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Abstract

Vision-language models (VLMs) have demonstrated remark-
able potential in integrating visual and linguistic informa-
tion, but their performance is often constrained by the need
for extensive, high-quality image-text training data. Cura-
tion of these image-text pairs is both time-consuming and
computationally expensive. To address this challenge, we
introduce SVP (Supervision-free Visual Projection), a novel
framework that enhances vision-language alignment without
relying on curated data or preference annotation. SVP lever-
ages self-captioning and a pre-trained grounding model as
a feedback mechanism to elicit latent information in VLMs.
We evaluate our approach across six key areas: captioning,
referring, visual question answering, multitasking, hallu-
cination control, and object recall. Results demonstrate
significant improvements, including a 14% average improve-
ment in captioning tasks, up to 12% increase in object recall,
and substantial reduction in hallucination rates. Notably,
a small VLM using SVP achieves hallucination reductions
comparable to a model five times larger, while a VLM with
initially poor referring capabilities more than doubles its
performance, approaching parity with a model twice its size.

1. Introduction
Vision-Language Models (VLMs [12, 120]) are essential
to deploying expert level artificial intelligence, as human
intelligence is predominantly multimodal.

Generative VLMs [17, 52, 53, 111] built upon Large
Language Models (LLMs) have shown great promises in
zero-shot abilities on various downstream vision-linguistic
tasks (Fig. 2.(iv)), unlocking new multimodal capacities and
providing powerful generalization to specialized machine

Current Improvement Methods

Train-time 

Supervised Tuning
Preference Tuning

Grounding Feedback

Scoring

Adaptation

Sampling

Supervision-free Visual Projection (SVP)

Test-time

Visual CD
AI Model

image-text pairs
human annotation

memory intensive
expensive feedback

multi-phase inference

cheap feedback
no image-text pairs

no human annotation

The image depicts a
modern home office

setup...To the left of the
laptop, there is a desk

lamp with a curved neck
and a silver base...On the

desk, there is a laptop
with a black screen and a

silver body, positioned
towards the center...In

front of the desk, there is
a white office chair...

The image depicts a
modern home office

setup...On the left side
of the desk, there is a
laptop open and ready
for use...To the left of
the desk, there is a
floor lamp with a

modern design...The
lamp has a tall, slender
base and a curved arm
with a white shade...

Describe this image in details. VLM
w/ SVP

VLM
w/o SVP

Specific
Factual

Recall Objects

Generic
Hallucinations

Missing Objects

A
A

B

B

C

C

B

B

A

A

Figure 1. Improving Vision-Language Alignment. Vision-
language models (VLMs) often produce descriptions that lack speci-
ficity and accuracy, frequently hallucinating objects not present in
the image or failing to mention important elements that are actually
there (left side). Our approach, Supervision-free Visual Projection
(SVP), addresses these shortcomings leveraging self-captioning
and grounding feedback. SVP projects visual information into lan-
guage space, enhancing visual-language alignment without relying
on time-consuming human annotations, curated image-text pairs,
or expensive AI feedback (right side). As a result, we achieve
models with greater contextual relevance, fewer hallucinations, and
enhanced object recall. These improvements pave the way for more
accurate and reliable VLMs. See Appendix Fig. 10 for more details.

learning models. By learning a mapping between linguistic
tokens and visual features, such VLMs enjoy the strong gen-
eration capabilities of LLMs [14, 98] and the understanding
of the physical world of computer vision models [25, 77].

However, VLMs derived from pretrained backbones are
known to be impacted by the hallucinations and biases from
LLMs [79, 82]. It is frequently observed that these VLMs
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Figure 2. Overview of SVP. The inner-loop (left) generates K samples per input C with and without grounding, then scores and ranks them,
selecting the top 20% (right side). Instead of visually representing the grounding, we transform it into textual form and incorporate it into
the prompt as context. This process includes (i) data generation with grounding feedback and (ii) sample scoring. The outer-loop (right)
uses selected samples to (iii) adapt the base model. Post-SVP adaptation, we evaluate on ten benchmarks and six tasks (iv) . Full VLM
output in Appendix Fig. 10. Prompt structure in Appendix F.

fail to produce text consistent with the visual content (left
side Fig. 1), i.e., the generated text describes entities not
present in the input image or misses relevant entities alto-
gether, generating content not grounded in the visual in-
put [7, 21]. Addressing these shortcomings is crucial for
future deployment of VLMs in high-stakes, real-world appli-
cations across the frontiers of scientific discovery [35] and
engineering [74, 91].

Researchers have explored various approaches to solve
the above problem in VLMs (bottom Fig. 1). Most of these
works focus on fine-tuning VLMs with supervised (carefully
curated) data to improve grounding [11, 73, 113, 115, 122]
and vision-language alignment [60, 93]. Unfortunately, this
data approach tends to be costly and sample-inefficient, re-
quiring large amounts of image-text annotations even for
small models to resolve the above stated problem [115].
Preference-based post-training methods [20, 69, 78] as an-
other popular approach align VLM outputs with visual in-
puts [93, 125] but require curated preference pairs [26, 93].
And, test-time approaches [26, 51, 102, 112] improve
grounding without architectural changes, yet their compu-
tational demands and model-specific heuristics limit broad
applicability.

To address the significant challenges posed by the ex-
tensive data and annotation requirements of modern VLMs,
we propose to leverage external feedback to enhance the
alignment between visual and linguistic modalities in a task-
agnostic manner (right side Fig. 1).

Drawing inspiration from human learning, we propose

to emulate the way humans efficiently align sensory experi-
ences with language by grounding new information in tan-
gible visual examples leveraging feedback [34, 95, 96]. We
hypothesize that spatial and positional reasoning is the key
for connecting the low-level visual elements and high-level
linguistic representations [68, 72, 99], and that an external vi-
sual grounding model [63], agnostic to the VLM’s shortcom-
ings, can be used as feedback to extract latent information in
the models.

Specifically, in this work, we introduce SVP (Supervision-
free Visual Projection, Fig. 2), an algorithm founded on
two core principles: self-improvement and grounding feed-
back. The self-improvement approach [5, 32, 117] utilizes
the model’s own outputs to enhance its performance. And,
the grounding feedback provides the VLM with a mechanism
to improve its output and select informative samples. Our
goal is not to directly build a specialist grounding model, but
to leverage grounding as feedback to elicit latent information
in the model, with the aim of better aligning language and
visual representations without the need of costly image-text
annotations [73, 93], preference data [69, 78], or multi-step
inference workflows [102, 112].

SVP is a three-step process:

(i) Inner-Loop Sampling: A base VLM generates detailed
and comprehensive image descriptions. These descrip-
tions are then processed by a small pre-trained grounding
model [63]. The resulting spatially enriched grounding
output serves as feedback, conditioning the same VLM
to generate text tokens that better align with the visual
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information (Fig. 2.(i)).
(ii) Scoring: This step employs a scoring and ranking mecha-

nism to select grounded samples that are more informa-
tive and better aligned with the visual input (Fig. 2.(ii)).

(iii) Outer-Loop Adaptation: The base VLM undergoes adap-
tation [39] on the filtered dataset. Importantly, the ground-
ing information is not shown during the fine-tuning pro-
cess but is utilized during inference (Fig. 2.(iii)).

Contributions Our contributions are the following:
• We introduce Supervision-free Visual Projection (SVP),

a novel, general-purpose method that enhances the align-
ment between textual and visual representations in VLMs.
This approach leverages self-captioning and visual ground-
ing techniques to improve multimodal understanding.

• SVP operates without the need for manual annotations,
relying solely on a small grounding model as external
feedback. Its model-agnostic design ensures easy applica-
bility across various modern VLM frameworks.

• We present comprehensive experimental results across 10
diverse vision-language benchmarks, including captioning,
referring expressions, visual question answering, multi-
task performance, hallucination control, and object recall,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our approach.

2. Related Work
Improving Vision-Language Models Enhancing vision-
language alignment in VLMs is an active research area. Ex-
plicit grounding in generative VLMs [17, 52, 53] has pri-
marily addressed hallucinations [26, 102]. Common strate-
gies include incorporating grounding annotations into train-
ing data [73] for vision-centric VLMs [11, 113, 115, 122],
though this process is costly and error-prone. Explicit su-
pervision during fine-tuning can enhance alignment [60, 93]
but requires extensive high-quality data. Techniques like
RLHF [69] and DPO [78], originally for LLMs, have been
adapted to align VLM outputs with visual inputs [93, 125,
127]. These post-training approaches incorporate feed-
back [26, 93] but are limited by the need for reward sig-
nals and curated preference pairs. Test-time methods [102],
such as Visual Contrastive Decoding [51] and Multi-Modal
Mutual-Information Decoding [26], aim to improve ground-
ing at inference without altering model architecture or train-
ing. Woodpecker [112] proposes a five-step inference proce-
dure to mitigate hallucination. While effective, these meth-
ods often require memory-intensive computation and model-
specific heuristics, limiting their usage.

Grounding Models Visual grounding, the dual of text-
image alignment, organizes information within VLMs, align-
ing visual and textual modalities in both representation and

generation. The concept of grounding has deep roots in cog-
nitive sciences [4, 9, 29, 47]. In the context of computer
vision, visual grounding can be seen as an extension of the
classic closed-set detection problem [16, 28, 80, 121]. Tra-
ditional object detection, using curated datasets [59], has
improved precision and speed but struggles with scaling to
larger class sets and varying detection granularity’s [23, 33].
Visual grounding inverts this approach, using class sets as
input to assign bounding boxes, generalizing to accom-
modate various textual inputs. Contrastive models like
GLIP [55] and GroundingDINO [63] offer flexible, gen-
eralized detection models, enhancing spatial understand-
ing [112] and supporting diverse tasks. Auto-regressive
VLMs have further expanded capabilities in grounding and
referring tasks [73, 97, 113, 115], bridging visual and lin-
guistic information more effectively.

3. Method
3.1. Preliminaries

Notation We use p(x|c) and p(z|c) to denote auto-
regressive distributions for simplicity. Here, c is the condi-
tioning information (image and prompt inputs), z is a model
sample or visual projection using grounding feedback, and
x is the model’s task-specific output. These distributions
are shorthand for: p(x|c) = p(xT |c)

∏T
t=1 p(xt−1|xt, c).

Similarly for p(z|c). In p(x|z, c), z represents sampling tra-
jectories z1:Tz . The conditioning information c is typically
a given input to the model.

Given a context c = (cv, ct), where cv is the visual
input and ct is a textual prompt, we write a Visual Projec-
tion (VP) as p(z|c), where z is a comprehensive language-
based representation for the visual input. When condi-
tioning on grounding information g, we write a grounded
VP as q(z|c,g). The conditional entropy is defined as
H[z|c] = −

∑
z p(z|c) log p(z|c).

Visual Projection
Decoding

  Oval and rhomboid.
  The rhomboid is above.
  The oval is on the left.

Figure 3. Vision-Language Generative Model.

Vision-Language Models Generative VLMs are versa-
tile multimodal models that process text and images to-
gether. LLaVA-like models (Fig. 3) comprise a visual en-
coder vθ(cv), a text encoder tθ(ct), an adapter aθ aligning
visual output to text, and a large language model. The model
pθ uses the conditioning c to generate token trajectories z,
which are then decoded for various tasks. These models un-
dergo multi-phase training: multimodal pre-training, visual-
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text alignment, and visual instruction-tuning [53, 61, 126].
This process enables VLMs to leverage their cross-modal
capabilities across a wide range of applications.

Vision-Language Grounding Grounding matches lan-
guage descriptions to spatial regions in visual information. A
grounding model g(z, cv) processes visual cv and textual z
inputs, producing open-set detections as labels and bounding
boxes (Fig. 4). While traditional object detection involves

oval

rhomboid

Visual Projection Grounding 

Figure 4. Vision-Language Grounding.

multi-class classification and bounding box regression, mod-
els like GLIP and GroundingDINO re-frame it as grounding
with predefined textual descriptors. As specialized VLMs,
grounding models provide flexibility for a range of applica-
tions, including tasks like detection and placement.

3.2. Supervision-free Visual Projection

The core idea behind SVP is to generate a task-agnostic
language-based representation z, referred as Visual Projec-
tion (VP), for the visual input c, utilizing sampling and
grounding (Fig. 2.(i)). VPs function as latent variables or
generalized captions (Fig. 1). SVP aims to refine these VPs
through self-improving iterative methods, drawing inspira-
tion from techniques designed to elicit reasoning in language
models [36, 105, 117, 118], and posterior inference in latent
variable models [43] (See Appendix E and Appendix G for
more details). The goal of SVP is to strengthen the alignment
between vision and language modalities, thereby improving
the performance of the base VLM across a wide range of
tasks.

Grounding as Posterior Inference VLMs are built using
discrete tokens [100]. We assume the VPs are tokenized
following a multinomial distribution, and re-write:

pθ(x|c) =
∑
z

pθ(x|z, c)pθ(z|c), (1)

where c is the conditioning, z is a sample from the model pθ
with trainable parameters θ, and x is the model output.

Our goal is to provide feedback to the model to better
ground the language output in the visual input. A simple
option is to define a posterior q(z|c,g), where g is the exter-
nal feedback, for example provided by a small pre-trained
grounding model g(z, cv) (Fig. 4). Introducing posterior

inference for Eq. (1), we can define a variational lower-
bound [43, 48] of the form:

Eq(z|c,g) [log pθ(x, z|c)− log q(z|c,g)] . (2)

For many practical applications, we can approximate
pθ(x|z, c) with a deterministic decoder, d(z, c).

The bound defined in Eq. (2), while challenging to train
for a VLM/LLM [36, 66], is straightforward to evaluate [49].
This insight reveals a promising approach to enhance VLM
sampling: utilizing the bound to construct a scoring mecha-
nism that effectively leverage grounding signal (Fig. 2.(i)).

Sampling For a given input c, the process involves execut-
ing the posterior q(z|c,g) with grounding feedback g and
generating logits for each element v in the vocabulary V and
each generated token t in the sequence T . Concurrently, the
base model is run to perform the same computations over
c, obtaining the prior pθ(z|c). By comparing the posterior
and prior distributions, we can quantify the grounding effect,
providing insights into how visual context influences the
model’s predictions.

Scoring Following such intuition, we build a scoring of
the form (Fig. 2.(ii)):

S[q, p] =
∑
t

γt
∑
v

Sv,t[q, p],

Sv,t[q, p] = wv,t
[
log qv,t − log pθv,t

]
,

(3)

where γt ∈ [0, 1] accounts for sequence length and wv,t is
a re-weighting factor (Fig. 5 and Appendix E). Image-text
pairs (c, z) with high score based on Eq. (3) are collected
and used to fine-tune the base model (Fig. 2). The underly-
ing assumption is that, within a specific model, substantial
discrepancies between q and p are primarily attributed to the
grounding conditioning g. These discrepancies are expected
to provide the most valuable information for the base VLM
(Fig. 5).

Low values of S[q, p] indicate token trajectories that are
known by the base model p, offering little learning poten-
tial. Conversely, high values of S[q, p] signify trajectories
that deviate from the base model’s expectations across the
vocabulary. These "surprising" trajectories are likely to pro-
vide valuable feedback and novel information [15, 37, 71],
enhancing the vision-language alignment in the base VLM.

It is crucial to note that generic, unconditional surprise -
samples rich in information from an entropy perspective [87]
- does not inherently enhance a VLM’s performance. Our
working hypothesis posits that if the grounding conditioning
is truly informative, surprising instances will contribute to
the model’s learning process statistically. This assumption
underpins our strategy of utilizing grounding and scoring
mechanisms to improve the model.
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The rhomboid is

above
below
circle
triangle

Figure 5. Visualization of prior and posterior distribution for token t over a reduced vocabulary V =
{above,below,circle,rhomboid}. Without grounding feedback, the model pθ incorrectly assigns high likelihood to the
wrong spatial relationship between the circle and rhomboid (below). By incorporating grounding as feedback through q, the model
successfully assigns higher likelihood to the correct token (above). We then apply a log-ratio and re-weighting using the feedback-based
distribution, where w(zt) ∝ q(zt|z<t, c,g). This approach effectively reduces the weight of irrelevant tokens (which are weighted similarly
in both distributions) while emphasizing tokens deemed relevant by the grounded distribution q.

Using similar reasoning, we define a score function based
on entropy differentials [67] as

∆[q, p] = −
∑
v,t

pθv,t log pθv,t +
∑
v,t

qv,t log qv,t. (4)

This score function is built based on our assumption that the
grounded conditional entropy H[z|c,g] increases the infor-
mation provided to the model. In other words, we assume
that H[z|c,g] < H[z|c], as g should encode information
that aids in describing c.

Leveraging such scores, we can construct a system to rank
sequence trajectories generated by conditionally grounded
VLMs. Specifically, we score posterior sequences zq (Ap-
pendix Fig. 20b) using S[q, p] or ∆[q, p], rank them, and
select the top k. These entropy and divergence-based scores
typically provide similar signals for grounding and diversity
(Appendix Fig. 20a).

SVP SVP consists of three main phases to learn a better VP
from the grounding feedback: (i) sampling from the VLM
using grounding; (ii) scoring and filtering the samples; and
(iii) adapting the VLM. Borrowing from the meta-learning
literature [38], we refer to the sampling phase as the inner-
loop, and to the adaptation phase as the outer-loop (see Fig. 2
and algorithm 1). More details in Appendix E.

Inner-loop The process begins with the selection of C
input natural images (Fig. 2.(i)). For each input prompt c
(comprising both image and text), the algorithm samples K
sequences z from the base VLM pθ(z|c). It then applies
the grounding model g(z, cv) to z and the visual input cv,
yielding the grounding conditioning g, consisting of a set of
noun phrases extracted from z and corresponding bounding
boxes. Subsequently, K posterior sequences zg are sampled
from the grounded model q(z|c,g). Then samples are scored
(Fig. 2.(ii)) and ranked according to S(q, pθ) or ∆(q, p), and
the top k samples zkg are retained.

Outer-loop This is the optimization phase (Fig. 2.(iii)),
where SVP adapts the base model using self-generated vi-
sual projections and grounding feedback. The top-scoring
samples zkg from the inner-loop are used to fine-tune the
model on input images C and their corresponding generated
text outputs. We employ standard cross-entropy loss for next
token prediction [76] to update the base VLM’s parameters θ.
Given the limited sample size, we utilize parameter-efficient
fine-tuning [39].

The full SVP process can be repeated for I iterations,
progressively refining the base VLM’s alignment with the
grounded VLM (Fig. 9a). Notably, our results demonstrate
that even a single iteration of SVP significantly enhances
the model’s performance on key tasks, underscoring SVP’s
effectiveness in improving vision-language alignment and
downstream tasks in VLMs.

4. Experiments

Seed Images and Models We utilize a pre-trained ground-
ing model [63] to provide the external feedback signals. For
our core experiments, we randomly sampled a subset of
C = 1000 natural images from the COCO2014 training
set [59]. We conduct a comprehensive comparison against
various baselines, including models fine-tuned with self-
captioning without grounding and preference-based adapta-
tion methods. Our evaluation encompasses a wide range of
model scales (.5, 7, 8, 13, 19, 40 billion parameters), archi-
tectures (LLaVA-1.5 [60], LLaVA-1.6 [61], LLaVA-OV [52],
VILA [58], InternVL [18]), visual encoders (CLIP [77],
SigLIP [119], ViT [25]), language encoders (Vicuna [19],
Mistral [42], Qwen2 [109], Yi-2 [114]), and scoring mecha-
nisms S(q, p) and ∆(q, p).

Implementation Details We propose two variants of our
approach: SVP (C) and SVP (CVQ). The former leverages
only grounded self-generated captions, while the latter incor-
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Figure 6. Benchmark Results for Captioning (CIDEr), Referring (CIDEr), Hallucination control (F1), and Object Recall (R) for base VLM
(LLaVA-1.6-7b) and VLM adapted using our method SVP. Higher is better for all the tasks, datasets, and metrics. The VLM demonstrates
improved performance across a range of key multimodal tasks like image captioning, referring expression comprehension, and hallucination
control when adapted using the SVP technique. We adapt the model on COCO2014 [59] train set images, using self-captioning and
GroundingDINO [63] as feedback signals. While captioning and referring saw clear gains, multitasking and visual question answering
remained largely stable. Notably, there was a significant reduction in hallucinations compared to the base model. These results provide
evidence that grounding as feedback can be leveraged to elicit latent knowledge in the model and improve visual-language alignment. More
detailed in Tab. 1 and Appendix Fig. 6.

porates additional visual queries. These visual queries are
questions the model encountered during training. By prompt-
ing the model to answer again these queries, we mitigate the
risk of over-specialization on description-based tasks.

In the SVP inner-loop, we sample K = 20 per image
from base and grounded VLMs, selecting the top 20% using
Eqs. (3) and (4). For C = 1000, we select 4000 samples
for SVP (C) and add an equal number of visual queries
for SVP (CVQ), totaling 8000 self-generated pairs. This
is smaller than supervised multimodal fine-tuning datasets
but sufficient to influence model behavior [93, 127]. We
use normalized xyxy bounding box format. Degenerate
samples (< 0.5% for LLaVA-1.5/1.6, ≈ 5% for LLaVA-
OV) are removed before scoring and filtering. We set γt = 1
and wv,t = qv,t.

In the outer-loop, we fine-tune using LoRa [39] (α = 16,
r = 64 for ≤ 7b models; α = 256, r = 128 for 13b models)
for one epoch. Experiments use 8-A100 GPUs with batch
size B = 20. We follow default settings from [52, 61], run-
ning SVP for up to I = 3 iterations. We re-evaluate LLaVA
versions (≤ 13b) on benchmarks without LLM-based evalua-
tion, performing sample-wise, zero-shot evaluations without
prompt engineering or batching to avoid model-specific arti-
facts.

Metrics We use the CIDEr score [101] for captioning and
referring tasks; accuracy for VQA and multitasking. F1,
Accuracy and Recall for hallucination and object recall. We
also consider standard metrics for language translation like

BLEU [70], METEOR [8], and ROUGE [57] scores. We
re-compute metrics for LLaVA baselines and variants (1.5,
1.6, OV) up to 13b parameters.

4.1. Vision-Language Benchmarks

Datasets We evaluate SVP on 6 tasks and 10 core
benchmarks for VLMs: we consider COCO2017 [59],
NoCaps [2], and Flickr30k [75] for generative caption-
ing; RefCOCO [46], RefCOCO+, RefCOCOg for refer-
ring expression generation, ScienceQA [81], VQAv2 [30]
and GQA [40] for visual question answering. We use
MMBench [64] and MMMU [116] for multitasking and
POPE [56] for hallucination and object recall. Given the
large amount of models and tasks considered, we use the
lite evaluation sets as proposed in the lmms-eval [123]
when available for the captioning and VQA tasks. We use
the full evaluation set for MMMU and POPE. We leverage
the full eval set for RefCOCO, RefCOCO+, and RefCOCOg
experiments.

General Results Overall, on the 10 datasets and 6 tasks
and 11 sub-tasks considered (Fig. 6 and Tab. 1), we achieve
large improvement for captioning, referring, hallucination
control and object recall; and comparable or better perfor-
mance for multitasking benchmarks and VQA, obtaining
almost 20% improvement for the best performing one (cap-
tioning) and around 1% decrease in performance for the
worst performing tasks (visual question answering). For
referring tasks, we can see that for a VLM with poor refer-
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ring capacity (LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ Mistral), leveraging SVP
increases the model performance on referring generation
three folds.

Captioning Tasks In Fig. 7 we explore captioning for
a 13b language architecture (Vicuna) over 3 datasets
(COCO2017, Flickr30k, NoCaps). In Appendix Tab. 6
we consider fine-grained metrics for captioning over four
datasets (COCO2017, Flickr30k, NoCaps, and RefCOCO).
In Appendix Tab. 9 the models are assessed using different
feedback mechanisms: no feedback (baseline sampling from
pθ(z|c)), and with feedback for the first SVP iteration, sam-
pling q1(z|c,g), and the second, sampling q2(z|c,g). We
also evaluate performance with visual queries (VQ). SVP
consistently outperforms other methods across all evalu-
ated datasets. This finding highlights the impact of inte-
grating sampling and feedback mechanisms in enhancing
the model’s image captioning abilities. These results support
our hypothesis that improving visual-language alignment
is a fundamental principle for advancing the capabilities of
VLMs.
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Figure 7. Captioning Performance of LLaVA-1.6-13b model.
This table compares the image captioning capabilities of the
LLaVA-1.6-13b model (featuring CLIP vision encoder and Vicuna
language model) across various sampling methods. We evaluate
performance when sampling from the prior (without feedback) and
the posterior (with feedback). The analysis ablates different feed-
back mechanisms: 1) sampling from the prior p(z|c) (no feedback),
2) sampling from the posterior q(z|c,g) (with feedback), and 3)
incorporating visual queries (w/ VQ). CIDEr scores are reported
for each dataset, quantifying captioning quality. For comprehensive
results across model sizes and architectures, see Appendix Tab. 9.

Referring Tasks In Fig. 8 and Appendix Tab. 12 we study
model performance for referring-based tasks, where the
VLM is tasked with describing a specific region. We com-
pare the performance of different models, including a base
model, a model tuned without grounding (w/o g), a model
tuned with visual grounding (w/ SVP (C)), and a model
with SVP and visual queries (w/ SVP (CVQ)). The results
show significant performance improvements leveraging SVP
across datasets and tasks. SVP significantly improves the
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Figure 8. Referring Expression Generation Performance on
RefCOCO Tasks. Comparison of LLaVA-1.6-7b variants: base
model, SVP, and SVP with VQ. We report CIDEr scores for detec-
tion (bbox) and segmentation (seg) tasks on test and validation
sets. SVPsignificantly outperforms the base model, demonstrating
the effectiveness of visual grounding as feedback. SVP models are
adapted without access to bounding boxes. See Appendix Tab. 12
for RefCOCO+ and RefCOCOg experiments.

base model’s referring and spatial understanding abilities,
especially when initial performance is low, reaching close
to parity with a larger 13b model (Tab. 1). Notably, this
enhancement occurs without direct access to grounding in-
formation (bounding boxes) during adaptation; grounding
conditioning g is only used in the inner-loop sampling to
build q(z|c,g) (Fig. 2.(iii)). Afterward, we fine-tune model
parameters θ using the refined visual projections z. The suc-
cess of SVP in improving referring abilities without direct
grounding information indicates that modality alignment is
central to spatial understanding in VLMs.

Hallucination and Object Recall In Tab. 2 and Ap-
pendix Tab. 11 we provide evaluation for hallucination rate
in our model. In Fig. 6 and Fig. 9a we also consider ob-
ject recall as a measure of how much of the visual input is
missing in the textual output. SVP provides a significant
performance boost for most of the considered model variants
(Tab. 2) on the POPE dataset. For the 7B model, adding SVP
increases the overall F1 score from 86.7% to 88.3%, per-
forming on par with models five times larger (Appendix D.5).
For the 13B model, SVP improves the overall score from
86.2% to 87.5%. Fig. 9a demonstrates that running SVP
for I = 3 iterations, coupled with the scoring mechanism
outlined in Eq. (3), significantly enhances object recall from
approximately 79% to over 87%. These findings offer com-
pelling evidence that improved modality alignment, achieved
through self-captioning and grounding feedback, effectively
mitigates hallucinations without the need for specialized
fine-tuning aimed at hallucination reduction, corroborating
our underlying hypothesis. SVP substantially augments the
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VQA Captioning Referring Multitasking Hallucinations
Model vθ tθ Adaptation ScienceQA VQAv2 GQA NoCaps COCO2017 Flickr30k RefCOCO-bbox MMBench MMMU POPE (F1) POPE (R)

- test val_lite lite val_lite val_lite test_lite val_lite en_dev_lite val all all

LLaVA-1.6-7b CLIP Mistral - 78.54 76.68 75.80 92.60 109.68 78.74 6.70 80.30 34.11 86.73 79.60
LLaVA-1.6-7b CLIP Mistral SVP (C) 77.24 74.98 73.80 100.93 112.95 83.49 18.15 77.27 36.44 88.33 84.20
LLaVA-1.6-7b CLIP Mistral SVP (CVQ) 78.40 75.18 75.10 103.95 115.02 85.31 24.74 78.03 37.44 88.25 84.41

↓ 0.97 % ↑ 8.48 % ↑ 18.04 ↑ 3.43 % ↑ 3.94 %

LLaVA-1.6-13b CLIP Vicuna - 70.30 77.26 74.60 83.89 104.21 69.86 29.71 83.33 35.22 86.24 78.13
LLaVA-1.6-13b CLIP Vicuna SVP (C) 74.34 76.60 74.40 87.09 111.09 71.43 28.93 81.06 36.33 87.44 81.20
LLaVA-1.6-13b CLIP Vicuna SVP (CVQ) 68.49 76.26 73.20 100.26 122.03 85.32 27.20 78.03 35.66 87.68 82.53

↑ 1.58 % ↑ 19.58 % ↓ 0.78 ↑ 0.12 % ↑ 3.65 %

Table 1. Benchmark Performance of LLaVA variants on vision-language tasks. We utilize the lmms-eval library with the lite split as
proposed by [123], employing full evaluation sets for MMMU and POPE. The table presents results for various LLaVA model configurations,
encompassing different model sizes (7B and 13B), visual and text encoders (CLIP and Mistral/Vicuna), and adaptation techniques (SVP and
SVP with VQ). A single iteration of SVP is applied across all experiments. Higher scores indicate better performance for all metrics. Our
findings demonstrate that SVP enhances performance on captioning and referring tasks, reduces hallucinations, and improves object recall,
while maintaining strong results on multitask benchmarks and visual question answering. This comprehensive evaluation underscores the
efficacy of our proposed method across diverse vision-language challenges. More results in Appendix Tab. 13.

model’s ability to deliver accurate, factual information.
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Figure 9. Iteration and Sample Size Ablation. We ablate the
number of iterations I and sample size C for hallucination rate
(F1) and object recall (R) using LLaVA-1.6-7b and SVP. Higher is
better.

Ablations In Tab. 3 we ablate the different components of
SVP (grounding, scoring, VQ). In Fig. 9a, Appendix Fig. 15,
and Tab. 9 we analyze the effect of the number of iterations
I , and in Fig. 9b how SVP behaves increasing the sample
size C. In Tab. 13 we ablate entropy-based ∆(q, p) and
divergence-based S(q, p), scores on the full benchmark. In
table Tab. 4 and Tab. 14 we compare SVP with DPO and
preference-alignment.

5. Conclusions
Limitations SVP requires a VLM capable of in-context
learning and multiple samples per input. Its effectiveness
is limited by the underlying grounding model’s quality and
may not improve tasks without spatial understanding or those
requiring specialized knowledge. Future work could explore

POPE (F1 score ↑)
Model Size vθ tθ adv pop random all

LLaVA [62] 7b CLIP Vicuna 72.0 75.3 80.7 76.0
LLaVA-SFT+ [93] 7b CLIP Vicuna 80.1 82.4 85.5 82.7
LLaVA-RLHF [93] 7b CLIP Vicuna 79.5 81.8 83.3 81.5
LLaVA [62] 13b CLIP Vicuna 74.4 78.2 78.8 77.1
LLaVA-SFT+ [93] 13b CLIP Vicuna 81.1 82.6 84.8 82.8
LLaVA-RLHF [93] 13b CLIP Vicuna 80.5 81.8 83.5 81.9

LLaVA-NeXT-DPO [61] 7b CLIP Qwen2 83.43 83.78 84.73 83.98
LLaVA-OV-DPO [52] 7b SigLIP Qwen2 85.12 86.24 87.37 86.24
LLaVA-HA-DPO [124] 7b CLIP Vicuna 82.54 87.89 90.25 86.90

LLaVA-1.5 [60] 13b CLIP Vicuna 84.53 86.31 87.17 86.00
LLaVA-1.5 w/ SVP 13b CLIP Vicuna 84.66 86.84 87.44 86.31

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 7b CLIP Mistral 85.43 86.87 88.05 86.73
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 7b CLIP Mistral 85.93 89.04 90.02 88.33

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 13b CLIP Vicuna 85.17 86.36 87.20 86.24
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 13b CLIP Vicuna 85.15 87.50 89.23 87.30

LLaVA-OV [52] 0.5b SigLIP Qwen2 82.28 83.19 83.89 83.12
LLaVA-OV w/ SVP 0.5b SigLIP Qwen2 83.45 84.70 85.46 84.53

Bigger VLMs
LLaVA-1.6 [61] 34b CLIP Yi-2 - - - 87.7

InternVL-1.2 [18] 40b IViT Yi-2 - - - 88.0
InternVL-1.2+ [18] 40b IViT Yi-2 - - - 88.7

VILA-1.5 [58] 40b IViT Yi2 - - - 87.3
VILA-1.5-AWQ [58] 40b IViT Yi2 - - - 88.2

Table 2. Hallucination Mitigation performance on POPE bench-
mark. Comparison of LLaVA model variants’ F1 scores across ad-
versarial, popular, random, and overall splits. Results demonstrate
impacts of model size, fine-tuning strategy, encoder choices, and
SVP adaptation on hallucination avoidance. See Appendix Tab. 11
and Appendix D.5 for extended results.

augmentation and guided-search strategies to enhance local-
ized visual input processing.

In this work, we introduced SVP, a novel approach that
elicits latent information in VLMs through self-captioning
and grounding as a feedback mechanism, without requiring
additional annotations. SVP is effective in enhancing cap-
tioning quality, referring expression generation, hallucina-
tion control, and object recall, while maintaining competitive
performance in VQA and multitasking. These results under-
score the potential of SVP to unlock latent capabilities in
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Model Grounding Scoring VQ RefCOCO Flickr30k MMMU POPE

LLaVA - - - 6.70 78.74 34.11 86.73

LLaVA w/o SVP ✗ ✗ ✗ 3.01 79.03 35.55 87.21
LLaVA w/ SVP ✓ ✗ ✗ 9.98 78.67 35.77 86.92
LLaVA w/ SVP ✓ ✓ ✗ 18.15 83.49 36.44 88.33
LLaVA w/ SVP ✓ ✓ ✓ 24.74 85.31 37.44 88.25

Table 3. Component Ablation. Performance comparison of
LLaVA-1.6-7b variants after one adaptation iteration: base model,
fine-tuning without feedback, sampling with grounding (no scor-
ing), grounding with scoring, and full SVP (grounding, scoring,
visual queries). Results provide evidence of the importance of the
SVP’s components for model performance.

Model Samples SciQA NoCaps RefCOCO MMBench POPE

w/ DPO ≥ 9.4k 79.25 112.51 13.60 85.60 86.24
w/ SVP (C) ≈ 2k 83.89 120.23 15.75 86.36 85.78

Table 4. Preference Ablation. Comparison between SVP and
DPO [78] for LLaVA-7b-OV. Higher is better. DPO relies on
a learned reward model for annotation or a labelled set of posi-
tive/negative pairs following human preferences. SVP relies on a
small grounding model as feedback. We set C = 2000, K = 10,
and select the top 10%. Preference optimization is typically used to
improve alignment between model output and a a set of preferences.
However, preference alignment does not correspond to better visual
language alignment compared to SVP.

VLMs efficiently, paving the way for more robust and acces-
sible vision-language models with real-world applications.
Our findings highlight the importance of visual-language
alignment and the power of self-improvement techniques
in advancing multimodal AI systems, reducing the need for
extensive training data and computational resources.
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Instruction: Please describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response:
The image depicts a modern home office setup. At the center of the scene is a wooden
desk with a sleek, minimalist design. The desk features a flat surface with a built-in
drawer and a small shelf on the left side. On the right side of the desk, there is a laptop
open and ready for use.
Above the desk, mounted on the wall, is a framed artwork of a ballerina in a dynamic
pose, adding a touch of elegance and movement to the space. The artwork is encased
in a black frame that contrasts with the wall’s dark gray color.
To the left of the desk, there is a floor lamp with a modern design, providing additional
lighting. The lamp has a tall, slender base and a curved arm with a white shade.
On the desk, there is a small plant in a white pot, adding a touch of greenery and life to the
space. The plant is placed on the left side of the desk, near the laptop. Underneath the
desk, there is a black wire basket, which is likely used for cable management and storage.

Note: missing chair, missing background.

Grounded Objects: desk (0.82). laptop (0.93). artwork (0.64).
frame (0.74). lamp (0.87). plant (0.83). pot (0.68). basket
(0.83).

Instruction: Please describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.
Context: Use the following context. The list of numbers are bounding boxes for the
objects. Check if object and bounding boxes connections are correct. Check if there are
additional objects in the image and describe them.
format: cxcywh.
boxes: lamp [0.33,0.47,0.16,0.23], laptop [0.48,0.54,0.16,0.09],
desk [0.49,0.75,0.61,0.33], plant [0.36,0.56,0.04,0.06], frame
[0.64,0.22,0.24,0.24], basket [0.80,0.80,0.15,0.15].

VLM response:
The image depicts a modern workspace setup against a dark gray wall with horizontal
wood paneling. On the wall, there is a framed artwork featuring a figure in a red dress
with a blue background, possibly a painting or a print. Below the artwork, there is a
desk with a light wood finish. The desk has a rectangular shape with a flat top and is
supported by four black metal legs.
On the desk, there is a laptop with a black screen and a silver body, positioned towards
the center. To the left of the laptop, there is a white desk lamp with a curved neck and a
silver base, turned off. Next to the lamp, there is a small white potted plant with green
leaves.
In front of the desk, there is a white office chair with a modern design, featuring a curved
backrest and armrests. The chair is positioned facing the desk, with the seat slightly
pulled out.
To the right of the desk, there is a black wire basket with a handle, placed on the floor.
The flooring appears to be a light-colored wooden plank. The overall lighting in the room
is soft and ambient, suggesting a calm and focused work environment.
Grounded Objects: artwork (0.83). desk (0.85). laptop (0.94).
desk lamp (0.84). potted plant (0.83). office chair (0.90).
wire basket (0.94). flooring (0.64).

Figure 10. Sampling VLMs with and without Grounding Feedback. Incorporating grounding feedback helps VLMs to focus on factual
information and better describe the details in the input image. We use GroundingDINO [63], an open-set grounding model, to obtain the
conditioning information. When the predicted bounding boxes overlap above a certain threshold, we select the box with the highest score,
following a standard non-maximum-suppression approach. By leveraging this grounding feedback, the model is better able to specify
the entities and relationships between the objects in the image, leading to an improved parsing of the visual information. This results in
more accurate and detailed descriptions, such as identifying a desk lamp instead of a floor lamp, mentioning an office chair,
describing the flooring in the background, and differentiating between an artwork and a simple frame, or a potted plant and a
generic plant. More visualizations in Appendix I.

A. Qualitative Text-to-Image Generation

Model Size ITMScore (BLIP2) ImageReward

LLaVA-1.6 7b 0.83 0.47
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 7b 0.88 0.49

LLaVA-1.6 13b 0.82 0.44
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 13b 0.87 0.45

Table 5. Text-to-Image alignment scores computed using base VLMs and VLMs adapted with SVP. Image Text Matching (ITM [54]) and
ImageReward [108] are traditionally used to evaluate AI-generated images from real text prompts. Here we apply these scores to assess
AI-generated captions for real images. Although Text-to-Image alignment is not fully indicative of Image-to-Text alignment in this context,
these scores provide an additional qualitative measure of caption-image correspondence. Higher is better.

11



(a) Input image

(b) Text-to-Image generation using base VLM response - z ∼ pθ(z|c). See
left side Fig. 10.

(c) Text-to-Image generation using grounded VLM response - z ∼
q(z|c,g). See right side Fig. 10.

Figure 11. FLUX-schnell [50] text to image generation using the original VLM response (left) and the response leveraging grounding (right)
as input. For each approach, we generated a single image without multiple attempts or selective filtering. The comparison clearly illustrates
that the grounding-enhanced response produces more accurate and reliable generation outcomes.
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(a) Input image from coco2017_cap_val_lite. Image id:
000000466567. Target Captions (provided as ground truth): ["A tree
with a donut as an ornament", "A plastic tree with a doughnut hanging by a
strip of red ribbon. ", "A Christmas ornament is a donut with a squirrel on
it.", "A doughnut hanging from a Christmas tree as a decoration.", "a donut
being used as an ornament for a chistmas tree"]

(b) Text-to-Image generation using base VLM response: "A donut with
a red ribbon and a small toy animal on it"
for image (a).

(c) Text-to-Image generation using VLM w/ SVP response: "A donut
with a red ribbon and a small toy animal on a
Christmas tree" for image (a).

Figure 12. FLUX-schnell [50] text to image generation using the base VLM response (left) and the response using SVP (right) as input. We
generated a single image without multiple attempts or selective filtering.

13



(a) Input image from coco2017_cap_val_lite. Image id:
000000253742. Target Captions (provided as ground truth): ["A woman
standing next to a herd of animals.", "a woman holding an umbrella at the
park", "A woman standing in the rain with an umbrella with a herd of deer
behind her.", "On a rainy day at the zoo umbrellas are frequently seen.",
"Several people holding umbrellas and standing next to deer."]

(b) Text-to-Image generation using base VLM response: "A group
of people holding umbrellas and standing in the
rain" for image (a).

(c) Text-to-Image generation using VLM w/ SVP response: "A
woman holding an umbrella stands among a group of
people and deer" for image (a).

Figure 13. FLUX-schnell [50] text to image generation using the base VLM response (left) and the response using SVP (right) as input. We
generated a single image without multiple attempts or selective filtering.
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B. SVP Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Supervision-free Vision-Language Projection (SVP)

Require: c = (ct, cv): input prompts, ct: input text, cv: input image, S: scoring function, pθ: base VLM, q: grounded
VLM, g: grounding model, I: number of outer-loop iterations, C: number of inner-loop input prompts, T : sequence length.

Ensure: i = 0 ▷ set outer− loop iterator
Ensure: θ0 ← θ ▷ set base model as initialization

while i < I do ▷ ith iteration
for c = 1 : C do ▷ inner− loop - sampling

Sample z ∼ pθi(z|c) ▷ sample ith model
g← g(z, cv) ▷ run grounding
{zg}K ∼ q(z|c,g) ▷ K posterior samples
{s}K ← S(q, pθi , {zg}K) ▷ score samples
xk ← argsort {s}K ▷ sort indexes
zkg ← zg[xk] ▷ select top k samples

end for
L(θ)← outer− loop({zkg , c}|C , pθ) ▷ loss for ith iteration
θi ← θ −∇θL(θ) ▷ adapt base model
i← i+ 1 ▷ update iteration

end while
θg ← θI
zg ∼ pθg (z|c) ▷ adapted model
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C. Extended Related Work
Improving Vision-Language Models Researchers have investigated explicit grounding in VLMs, primarily to address
hallucinations [26, 102], with less focus on developing general paradigms for improving vision-language alignment. A
common strategy involves incorporating grounding annotations into training data [73] for vision-centric VLMs [11, 113,
115, 122]. However, this annotation process is costly, time-consuming, and prone to errors. For instance, directly generating
coordinate tokens as output is sample-inefficient, requiring billions of annotations even for small VLMs to develop a
competitive detector [115]. While explicit supervision during fine-tuning can enhance alignment between visual and linguistic
representations [60, 93], these train-time methods necessitate large amounts of high-quality visual-text data and are resource-
intensive to scale with human annotations. Train-time techniques like Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback
(RLHF [20, 69]) and Direct Preference Optimization (DPO [78]), primarily used for aligning LLMs with human preferences,
can be adapted to align VLM text outputs with visual inputs [93, 104, 125]. These approaches incorporate feedback and
preferences during post-training but are limited by the need for reward signals [93], curated preference pairs [125, 127], and
AI feedback [104]. Test-time methods [102], such as Visual Contrastive Decoding [51] and Multi-Modal Mutual-Information
Decoding [26], aim to improve grounding at inference by leveraging differences between vision-conditional and unconditional
models, without altering the model architecture or training. Woodpecker [112] proposes a five-step inference procedure
to mitigate hallucination. While somewhat effective, these methods often require memory-intensive and computationally
expensive inference, as well as model-specific heuristics, which limits their generalization and usability.

Grounding in Vision-Language Models Visual grounding can be conceptualized as the dual of text-image alignment.
When viewed as a mechanism to elicit and organize information within Vision-Language Models (VLMs), it represents a form
of alignment between visual and textual modalities, encompassing both representation and generation aspects. The concept of
grounding has deep roots in cognitive sciences [4, 9, 29, 47]. In the context of computer vision, visual grounding can be seen as
an extension of the classic closed-set detection problem [16, 28, 80, 121]. Traditional object detection tasks involve regressing
bounding box coordinates and assigning class labels to regions within an input image. While leveraging curated benchmark
datasets [59] has led to rapid improvements in precision and speed, this approach has been constrained by predefined class
sets. Scaling to a larger number of classes and adapting to varying detection granularities have proven challenging [23, 33].
Visual grounding inverts this paradigm by using the set of classes as input and employing a vision-language model to assign
bounding boxes to each element in the input. This concept can be further generalized to accommodate captions, descriptions,
and various forms of textual input. Contrastive models such as GLIP [55] and GroundingDINO [63] offer flexible, generalized
detection models that enhance spatial understanding [112] and serve as foundations for a wide range of tasks. Moreover,
auto-regressive VLMs have been developed to perform grounding and referring tasks [73, 97, 113, 115], further expanding the
capabilities of these models in bridging visual and linguistic information.

Self-improvement in Vision and Language Models Self-improving autonomous learners have been a long standing goal of
the AI field [84, 85]. In the context of Vision-Language Models (VLMs), self-improvement can be conceptualized as a form of
self-play [89, 90], where the model enhances its performance through sampling and external feedback mechanisms [5]. The
advent of Large Language Models (LLMs) [1, 14] has necessitated novel approaches to self-improvement, given the challenges
in defining explicit feedback for natural language trajectories. Notably, Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback
(RLHF) [69] and Reinforcement Learning from AI Feedback (RLAIF) [6] have emerged as prominent mechanisms. These
methods score samples from the base model and select preferred outputs based on specific criteria, such as human preferences
in chat interactions. Both approaches learn preference or reward models from human or AI feedback, and these concepts
have been successfully adapted to VLMs [26, 93]. Further developments in this field include using rewards for ranking [24]
and implicitly specifying preferences through positive and negative pairs [78]. Alignment can also be achieved through
AI distillation [19, 92] and self-refinement techniques [44, 45, 94, 103]. A recent class of algorithms for self-improvement
involves iterative processes [5, 32, 117, 118] that leverage feedback to enhance downstream tasks and reasoning chains [105]
in LLMs. Moreover, feedback can be incorporated at inference time [65] and even utilize the model’s own capabilities as
evaluator [88, 110]. These methods can be seen as instantiating meta-learning algorithms. Meta-learning [27, 38, 83], often
described as learning to learn, plays a crucial role in the development of self-improving AI systems. This approach aims to
create models that can adapt quickly to new tasks by leveraging knowledge from previously learned tasks [84, 85]. In the
context of VLMs and LLMs, meta-learning techniques have been explored to enhance model adaptability and generalization
across diverse domains. For instance, few-shot in-context learning methods [3, 14, 107] demonstrate how large models can
rapidly adapt to new tasks with minimal task-specific examples.
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D. Additional Experiments
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Figure 14. Benchmark Results for Captioning, Referring, VQA, Multitasking, Hallucination control, and Object Recall for a base
VLM (LLaVA-16.7b) and the same VLM adapted using our method SVP. Higher is better for all the tasks, datasets, and metrics. The VLM
demonstrates improved performance across key tasks like image captioning, referring expression comprehension, and hallucination control
when adapted using the SVP technique. The model was adapted on 1000 COCO2014 images, using self-captioning and GroundingDINO
as feedback signals. While captioning and referring saw clear gains, multitasking and VQA remained largely stable. Notably, there was
a significant reduction in hallucinations compared to the base model. These results provide evidence that grounding as feedback can be
leveraged to elicit latent knowledge in the model and improve visual-language alignment.

D.1. Captioning

BLEU-4 BLEU-3 BLEU-2 BLEU-1 METEOR ROUGE-L CIDEr

COCO2017 - 0.31 0.41 0.54 0.68 0.26 0.54 1.09
w/ SVP 0.34 0.45 0.60 0.77 0.28 0.57 1.15

Flickr30k - 0.29 0.39 0.53 0.70 0.23 0.51 0.78
w/ SVP 0.29 0.41 0.56 0.74 0.24 0.51 0.82

NoCaps - 0.37 0.49 0.62 0.76 0.26 0.54 0.92
w/ SVP 0.39 0.52 0.67 0.82 0.28 0.57 1.01

RefCOCO - 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.09 0.06
w/ SVP 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.13 0.18

Table 6. Comparison of various evaluation metrics for image captioning models with and without the SVP technique across different
datasets in the lmms-eval-lite benchmark [123]. This table presents the performance of image captioning models on several standard
evaluation metrics, including BLEU, METEOR, ROUGE-L, and CIDEr. The models are evaluated on the COCO, Flickr30k, NoCaps, and
RefCOCO datasets, both with and without the use of SVP. The results provide a comprehensive overview of the impact of the SVP approach
on the captioning quality across different datasets and metrics.
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COCO2014_val COCO2017_val NoCaps_test Flickr30k_test
Score M R C M R C M R C M R C

LLaVA-1.6-7b - 26.14 54.25 107.65 26.00 54.12 109.32 27.03 56.98 96.08 23.63 51.61 73.17
LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (C) ∆(q, p) 28.74 56.69 111.98 28.74 56.69 114.77 29.37 59.52 104.79 25.62 53.25 75.98
LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (CVQ) ∆(q, p) 29.26 56.62 111.38 29.24 56.67 114.72 30.07 59.69 104.58 26.34 53.58 77.68

LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (C) S(q, p) 28.64 56.74 112.45 28.57 56.71 114.69 29.29 59.62 104.75 25.54 53.40 76.53
LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (CVQ) S(q, p) 29.22 56.25 109.57 29.25 56.34 113.08 30.08 59.55 104.01 26.26 53.23 76.73

LLaVA-1.6-13b - 24.67 52.03 99.39 24.72 52.23 102.04 25.44 54.93 88.13 22.21 48.78 66.68
LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (C) ∆(q, p) 25.31 54.28 104.83 25.30 54.40 107.20 26.16 57.21 93.11 22.54 50.82 67.77
LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (CVQ) ∆(q, p) 28.38 56.71 113.30 28.49 57.03 117.23 28.94 59.19 102.32 25.69 53.61 78.11

LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (C) S(q, p) 25.32 54.22 104.84 25.37 54.37 107.52 26.14 57.14 93.11 22.71 51.00 68.56
LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (CVQ) S(q, p) 28.39 56.54 112.65 28.35 56.67 116.09 28.96 59.14 101.93 25.59 53.25 77.00

Table 7. Captioning Performance for the full benchmark datasets using lmms-eval [123]. We use the full evaluation sets (around 80k
samples) instead of only considering the lite versions. See Appendix J for dataset details. ∆(q, p) represents a scoring mechanism based
on the differential between entropy. S(q, p) represents a scoring mechanism based on the log-ratio output distribution for a VLM w/ and w/o
grounding. The table compares the results of different LLaVA model configurations, with varying model sizes (7B and 13B). We consider
NoCaps, COCO2017, Flickr30k for captioning. We use METEOR (M), ROUGE-L (R), CIDEr (C) scores for captioning tasks. Higher is
better for all the metrics.

COCO2014_val COCO2017_val NoCaps_test Flickr30k_test
Score B4 B3 B2 B1 B4 B3 B2 B1 B4 B3 B2 B1 B4 B3 B2 B1

LLaVA-1.6-7b - 31.04 41.51 54.40 68.81 30.82 41.24 54.14 68.54 38.43 50.03 62.89 75.43 28.57 39.90 54.54 71.41
LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (C) ∆(q, p) 32.29 44.25 59.33 76.16 32.61 44.50 59.44 76.09 41.05 54.12 68.82 83.18 28.94 40.62 55.85 73.53
LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (CVQ) ∆(q, p) 31.69 43.50 58.46 75.52 32.01 43.72 58.53 75.53 40.88 53.78 68.49 83.42 29.22 40.71 55.63 73.27

LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (C) S(q, p) 32.75 44.76 59.86 76.71 32.82 44.74 59.78 76.54 41.15 54.17 68.77 82.93 29.59 41.38 56.68 74.36
LLaVA-1.6-7b w/ SVP (CVQ) S(q, p) 30.95 42.67 57.60 74.76 31.46 43.02 57.78 74.86 40.29 53.27 68.16 83.17 28.76 40.09 54.90 72.56

LLaVA-1.6-13b - 27.33 36.76 48.51 61.98 27.64 37.06 48.84 62.33 34.06 44.86 56.93 68.78 24.28 34.50 48.31 65.26
LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (C) ∆(q, p) 29.97 39.65 51.34 63.79 29.96 39.65 51.37 63.76 37.28 48.33 59.97 70.31 27.15 37.88 51.83 67.78
LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (CVQ) ∆(q, p) 33.65 45.40 59.99 76.45 34.28 45.90 60.43 76.71 40.77 53.66 68.09 82.25 29.91 41.92 57.53 75.55

LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (C) S(q, p) 29.97 39.78 51.67 64.45 30.25 39.97 51.83 64.56 37.54 48.61 60.40 71.12 27.60 38.64 52.60 68.83
LLaVA-1.6-13b w/ SVP (CVQ) S(q, p) 33.45 45.26 59.90 76.47 34.00 45.59 60.10 76.50 40.35 53.24 67.81 82.17 29.40 41.39 57.03 75.18

Table 8. Captioning Performance for the full benchmark datasets using lmms-eval [123]. We use the full evaluation sets (around 80k
samples) instead of only considering the lite versions. See Appendix J for dataset details. ∆(q, p) represents a scoring mechanism based
on the differential between entropy. S(q, p) represents a scoring mechanism based on the log-ratio output distribution for a VLM w/ and w/o
grounding. The table compares the results of different LLaVA model configurations, with varying model sizes (7B and 13B). We consider
NoCaps, COCO2017, Flickr30k for captioning. We use BLEU-4 (B4),BLEU-3 (B3), BLEU-2 (B2), BLEU-4 (B1) scores for captioning
tasks. Higher is better for all the metrics.

Model Size vθ tθ Feedback COCO2017 Flickr30k NoCaps TextCaps

LLaVA-1.6 13b CLIP Vicuna - 104.21 69.86 83.89 69.91
LLaVA-1.6 13b CLIP Vicuna pθ(z|c) 106.08 64.74 81.16 57.10

LLaVA-1.6 13b CLIP Vicuna q1(z|c,g) 110.19 71.44 87.09 59.09
LLaVA-1.6 13b CLIP Vicuna q1(z|c,g) w/ VQ 119.15 85.32 100.26 71.57
LLaVA-1.6 13b CLIP Vicuna q2(z|c,g) w/ VQ 123.24 82.45 99.43 66.20

Table 9. Performance of the LLaVA-1.6-13b model on various captioning datasets using the lmms-eval-lite benchmark [123]. The
table ablates the feedback mechanisms employed, such as sampling from the prior (no feedback, p(z|c)), sampling from the posterior (with
feedback, q1(z|c,g)), sampling from the posterior iteratively (with feedback and two iterations, q2(z|c,g)), and with and without visual
queries (VQ). We report the CIDEr score for each dataset, which evaluate the model’s image captioning capabilities.
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POPE (F1 score ↑)
Model Size vθ tθ adv pop random all

LLaVA [62] 7b CLIP Vicuna 72.0 75.3 80.7 76.0
LLaVA-SFT+ [93] 7b CLIP Vicuna 80.1 82.4 85.5 82.7
LLaVA-RLHF [93] 7b CLIP Vicuna 79.5 81.8 83.3 81.5
LLaVA [62] 13b CLIP Vicuna 74.4 78.2 78.8 77.1
LLaVA-SFT+ [93] 13b CLIP Vicuna 81.1 82.6 84.8 82.8
LLaVA-RLHF [93] 13b CLIP Vicuna 80.5 81.8 83.5 81.9

LLaVA-NeXT-DPO [61] 7b CLIP Qwen2 83.43 83.78 84.73 83.98
LLaVA-OV-DPO [52] 7b SigLIP Qwen2 85.12 86.24 87.37 86.24
LLaVA-HA-DPO [124] 7b CLIP Vicuna 82.54 87.89 90.25 86.90

LLaVA-1.5 [60] 13b CLIP Vicuna 84.53 86.31 87.17 86.00
LLaVA-1.5 w/ SVP 13b CLIP Vicuna 84.66 86.84 87.44 86.31

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 7b CLIP Mistral 85.43 86.87 88.05 86.73
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 7b CLIP Mistral 85.93 89.04 90.02 88.33

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 13b CLIP Vicuna 85.17 86.36 87.20 86.24
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 13b CLIP Vicuna 85.15 87.50 89.23 87.30

LLaVA-OV [52] 0.5b SigLIP Qwen2 82.28 83.19 83.89 83.12
LLaVA-OV w/ SVP 0.5b SigLIP Qwen2 83.45 84.70 85.46 84.53

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 34b CLIP Yi-2 - - - 87.7

InternVL [18] 19b IViT Vicuna - - - 87.6
InternVL-1.2 [18] 40b IViT Yi-2 - - - 88.0
InternVL-1.2+ [18] 40b IViT Yi-2 - - - 88.7

VILA-1.5 [58] 8b SigLIP LLaMA3 - - - 85.6
VILA-1.5 [58] 8b SigLIP Vicuna - - - 86.3
VILA-1.5 [58] 40b IViT Yi2 - - - 87.3
VILA-1.5-AWQ [58] 40b IViT Yi2 - - - 88.2

Table 10. Hallucination Mitigation performance on POPE benchmark. Comparison of LLaVA model variants’ F1 scores across adversarial,
popular, random, and overall splits. Results demonstrate impacts of model size, fine-tuning strategy, encoder choices, and SVP adaptation on
hallucination avoidance.

D.2. Hallucination Rate
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POPE (Acc score ↑)
Model Size Eff-Size vθ tθ adv pop random

Fine-tuning
InstructBLIP [22] 7b 7b ViT FlanT5 72.1 82.7 88.6
LLaVA-SFT+ [93] 7b 7b CLIP Vicuna 80.2 82.9 86.1
mPLUG-Owl2 [111] 8b 8b ViT LLaMA2 84.1 86.2 88.3
InstructBLIP [22] 13b 13b ViT Vicuna 74.5 81.4 88.7
LLaVA-SFT+ [93] 13b 13b CLIP Vicuna 82.3 83.9 85.2

Test-time adaptation
QwenVL w/ VCD [51] 7b 14b CLIP Vicuna 84.3 87.1 88.6
LLaVA w/ M3ID [26] 7b 14b CLIP Vicuna 65.8 69.3 76.0
Otter w/ Woodpecker [112] 7b ≥ 14b CLIP LLaMA 83.0 84.3 86.7
mPLUG-Owl w/ Woodpecker [112] 7b ≥ 14b ViT LLaMA 81.0 84.1 86.3
LLaVA w/ M3ID [26] 13b 26b CLIP Vicuna 71.3 77.0 84.3

Train-time adaptation
LLaVA-M3ID-DPO [26] 7b 7b CLIP Vicuna 68.2 73.9 81.2
LLaVA-RLHF [93] 7b 7b CLIP Vicuna 80.7 83.3 84.8
LLaVA-NeXT-DPO [78] 7b 7b CLIP Qwen2 85.2 85.6 86.6
LLaVA-OV-DPO [78] 7b 7b SigLIP Qwen2 86.3 87.5 88.7
LLaVA-HA-DPO [124] 7b 7b CLIP Vicuna 81.5 87.9 90.5
SeVa [127] 7b 7b CLIP Vicuna 83.6 87.4 89.4
LLaVA-M3ID-DPO [26] 13b 13b CLIP Vicuna 73.2 79.1 85.2
LLaVA-RLHF [93] 13b 13b CLIP Vicuna 82.3 83.9 85.2
InstructBLIP-HA-DPO [124] 13b 13b ViT Vicuna 80.7 85.8 89.8

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 7b 7b CLIP Mistral 86.4 87.9 89.2
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 7b 7b CLIP Mistral 86.2 89.6 90.6

LLaVA-1.6 [61] 13b 13b CLIP Vicuna 86.4 87.7 88.5
LLaVA-1.6 w/ SVP 13b 13b CLIP Vicuna 86.7 88.4 89.2

LLaVA-OV 0.5b 0.5b SigLIP Qwen2 84.3 85.2 86.0
LLaVA-OV w/ SVP 0.5b 0.5b SigLIP Qwen2 85.0 86.3 87.2

Table 11. Evaluating hallucination rates in different VLMs adapted with fine-tuning, train-time adaptation, and test-time adaptation. Higher
is better. Eff-Size: effective model size for multi-phase inference pipelines. Woodpecker [112] requires multiple models to process the
response.
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D.3. Referring Tasks

∆(q, p) S(q, p)
base w/o g w/ SVP (C) w/ SVP (CVQ) w/ SVP (C) w/ SVP (CVQ)

RefCOCO

bbox-test 9.53 3.57 18.99 26.96 20.74 25.52
bbox-testA 5.91 1.59 11.14 14.37 12.33 14.00
bbox-testB 12.35 6.27 25.13 36.65 27.64 34.71
bbox-val 9.93 3.95 18.84 27.01 21.07 25.76
seg-test 9.46 3.70 18.27 25.02 19.68 23.89
seg-testA 5.32 1.37 9.48 12.67 10.95 11.70
seg-testB 12.92 6.44 25.49 35.08 26.61 33.28
seg-val 9.44 4.02 18.35 25.15 19.60 23.95

RefCOCO+

bbox-testA 6.68 2.16 12.25 16.93 14.05 16.44
bbox-testB 10.98 6.21 23.31 33.02 25.46 30.98
bbox-val 9.57 3.68 18.00 26.67 20.70 25.35
seg-testA 5.98 1.86 10.74 13.97 12.30 13.56
seg-testB 11.75 6.45 23.67 31.25 24.59 29.70
seg-val 9.19 3.90 17.15 24.31 19.13 23.81

RefCOCOg

bbox-test 20.27 13.68 47.74 59.74 50.89 56.79
bbox-val 19.70 12.16 47.69 59.65 50.73 56.81
seg-test 18.76 12.90 45.23 54.39 47.51 51.18
seg-val 18.77 12.55 45.45 54.01 46.93 50.77

Table 12. Evaluation of referring expression generation on various RefCOCO, RefCOCO+, and RefCOCOg datasets using LLaVA-1.6-7b.
The experiment compares the performance of different models, including a base model, a model without visual grounding (w/o g), a model
with Visual Projections (w/ SVP (C)), and a model with SVP and Visual Query (w/ SVP (CVQ) ). The performance is measured using the
CIDEr score on bounding box (bbox) and segmentation (seg) referring task on the test and validation sets for each dataset. The results
show that SVP models significantly outperform the base and w/o g models, indicating the importance of visual grounding for referring tasks.
Notice that the adapted models do not have access to the bounding boxes during fine-tuning.
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D.4. Iteration Ablation
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Figure 15. SVP effectively boosts captioning performance and reduces hallucinations on benchmark tasks using LLaVA-1.6-7b as base
model. The second iteration of SVP adaptation leads to significant improvements compared to the initial round, underscoring the value of
this technique for enhancing visual-language model capabilities. However, the gains tend to plateau after the second iteration, suggesting
diminishing returns from further fine-tuning.
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D.5. Model Size Ablation
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Figure 16. Model size comparison using the F1 metric on the POPE dataset. SVP improves the base model and achieves better or comparable
performance with models five times larger.
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(a) LLaVA-1.5-7b.
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(b) LLaVA-1.5-13b.
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(a) LLaVA-1.6-7b.
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(b) LLaVA-1.6-13b.
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(a) LLaVA-1.6-7b iteration 1.
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(b) LLaVA-1.6-7b iteration 2.
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(c) LLaVA-1.6-7b iteration 3.

Figure 19. Distribution of groundable objects in generated caption sampling the base model pθ(z|c) and the grounded model q(z|c,g).
Models adapted with SVP generate less groundable objects and have better object recall.

D.6. Object Grounding Ablation
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D.7. Score Ablation
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(a) Top1 Ranking Correlation for entropy-based ∆(q, p) and kl-based
S(q, p) score using LLaVA-1.6-7b as base model.

(b) Empirical Distribution of sequence scores. Log-
space representation of S(q, pθ) for sequence scoring.
We see the scoring mechanism’s effectiveness to differ-
entiate between posterior samples zq (with grounding)
and prior samples zp (without grounding).

VQA Captioning Referring Multitasking Hallucinations
Model Scoring Adaptation ScienceQA VQAv2 GQA NoCaps COCO2017 Flickr30k RefCOCO-bbox MMBench MMMU POPE (F1) POPE (R)

- test val_lite lite val_lite val_lite test_lite val_lite en_dev_lite val all all

LLaVA-1.6-7b - - 78.54 76.68 75.80 92.60 109.68 78.74 6.70 80.30 34.11 86.73 79.60
LLaVA-1.6-7b ∆(q, p) SVP (C) 77.24 74.98 73.80 100.93 112.95 83.49 18.15 77.27 36.44 88.33 84.20
LLaVA-1.6-7b ∆(q, p) SVP (CVQ) 78.40 75.18 75.10 103.95 115.02 85.31 24.74 78.03 37.44 88.25 84.41

LLaVA-1.6-7b S(q, p) SVP (C) 77.08 75.28 73.28 103.13 113.46 82.57 19.11 76.51 36.44 88.14 83.30
LLaVA-1.6-7b S(q, p) SVP (CVQ) 78.07 76.04 74.00 102.46 113.73 84.46 21.95 80.30 37.33 88.55 84.46

LLaVA-1.6-13b - - 70.30 77.26 74.60 83.89 104.21 69.86 29.71 83.33 35.22 86.24 78.13
LLaVA-1.6-13b ∆(q, p) SVP (C) 74.34 76.60 74.40 87.09 111.09 71.43 28.93 81.06 36.33 87.44 81.20
LLaVA-1.6-13b ∆(q, p) SVP (CVQ) 68.49 76.26 73.20 100.26 122.03 85.32 27.20 78.03 35.66 87.68 82.53

LLaVA-1.6-13b S(q, p) SVP (C) 74.44 75.92 73.42 88.46 109.27 70.61 27.73 81.81 35.88 87.06 80.66
LLaVA-1.6-13b S(q, p) SVP (CVQ) 53.76 75.62 73.80 100.65 118.45 83.63 26.78 77.27 35.22 86.36 81.86

Table 13. Performance using different scoring mechanisms on Vision-Language Benchmarks. ∆(q, p) represents a scoring mechanism based
on the differential between entropy. S(q, p) represents a scoring mechanism based on the log ratio output distribution for a VLM w/ and w/o
grounding. The table compares the results of different LLaVA model configurations, with varying model sizes (7B and 13B), visual and text
encoders (CLIP and Mistral/Vicuna), and adaptation techniques (SVP and SVP with VQ). The results are shown across multiple datasets
for each task. We consider scienceQA, VQAv2 and GQA for vision-question answers. NoCaps, COCO2017, Flickr30k for captioning,
and RefCOCO for referring. MMBench, and MMMU for multitasking and POPE for measuring hallucinations. We use CIDEr scores for
captioning and referring, accuracy for VQA and multitasking, and F1 and Recall for hallucination tasks. Higher is better for all the metrics.
we average over three runs. In each run, we sample a random subset of C = 1000 natural images from the COCO2014 training set [59].

D.8. DPO Ablation

Model Samples SciQA VQAv2 GQA NoCaps COCO2017 Flick30k RefCOCO MMBench MMMU POPE

LLaVA-7b-OV w/ DPO ≥ 9.4k 79.25 79.68 72.80 112.51 135.32 85.27 13.60 85.60 48.66 86.21
LLaVA-7b-OV w/ SVP ≈ 2k 83.89 78.82 73.40 120.23 137.07 83.37 15.75 86.36 49.33 85.78

Table 14. Comparison between SVP and DPO [78] for LLaVA-7b-OV on the lite benchmark. DPO is an effective method to improve
alignment with human-preference and reduce hallucination. But it can reduce performance for captioning, multitasking, referring, and visual
question answering.
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E. Connection with Latent Variable Models
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Figure 21. SVP with grounded sampling and scoring. The Inner-loop is repeated K times and consists of the following steps: (i)
Sampling: We generate samples both with and without grounding. (ii) Scoring and Re-ranking: The generated samples are evaluated and
reordered based on their scores. (iii) Filtering: We select the top k samples from the re-ranked set. The loop incorporates data generation,
uses grounding as feedback, and filters for divergence. Importantly, we take a novel approach to grounding: instead of visual representation,
we convert the grounding information into text and append it to the prompt as additional context. This method projects grounding directly
into the text space, thereby simplifying the alignment between modalities.

A VLMθ can be represented as a conditional distribution:

pθ(x|c) =
∫
pθ(x|z, c)pθ(z|c) dz = Epθ(z|c) [pθ(x|z, c)] . (5)

The input conditioning information is represented by c = (cv, ct), while x denotes the model output, which could be an
answer to a question or a caption. In scenarios where our output is a classification or regression target, we can approximate the
decoding distribution pθ(x|z, c) using a deterministic function: pθ(x|z, c) = δ(x− dθ(z, c)). In this context, z represents a
latent (or visible) variable that encapsulates a detailed and comprehensive description of the visual information. It serves as
a visual projection that fully describes the objects and relationships present in the visual input through output text. Given
that VLMs are typically constructed using discrete tokens, we can assume the latent information follows a categorical or
multinomial distribution. This allows us to rewrite our formulation as follows:

pθ(x|c) =
∑
z

pθ(x|z, c)pθ(z|c). (6)

Our primary objective is to develop a better prior pθ(z|c) that more effectively captures visual information. This approach
aims to eliminate the need for collecting an expensive and error-prone dataset of grounded and optimized captions. By doing
so, we can enhance the model’s ability to understand and represent visual content without relying on manual annotation
processes.

MAP Estimation A simple approach is to leverage additional conditional information leveraging grounding. This strategy
involves incorporating context to enhance the model’s understanding of visual content. Specifically, we might consider the
following forms of conditional information:
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pθ(x|c,g) =
∫
pθ(x|z, c)pψ(z|c,g) dz (7)

where g = g(cv, zθ), which represents the output of a grounding model g. This model serves to provide crucial feedback,
taking as input the visual information cv and samples from the prior model zθ. We can then approximate this model using a
Maximum a Posteriori (MAP [10]) estimator. This leads us to a formulation that can be expressed as:∫

pθ(x|z, c)pψ(z|c, g(cv, zθ))dz ≈ pθ(x|zψ(c, g(cv, zθ)), c). (8)

This approach, inspired by meta-learning [31], is in principle feasible. Following our notation in Fig. 2, ψ and zψ(c, g(cv, zθ))
represent the inner-loop, while θ and pθ(x|zψ(c, g(cv, zθ)), c) correspond to the outer-loop. However, this straightforward
approach has a significant drawback - it necessitates reliance on the grounding model at inference time. Ideally, grounding
should only be utilized in the inner-loop to generate improved prior samples z. The VLM should indirectly acquire such
information through the outer-loop, subsequently generalizing to a wide range of tasks without explicitly requiring grounding
information after adaptation.

Rethinking Posterior Inference We can follow an alternative approach to enhance the model’s output through grounding.
We can define a posterior distribution q(z|c,g), where g represents external feedback. This feedback could be provided by a
pre-trained, computationally efficient grounding model denoted as g(cv, z). By incorporating posterior inference, we can
formulate a variational lower bound [43, 49] as follows:

Eq(z|c,g) [log pθ(x, z|c)− log q(z|c,g)] . (9)

This bound formulation, while challenging to train for a VLM, is easy to evaluate. This intuition suggests the following
algorithm: for a given input c, we first run the posterior distribution q with grounding feedback to generate logits for each
element v in the vocabulary V and each generated token t in the sequence T . We then run the base model to perform the same
computations, obtaining the prior distribution pθ. This approach allows us to incorporate grounding feedback indirectly into
the model, potentially leading to more contextually appropriate and visually grounded outputs. By comparing the posterior
distribution (informed by the grounding model) with the prior distribution (the base model), we can create a bridge between
the visual input, the language model, and the external grounding information, better aligning visual and language modalities
without requiring feedback at inference time.

Divergence-based Scoring To estimate the impact of the grounding feedback, we can utilize the log-ratio between the
posterior and prior distributions, weighted by the posterior. This approach can be formalized as follows:

D[q, p] ∝
∑
t

∑
v

qv,t(z|c,g)
[
log qv,t(z|c,g)− log pθv,t(z|c)

]
. (10)

Using this formulation, we can build the following score:

S[q, p] =
∑
t

γt
∑
v

wv,t
[
log qv,t(z|c,g)− log pθv,t(z|c)

]
=

∑
t

γt
∑
v

Sv,t[q, p], (11)

where
Sv,t[q, p] = wv,t

[
log qv,t(z|c,g)− log pθv,t(z|c)

]
. (12)

We can also define a normalized version:

S[q, p, zt] =

∑
t γt Sv,t[q, p]|zt∑
t γt

∑
v Sv,t[q, p]

=

∑
t γt Sv,t[q, p]|zt

S[q, p]
. (13)

The impact of grounding feedback can be modulated using a factor γt ∈ [0, 1], which accounts for both the sequence length
and the distance of a text token from the last visual token. In this formulation, zv̄,t = zt represents the visual projection at step
t of the generated sequence for element v̄ in the vocabulary. We collect pairs (z, c) where the divergence between the posterior
and prior distributions exceeds a certain threshold. These pairs are then used to fine-tune the base model. The underlying
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principle is that significant differences between q and p are likely caused by the grounding conditioning g. Small values of
S[q, p] indicate token trajectories that the base model p already comprehends well, thus providing little additional information.
Conversely, large values of S[q, p] represent trajectories that surprise the base model across the vocabulary. These instances of
surprise potentially offer valuable feedback and additional information to enhance the visual projection. This approach allows
us to selectively fine-tune our model on the most informative examples, potentially leading to more efficient learning and
better integration of visual and textual information. By focusing on areas where the grounding model significantly influences
predictions, we can enhance the model’s ability to generate visually coherent and contextually appropriate text.

Adaptation Finally, we can adapt the base model pθ on the collected trajectories using:

zG ∼ q(z|c,g) Eq(x) q(zG) log pθ(x, zG |c) (14)

In this context, x, the output variable, could represent an answer to a question. More broadly, we can consider x as a
continuation generated from z, such as additional reasoning or more detailed information. Given our objective of developing a
model capable of generalizing to various tasks, we treat x as a generic continuation. This continuation could be deterministic,
or in the boundary case where x = I(z), we can directly consider z as observable.

Visual Projection Decoding

  Oval and rhomboid.
  The rhomboid is below.
  The oval is on the right.

Visual Projection Decoding

  Oval and rhomboid.
  The rhomboid is above.
  The oval is on the left.

Figure 22. Inference with Vision-Language Models. Top) Standard inference. Bottom) Adapted inference with SVP.

Grounding as Vision-Language Alignment Visual grounding can be conceptualized as the dual of text-image alignment.
When viewed as a mechanism to extract and structure information within a VLM, grounding essentially functions as a form
of alignment between visual and textual modalities. This alignment is a critical component in both LLMs and VLMs, with
the primary objective being to develop a unified representational space that facilitates effective cross-modal interaction and
reasoning. The modality alignment process is often multi-faceted, encompassing pre-training on extensive datasets, fine-tuning
for specific tasks, and the application of techniques like preference tuning and contrastive learning. These methods aim to
encourage the model to learn meaningful correspondences across modalities. Modality alignment is the key to unlocking the
full potential of VLMs in tasks that require integration of visual and textual information. By establishing a robust alignment
between these modalities, VLMs can more effectively process, understand, and generate responses that coherently combine
visual and linguistic elements, thereby enhancing their performance across a wide range of applications.
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F. Prompting

System Prompt - Sampling

You are an AI visual-language assistant that can analyze images and helps writing detailed descriptions of images.
<instruction>
Describe the scene and the objects in the image in details. Describe the object attributes and positions. Output only the
descriptions of objects that are in the image. Use separate sentence for each object.
Include details like object counts, position of the objects, relative position between the objects.
Start your description with "In the image, ".
</instruction>

System Prompt - Grounded Sampling

You are an AI visual-language assistant that can analyze images and helps writing detailed descriptions of images.
In addition, specific objects and object locations within the image are given, along with detailed coordinates inside
<context></context>. These coordinates are in the form of bounding boxes, represented as (x1, y1, x2,
y2) with floating numbers ranging from 0 to 1. These values correspond to the top left x, top left y, bottom right x,
and bottom right y.
<instruction>
Using the provided objects and bounding boxes inside <context></context>, describe the image.
Describe the scene and the objects in the image in details. Describe the object attributes and positions. Output only the
descriptions of objects that are in the image. Use separate sentence for each object.
Include details like object counts, position of the objects, relative position between the objects.
Do not mention the bounding box coordinates. Utilize this data to explain the scene using natural language.
Start your description with "In the image, ".
</instruction>

Base Prompt

Please generate a detailed and comprehensive description for the content of this image. Be precise.

Grounded Prompt

<context>
{grounding}
</context>
Please generate a detailed and comprehensive description for the content of this image. Be precise.
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G. Connection with iterative Improvement in LLMs
G.1. Self-Taught Reasoner

Our method is inspired by recent advances in self-improvement in language modelling [24, 32, 117], where the focus has
been in improving chain-of-though reasoning leveraging feedback. The Self-Taught Reasoner (STaR [117]) uses ground truth
labels and rationalization as feedback [117] and fine-tunes the model on reasoning steps that generate the correct answer [36].
In Fig. 23 we provide a comparison between SVP and rationalization in STaR, where the model tries to find the correct
reasoning path given external feedback in the form or a ground truth response.

P: Where do you put your grapes
just before checking out?
Answer Choices:
(a) mouth
(b) grocery cart
(c) super market
(d) fruit basket
(e) fruit market
C: grocery cart (CORRECT)
R: The answer should be the place
where grocery items are placed
before checking out.
Grocery cart makes the most
sense for holding grocery items.

(a) Rationalization in STaR. We sample from q(z|c,y), where y is
the ground truth label provided as context C. The response z is then
leveraged to build p(y|c, z) or a deterministic decoding d(c, z).

P: <IMAGE> Please describe
the content of this image.
C:
lamp [0.33,0.47,0.16,0.23],
laptop [0.48,0.54,0.16,0.09],
desk [0.49,0.75,0.61,0.33],
plant [0.36,0.56,0.04,0.06],
frame [0.64,0.22,0.24,0.24],
basket [0.80,0.80,0.15,0.15].
R: The image depicts a modern
work setup. On the wall,
there is a framed artwork.
Below the frame, there is a desk.
On the desk, there is a laptop.

(b) Grounded sampling in SVP. We sample from q(z|c,g), where g is
the grounding information provided as context C. The response z is
then leveraged to build p(x|c, z) or a deterministic decoding d(c, z).

Figure 23. Comparison between rationalization in STaR [117] and posterior sampling in SVP.

G.2. Connections with RLHF and DPO

In this subsection we briefly show how recent methods for aligning and improving language models [78, 128] can be re-written
using our notation.

oval

rhomboid

Visual Projection w/ Feedback Decoding

        - The image shows an oval and a rhomboid. 
- The rhomboid is above the oval. 
- The oval is to the left of the rhomboid.

Caption/Detailed Reasoning

Figure 24. Grounded Visual Projection. These samples can be used as positive.

Reinforcement Learning with Preference Feedback Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF [20, 128]) is
an algorithm that combines Reinforcement Learning (RL) with human preferences. Often implemented using Proximal Policy
Optimization (PPO [86]), RLHF aims to align AI models with human values. At its core, RLHF involves two key components:
(i) a reward model sϕ, which encodes a set of predefined preferences, typically derived from human labelling [13, 20]. (ii) A
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rhomboid

Visual Projection w/o Feedback Decoding

        - The image shows only an oval. 

Caption/Detailed Reasoning

Figure 25. "Ungrounded" Visual Projection. These samples can be used as negative.

policy model qϕ, which is iteratively improved based on the feedback from the reward model, enhancing the capabilities of the
initial base model pθ.

FRL = Eqϕ(z|c,g)
[
sψ̄(zϕ, c,g)− γ log

qϕ(z|c,g)
pθ(z|c)

]
(15)

While traditional RL algorithms like REINFORCE [106] can be unstable, PPO addresses this issue by introducing a proximity
constraint. This constraint penalizes significant deviations of the improved model qϕ from the base model pθ, measured using
a KL divergence. The RLHF process involves several steps: (i) Generating samples z from the current policy model qϕ.
(ii) Evaluating these samples using the reward model sψ̄. (iii) Updating the policy model, maximizing the reward while
considering the regularization term involving pθ. This iterative process, while effective, is computationally intensive, requiring
substantial memory and sampling resources. Despite these challenges, RLHF has proven to be a powerful method for aligning
AI systems with human preferences, leading to significant improvements in chat applications of language models.

Direct Preference Optimization Direct Preference Optimization (DPO [78]) offers a novel approach to language model
fine-tuning that eschews sampling techniques, presenting several advantages over RLHF methods. DPO simplifies the process
by (i) eliminating the need for an explicit reward or scoring model, instead (ii) relying on a set of labelled positive and
negative examples, and (iii) achieving greater stability and efficiency in the fine-tuning process. DPO utilizes the log-ratio
between the policy model qϕ and the base model pθ to define an implicit reward sψ, constructed using positive and negative
samples.

FDPO = Eqϕ(z|c,g) log σ
[
γ

(
log

qϕ(z|c,g+)

pθ(z|c)
− log

qϕ(z|c,g−)

pθ(z|c)

)]
(16)

This implicit reward serves as feedback to enhance the model qϕ, effectively improving upon the base model pθ. Unlike RLHF,
which requires online sampling from the model, DPO allows for the use of standard cross-entropy loss for classification to
optimize the parameters ϕ. By leveraging paired samples and avoiding expensive sampling strategies, DPO offers a simpler and
potentially more robust method for aligning language models with human preferences. See [41] for an extensive comparison
between DPO and RLHF.
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H. Visualizations

t: 0, q: 415, p: 560 t: 1, q: 3469, p: 272 t: 2, q: 4286, p: 3469 t: 3, q: 1238, p: 28725 t: 4, q: 264, p: 264 t: 5, q: 10616, p: 2518 t: 6, q: 6337, p: 1321 t: 7, q: 438, p: 380 t: 8, q: 264, p: 3516 t: 9, q: 1321, p: 263

t: 10, q: 380, p: 349 t: 11, q: 4890, p: 272 t: 12, q: 28723, p: 2191 t: 13, q: 415, p: 3817 t: 14, q: 2191, p: 28725 t: 15, q: 3232, p: 13382 t: 16, q: 349, p: 297 t: 17, q: 264, p: 272 t: 18, q: 2518, p: 25165 t: 19, q: 1321, p: 302

t: 20, q: 380, p: 264 t: 21, q: 3516, p: 10777 t: 22, q: 263, p: 356 t: 23, q: 28725, p: 264 t: 24, q: 12452, p: 12230 t: 25, q: 297, p: 1321 t: 26, q: 264, p: 380 t: 27, q: 4216, p: 21387 t: 28, q: 1973, p: 21246 t: 29, q: 11480, p: 28723

t: 30, q: 28725, p: 415 t: 31, q: 10346, p: 1321 t: 32, q: 3071, p: 380 t: 33, q: 14557, p: 3516 t: 34, q: 264, p: 263 t: 35, q: 2687, p: 28725 t: 36, q: 1321, p: 12452 t: 37, q: 380, p: 297 t: 38, q: 3516, p: 264 t: 39, q: 28723, p: 4216

t: 40, q: 415, p: 1973 t: 41, q: 1321, p: 11480 t: 42, q: 380, p: 304 t: 43, q: 3516, p: 264 t: 44, q: 263, p: 2687 t: 45, q: 349, p: 26371 t: 46, q: 297, p: 28725 t: 47, q: 272, p: 349 t: 48, q: 25165, p: 10346 t: 49, q: 302, p: 3071

t: 50, q: 13801, p: 4549 t: 51, q: 264, p: 7161 t: 52, q: 10777, p: 356 t: 53, q: 28725, p: 264 t: 54, q: 395, p: 2687 t: 55, q: 652, p: 1321 t: 56, q: 5574, p: 380 t: 57, q: 575, p: 3516 t: 58, q: 27757, p: 395 t: 59, q: 1572, p: 3075

t: 60, q: 354, p: 19876 t: 61, q: 7873, p: 28723 t: 62, q: 28723, p: 415 t: 63, q: 415, p: 1321 t: 64, q: 1321, p: 380 t: 65, q: 380, p: 3516 t: 66, q: 3516, p: 263 t: 67, q: 263, p: 28742 t: 68, q: 349, p: 28713 t: 69, q: 28184, p: 5574

t: 70, q: 297, p: 460 t: 71, q: 272, p: 575 t: 72, q: 4982, p: 27757 t: 73, q: 302, p: 1572 t: 74, q: 272, p: 28725 t: 75, q: 3469, p: 264 t: 76, q: 28725, p: 3269 t: 77, q: 10916, p: 297 t: 78, q: 272, p: 7873 t: 79, q: 2204, p: 304

t: 80, q: 263, p: 2602 t: 81, q: 28742, p: 28723 t: 82, q: 28713, p: 13 t: 83, q: 4501, p: 13 t: 84, q: 28723, p: 1014 t: 85, q: 13, p: 1321 t: 86, q: 13, p: 380 t: 87, q: 1014, p: 21387 t: 88, q: 1321, p: 3837 t: 89, q: 380, p: 349

t: 90, q: 3516, p: 264 t: 91, q: 263, p: 2475 t: 92, q: 349, p: 28725 t: 93, q: 459, p: 12230 t: 94, q: 4411, p: 4693 t: 95, q: 297, p: 395 t: 96, q: 272, p: 264 t: 97, q: 4890, p: 1191 t: 98, q: 28723, p: 1800 t: 99, q: 560, p: 21246

t: 100, q: 272, p: 28723 t: 101, q: 5414, p: 415 t: 102, q: 28725, p: 21246 t: 103, q: 736, p: 28742 t: 104, q: 460, p: 28713 t: 105, q: 2856, p: 5439 t: 106, q: 8300, p: 4370 t: 107, q: 23643, p: 10090 t: 108, q: 28725, p: 302 t: 109, q: 8833, p: 938

t: 110, q: 298, p: 28725 t: 111, q: 272, p: 395 t: 112, q: 12270, p: 1741 t: 113, q: 1601, p: 1439 t: 114, q: 302, p: 6507 t: 115, q: 272, p: 304 t: 116, q: 5587, p: 26961 t: 117, q: 28723, p: 302 t: 118, q: 415, p: 15040 t: 119, q: 8300, p: 20995

t: 120, q: 460, p: 2673 t: 121, q: 20995, p: 378 t: 122, q: 1401, p: 28723 t: 123, q: 272, p: 415 t: 124, q: 4890, p: 1321 t: 125, q: 28725, p: 380 t: 126, q: 741, p: 21387 t: 127, q: 7887, p: 349 t: 128, q: 298, p: 22725 t: 129, q: 272, p: 297

t: 130, q: 7555, p: 264 t: 131, q: 304, p: 4890 t: 132, q: 2663, p: 28733 t: 133, q: 3629, p: 4091 t: 134, q: 1753, p: 5587 t: 135, q: 28723, p: 28725 t: 136, q: 13, p: 395 t: 137, q: 13, p: 305 t: 138, q: 1014, p: 1426 t: 139, q: 1321, p: 5344

t: 140, q: 380, p: 10109 t: 141, q: 4890, p: 9141 t: 142, q: 3837, p: 297 t: 143, q: 349, p: 272 t: 144, q: 264, p: 5414 t: 145, q: 12230, p: 28723 t: 146, q: 4693, p: 13 t: 147, q: 28725, p: 13 t: 148, q: 7501, p: 657 t: 149, q: 264, p: 272

t: 150, q: 7898, p: 5328 t: 151, q: 5439, p: 28725 t: 152, q: 354, p: 5298 t: 153, q: 272, p: 272 t: 154, q: 1321, p: 1321 t: 155, q: 380, p: 380 t: 156, q: 3516, p: 21387 t: 157, q: 263, p: 28725 t: 158, q: 28742, p: 736 t: 159, q: 28713, p: 28742

t: 160, q: 25556, p: 28713 t: 161, q: 28723, p: 264 t: 162, q: 415, p: 12128 t: 163, q: 4890, p: 2055 t: 164, q: 349, p: 6774 t: 165, q: 14161, p: 395 t: 166, q: 486, p: 4118 t: 167, q: 264, p: 8300 t: 168, q: 10109, p: 28723 t: 169, q: 28724, p: 415

t: 170, q: 2698, p: 8300 t: 171, q: 28725, p: 460 t: 172, q: 7501, p: 23643 t: 173, q: 264, p: 295 t: 174, q: 4229, p: 2366 t: 175, q: 9349, p: 941 t: 176, q: 298, p: 488 t: 177, q: 272, p: 346 t: 178, q: 12230, p: 28725 t: 179, q: 28723, p: 20223

t: 180, q: 13, p: 264 t: 181, q: 13, p: 13316 t: 182, q: 2675, p: 28725 t: 183, q: 455, p: 798 t: 184, q: 28725, p: 5587 t: 185, q: 272, p: 28723 t: 186, q: 3469, p: 415 t: 187, q: 4286, p: 7544 t: 188, q: 1238, p: 6337 t: 189, q: 264, p: 349

t: 190, q: 2470, p: 10616 t: 191, q: 302, p: 304 t: 192, q: 2992, p: 2173 t: 193, q: 304, p: 302 t: 194, q: 10346, p: 3408 t: 195, q: 28725, p: 28725 t: 196, q: 808, p: 4286 t: 197, q: 1835, p: 1378 t: 198, q: 272, p: 264 t: 199, q: 852, p: 2470

diff_qp
diff_qp_w

Figure 26. Conditional log-difference w/ and w/o weighting for q and p over the vocabulary V for T tokens in a generated sequence.
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Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there are four pizzas in an oven. The oven is filled with racks, each
holding a pizza. The pizzas are of different types, with various toppings visible. The
oven is illuminated, casting a warm glow on the pizzas. The pizzas are arranged in
two rows, with two pizzas in each row. The pizzas are cooking, as indicated by their
position in the oven. The oven is a standard kitchen appliance, with a door that is open
to reveal the pizzas inside. The pizzas are the main focus of the image, with their colors
and textures contrasting against the dark interior of the oven. The image captures a
moment of culinary preparation, with the pizzas in various stages of cooking.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, there is a well-lit oven with a black interior. Inside the oven, there are
three pizzas on the top rack and two pizzas on the bottom rack. On the top rack, the
first pizza is on the left side of the oven. It has a golden brown crust and is topped with
green peppers and mushrooms. The second pizza is on the right side of the oven. It
also has a golden brown crust and is topped with green peppers and black olives. On
the bottom rack, the first pizza is on the left side of the oven. It has a golden brown
crust and is topped with mushrooms. The second pizza is on the right side of the oven.
The light inside the oven illuminates the pizzas, highlighting their toppings and crusts.
The pizzas appear to be freshly baked, as their crusts are golden brown and their
toppings are evenly distributed. The overall scene suggests a home or restaurant
kitchen where pizzas are being prepared.

Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there is a large clock mounted on a building. The clock face is white
with black numbers and hands. The building itself is adorned with intricate carvings
and statues. There are three statues visible in the image. One statue is of a woman
holding a shield, another is of a man holding a spear, and the third is of a man holding
a scroll. The carvings and statues are detailed and appear to be made of stone. The
building has a gray roof, and the clock is positioned in the center of the image. The
statues are positioned on either side of the clock, with the woman on the left, the man
with the spear in the middle, and the man with the scroll on the right. The overall scene
is a blend of architectural and artistic elements.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, there is a grand clock tower that is ornate and intricate. The tower is
made of stone and is topped with a statue of a woman holding a sword. This statue
is located at the top of the tower, near the center. The tower also features a large
clock face on the front, which is situated below the statue. The clock face is white
with black numbers and hands. Below the clock face, there are two smaller statues of
people. These statues are positioned on either side of the clock face, with the one on
the left being slightly larger than the one on the right. The tower is set against a gray
brick background, which contrasts with the white stone of the tower. The overall scene
suggests a sense of grandeur and history.

I. Qualitative Examples
Here we provide additional visualizations and examples to illustrate our method. The images used for captioning and visual
queries were selected from the COCO2014 training set [59], while referring examples were sourced from the RefCOCO
dataset [46], specifically the val_lite set [123]. The examples are presented with minimal post-processing, limited to
the removal of special characters and correction of obvious grammatical errors. Both models were prompted using the
protocols outlined in Appendix F. All hyper-parameters remained consistent across both models. The examples compare
output of LLaVA-1.6 models sampling from the base model (w/o SVP) and sampling from the adapted model (w/ SVP). These
comparisons provide qualitative insights into the performance differences between the base and adapted models.

I.1. Captioning Tasks
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Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there are three objects: a pink frisbee, a pair of red sneakers, and a
beer bottle. The pink frisbee is located in the foreground, with its star-shaped design
prominently displayed. The red sneakers are positioned in the background, with one
shoe slightly in front of the other. The beer bottle is also in the background, standing
upright and slightly to the right of the sneakers. The objects are arranged in a way
that suggests a casual, outdoor setting, possibly a park or a beach. The frisbee and
sneakers are the main focus of the image, while the beer bottle adds a touch of leisure
to the scene.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, there is a casual outdoor setting with a pair of red and white Adidas
shoes. The shoes are placed on a grassy area, with one shoe closer to the camera
and the other slightly behind it. The Adidas logo is prominently displayed on both pairs
of shoes. A pink frisbee with a blue star design is also present in the scene. It is
positioned in the foreground, with the shoes in the background. The frisbee appears to
be resting on the grass, and its bright color stands out against the natural backdrop.The
overall scene suggests a leisurely outdoor activity, possibly a game of frisbee, with the
Adidas shoes indicating a sporty or active lifestyle. The grassy area and the casual
arrangement of the shoes and frisbee give the image a relaxed and informal vibe.

Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there is a large yellow bus parked on the side of a street. The bus is
positioned on the right side of the image and is the most prominent object in the scene.
It is a double-decker bus, which is characterized by its two levels of seating. The bus is
parked next to a sidewalk, which is visible on the right side of the image. There are
several people in the image, some of whom are standing near the bus. One person is
standing on the sidewalk, while others are standing on the street. There is also a car
parked on the left side of the image, which is partially visible. The bus is parked in front
of a building, which is located on the left side of the image. The building is partially
visible, with only the top part of it visible in the image. The bus is also parked near a
tree, which is located on the left side of the image. The tree is partially visible, with
only the top part of it visible in the image. The overall scene suggests a typical day in
a city, with people going about their daily routines and public transportation being a
common sight.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, a large yellow bus dominates the scene, traveling down a city street.
The bus is vibrant and appears to be in motion, heading towards the right side of the
frame. Its size and bright color make it the main focus of the image. In the background,
another bus can be seen, albeit much smaller and less prominent. It’s positioned on
the left side of the image, providing a sense of depth and perspective to the scene.
On the right side of the image, there’s a large advertisement. It’s not clear what the
advertisement is for, but its size and placement suggest it’s a significant feature of
the urban landscape. The setting appears to be a typical city street. Trees can be
seen in the background, adding a touch of nature to the urban environment. There
are also several people scattered throughout the image, going about their day, which
contributes to the everyday, relaxed atmosphere of the scene. The overall composition
of the image suggests a bustling city life, with public transportation playing a significant
role. The buses, people, and advertisement all come together to paint a picture of a
vibrant, active cityscape.

34



Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there are three horses standing in a dirt enclosure. The horse on the left
is brown with a white blaze on its face. It is standing with its head turned to the side,
looking towards the camera. The horse in the middle is white with a brown spot on
its head. It is standing with its head turned to the side, looking towards the camera.
The horse on the right is brown with a white blaze on its face. It is standing with its
head turned to the side, looking towards the camera. The enclosure is made of metal
fencing and there is a mountain visible in the background.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, there are three horses standing in a dirt enclosure. The horse on the left
is brown with a white stripe running down its nose. Its head is slightly turned to the left.
The horse in the middle is white and stands with its head facing forward. The horse on
the right is black and its head is turned to the right. The three horses are standing next
to each other, separated by a metal fence. In the background, there is a clear blue sky
and a mountain range. The overall scene is a serene outdoor setting.

Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there is a young boy standing on the shore of a body of water. The boy
is wearing a striped shirt and has blonde hair. He is looking out towards the water,
which is calm and reflects the light. In the distance, there is a boat on the water, and
the horizon is visible. The boy is standing in front of a tree with green leaves, which is
located on the shore. The overall scene suggests a peaceful day by the water.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, a young boy is standing by a body of water. He is wearing a black striped
shirt. His back is turned to the camera, and he is looking out at the water. The boy
appears to be standing on a grassy area near the water’s edge. The water in the image
is calm and appears to be a lake or a large river. It is a clear day, and the sky is visible
in the background. There are no other people or objects in the image. The boy is the
only person present. The relative position of the boy to the water is such that he is
standing on the right side of the image. He is standing closer to the foreground than
the water, which is further back in the image. The boy is also standing to the right of
the water.
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Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there is a bathroom setting. The main object is a white toilet, which
is positioned in the lower right corner of the image. The toilet is situated on a beige
tiled floor. Above the toilet, there is a metal rack mounted on the wall. The rack holds
a single magazine, which is titled "Architectural Digest". The magazine is displayed
prominently on the rack, indicating that it is the main focus of the rack’s purpose. The
overall scene suggests a well-organized and aesthetically pleasing bathroom space,
with the magazine rack providing a functional and decorative element. The white toilet
contrasts with the beige tiles, creating a clean and modern look. The magazine on the
rack adds a touch of sophistication and suggests an interest in architecture or design.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, there is a bathroom setting with a white toilet located towards the right side
of the frame. Above the toilet, there is a magazine rack mounted on the wall. The rack
holds two magazines, one titled "ARCHITECTURAL DIGEST" and the other "EXOTIC
HOMES". The "ARCHITECTURAL DIGEST" magazine is positioned slightly higher
than the "EXOTIC HOMES" magazine, and both are centrally located within the rack.
The "EXOTIC HOMES" magazine is situated directly below the "ARCHITECTURAL
DIGEST" magazine. The bathroom walls are beige, and the overall scene suggests a
quiet and relaxed atmosphere.

Instruction: Describe the content of this image as detailed as possible.

VLM response w/o SVP:
In the image, there are three giraffes standing in a field. The giraffe on the left is
bending its neck down towards the ground, possibly to reach for food or water. The
giraffe in the middle is standing upright, with its neck extended upwards. The giraffe
on the right is also standing upright, but its neck is bent down towards the ground.
All three giraffes are facing the same direction, suggesting they might be looking at
something in the distance. The field they are standing in appears to be dry and dusty,
with no visible vegetation. There are no other objects or animals in the image.

VLM response w/ SVP:
In the image, there are three giraffes standing in a field. The giraffes are tall and
majestic, with their long necks reaching upwards. The giraffe on the left is slightly
bending its neck, possibly to reach for something. The giraffe in the middle is standing
upright, and the giraffe on the right is also bending its neck. In the center of the image,
there is a tall pole. The pole has a feeder attached to it, which is likely providing food
for the giraffes. The pole is surrounded by the field, which appears to be dry and brown.
The giraffes are spread out across the image, with the giraffe on the left being closer
to the pole than the other two. The giraffe on the right is the furthest away from the
pole. The giraffes are the main focus of the image, with their long necks and distinctive
patterns standing out against the backdrop of the field.
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Instruction: Provide a short description for this region.

VLM response w/o SVP:
The image shows a man sitting in the foreground, looking to the side with a serious
expression. Behind him, there is another man standing on a boat, gesturing with his
hands. The boat has a lifebuoy with the word "UNDER" on it, and the man standing is
wearing a white cap and sunglasses. The background features a clear blue sky and
calm water, with a few boats visible in the distance. The overall setting suggests a
leisurely day out on the water.

VLM response w/ SVP:
A man wearing a white hat and sunglasses.

Instruction: Provide a short description for this region.

VLM response w/o SVP:
The image shows a bag of donuts with the brand name "NATAS" printed on it. The
donuts are visible through the clear plastic packaging, and there are three donuts in
total. The donuts appear to be of a similar type, possibly a ring donut, and they are
placed on a white surface. The background is blurred, but there is a hint of a beige or
light brown object to the right of the bag. The text on the bag is in Japanese, and the
donuts have a hole in the center, which is typical for ring donuts.

VLM response w/ SVP:
A donut in a bag.

I.2. Referring Tasks
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Instruction: Provide a short description for this region.

VLM response w/o SVP:
The image shows a person holding a mug with a flamingo design. The mug features
two flamingos, one pink and one white, surrounded by green foliage and blue flowers.
The design is colorful and playful, with the flamingos depicted in a stylized manner.
The mug has a white handle and is placed in front of a computer keyboard, suggesting
that the person might be using the computer while enjoying their drink. The background
is blurred, but it appears to be an indoor setting with a desk or table.

VLM response w/ SVP:
A white coffee mug with a flamingo design.

Instruction: Provide a short description for this region.

VLM response w/o SVP:
The image is a black and white photograph capturing a moment on a tennis court.
In the foreground, there are two men standing on the court. The man on the left is
holding a tennis racket and appears to be speaking into a microphone, suggesting he
might be a commentator or announcer. He is wearing a white shirt and shorts, which is
typical attire for a tennis player or official. The man on the right is seated on the edge
of the court, holding a tennis racket and smiling, possibly a player or a coach. He is
wearing a white shirt and black shorts. In the background, there is a fence separating
the court from the spectator area, and beyond the fence, there are trees and buildings,
indicating that the court is part of a larger sports complex or club. The sky is clear,
suggesting it might be a sunny day. The image has a vintage or retro feel due to the
black and white filter and the style of the clothing and the court’s design. The text "THE
FIRST ANNUAL WEST SIDE TENNIS CLUB" and "EVIAN RACQUET CUP 2012" are
visible, indicating that this is an event sponsored by Evian, a brand known for its water
products. The date "AUG 12" is also visible, which is likely the date of the event.The
overall atmosphere of the image is casual and relaxed, with the focus on the tennis
court and the people involved in the event.

VLM response w/ SVP:
A man holding a tennis racket.
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Instruction: Provide a short description for this region.

VLM response w/o SVP:
The pizza is in a box.

VLM response w/ SVP:
A slice of pizza.

Instruction: Provide a short description for this region.

VLM response w/o SVP:
This is a photo of a man riding a motorcycle with a dog sitting on the back. The man is
wearing a black helmet and a black vest, and the dog appears to be a golden retriever.
The man is also wearing a black tank top and blue jeans. The motorcycle is black and
has a large engine. The setting appears to be an outdoor event or gathering, as there
are other motorcycles parked in the background and a yellow police tape is visible in
the foreground. The man is taking a photo of the scene with his cell phone.

VLM response w/ SVP:
A man taking a picture of a dog sitting on a motorcycle.
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Instruction: What activity could potentially be enjoyed near the area shown in the
image?

VLM response:
The image shows a wooden bench situated near a body of water, possibly a lake or
a river. Given the serene and peaceful setting, one could potentially enjoy various
activities such as: Sitting on the bench to relax, read a book, or simply enjoy the view
of the water and the surrounding landscape. Taking a leisurely walk or jog along the
water’s edge, enjoying the tranquility and the natural beauty of the area. Engaging
in photography, capturing the picturesque scenery and the reflections on the water’s
surface. Bird watching, as the area might be home to various bird species. Fishing,
if the water body is a lake or a river with fish populations. Picnicking with friends or
family, enjoying a meal outdoors in the fresh air and the calming presence of the water.
These activities are suitable for the setting depicted in the image, offering a chance to
unwind and connect with nature.

Instruction: What are some factors contributing to the difficulty of this activity?

VLM response:
The image shows a person skiing on a steep, snow-covered slope. The difficulty of
this activity can be attributed to several factors: Terrain: The steepness of the slope
increases the challenge of maintaining balance and control while skiing. Steeper
slopes require more advanced skiing techniques and greater physical strength. Snow
Conditions: The type of snow can greatly affect the difficulty of skiing. In the image, the
snow appears to be well-packed, which can make it harder to carve turns and maintain
speed. Visibility: The image shows a cloudy day, which can reduce visibility and make it
more difficult to navigate the slope. Equipment: The skier is wearing a backpack, which
can add extra weight and affect balance and maneuverability. Weather: The cloudy
day suggests that the weather conditions might be challenging, with the possibility of
poor visibility, cold temperatures, or even snowfall. Skill Level: The skier’s skill level
plays a significant role in the difficulty of the activity. More advanced skiers are better
equipped to handle steep slopes and challenging

I.3. Visual Queries
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J. Details
J.1. Datasets

Dataset Task Split N

Sampling
COCO2014 [59] VP train 100:10000

Evaluation
ScienceQA [81] VQA test 4241
VQAv2 [30] VQA val_lite 500
GQA [40] VQA lite 500

COCO2017 [59] Captioning val_lite 500
Flickr30k [75] Captioning test_lite 500
NoCaps [2] Captioning val_lite 500

COCO2014 [59] Captioning val 40504
COCO2017 [59] Captioning val 5000
Flickr30k [75] Captioning test 31783
NoCaps [2] Captioning val 4500

RefCOCO [46] REG val_lite 500

RefCOCO [46] REG val 8811
RefCOCO [46] REG test 5000
RefCOCO [46] REG testA 1975
RefCOCO [46] REG testB 1810
RefCOCO+ [46] REG val 3805
RefCOCO+ [46] REG testA 1975
RefCOCO+ [46] REG testB 1798
RefCOCOg [46] REG val 7573
RefCOCOg [46] REG test 5023

MMBench [64] Multitasking en_dev_lite 500
MMMU [116] Multitasking val 900

POPE [56] Hallucinations adv 3000
POPE [56] Hallucinations pop 3000
POPE [56] Hallucinations random 3000

Table 15. Datasets utilized in SVP. We use COCO2014 images as conditioning for building visual projections, using self-captioning
and grounding feedback. VP: visual projection. VQA: visual question answering. REG: referring expression generation. We use
lmms-eval [123] for all the evaluations. The lite splits as proposed in [123].

41



J.2. Experiments

LLaVA-1.5-13b LLaVA-1.6-7b LLaVA-1.6-13b LLaVA-OV-0.5b LLaVA-OV-7b

Sampling
images 1000 1000 1000 2000 2000
iterations 1 1 1 1 1
prompt-version llava_v1 mistral_instruct llava_v1 qwen_1_5 qwen_1_5
sample-batch 20 20 20 10 10
samples/image 20 20 20 10 10
top k 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1

Training
accelerators A100 A100 A100 A100 A100
deepspeed w/ ZeRO-2 w/ ZeRO-3 w/ ZeRO-3 w/ ZeRO-3 w/ ZeRO-3
epochs 1 1 1 3 3
grad-acc 1 1 1 2 2
learning-rate 2e−4 2e−4 2e−4 1e−5 1e−5

lora w/ w/ w/ w/ and w/o w/ and w/o
lora-α 256 16 256 16 16
lora-r 128 64 128 64 64
lr-schedule cos cos cos cos cos
max-tokens 2048 2048 2048 1024 1024
mix-precision w/ w/ w/ w/ w/
optimizer AdamW AdamW AdamW AdamW AdamW
samples 4000:8000 4000:8000 4000:8000 2000 2000
text-encoder Vicuna-13b-v1.5 Mistral-7b-Instruct-v0.2 Vicuna-13b-v1.5 Qwen2-0.5b Qwen2-7b
train-batch 16 16 16 4 4
vision-encoder CLIP-L/14 CLIP-L/14 CLIP-L/14 SigLIP-SO/14 SigLIP-SO/14
warm-up-rate 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03

Table 16. Hyper-parameters for the main experiments.
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