.3 17.8 2.33 0.50 5.1 49.1 22.7 2.0
OPERA 45.1 22.3 2.15 0.54 - - - -
LURE 27.7 17.3 1.64 0.60 - - - -

Error Reduction with Preference Data

RLHF† 38.1 18.9 2.02 0.63 7.7 52.1 39.0 4.4
RLHF-V†∗ 12.2 7.5 2.81 0.49 6.3 46.1 25.1 2.1
HACL∗ - - 2.13 0.50 - - - -
POVID 48.1 24.4 2.08 0.56 - - - -
HALVA 41.4 11.7 2.25 0.54 6.6 53.0 32.2 2.4
HA-DPO 39.9 19.9 1.97 0.60 6.7 49.8 30.9 3.3
Silkie 25.3 13.9 3.01 0.41 5.4 55.8 29.0 2.0
HSA-DPO 11.0 5.5 3.07 0.34 3.7 52.4 19.0 1.6
RLAIF-V∗ 8.5 4.3 3.06 0.29 3.1 50.7 16.3 1.0

Base MLLMs

LLaVA-v1.5 54.7 15.9 2.19 0.57 7.4 51.8 34.7 4.1
Qwen 36.0 21.3 2.89 0.43 6.6 53.2 31.2 2.9

Base MLLMs with DGPref

DGPrefLLaVA 10.3 2.6 2.59 0.36 1.2 51.2 7.8 0.5
DGPrefQwen 8.0 2.1 3.19 0.34 1.5 54.0 10.0 0.8

Table 2. Performance of models on evaluation benchmarks. The best and the second best results of open-source MLLMs are shown in
bold and underline, respectively. We use † to denote models larger than 7B, as they do not have results with 7B MLLMs (the performance
and analysis of baselines with larger model sizes is available in Appendix D). We use ∗ to denote MLLMs with full fine-tuning during
preference learning.

52k preference data samples. For response decomposition,
we use the Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct model [1]. During DPO
training, instead of updating all model parameters, we ap-
ply parameter-efficient tuning technique, low-rank adapta-
tion (LoRA) [11]. To avoid randomness in testing, we set
the sampling temperature to 0 [48]. The max length of gen-
eration is set to be 1024. More details about the implemen-
tation are available in Appendix I.

Baselines. The first line of works reduces errors with care-
fully designed decoding strategies (e.g., post-hoc process-
ing or probability manipulations during decoding), without
model tuning. VCD [19], Less-is-more [49], OPERA [13]
and LURE [54] all fall into this category. The second line
of works tries to mitigate errors by learning from prefer-
ence data. Some collect preference data via human an-
notation (e.g., RLHF [40] and RLHF-V [47]), some col-
lect preference data with heuristic rules (e.g., HACL [15],
POVID [53] and HALVA [35]) and some leverage an evalu-

ation model for assessing responses to construct preference
datasets (e.g., HA-DPO [51], Silkie [21], HSA-DPO [44]
and RLAIF-V [48]). We also include the performance of
GPT-4 [31] for a reference to demonstrate to what extent our
proposed method can bridge the gap between open-source
MLLMs and more powerful closed-source MLLMs.

3.2. Experimental Results

Comparison with Base MLLMs. We compare the base
MLLMs, LLaVA-v1.5 [24] and Qwen-VL-Chat [3], be-
fore and after preference learning with DGPref (denoted as
DGPrefLLaVA and DGPrefQwen). By comparing the perfor-
mance shown in the last two blocks in Table 2, we observe
obvious drops in hallucination rates after preference align-
ment. Besides, we also observe that MLLMs after align-
ment achieve comparable or better informativeness (e.g.,
an increased Score on MMHal and a comparbale or higher
COVER. on AMBER). It shows that the reduction in hallu-



Model
ObjHal MMHal AMBER

CHAIRs ↓ CHAIRi ↓ Score ↑ HalRate ↓ s.CHAIRi ↓ COVER. ↑ HalRate ↓ Cog. ↓
Base 36.0 21.3 2.89 0.43 6.6 53.2 31.2 2.9

PrefObj 8.7 2.1 2.65 0.45 1.5 53.9 9.9 0.6
PrefObj-0.1 15.0 3.5 2.79 0.49 2.1 53.1 13.6 0.7
PrefObj-GT 1.7 1.0 2.51 0.55 2.9 46.1 13.9 0.6

DGPrefCOCO 11.3 2.8 3.11 0.37 1.9 50.3 12.7 1.2
DGPrefhalf 13.0 3.2 3.12 0.40 1.9 54.3 13.0 0.9
DGPref 8.0 2.1 3.19 0.34 1.5 54.0 10.1 0.8

Table 3. Ablation results of DecompGen for preference dataset construction, based on Qwen-VL-Chat. We find out that 1) consid-
ering all five check-worthy aspect as mentioned in Sec. 2.1, 2) individual expert performance and 3) source of images are important to
DecompGen for preference data collection. The amount of collected preference data plays a vital role in MLLMs’ preference learning.

cinations is not at the sacrifice of informativeness.
Comparison with Baselines. In Table 2, we compare the
proposed method with existing works for enhancing trust-
worthiness of MLLMs. We find methods reducing hallu-
cination with the help of preference data generally achieve
better performance than methods reducing errors with de-
coding strategies, highlighting the effectiveness of prefer-
ence data.

Comparing with the line of works reducing errors us-
ing preference data, DGPrefQwen achieves lower or com-
parable error rates even in comparison with the strongest
baselines (e.g., Silkie, HAS-DPO and RLAIF-V). Besides,
DGPrefQwen has a good balance between hallucination mit-
igation and informativeness (i.e., a good coverage of image
content in detailed descriptions, shown with COVER. on
AMBER) compared to other baselines. It demonstrates the
superiority our DGPref and DecompGen over other prefer-
ence data-based methods.

Besides, the proposed DecompGen is also more effi-
cient. Both Silkie and HSA-DPO use GPT-4 as the evalua-
tion model for preference dataset construction and RLAIF-
V leverages a 34B model. In contrast, the ensemble of ex-
pert models in DecompGen only has 4B parameters. By
decomposing the complex, compositional response assess-
ing task into atomic tasks, DecompGen can generate more
accurate assessments with smaller models.

Fianally, after preference alignment, DGPrefQwen outper-
forms GPT-4 on ObjHal and some metrics on AMBER,
a promising result given that GPT-4 is speculated to have
more than one trillion parameters. We have also shown,
while reducing hallucinations of MLLMs, our method has
no negative impacts to MLLMs on their standard and fine-
tuned VQA settings (details available in Appendix H).

3.3. Ablation Study
Considered Aspects. Firstly, we analyze the impact of
check-worthy aspects considered in DecompGen. As men-
tioned in Sec. 2.1, we considered five check-worthy as-

pects (i.e., object existence, object relations, object at-
tributes, counts of objects and image texts). In this section,
we compare preference data collected covering all five as-
pects (DGPref) to data only considering object existence
(denoted as PrefObj). By comparing the MLLM perfor-
mance after aligned with PrefObj and DGPref in Table 3,
we observe preference data covering all aspects (i.e., DG-
Pref) leads better trustworthiness of MLLMs, especially on
MMHal, as MMHal extensively covers questions about at-
tributes, counting and relations. Therefore, considering all
five aspects in DecompGen is essential.
Impact of Expert Performance. Since the performance
of expert models affects the quality of feedback, in this
part, we compare variants of the experts in DecompGen to
analyze to what extent the expert performance affects the
quality of constructed preference datasets. We take the ex-
pert model for object detection task as an example. We
vary the performance of the object detection expert in De-
compGen by 1) using a lower detection confidence thresh-
old (0.1, compared to 0.25 set originally) and 2) using GT
annotations. The preference datasets generated with the
two variants of DecompGen are denoted as PrefObj-0.1 and
PrefObj-GT, respectively. According to the results in Table 3,
aligning MLLMs with PrefObj-0.1, though shows hallucina-
tion mitigation on three benchmarks, the quality of which
is not as good as that constructed with detection threshold
as 0.25 (i.e., PrefObj). The detection expert with a lower de-
tection threshold will be prone to falsely detect non-existent
objects, contributing to inaccurate feedback. For instance,
even there are hallucinated objects in a response, the detec-
tion expert with a threshold 0.1 may not be able to recog-
nize so that PrefObj-0.1 could potentially categorize the re-
sponse as a preferred response. The low quality of gener-
ated preference data incurs failures of preference learning.
Good performance of individual experts ensures the qual-
ity of DecompGen feedback, contributing to a high quality
preference dataset.

The MLLM aligned with PrefObj-GT, as shown in the last



47

16.3

13

8

12.2

4.2
3.2

2.1

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

1 10 26 52

H
al

. R
at

e

Amount/k

CHAIR_s CHAIR_i

Figure 3. Performance of Qwen-VL-Chat on ObjHal after
preference learning with different amount of data. Hallicina-
tion rates drops with the increase of data amount.

row of the second block in Table 3, provides the best per-
formance on ObjHal, which also leverages GT object an-
notations for evaluation. However, the aligned MLLM is
incapable to generalize to MMHal and AMBER. This is
likely due to the fact that human annotations consider a
limited number of object categories (80 categories), which
reduce the diversity of MLLMs’ responses. Also, object
annotations, although denser compared to annotations for
attributes and relations, can hardly cover all object informa-
tion in an image. Thus aligning with PrefObj-GT may falsely
penalize a response with objects that exist but not captured
by manual object annotations. These reasons lead to pitfalls
when using manual annotations to replace the detection ex-
pert in DecompGen for preference dataset construction.
Image Source. When constructing DGPref, we leverage
Visual Genome (VG) [18] as the image source [35, 44].
In this part, we use COCO [23] as an alternative image
source to generate preference data (DGPrefCOCO). The re-
sults in Table 3 show that using either DGPrefCOCO or DG-
Pref from VG can enhance MLLMs’ trustworthiness sig-
nificantly. We observe using DGPref with VG images can
lead to better model performance for preference learning
than using DGPrefCOCO. It could be that VG images have
richer content [18] (e.g., diverse objects and dense object
relations), which provide richer learning signals for improv-
ing MLLMs’ trustworthiness.
Amount of Training Data. We also analyze the influ-
ence of the scale of preference data to preference alignment.
We try using half of DGPref (26k) for aligning MLLMs
(DGPrefhalf). Comparing results in the last two rows of
Table 3, the MLLM aligned with the full DGPref gener-
ally outperforms that aligned with DGPrefhalf. It proves
the scale of the preference data matters in preference learn-
ing. Whereas, manual annotation for feedback generation
is limited by scale (RLHF-V [47] provides 1.4k data and
RLHF [40] provides 10k data). Performance of MLLMs
aligned with these scales of preference data (i.e., 1k and
10k) on ObjHal is shown in Fig. 3, which is less compet-
itive. It further highlights the value of automatically con-
structing high quality preference dataset with DecompGen.

3.4. Qualitative Study
Visualization of Generated Feedback. We provide visu-
alization of DecompGen feedback in Fig. 4, the precise-
ness of which is the foundation for a high quality prefer-
ence dataset. Instead of directly providing overall assess-
ments to long and compositional MLLMs’ responses, De-
compGen provides interpretable and fine-grained feedback.
The decomposable structure of DecompGen also makes it
flexible to incorporate any other check-worthy aspects (e.g.,
commonsense). Meanwhile, it is also easy to pinpoint the
weakness of DecompGen by examining outputs from expert
models. With the development of foundation models (e.g.,
object detection models), DecompGen can be facilitated by
replacing a weaker expert model with a stronger one, lead-
ing to better preference datasets.
Error Analysis of Generated Feedback. As described
in Sec. 2, DecompGen consists of two stages: response
decomposition and expert execution. In this part, we an-
alyze failures of DecompGen due to errors from either
stage. Firstly, we manually checked the first 30 examples
about their decomposition results. Extracting invalid check-
worthy parts (e.g., extracting other as an object entity or
extracting wearing ski as an object attribute) is the most
common error type. This type of errors counts for 77%
of all errors. There are also few other error types, such
as incomplete extraction (e.g., the entity is restaurant sign
while the LLM extracts restaurant) and hallucinations in
extraction (i.e., “extract” a part which is not in the model
response). We do observe DecompGen misses some check-
worthy parts (e.g., it does not extract (person, left, giraffe)
of the first example in Fig. 4). However, the missing rate
is low (less than 10%). Visualization of commonly seen
error cases in response decomposition is available in Ap-
pendix L. For errors related to response decomposition, us-
ing a stronger LLM can largely solve them according to our
preliminary observations.

Next, we analyze errors from expert models. We notice
the object detection expert performs well and it can detect
objects, which are not predominant in images and are even
hard for human to recognize (e.g., person in the first ex-
ample in Fig. 4). Most errors of detection are related to
profession entities (e.g., detecting player or pitcher). Errors
in expert execution are more frequently related to general
attribute and general relation verification. A plausible rea-
son could be unnatural input questions which are generated
with fixed templates. A potential solution is to leverage lan-
guage models to paraphrase a question given the extracted
check-worthy part, rather than using templates for question
generation.
Qualitative Analysis of MLLMs’ Responses. In Table 2,
we demonstrate MLLMs can enhance trustworthiness after
preference learning with DGPref using automatic evalua-
tion metrics. Here, we perform human evaluation to qual-



Response: The image features two giraffes standing close together in 
an open area with a mix of grass, dirt, and rocky terrain. They appear 
to be positioned towards the left side of the scene, possibly as the 
main subjects. The surroundings include a few trees, one towards the 
left side and another slightly further to the right. A person is also 
visible in the image, standing at a distance to the left of the giraffes, 
possibly observing or taking photographs of the animals.

[Existence]: terrain , giraffe , dirt , person , tree
[Counts]: (two, giraffe)
[Attributesgeneral]: (rocky, terrain) , (open, area) , (standing, giraffe)
[Relationsgeneral]: (giraffe, close to, giraffe)
[Relationsspatial]: (giraffe, left, scene) , (giraffe, left, image) , (tree, left, scene) , (tree, right, scene)

Response: The image features a man standing in a room, holding up a 
skateboard with the words "my mind on my board" written on it. The room 
appears to be a shop or an area where people are interested in 
skateboarding. In the scene, there are several other skateboards placed 
around the room. A TV is mounted on the wall, and a clock can be spotted 
on the upper right corner. Furthermore, there are multiple books scattered 
across the room, with some placed close to the TV and others placed near 
the walls.
[Existence]: man , words , skateboard , shop , TV , clock , book , floor
[Attributesgeneral]: (standing, man) , (written, words)
[Relationsgeneral]: (man, holding, skateboard) , (TV, on, wall) 
[Texts]: (my mind on my board)

Figure 4. Visualization of responses and generated feedback. Skipped verifications are not shown in the figure.

Model Fewer Errors More Inform. Prefer

Base. 18.3% 16.7% 11.7%
+DGPref 81.7% 83.3% 88.3%

Table 4. Human evaluation of responses from the base model
and the base model updated with DGPref.

itatively analyze the effectiveness of preference learning
with DGPref. Specifically, we shuffle the three evaluation
datasets and randomly select 10 cases from each dataset
for human analysis. For each case, we provide annotators,
the image, the image-related instruction, the base model re-
sponse (Base.) and the updated model response (+DGPref).
We ask evaluators to choose which response has fewer er-
rors, is more informative and which response they prefer.
Four researchers have participated in the human evaluation
part. The human evaluation results are shown in Table 4.
According to the results, we notice that the base model
aligned with DGPref provides informative and preferable
responses with fewer errors most of the time, compared to
the base MLLM. It also proves the enhancement in trust-
worthiness is not at the sacrifice of informativeness. Details
for the human evaluation setting and annotator agreements
are provided in Appendix M. We also visualize a few re-
sponses from the base model and the base model updated
with DGPref. The visualization results are shown in Ap-
pendix J.

4. Related Work

Vision-language understanding has witnessed significant
progress by incorporating Large Language Models (LLMs)
into models, resulting Multimodal Large Language Mod-
els (MLLMs) [20, 24, 25, 45]. However, recent studies
have demonstrated the over-confidence of MLLMs when
providing problematic responses inconsistent with image
contents [16, 22, 34, 40, 42]. Existing works have de-
signed several methods for enhancing trustworthiness of
MLLMs. One line of works adjusts decoding strategies,
such as post-processing decoded texts and manipulations
of token probabilities [13, 19, 49, 54]. The other line

of works focuses on aligning MLLMs with human pref-
erences [40, 47]. Given the high cost and labor of hu-
man annotations, recent works proposed to automatically
generate preference data [21, 35, 44, 48, 51, 53]. Among
works about automatic preference data collection, using an
evaluation model (Eval-M) to assess MLLMs’ responses
and constructing preference datasets based on Eval-M feed-
back work the best [21, 44, 48]. Though progress made,
these methods suffer from the lengthy and compositional
MLLMs’ responses. Inaccurate assessments from the Eval-
M result in a defective preference dataset, which may incur
failures of preference learning.

Decomposition has been shown effective towards com-
plex tasks [5, 6, 27, 36, 37, 43]. Motivated by the idea of de-
composition, we propose a decomposable framework, De-
compGen, which decomposes a complex MLLM response
into atomic verification tasks. As a single Eval-M may not
be good at all tasks, we leverage a set of expert models,
each responsible for an atomic task. The DecompGen as-
sessment from expert models will be applied for automatic
preference dataset construction.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we propose a decomposable framework, De-
compGen, with an ensemble of open-source expert models
to provide fine-grained and precise assessments of MLLMs’
responses. The DecompGen feedback is then used to auto-
matically construct a preference dataset, DGPref. MLLMs
aligned with DGPref demonstrate marked enhancement in
trustworthiness. Experimental results confirm the effective-
ness, efficiency and interpretability of DecompGen in au-
tomating preference data collection.

In this work, though fine-grained assessments provided
by DecompGen, we currently rely on binary signals (i.e.,
preferred and rejected) for preference learning, limited by
the existing preference optimization algorithms. With the
development of advanced algorithms, DecompGen’s de-
tailed assessments could provide richer learning signals for
more nuanced training. Another direction is that we can ap-
ply our decomposable framework in the pre-training stage,
enabling it to assess and filter high-quality data for MLLM
pre-training.
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Supplementary Materials

In Section A, we describe the choices of expert mod-
els and how expert models are executed when performing
atomic tasks. The defined heuristics for [RELA]spatial
and [ATTR]spatial are provided in Section B and Sec-
tion C, respectively. Performance of error mitigation strate-
gies based on MLLMs larger than 7B is shown in Section D.
In Section E, we conduct a small scale of human evaluation
for checking the performance of individual expert models.
The ablation results with LLaVA-v1.5 as the base MLLM
are illustrated in Section F. Limitations and potential future
directions are elaborated in Section G. The performance of
aligned MLLMs with DGPref on standard VQA settings is
provided in Section H. Implementation details are provided
in Section I. The visualization of responses from the MLLM
before and after preference learning with DGPref is demon-
strated in Section J and the visualization of our method ex-
tending to responses to other VQA types is available in Sec-
tion K. Error cases in response decomposition are visualized
in Section L. Human evalution settings are introduced in
Section M. Lastly, prompt templates exploited are provided
in Section N

A. Choices of Expert Models

[DET] detects and locates objects of interest in an image.
To fulfill the goal, we exploit OWL-ViT [28], a strong open-
vocabulary object detection model. Given the name of an
object entity and an image, it returns the bounding boxes in
the image containing instances of the object, together with
a confidence score for each box.
[RELA] verifies whether a given relation exists be-
tween a subject and an object. As previous studies
have shown, vision-language models are limited in spa-
tial relation understanding [17, 41, 50]. Therefore we
follow previous work [5, 39] to further separate spatial
relations ([RELA]spatial) from other general relations
([RELA]general). For [RELA]general, we convert the
verification task to a binary VQA problem: “Is the {sub}
{relation} {obj}?” and prompt BLIP-2 [46], a robust open-
ended visual question answering (VQA) model, for an an-
swer together with the image. If the answer is yes, we con-
sider the relation to be depicted in the image, otherwise not.
For [RELA]spatial, we consider five categories of spatial
relations (left, right, top, bottom, and near) as well as their
synonyms (available in Appendix B.1). For the verification
of these spatial relations, heuristic rules are applied over co-
ordinates of [DET](objs) (i.e., detected bounding box(es)
of the subject) and [DET](objo). Details of the heuristic
rules are available in Appendix B.2.
[ATTR] is for the verification of an object attribute. As
indicated in previous work [50, 52], vision-language mod-
els struggle at understanding object sizes, while frequently

mentioned object sizes can be easily defined with heuristic
rules based on the detected boxes of the objects. We divide
the task into [ATTR]general and [ATTR]size, according
the attribute to be verified. For [ATTR]general, we convert
the extracted attribute tuple into a binary question: “Is the
{obj} {attribute}?” and prompt BLIP-2 [20] for an answer.
Heuristic rules are applied for [ATTR]size, when verifying
five attributes about object sizes (small, large, long, short,
tall), as well as their synonyms (available in Appendix C.1).
The heuristic rules defined are provided in Appendix C.2.

[COUNT] checks if the number of detected bounding boxes
for an object equals to the extracted number of counts from
the response. No expert model is needed for this task.

[OCR] detects and reads text in an image. To achieve this
goal, we leverage EasyOCR, a widely used OCR detection
tool. It can read natural scene text and supports over 80
languages. During verification, it first detects all texts in
the image and checks if there is an exact match between
detected texts and the extracted mentioned image text fromt
the response.

For [RELA]general and [ATTR]general, there is a pro-
cess of generating a binary question based on the extracted
check-worthy content. This conversion may suffer from er-
rors during response decomposition as well as the inflexi-
bility of the manually defined template. Considering this,
we included a grammar checker [30] to filter out questions
likely to be grammatically incorrect. Given a question, the
grammar checker will provide a score in the range 0 to 1,
indicating how likely the question is to be fluent and gram-
matically correct. Questions with a low score will not be
passed to expert models for verification.

The expert models are set empirically and a small scale
human evaluation of individual experts on atomic tasks is
provided in Appendix E. The results demonstrate that ex-
pert models perform well on these evaluation tasks. All
expert models are replaceable. With the development of
foundation models in a certain field (e.g., object detec-
tion), DecompGen could be potentially benefited. Mean-
while, DecompGen is always flexible to add other check-
worthy aspects (e.g., checking commonsense mentioned in
responses) as we can easily parts related to the aspect and
insert expert models powerful regarding to the aspect using
the proposed framework.

B. Spatial Relations

The verification of some spatial relations, heuristic rules
with object detection results (i.e., coordinates of detected
objects) work well [5, 39]. We heuristically define the veri-
fication of five categories of spatial relations: left, right, top,
bottom and near, as well as their synonyms.



B.1. Synonyms of Spatial Relations

Below are synonyms included for each category of spatial
relation:
Left: all relations including the word left (e.g., to the left of
and on the left of ).
Right: all relations including the word right (e.g., to the
right of and on the right of ).
Top: above and all relations including the word top (e.g.,
on top of ).
Bottom: below, under, beneath, underneath and all rela-
tions including the word bottom (e.g., in the bottom of ).
Near: next, next to and all relations including the word
near.

Algorithm 1 Verification for Spatial Relations

1: procedure VERIFYSP(Bs, Bo, rela)
2: for bs ∈ Bs do
3: for bo ∈ Bo do
4: if rela is Left then
5: if (xs,1+xs,2 < xo,1+xo,2) then
6: return True
7: end if
8: end if
9: if rela is Right then

10: if (xs,1+xs,2 > xo,1+xo,2) then
11: return True
12: end if
13: end if
14: if rela is Top then
15: if (ys,1+ys,2 > yo,1+yo,2) then
16: return True
17: end if
18: end if
19: if rela is Bottom then
20: if (ys,1+ys,2 < yo,1+yo,2) then
21: return True
22: end if
23: end if
24: if rela is Near then
25: if |xs,1+xs,2 − xo,1-xo,2|<w * 0.1 then
26: return True
27: end if
28: if |ys,1+ys,2 − yo,1-yo,2| <h * 0.1 then
29: return True
30: end if
31: end if
32: end for
33: end for
34: return False
35: end procedure

B.2. Heuristic Rules for Spatial Relations
We provide the heuristic rules defined for the verification of
spatial relations above, given the detected bounding boxes
of the subject and the object: Bs, Bo, Each bounding box is
represented as b = (x1, y1, x2, y2), where x1, y1 and x2, y2
are the coordinates for the bottom-left and top-right of a
bounding box.

The detailed heuristic rules defined in the Algorithm 1,
where h and w are for the height and width of images.

C. Object Size Attributes

The verification of size-related attributes will be defined
with heuristic rules, using the size of detected object bound-
ing boxes. We consider five types of size-related attributes:
large, small, long, short and tall, as well as their synonyms.
Below are synonyms of these types attributes:

C.1. Synonyms of Object Size Attributes
Large: huge, big and attributes including large.
Small: tiny and attributes including small.
Long: no other synonyms.
Tall: high.
Short: no other synonyms.

C.2. Heuristic Rules for Object Size Attributes
We provide the heuristic rules defined for the verification of
size-related attributes, given the detected bounding boxes
of an object, B. The detailed heuristic rules defined in the
Algorithm 2.

D. Performance of Error Mitigation Methods
with Larger MLLMs

Due to the limitation of space, we only show performance
of 7B models in Table 2. Here, we provide performance of
error mitigation strategies applied on larger MLLMs. The
results of these methods on the three evaluation benchmarks
are provided in Table 5.

We are unable to conduct preference alignment based on
13B MLLMs as they cost more computational resources.
However, we find that DGPrefLLaVA and DGPrefQwen ,
though only with 7B parameters, achieves competitive per-
formance comparing with 12B or 13B baselines. Besides,
we notice the most powerful aligned MLLMs (e.g., HSA-
DPO and RLAIF-V), though have powerful performance in
hallucination related metrics, suffer from information loss.
Specifically, their COVER. (i.e., coverage rate) on AMBER
is quite low, indicating their hallucination mitigation may be
at the sacrifice of information loss. MLLMs with DGPref,
in contrast, maintain the balance between error mitigation
and informativeness the best.



Model Size
ObjHal MMHal AMBER

CHAIRs ↓ CHAIRi ↓ Score ↑ HalRate ↓ s.CHAIRi ↓ COVER. ↑ HalRate ↓ Cog. ↓
HALVA 13B 45.4 12.8 2.58 0.45 6.4 52.6 30.4 3.2
HSA-DPO 13B 5.3 3.2 2.61 0.48 2.1 47.3 13.4 1.2
RLHF 13B 38.1 18.9 2.02 0.63 7.7 52.1 39.0 4.4
RLHF-V 13B 12.2 7.5 2.81 0.49 6.3 46.1 25.1 2.1
RLAIF-V 12B 3.3 1.8 3.36 0.29 5.4 46.4 27.1 1.1

DGPrefLLaVA 7B 10.3 2.6 2.59 0.36 1.2 51.2 7.8 0.5
DGPrefQwen 7B 8.0 2.1 3.19 0.34 1.5 54.0 10.0 0.8

Table 5. Performance of existing works trying to mitigate errors in MLLMs’ responses, with larger base MLLMs.

Algorithm 2 Verification for Size-related Attributes

1: procedure VERIFYSIZE(B, attr)
2: for b ∈ B do
3: if attr is Large then
4: if (y2−y1

h > 0.4||x2−x1

w > 0.4) then
5: return True
6: end if
7: end if
8: if attr is Small then
9: if (x2−x1

w < 0.3 & y2−y1

h < 0.3 ) then
10: return True
11: end if
12: end if
13: if attr is Long then
14: if (y2−y1

h > 0.5||x2−x1

w > 0.5) then
15: return True
16: end if
17: end if
18: if attr is Short then
19: if (x2−x1

w < 0.3 & y2−y1

h < 0.3 ) then
20: return True
21: end if
22: end if
23: if attr is Tall then
24: if (y2−y1

h > 0.4) then
25: return True
26: end if
27: end if
28: end for
29: return False
30: end procedure

E. Quality Check for Experts

To guarantee the quality of generated feedback, we need to
ensure individual experts perform well on atomic reasoning
tasks. In this section, we manually check the first 50 cases
for expert performance. We define the accuracy of expert

Expert Accuracy

Object Detection 86.8
Spatial Relation 88.5
General Relation 79.4

OCR Text 50.0
Scale Attribute 92.9

General Attribute 76.2

Table 6. Performance of individual experts on atomic verification
tasks.

performance as number of correct predictions among all
predictions. Here we do not consider errors from response
decomposition nor errors from previous steps with other ex-
perts (i.e., the wrong detection result will lead to failure of
relation verification, whereas, it will not be considered as
an error from the relation expert). The performance of ex-
perts are shown in Table 6. The results demonstrate expert
models have good performance on atomic verification tasks.

F. Ablation Results with LLaVA-v1.5

In this section, we provide ablation results based on LLaVA-
v1.5 [24] in the same setting as described in Section 3.3.
The results are provided in Table 7.

From the results, we observe similar patterns to the abla-
tion results based on Qwen-VL-Vhat [3]:
• DecompGen considering all five check-worthy aspects

provides better feedback for preference dataset construc-
tion, than only considering object hallucinations.

• The performance of individual expert model matters to
DecompGen. Poor expert performance leads to inaccu-
rate DecompGen feedback, which will incur a low quality
preference dataset.

• Using expert models for atomic verification tasks has a
superiority over using human annotations. Human anno-
tations are limited both in diversity and coverage.

• Compared with COCO images, VG images, with more



Model
ObjHal MMHal AMBER

CHAIRs ↓ CHAIRi ↓ Score ↑ HalRate ↓ s.CHAIRi ↓ COVER. ↑ HalRate ↓ Cog. ↓
Base 54.7 15.9 2.19 0.57 7.4 51.8 34.7 4.1

PrefObj 13.3 2.8 2.25 0.45 2.0 43.8 8.4 0.4
PrefObj-0.1 42.7 12.6 2.35 0.58 5.2 49.2 24.0 2.5
PrefObj-GT 1.3 1.2 1.48 0.74 2.9 39.6 12.5 0.6

DGPrefCOCO 17.0 5.1 2.73 0.39 1.6 46.3 9.1 0.7
DGPrefhalf 14.3 5.0 2.71 0.36 1.2 50.7 8.1 0.5
DGPref 10.3 2.6 2.59 0.36 1.2 51.2 7.8 0.5

Table 7. Ablation results of DecompGen for preference dataset construction, based on LLaVA-v1.5.

complicated visual information, can provide richer learn-
ing signals for MLLMs during preference learning.

• The amount of preference data matters to preference
learning. It emphasizes the value of DecompGen for au-
tomatic preference data collection.

Model GQA Text-VQA

LLaVA 61.3 57.0
DGPrefLLaVA 61.3 56.4

Table 8. Performance of LLaVA-v1.5 on VQA related
dataset before (LLaVA) and after DPO training with DGPref
(DGPrefLLaVA).

G. Limitations
Our focus in this paper is on enhancing the trustworthi-
ness of MLLMs by grounding their responses in visual con-
text. Nonetheless, because of its modular architecture, De-
compGen can also be adapted to incorporate assessments
of other critical aspects, such as commonsense knowledge
mentioned in responses. This flexibility allows Decomp-
Gen to generalize and collect preference data aimed at im-
proving MLLMs’ ability to generate accurate responses that
integrate knowledge beyond image content.

Second, while DGPref is larger than human-annotated
preference datasets, it is still considerably smaller than the
pre-training datasets used for MLLMs. A promising fu-
ture direction would be to apply our framework in the pre-
training stage, enabling it to assess and filter high-quality
data for MLLM pre-training.

Thirdly, DecompGen provides fine-grained and inter-
pretable assessments. However, in preference learning, we
currently aggregate feedback scores to classify responses as
either preferred or rejected. This approach is due to lim-
itations in existing preference learning algorithms, which
rely on binary signals (i.e., preferred and rejected). With
the development of preference optimization algorithms, De-

Dataset Size

ObjHal 300
MMHal 95
AMBER 1003

Table 9. Statistics of evaluation datasets

Expert Model # Parameters

OWL-ViT 611M
EasyOCR 27M
BLIP-2 3.4B

Grammar checker 66M

Total 4.1B

Table 10. Model sizes of experts.

compGen’s detailed assessments could provide richer learn-
ing signals for more nuanced training.

H. Impact of Preference Alignment to Other
Settings

We expect models to enhance trustworthiness after prefer-
ence learning without sacrificing their helpfulness. We val-
idate MLLMs’ performance on standard VQA datasets [14,
38], after preference alignment, to demonstrate that our
method will not have negative impact to their helpfulness.
We choose LLaVA-v1.5 [24] as the base model as fine-
tuning is essential for evaluation on these datasets and
LLaVA-v1.5 has been fine-tuned on these datasets. The per-
formance of the base MLLM and DGPrefLLaVA is shown in
Table 8. We observeDGPrefLLaVA with enhanced trustwor-
thiness achieves comparable performance to the base model
on standard VQA datasets.



I. Experiment Settings
Dataset Statistics We report the statistics of evaluation
datasets in Table 9. For ObjHal, we follow [47, 48] to use
the exact the same 300 instances sampled from the original
ObjHal dataset for evaluation.
Expert Models We provide the expert model sizes in Ta-
ble 10. For OWL-ViT, we set the detection threshold as
0.25. For the grammar checker model, we set the valid
threshold as 0.75 (i.e., converted questions with a grammar
chcker score below 0.75 will be filtered out).
Package Versions We implement all models under the
PyTorch Library (version 2.4.0+cu121), with CUDA ver-
sion 12.1. We use the NVIDIA H100 GPU, each with
a dedicated memory of 80GB. For the implementation of
LLaVA-v1.5 and Qwen-VL-Chat, we leverage the Hug-
gingFace Library, with the llava-hf/llava-1.5-7b-hf and the
Qwen/Qwen-VL-Chat checkpoints, respectively. The ver-
sion of HuggingFace is 4.44.0. For the parameter-efficient
tuning with LoRA, we leverage the package of PEFT, the
version of which is 0.9.0.

For LLaVA-v1.5 7B, we train it with LoRA for two
epochs, where the lora rank is 32, the lora alpha is 32,
learning rate is 5e-6, the DPO hyper-parameter, β is 0.1 and
batch size is 8. We set the mini batch size as 4 and accumu-
late the gradients. It takes less than 7 hours with only one
H100 GPU for DPO training. For Qwen-VL-Chat 7B, we
train it with LoRA for one epochs, where the lora rank is 32,
the lora alpha is 32, learning rate is 7e-6, the DPO hyper-
parameter, β is 0.1 and batch size is 8. We set the mini
batch size as 1 and accumulate the gradients, taking about
5 hours with only one H100 GPU for DPO training. The
models could be trained faster if using more than one H100
card. For the DGPref construction for Qwen-VL-Chat, we
follow [44] to penalize object hallucinations twice.

For the evaluation of the MMHal dataset, GPT-4-0314,
as it has been deprecated. We follow the Open AI document
to use GPT-4-0613 alternatively.

J. Visualization of Model Responses
In this section, we visualize the base model, LLaVA-
v1.5 [24] and responses from DGPrefLLaVA. The compar-
ison is shown in Table 11.

We observe the base model not only suffers from ob-
ject hallucinations, but also provides inaccurate descriptions
about attributes and relations. In contrast, DGPrefLLaVA
gives accurate responses without losing informativeness.

K. Visualization of DecompGen Extending to
Other VQA Type

In the paper, we focused on a specific VQA setting, gener-
ating detailed image descriptions, when constructing DG-
Pref. We choose the setting because MLLMs are likely

Figure 5. Annotation instructions provided to the annotators and
an example from the questionnaire sent to annotators.

to give problematic response in this scenario [22] and
this setting is also widely used for constructing preference
datasets [21, 44, 47]. However, our method is not limited to
this specific VQA setting. It can also be extended to other
VQA question types.

We query a base MLLM, LLaVA-v1.5 with questions
and images from VQA-v2 [8], which covers diverse ques-
tion types. Following the pipeline in Section 2, Decomp-
Gen generates feedback to model responses. The generated
feedback is shown in Table 12. It highlights the flexibility
of DecompGen and its potential to be scaled up for filtering
out high-quality data for pre-training.

L. Error Cases in Response Decomposition
In this section, we provide examples illustrating the error
types of DecompGen during response decomposition, as de-
scribed in Section 3.4. Specifically, we show three types of
commonly seen errors of DecompGen during response de-
composition: invalid check-worthy parts extraction, incom-
plete extraction and hallucinations in extraction. We give
one example for each error type in Table 13.

M. Human Evaluation
We asked four NLP researchers to participate in the human
evaluation. Each two annotators are responsible for validat-
ing the same 15 examples. An example of the questionnaire
distributed to annotators is shown in Figure 5. The agree-
ments from annotators over the three metrics (i.e., fewer er-
rors, more informative and preferable) are 0.13, 0.15 and
0.24 in terms of Cohen’s Kappa κ, respectively. The agree-
ments show that though annotators may be more subjective
about which response has fewer errors or is more informa-
tive, they have a fair agreement on which response is more



preferable, indicating the MLLM after preference learning
with DGPref also aligns with human preferences to some
extent.



Image Query LLaVA Response DGPrefLLaVA Response

Explain the narrative
or story that the image
seems to convey, de-
tailing each part that
contributes to it.

The image captures a delightful
scene of people gathered around
a table, enjoying a celebration or
a special occasion, likely a birth-
day or an anniversary. There
are two partially eaten cakes on
the table, each accompanied by
a knife. The cakes are visu-
ally enticing, and the knives sig-
nify that they have already been
used to cut and serve the cakes
to the guests. There is a person
sitting near the cakes, possibly
about to serve the cake or already
enjoying the event. In addition
to the cakes and knives, there
are multiple forks and spoons
on the table, suggesting that the
guests might be using these uten-
sils to enjoy the cake and other
food items available at the gath-
ering. A handbag is also present,
indicating that this event may
be attended by friends or family
members who have brought per-
sonal belongings with them.

The image depicts a scene where
a large cake is placed on a table,
and it is being sliced. There are
multiple cakes in the scene, with
one being the main focus, and
others are present in the back-
ground. A person is reaching for
a cake, possibly to slice it or to
enjoy it. The presence of multi-
ple cakes and the act of slicing
one of them suggest a celebra-
tion or gathering, where people
are enjoying desserts. The per-
son’s action of reaching for the
cake indicates that they are ac-
tively participating in the event
and are likely excited to share the
cake with others. The overall at-
mosphere of the image conveys a
sense of joy and togetherness.

Out of the four ani-
mals, how many gi-
raffes are there in the
image?

There are two giraffes in the im-
age.

There are no giraffes in the im-
age.

Provide a thorough
description of the
given picture.

The image features a stop sign
standing on a street corner. The
stop sign is positioned near a
house, with a street sign lo-
cated below it. The stop sign
stands out with its bright red
color, making it easily notice-
able to drivers. In addition to the
stop sign, there are multiple cars
parked or driving by in the scene.
Some cars are parked closer to
the house, while others are lo-
cated further away, on the street.
Overall, it’s a typical city street
scene with a stop sign directing
traffic.

A stop sign is in the foreground,
with a house in the background.
The stop sign is large and is po-
sitioned in front of a house. The
sky is cloudy, and there are trees
in the background. The house is
situated in a neighborhood, and
the stop sign is a prominent fea-
ture in the scene. The house is
situated in the foreground, and
the stop sign is positioned in
front of it.

Table 11. Visualization of generated response between LLaVA-v1.5 and DGPrefLLaVA. We highlight the errors in the base model responses
with red and mark the corresponding correct parts in DGPrefLLaVA’s responses with blue.



Image Question Response Feedback

Is this train at the station? Yes, the train is at the station,
sitting on the tracks.

Existence: train✓, sta-
tion✓, tracks✓
Attributesgeneral: (sit-
ting, train)✓
Relationsgeneral: (train,
on, tracks)✓

What is the man doing in the
street?

The man is walking across
the street in front of a blue
and white ice cream truck.

Existence: ice cream
truck✓, man✓, street✓
Attributesgeneral: (blue
and white, ice cream
truck)✓, (walking, man)✓
Relationsgeneral: (man,
across, street)✓, (man, in
front of, ice cream truck)✓

Is there a mirror in the room? Yes, there is a mirror in
the room, located above the
desk.

Existence: desk✓, mir-
ror✘

How many cats are in the im-
age?

There are two cats in the im-
age.

Existence: cat✓
Counts: (2, cat)✘

Table 12. Visualization of DecompGen extended to other VQA question types. Skipped verifications are not shown in the table.



Response Decomposition Result
The image depicts a busy city street filled with a variety of ve-
hicles, including cars and trucks. The street is lined with street-
lights, and there are multiple traffic lights positioned at different
locations, ensuring the smooth flow of traffic. Several cars can
be seen in the scene, with one car in the foreground and others
further back. A truck is visible on the left side of the street. In
the midst of the busy traffic, there is a cow statue standing on the
street, adding an interesting element to the urban landscape.

Existence: street, traffic light, cow
statue, car, truck, location, vehicle, street-
light
Attributes: (busy, street), (streetlights,
street), (car, street), (truck, street), (cow,
statue)
Relationsgeneral: (car, on, street), (traffic
light, at location), (cow statue, on, street)
Relationsspatial: (truck, left, street)

The image features two large airplanes parked next to each other
on an airport tarmac, likely waiting for passengers or for mainte-
nance. There is a small truck situated near the right side of the
planes, possibly for maintenance or support purposes. In addition
to the airplanes and the truck, there are several cars and trucks
scattered around the scene, indicating possible airport traffic or
service vehicles. Two people can be spotted near the middle of
the image, possibly airport staff or travelers.

Existence: airplane, tarmac, truck, car,
person, airport, planes
Count: (two, airplane)
Attributessize: (large, airplane)
Relationsgeneral: (car, scattered around,
scene), (truck, scattered around, scene)
Relationsspatial: (airplane, near, air-
plane), (truck, right, planes), (person, near,
image)

No, it is not going to rain. Existence: person, rain

Table 13. Visualization of errors of DecompGen during response decomposition. The first row shows extracting invalid check-worthy
aspect, the second row shows extracting incomplete parts and the last row is an example of hallucination during decomposition. The error
part is highlighted with red.



Provide a thorough description of the given image.

What is this photo about? Please answer in great detail.

Provide a thorough description of the given picture.

Explain the narrative or story that the image seems to convey, 
detailing each part that contributes to it.

Please provide a detailed description of the image. Describe the 
visual elements, colors, shapes, textures, and any objects or 
people present along with the overall mood or atmosphere 
portrayed in the image.

Please provide a detailed description of the image, including its 
visual elements, such as colors, shapes, textures, objects, and 
people.

Provide an intricate description of the image, capturing its visual 
elements, including colors, shapes, textures, objects, and any 
people present.

Compose a detailed account of the image, encompassing its visual 
characteristics, like colors, shapes, textures, objects, and any 
human subjects, by paying careful attention to the specifics.

Figure 6. Eight diverse instructions for generating detailed image
descriptions.

N. Prompt Templates
In this section, we provide the exact prompting templates
used in the paper.
Diverse Templates for Detailed Image Descriptions:
The diverse templates for detailed image descriptions are
used in preference data collection (Section 2.3) and the eval-
uation on ObjHal (Section 3.1). We use the same diverse
templates as [44, 47, 48].
Templates for the Decomposition of Responses: In Sec-
tion 2.1, we mentioned that we leverage the in-context
learning capability of LLMs for extracting check-worthy
parts. Specifically, we provide eight in-context examples
for extracting each check-worthy aspect from a response.
For object existence, the template with examples is available
in Figure 7; For object relations, the template is available in
Figure 8; For object attributes, the template is available in
Figure 9; For counts of objects, the template is available in
Figure 10; For image texts, the template is available in Fig-
ure 11.



You are a expert writer. Given a textual description ([DESP]), your goal is to extract the visible entities ([ENT]) in 
description. Entities should include objects, people, animals and extracted entities are separated with commas. Some 
examples are provided below:

[DESP]: The image features a woman standing in a kitchen, preparing food. She is smiling and seems to be enjoying 
the cooking process. The kitchen is well-equipped with various appliances such as ovens, a microwave, and a sink. On 
the counter, there's a bowl and an assortment of items, including a cup, a few bottles, a couple of bowls, and a 
spoon. A chair is also visible in the scene. The woman is wearing a white shirt and blue jeans, adding a casual and 
friendly touch to the image
[ENT]: (woman, kitchen, food, oven, microwave, sink, bowl, cup, bottle, bowl, spoon, chair, shirt, jeans)

[DESP]: The image displays a baseball game in progress, with a batter taking a swing at an incoming pitch. The batter's 
baseball bat is close to the ground, as he is in the process of making contact with the ball. The scene is dynamic and 
action-packed. In addition to the batter, there are several other players on the field, including two teammates close 
to the batter, and three more players in the background. Some players are positioned near the pitcher, while others 
are scattered across the field. Other baseball equipment can be spotted in the scene, such as a baseball glove and
[ENT]: (batter, baseball bat, ball, player, pitcher, baseball glove)

[DESP]: The image features a large pan with a single slice of pizza, loaded with toppings such as olives, mushrooms, 
and cheese. The pizza slice is placed in the middle of the pan, occupying a significant portion of the serving area. The 
close-up view of the pizza slice emphasizes its delicious toppings and overall presentation.
[ENT]: (pan, pizza, olives, mushroom, cheese)

[DESP]: The image displays a tasty-looking sandwich placed in a Styrofoam container, accompanied by a side of sauce 
in a separate plastic container. The sandwich is cut in half, making it easy to eat and enjoy. There are two sandwiches 
in the scene, with one slightly larger than the other. Various carrots can be seen in the image, including some that are 
placed on and near the sandwiches. The carrots are scattered around the container, adding a vibrant touch to the 
scene.
[ENT]: (sandwich, container, sauce, carrot)

[DESP]: The image portrays a city street with a black SUV parked along the sidewalk. There are a few people in the 
scene, including a man standing near the parked car, and two other individuals further away from the car. The street 
is surrounded by trees, providing a pleasant atmosphere. There are also some traffic signs visible, indicating that the 
area might be a designated parking zone. The overall scene depicts a typical urban setting with parked vehicles and 
pedestrians going about their day.
[ENT]: (city street, SUV, sidewalk, people, man, tree, traffic sign, vehicle, pedestrian)

[DESP]: In the image, a man is standing outside a large clock tower, seemingly posing or admiring the impressive 
structure. The tower features a massive clock face with Roman numerals, which is visible in the foreground. The man 
is positioned on the left side of the clock tower. Additionally, there is another clock located further down the tower, 
although it is not as prominent as the main clock face. The man appears to be the primary focus of the scene, with 
the clock tower serving as a backdrop for the picture.
[ENT]: (man, clock tower, Roman numeral, clock)

[DESP]: The image showcases a beautiful aerial view of a large lake and an island in the middle of the water. The 
airplane wing is in the foreground, covering most of the image and occupying the left side. The wing's angle and 
positioning provide a sense of perspective, emphasizing the vastness of the lake and island. The clear sky and sunlight 
highlight the picturesque scene.
[ENT]: (lake, island, water, airplane, wing's angle, sky, sun light)

[DESP]: The image features a scene of a person riding a horse in a body of water, likely a river. The horse and rider are 
the main focus of the scene. The water is flowing beneath them, providing a unique setting for the activity. The horse 
seems to be enjoying the water as the rider sits on its back, ready to continue their journey. The rider is wearing a 
helmet, ensuring their safety while crossing the body of water.
[ENT]: (person, horse, water, river, rider, helmet)

Please extract [ENT] of this [DESP]: {description}

Figure 7. The prompt template for extracting object entities in a response.



You are a expert writer. Given a textual description ([DESP]), your goal is to extract the described spatial relations 
between objects ([RELA]) in the format of triplets (subject, relation, object). The relations cover spatial relations and 
actions. For instance, a cat to the left of a dog can be represented as (cat, to the left of, dog); a man holding an 
umbrella can be represented as (man, holding, umbrella). Make sure there is no adjectives for either subjects or 
objects. If no relations involved, please respond NONE. Some examples are provided below:

[DESP]: The image showcases a kitchen counter with a variety of oranges and a juicer in the foreground. There are 
several oranges arranged on the counter in different positions, with some closer to the front and others further back. 
The juicer is prominently placed on the counter, ready to be used to extract fresh orange juice. In addition to the 
juicer and oranges, a bottle can be seen placed near the edge of the counter.
[RELA]: (orange, on, counter); (bottle, near the edge of, counter)

[DESP]: The image shows a red and white train traveling on a set of train tracks. The train is located near the center of 
the scene and is quite prominent as it moves along the tracks. There are a couple of trucks visible in the image, one 
on the left side and another on the right side of the frame. Two traffic lights can also be seen - one close to the truck 
on the left and the other near the left edge of the image. Additionally, a person is present in the scene, standing near 
the center-left area of the image
.[RELA]: (train, on, train tracks); (truck, on left side of, frame); (truck, on right side of, frame); (traffic light, close to, 
truck); (traffic light, near the left edge of, frame); (person, center-left of, image)

[DESP]: The image portrays a group of people riding horses along a path, with some of them wearing hats. In total, 
there are at least five people and six horses visible on the road. The horses are spread out across the scene, with 
some closer to the left side, others near the center, and a few more towards the right side. The riders are in various 
positions, some in the foreground, and others further back, all enjoying their horseback riding experience together.
[RELA]: (horse, on, road); (horse, left side of, image); (horse, center of, image); (horse, right of, image); (people, 
riding, horse); (people, wearing, hat)

[DESP]: The image showcases a man in a red jacket and grey pants standing in a snow-covered area. He is holding ski 
poles and has skis on, ready for skiing. The man appears to be enjoying his time on the slopes. The scene seems to be 
captured during a winter day, with the man being the main focus.
[RELA]: (man, holding, ski poles)

[DESP]: The image displays a dining table with a variety of food items arranged on it. There are three plate trays filled 
with different types of food, including sandwiches, vegetables, and some other dishes. The sandwiches are spread 
across the plates, with one on the left side, one in the middle, and another on the far right. In addition to the 
sandwiches, there are multiple carrots, with two on the left side, one in the middle, and another on the far right 
corner. There are also two bottles on the table, one towards the upper left corner
[RELA]: (food, on, dining table); (sandwiches, left of, plate); (sandwiches, in the middle of, plate); (sandwiches, right 
of, plate); (bottle, on, table); (bottle, left corner of, table)

[DESP]: The image features a cat standing on a tiled floor in a bathroom. The cat is looking down, possibly intrigued 
by an object on the floor. The bathroom has a sink nearby, and the floor is adorned with a mosaic tile pattern. The cat 
appears to be relaxed in the bathroom environment.
[RELA]: (cat, on, floor)

[DESP]: The image displays a blue and gold military airplane parked on a runway. It is the main focus of the scene, 
with its impressive size and color scheme. There is a person standing near the back of the airplane, possibly a 
member of the air force or an technician. In the background, there is another airplane, which appears to be slightly 
smaller and located further away. A truck can be seen on the right side of the image, possibly used for maintenance 
or support purposes. The overall setting suggests an active military airfield or base.
[RELA]: (person, back of, airplane); (truck, right of, image)

[DESP]: The image shows a red and white train traveling on a set of train tracks. The train is located near the center of 
the scene and is quite prominent as it moves along the tracks. There are a couple of trucks visible in the image, one 
on the left side and another on the right side of the frame. Two traffic lights can also be seen - one close to the truck 
on the left and the other near the left edge of the image. Additionally, a person is present in the scene, standing near 
the center-left area of the image.
[RELA]: (train, on, train tracks); (truck, on left side of, frame); (truck, on right side of, frame); (traffic light, close to, 
truck); (traffic light, near the left edge of, frame); (person, center-left of, image)

Please extract relations ([RELA]) of this [DESP]: {description}

Figure 8. The prompt template for extracting object relations in a response.



You are a expert writer. Given a textual description ([DESP]), your goal is to extract the described visible attributes of 
objects ([ATTR]) in the format of tuples (attribute, object). Attributes can include colors, materials, shapes, activities, 
features and scales. Please make sure the attribute is visible (avoid attributes like: beautiful, delicious, colorful, 
comfortable, warm, etc). If no attributes extracted, please respond NONE. Some examples are provided below:

[DESP]: The image features a shirtless man standing at the edge of the water, holding a surfboard. He appears to be 
wearing a tight wetsuit, and the surfboard he holds is prominently visible. The beach is bathed in warm sunlight, 
creating a pleasant atmosphere for the surfer.
[ATTR]: (shirtless, man); (standing, man); (tight, wetsuit)

[DESP]: The image shows a dining table with a white plate in the center, containing a delicious pepperoni pizza. The 
pizza is ready to be eaten, and it is accompanied by a variety of food items. There is a portion of broccoli placed near 
the pizza, along with a bowl of veggies, adding a nutritious element to the meal. Additionally, there is a cup 
positioned on the table, possibly containing a beverage like soda. The table setting is complemented by a chair placed 
on one side, offering a comfortable spot to enjoy the meal. 
[ATTR]: (white, plate)

[DESP]: The image features two blue plastic lawn chairs on a sidewalk, placed under a large umbrella. The chairs are 
placed close together, and the umbrella provides shade from above. Both chairs are accompanied by bags, likely 
containing personal items or belongings. The sidewalk is adorned with potted plants and small trees, creating a 
pleasant atmosphere for relaxation. There are five potted plants visible in the image, some placed closer to the chairs 
and others extending further down the sidewalk.
[ATTR]: (blue, lawn chair); (plastic, lawn chair); (large, umbrella); (small, tree)

[DESP]: A dog is sitting on top of a wooden boat, looking out over the water, likely enjoying the view or waiting for its 
owner to return. The boat is moored in a harbor, with several other boats of varying sizes in the background. These 
other boats are situated near the main boat where the dog is sitting, making the scene lively and active.
[ATTR]: (wooden, boat); (sitting, dog); (moored, boat)

[DESP]: The image displays a tasty-looking sandwich placed in a Styrofoam container, accompanied by a side of sauce 
in a separate plastic container. The sandwich is cut in half, making it easy to eat and enjoy. There are two sandwiches 
in the scene, with one slightly larger than the other. Various carrots can be seen in the image, including some that are 
placed on and near the sandwiches. The carrots are scattered around the container, adding a vibrant touch to the 
scene.
[ATTR]: NONE

[DESP]: The image depicts a busy city intersection with a large white bus driving down the street. The street is 
characterized by tall buildings on both sides, and there are numerous people walking around the area. A yellow taxi 
cab is also present in the scene, sharing the busy street with the bus. Several pedestrians can be seen throughout the 
image, with some walking close to each other, and others spread out at varying distances. A handbag is noticeable 
with one of the pedestrians, adding to the bustling atmosphere of the city.
[ATTR]: (large, bus); (white, bus); (tall, building); (yellow, taxi cab)

[DESP]: The image features a woman standing on a beach with her surfboard. She is wearing a pink and black wetsuit, 
and her surfboard is placed by her side. She has her hand on her head, possibly as a means of checking the waves or 
preparing for her surfing session. The beach setting appears to be well-suited for water sports like surfing.
[ATTR]: (pink and black, wetsuit)

[DESP]: The image features a large gray elephant walking in a dirt area alongside a rock wall. The elephant seems to 
be exploring its surroundings. In addition to the elephant, there is a bird perched in the top right corner of the scene. 
The area has a mix of dirt, rocks, and a few plants. The overall setting appears to be a natural habitat for the 
elephant, providing a habitat-like environment for the animal.
[ATTR]: (large, elephant); (gray, elephant); (walking, elephant); (rock, wall)

Please extract [ATTR] of this [DESP]: {description}

Figure 9. The prompt template for extracting object attributes in a response.



You are a expert writer. Given a textual description ([DESP]), your goal is to extract the counting of objects ([COUNT]), 
in the format of tuples (number, OBJ). If the number is one, there is no need for extraction. Avoid implicit counting, 
like several, a few, a group of, etc. If no counting involved in the description, please respond NONE. Some examples 
are provided below:

[DESP]: The image features two blue plastic lawn chairs on a sidewalk, placed under a large umbrella. The chairs are 
placed close together, and the umbrella provides shade from above. Both chairs are accompanied by bags, likely 
containing personal items or belongings. The sidewalk is adorned with potted plants and small trees, creating a 
pleasant atmosphere for relaxation. There are five potted plants visible in the image, some placed closer to the chairs 
and others extending further down the sidewalk.
[COUNT]: (five, potted plants)

[DESP]: The image captures a beautiful night scene in a city, featuring a large building with a clock tower. The building 
has a prominent clock on its side, which stands out against the dark sky. The clock tower is part of a building with 
columns, giving it an impressive architectural look. In addition to the clock tower, there are two more clocks visible in 
the scene. A bench can be seen in the foreground, providing a place for people to sit and enjoy the view. The night 
sky above the cityscape gives the scene an atmospheric ambiance.
[COUNT]: (three, clocks)

[DESP]: The image features a hospital room containing two beds, with one of them being a cot. The beds are 
positioned next to each other. The room also has a chair placed nearby, close to the beds. Additionally, there are four 
pillows on the beds, providing comfort to the patients. There are two people in the room, one standing close to the 
left bed and the other near the right bed. The room appears to be organized and ready for use, with all necessary 
furniture and accessories in place.
[COUNT]: (two, beds); (four, pillow); (two, people)

[DESP]: The image features a large public transit bus driving down a city street, possibly in a park setting. The bus is 
situated in the middle of the scene, with a traffic light visible close to the bus. There are several cars on the street, 
with one on the left side of the bus and three more on the right side. In addition to the vehicles, there is a person 
walking along the sidewalk, and another individual closer to the right side of the scene. A fire hydrant can be seen 
near the bus and another one further down the street, adding to the urban setting.
[COUNT]: (two, fire hydrant)

[DESP]: The image depicts a horse grazing on grass in a field, surrounded by a tall fence. The horse is positioned 
towards the center of the scene, and it appears to be enjoying the fresh green grass. The fence is visible on the left 
and right sides of the horse, as well as on the top, creating a secure enclosure for the animal.
[COUNT]: None

[DESP]: The image displays an open and well-lit indoor space. At the center of the scene, a dining table is set with a 
variety of objects. There are multiple chairs surrounding the table, with one on each side and one in the foreground. 
Additionally, there is a chair in the background and another one in the middle of the room. Among the items placed 
on the table are a wine glass and a bowl, suggesting that it is set up for a meal or gathering. The scene also features 
several bottles, including one on the left side of the table and two more on the right
[COUNT]: (three, bottle)

[DESP]: The image is a group picture of people gathered together on a beach. They are sitting around a dining table, 
which is placed in the middle of the scene. Various items are scattered across the table, including bottles, cups, and a 
knife. There are several chairs placed around the table, as well as a few umbrellas set up nearby. Some people are 
sitting on chairs, while others are standing around the table. The atmosphere appears to be joyful and social, with 
people spending time together on a beautiful beach day.
[COUNT]: NONE

[DESP]: In the image, there are two police officers riding on the back of horses. They are positioned in front of a large 
building and seem to be walking down a road. The officers appear to be patrolling the street or providing a visible 
presence for the community. The scene also includes a bus driving behind the officers on the left side. Additionally, 
there are two cars visible in the image: one car is located at the far right side of the scene, and the other car is near 
the right edge of the photo. A person can also be seen standing near the right edge of the image, possibly observing 
the officers
[COUNT]: (two, police officer); (two, car)

Please extract [COUNT] of this [DESP]: {description}

Figure 10. The prompt template for extracting the counts of an object in a response.



You are a expert writer. Given a textual description ([DESP]), your goal is to extract the mentioned scene text (text in 
the image) in the description with [TEXT]. Different pieces of scene texts are separated with commas. If no scene text 
mentioned, please respond NONE. Some examples are provided below:

[DESP]: The image depicts a large green military truck with a camouflage paint, parked in front of a church. Several 
other trucks are parked around the area, indicating a gathering or event. In total, there are eight trucks visible in the 
scene, with the main military truck being the largest and most prominent. Some people can be seen in the vicinity of 
the parked trucks, suggesting that they might be attending the event or assisting in some way.
[TEXT]: NONE

[DESP]: The image depicts a modern shopping center with sleek, glass-fronted stores lining a spacious, polished stone 
walkway. Shoppers stroll by, carrying colorful bags, while a few people relax on benches under decorative planters 
filled with vibrant flowers. The center is bright, illuminated by natural light streaming in from large skylights above. 
On the left side of the image, a prominent store entrance features a large sign above the doorway. The sign reads 
Luxury Fashion in elegant, gold letters against a black background. 
[TEXT]: (Luxury Fashion)

[DESP]: The image features a large giraffe standing in an open field with a mix of bushes and trees nearby. The giraffe 
appears to be looking out over the field, possibly searching for food or observing its surroundings. The giraffe's long 
neck stands out prominently, highlighting its unique features. The field is spacious, providing ample room for the 
giraffe to roam and interact with its environment.
[TEXT]: NONE

[DESP]: The image showcases a small blue and white boat anchored on a large lake. The boat is positioned towards 
the center of the lake, and it appears to be a family-sized boat with a cabin. There are two people visible on the deck 
of the boat, possibly enjoying some time on the water. In the surrounding area, there are a few other boats, with one 
located closer to the left side and another towards the right. Moreover, there is a car parked on the shoreline, close 
to the left edge of the image.
[TEXT]: NONE

[DESP]: The image shows a lively New York City street corner. A green street sign in the foreground reads "Broadway" 
in bold white letters, with another sign below it indicating "W 42nd St." A large, illuminated billboard on a nearby 
building advertises a Broadway show, with the text "Phantom of the Opera" in elegant, golden script. On the 
sidewalk, a small kiosk displays a colorful poster that says NYC Tours and Tickets $25 in red and blue. A yellow taxi 
passes by, with an ad on its roof that reads "Visit Central Park." The scene is bustling with people and traffic.
[TEXT]: (Broadway; W 42nd St; Phantom of the Opera; NYC Tours; Tickets $25; Visit Central Park.)

[DESP]: The image captures a serene coastal scene at sunset. The vast expanse of the calm sea stretches out to the 
horizon, where the sky is painted in soft hues of orange, pink, and purple. Gentle waves lap against a sandy shoreline, 
where a few scattered seashells and small rocks are visible. The beach is mostly empty, with only a few distant 
seagulls flying low over the water. On the right side of the image, a weathered wooden sign is partially embedded in 
the sand. The sign, painted in faded white letters, reads "Private Beach - No Trespassing." The text stands out against 
the rustic wood, adding a subtle human element to the otherwise untouched natural scene. The overall atmosphere 
is tranquil and inviting, with the focus drawn to the quiet message on the sign.
[TEXT]: (Private Beach - No Trespassing.)

[DESP]: In the image, a young woman is riding a skateboard with her hands in front of her. She is wearing a helmet 
and knee pads, providing her with safety while performing the activity. The scene takes place in a park-like setting, 
with greenery surrounding the area. The young skateboarder is enjoying her time outdoors, showcasing her skill and 
confidence.
[TEXT]: NONE

[DESP]: The image captures a classic London street on a cloudy day, with historic buildings lining the cobblestone 
road. Red double-decker buses and black cabs move along the street, while pedestrians, some with umbrellas, walk 
along the sidewalks. The architecture is a mix of old brick facades and modern glass structures, blending the city's 
rich history with its contemporary vibe. A traditional black iron lamp post features a decorative sign attached to it, 
reading Baker Street in bold, white letters on a dark green background. The scene exudes a sense of charm and 
history, with the "Baker Street" sign anchoring the image in its famous setting.
[TEXT]: (Baker Street)

Please extract [TEXT] of this [DESP]: {description}

Figure 11. The prompt template for extracting mentioned image texts in a response.
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