
000
001
002
003
004
005
006
007
008
009
010
011
012
013
014
015
016
017
018
019
020
021
022
023
024
025
026
027
028
029
030
031
032
033
034
035
036
037
038
039
040
041
042
043
044
045
046
047
048
049
050
051
052
053

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

REINFORCEMENT-GUIDED SUBTASK DECOMPOSI-
TION FOR UNIFIED VISION-LANGUAGE LEARNING

Anonymous authors
Paper under double-blind review

ABSTRACT

Building truly versatile Vision-Language Models requires more than just scaling
up training data and model size. While current models achieve impressive per-
formance on their training tasks, they often fail when deployed on problems that
require the same underlying skills but in different combinations—a limitation that
hinders their adoption as general-purpose AI systems. This paper introduces a
novel reinforcement learning framework that addresses this limitation by teaching
a VLM to solve problems by composing a learned sequence of reusable, verifiable
subtasks. Our key innovation is a reward function that guides the model to gener-
ate structured reasoning chains of these primitive subtasks through format-based
verification, eliminating the need for detailed annotations of intermediate reason-
ing steps. This format-based reward provides a dense learning signal, enabling
the model to master a flexible, procedural approach to problem-solving. Further-
more, these models can be flexibly transferred to spatial VQA tasks, demon-
strating strong performance without any fine-tuning. This comprehensive cross-
task transfer outperforms both standard supervised fine-tuned and reinforcement
fine-tuned visual chain-of-thought baselines, while maintaining computational ef-
ficiency with only a 3B parameter model. Our findings show that learning to com-
pose a sequence of fundamental vision skills is an effective and scalable strategy
for building robust, general-purpose VLMs than learning monolithic, task-specific
solutions.

1 INTRODUCTION

The pursuit of building universal, general-purpose Vision-Language Models (VLMs) has seen re-
markable progress, largely driven by scaling up models and training data (Radford et al., 2021; Bai
et al., 2023). A common paradigm involves fine-tuning these large pre-trained models on specific
downstream tasks to achieve state-of-the-art performance (Liu et al., 2023). However, this task-
specific fine-tuning approach faces fundamental limitations. It incurs prohibitive computational costs
when adapting to multiple tasks, demands vast amounts of labeled data for each new application, and
often leads to catastrophic forgetting, where improving performance on one task degrades capabil-
ities on others (Kirkpatrick et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2023). Most critically, this approach produces
models that excel only within their training domain but fail to transfer their learned capabilities
to structurally different tasks, highlighting the persistent challenge of cross-task generalization in
modern VLMs (Zhou et al., 2025).
We posit that the key to bridging this gap lies in learning to compose fundamental, reusable visual
skills rather than task-specific solutions. Many complex vision-language tasks, though treated as
distinct problems, can be decomposed into a sequence of common subtasks. For instance, both re-
ferring segmentation (e.g., “find the person wearing a red shirt”) and object counting (e.g., “count
all the vehicles in the parking lot”) require fundamental capabilities like object detection and at-
tribute recognition. If a model could explicitly master these primitive subtasks during fine-tuning
on one task, it could potentially solve entirely different tasks by composing these skills in novel
sequences (Zhao et al., 2024).
However, teaching a model to generate such decompositions is the central challenge, with two dom-
inant paradigms presenting their own significant drawbacks. The most direct approach, supervised
fine-tuning, would involve training the model on datasets containing explicit, step-by-step reason-
ing chains (Zhang et al., 2023). This method, while conceptually simple, is practically infeasible
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at scale due to the prohibitive cost of creating such detailed annotations (Fu et al., 2023). Further-
more, it forces the model to mimic human-defined reasoning paths, potentially limiting its ability
to discover more effective or novel strategies (Rajaraman et al., 2020). The alternative paradigm,
reinforcement learning (RL), circumvents the need for explicit labels by allowing the model to learn
from a simple success signal based on the final answer (Pan et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025a;b).
Yet, this approach faces challenges with sparse learning signals: when a long reasoning chain leads
to a correct answer, the trajectory-level reward provides little guidance about which specific tokens
or reasoning steps contributed to the success (Ouyang et al., 2024; Shao et al., 2024). This sparse
and inefficient learning signal limits the model’s ability to learn effective problem decomposition,
highlighting a clear need for a method that can guide the model towards structured reasoning without
the cost of full supervision or the ambiguity of sparse rewards.
To overcome these challenges, we propose a novel framework that teaches a VLM to decompose
complex problems into a sequence of verifiable subtasks. Instead of relying on direct supervision
for the decomposition itself, we pre-define a library of primitive subtasks and their expected output
formats. The model is then trained using Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al.,
2024) to generate a reasoning chain of these subtasks. Our key innovation is a composite reward
function that combines the final answer’s accuracy with a dense, format-verification reward for cor-
rectly generating intermediate subtasks. This approach provides a stronger learning signal, guiding
the model to learn subtask execution without explicit labels for the subtasks.
We demonstrate the efficacy of our method through extensive cross-task generalization experiments.
Models trained solely on referring segmentation (RefCOCOg) task achieve strong zero-shot per-
formance on counting benchmarks (CountBench, ReasonCount), while models trained on counting
(PixMo-Point) task successfully generalize to complex segmentation tasks (ReasonSeg). Moreover,
these models can be flexibly transferred to spatial VQA tasks (EgoOrientBench, V*Bench). Our
framework, which leverages a dense, subtask-guided reward signal, significantly outperforms both
supervised fine-tuning and a comparable reinforcement learning baseline that relies on a sparse,
outcome-based reward. Remarkably, our 3B parameter model achieves competitive or superior per-
formance compared to much larger specialized models, demonstrating that learning compositional
skills is not only more generalizable but also more efficient. Our findings establish that teaching
models to compose a sequence of subtasks represents a more effective and scalable path toward
truly general-purpose vision-language understanding.

2 RELATED WORKS

Our work addresses the fundamental challenge of cross-task generalization in vision-language mod-
els through compositional learning. We review relevant work in three key areas: approaches to gen-
eralizable VLMs, task decomposition methods, and reinforcement learning for reasoning.
Cross-task generalization in VLMs. The dominant paradigm for building vision-language mod-
els involves massive-scale pre-training followed by task-specific fine-tuning (Radford et al., 2021;
Bai et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023). While this produces strong in-domain performance, these models
often fail to transfer learned capabilities across task boundaries—a limitation we term the cross-task
generalization gap. Previous attempts to address this limitation include multi-task learning (Caruana,
1997), where models are trained simultaneously on multiple tasks, and meta-learning approaches
(Finn et al., 2017) that aim to learn task-agnostic representations. However, these methods typically
require access to multiple tasks during training and still struggle with truly novel task structures.
Recent work on prompt-based learning (Zhou et al., 2022) and adapter modules (Houlsby et al.,
2019) has shown promise for efficient task adaptation but does not fundamentally solve the problem
of zero-shot transfer to structurally different tasks. Our approach differs fundamentally by learn-
ing common subtasks that can be recombined for novel tasks, enabling genuine cross-task transfer
without task-specific adaptation.
Compositional reasoning and task decomposition. The idea that complex reasoning emerges
from composing simpler operations has deep roots in cognitive science and has inspired various
computational approaches. In the vision-language domain, neural module networks (Andreas et al.,
2016) pioneered the idea of composing specialized modules for different subtasks. More recently,
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) methods (Wei et al., 2022) have shown that explicit step-by-step reason-
ing improves performance on complex tasks, and further extensions such as Visual CoT (Zhang
et al., 2023) have demonstrated the applicability of this approach to multimodal inputs. Another
line of work that leverages multimodal inputs for task decomposition is ViperGPT (Surı́s et al.,
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Q. Birds often need a place to rest 
or observe their surroundings. 
What part of a tree in the picture 
offers a suitable spot for birds to 
do so?

VLM

<query decomposition>➞<object detection>➞<relation reasoning>➞<pixel segmentation>

<captioning>➞<pixel segmentation>➞<summary>➞<verification>

<query decomposition>➞<relation reasoning>➞<object detection>➞<attribute recognition>➞<verification>

<relation reasoning>➞<object detection>➞<pixel segmentation>

<query decomposition>➞<relation reasoning>➞<summary>

 ⋅⋅⋅

Reasoning Chain

GRPO

<query decomposition>  <object detection>  <pixel segmentation>  <attribute recognition>

<captioning>  <relation reasoning>  <object counting>  <verification>  <summary> 

Verifiable Reward

Subtask Library

GT mask

Figure 1: Architecture of the proposed method for cross-task generalization. The model takes a vi-
sual input and a textual query, decomposing the task into subtasks using a library of predefined skills.
The model learns to generate structured reasoning chains. These learned compositional skills enable
zero-shot generalization to unseen tasks by recomposing the same primitive subtasks in different
sequences. The reward function verifies (1) the final answer accuracy, (2) the structural format, and
(3) the validity of subtask outputs, guiding the model to learn generalizable reasoning strategies.

2023), which proposes decomposing vision tasks into executable programs. However, these methods
typically require either explicit supervision for decomposition strategies or rely on large language
models’ existing reasoning capabilities, limiting their applicability to vision-centric tasks. Nowa-
days, models such as Chain-of-Spot (Liu et al., 2024b) and FAST (Sun et al., 2024) have emerged,
enabling Vision-Language Models (VLMs) to process visual and textual inputs jointly through a
unified Chain-of-Thought (CoT) framework. However, these approaches still suffer from the draw-
back of requiring massive amounts of training data to both learn the target tasks and maintain perfor-
mance on existing VQA benchmarks. Our method learns to discover and compose primitive subtasks
through reinforcement learning, requiring neither explicit decomposition labels nor pre-existing rea-
soning capabilities.

Reinforcement learning for VLMs. Reinforcement learning offers a promising alternative to su-
pervised fine-tuning by allowing models to learn from reward signals rather than explicit labels.
Recent advances in RL for large models, including RLHF (Christiano et al., 2017), PPO adaptations
(Schulman et al., 2017), and simplified methods like DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023) and GRPO (Shao
et al., 2024), have made RL training more stable and efficient. Many works (Liu et al., 2025a;b) have
leveraged the recently proposed GRPO to endow models with new reasoning capabilities. However,
one of the key limitations of these RL methods is the sparsity of reward signals (Chen et al., 2025),
which makes it difficult for models to effectively learn complex, multi-step reasoning procedures.
Our contribution is a novel reward design that provides dense, format-based feedback on intermedi-
ate reasoning steps, enabling the model to learn verifiable subtasks without explicit supervision.

Proposed method. Our approach uniquely combines three key insights: (1) complex vision-
language tasks share common underlying subtasks that can be explicitly identified and learned, (2)
format-based verification provides a dense and effective reward signal for learning these subtasks
through RL without expensive supervision, and (3) subtask learning enables genuine cross-task gen-
eralization rather than task-specific adaptation. This represents a fundamental shift from the pre-
vailing paradigm of task-specific fine-tuning toward a more flexible, efficient approach to building
general-purpose vision-language models.

3 METHODOLOGY

We propose a novel framework that equips VLMs with the ability to decompose complex problems
into a collection of verifiable subtasks, enabling them to generalize to arbitrary tasks. To demonstrate
this capability, we focus on two structurally different vision tasks: referring segmentation and object
counting. For this, we identified common subtasks underlying various vision-language problems and
fine-tuned a model using Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO).

As illustrated in Figure 1, for a given image I and a textual query Q, the model generates the output
o. The output consists of a reasoning chain C = {s1, s2, ..., sN} with N subtask outputs, followed
by a final solution ŷ. The entire process is trained end-to-end by maximizing the total reward for its
generated outputs. First, we briefly introduce the GRPO training framework in Section 3.1. We then

3



162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Table 1: Pre-defined subtasks and their output formats. The model is trained to generate answers for
these subtasks, which are then used to solve the main task. Each subtask is designed to capture a
specific aspect of the overall task, allowing for modular and flexible problem-solving.

Subtask Description Output Format
Query Decomposition Decomposes the main query into smaller, manage-

able sub-queries.
{"main query": str, "sub queries":[str, ...]}

Object Detection Detects all significant objects in the image and as-
signs them a unique ID.

[{"id": int, "class": str, "bbox 2d":[x1,y1,x2,y2]}]

Pixel Segmentation Segments objects and their precise segmentation
points.

[{"id": int, "bbox 2d": [x1,y1,x2,y2],
"point 2d":[x,y]}]

Attribute Recognition Identifies specific attributes like color, state, or
material for a detected object.

[{"id": int, "attributes":[str,...]}]

Captioning Makes a caption for the image based on the de-
tected objects.

[{"caption": str, "target ids": [int,...]}]

Relation Reasoning Finds spatial or semantic relationships between
two objects, e.g., ”object 1 is on top of object 2”.

[{"object 1":int, "relation":str, "object 2":int}]

Object Counting Counts the number of objects of a specific class. [{"class": str, "count": int, "target ids": [int,...]}]

Verification Verifies a previous step’s result and determines its
validity.

{"claim": str, "verification": str,
"status":"OK|FAIL"}

Summary Summarizes the reasoning process. {"summary": str}

detail our subtask decomposition approach in Section 3.2. Finally, we present the verifiable reward
function that enables the model to learn this decomposition in Section 3.3.

3.1 GRPO TRAINING FRAMEWORK

We employ Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al., 2024) to fine-tune our policy
model πθ. For each input (I,Q), GRPO samples a group of G outputs {o1, ..., oG} from the policy.
The reward function, which we will detail later, provides a scalar reward ri for each output oi.
The core of GRPO lies in its advantage estimation. Instead of a learned value function, it uses the
statistics of the sampled group to normalize the rewards:

r̂i =
ri − mean({rj}Gj=1)

std({rj}Gj=1)
(1)

From this outcome-level supervision, the advantage for all tokens in a single output is constant, i.e.,
Âi,t = r̂i. The policy is then updated by maximizing a clipped surrogate objective, similar to PPO,
using this advantage. The full objective function, which includes a KL divergence penalty against a
reference policy (πref) to prevent over-optimization, follows the standard formulation presented by
Shao et al. (2024). As we do not perform task-specific supervised fine-tuning, we set πref to be the
initial policy πθinit from the weights of the pre-trained model.

3.2 STRUCTURED SUBTASK DECOMPOSITION

Our central idea is to guide the model to learn a compositional procedure without explicit supervision
for the decomposition itself. We achieve this by training the model to generate a reasoning chain C as
a sequence of structured, verifiable subtask outputs, which are then used to produce a final solution
ŷ. Given an image I and query Q, the model generates the reasoning chain by sequentially producing
outputs for a series of subtasks si. The generation process is factorized as:

p(ŷ|Q, I) = p(ŷ|Q, I, C)

N∏
i=1

p(si|Q, I, s1:i−1) (2)

where each si is a textual output corresponding to a subtask from a predefined library of subtasks.

Table 1 details all subtasks in our library with their output formats. Our library encompasses funda-
mental subtasks underlying diverse vision-language tasks, each with a strict JSON schema enabling
automatic validation without manual annotation of reasoning chains. This compositional approach
enables cross-task transfer: models learn to flexibly recombine validated subtasks rather than mem-
orizing task-specific solutions, allowing knowledge acquired on one task to transfer naturally to
problems with different surface structures but shared underlying operations.
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3.3 VERIFIABLE REWARD FUNCTION

The model learns to produce meaningful decompositions through a composite reward function that
provides dense feedback on both structural correctness and the answer accuracy. For a generated
output o = (C, ŷ) and the ground-truth solution y, the reward is defined as:

r = rreasoning(o) + rsubtask(C) · ranswer(y, ŷ). (3)

Reasoning format reward. The reasoning format reward rreasoning ensures proper output structure
through binary verification: it checks whether the final answer follows the required task-specific
format within designated answer tags, and whether the reasoning process contains properly struc-
tured subtask executions within thinking tags. This provides immediate structural feedback without
requiring semantic evaluation.

Subtask format reward. The subtask reward rsubtask provides dense feedback on the quality and
diversity of intermediate reasoning steps:

rsubtask =

(
Nvalid

N

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸
Base Accuracy

×
(
1− αNvalid

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Exploration Bonus

×
(
βNrepeated

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Repetition Penalty

(4)

where Nvalid is the number of correctly formatted subtasks, and Nrepeated is the number of subse-
quently repeated subtask instances. The base accuracy term ensures that only properly formatted
subtasks contribute to the reward. The exploration bonus term (1 − αNvalid) creates an exponen-
tial reward structure that increasingly benefits models using more valid subtasks. This exponen-
tial structure provides diminishing returns as more subtasks are used, preventing the model from
generating arbitrarily long reasoning chains while still incentivizing meaningful task decomposi-
tion. Specifically, the reward increases steeply for the first few valid subtasks but saturates as Nvalid
grows larger, striking a balance between thorough task decomposition and concise reasoning. The
repetition penalty βNrepeated discounts excessive reuse of identical subtasks. Together, these compo-
nents promote reasoning chains that are both structurally correct and strategically diverse, enabling
the model to develop flexible problem-solving approaches rather than rigid, repetitive patterns. We
choose α = 0.5 and β = 0.9 based to balance reward signal strength and reasoning diversity.

Answer accuracy reward. The accuracy reward ranswer grounds the model’s learning in actual
problem-solving performance. This component varies by IoU for the segmentation task, and count-
ing accuracy with localization precision for the counting task. The detail of the reward calculation
for each task is provided in Appendix A.2. By multiplying the subtask reward with task performance,
we ensure that diverse, well-structured reasoning is rewarded only when it leads to correct solutions.

This composite reward design is crucial as it creates a balanced learning signal. It simultaneously
pushes the model to generate a correct final answer while also guiding it to produce a well-structured
and verifiable reasoning process. This prevents the model from finding “shortcut” solutions and
instead encourages the learning of a robust, generalizable problem-solving procedure.

4 EXPERIMENTS

We conduct comprehensive experiments to validate our framework’s in-domain and cross-task gen-
eralization capabilities. We train models on single vision-language tasks and evaluate their ability
to transfer learned compositional skills to structurally different domains, comparing our approach
against standard fine-tuning and unstructured reasoning baselines.

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

4.1.1 TRAINING TASKS.

We select two training tasks that require fundamentally different reasoning approaches yet share
core compositional subtasks:

RefCOCOg (segmentation) (Yu et al., 2016) requires models to decompose complex referring
expressions and generate precise spatial masks through bounding box and point predictions. This
task encourages learning subtasks like object detection, attribute recognition, and spatial relationship
reasoning. To demonstrate the efficiency of our compositional approach, we use only 1,000 samples

5
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from the training set—a fraction of typical fine-tuning requirements—while achieving competitive
performance through effective skill transfer.
PixMo-Point (counting by localization) (Deitke et al., 2025) presents a dual challenge where mod-
els must both enumerate objects and predict their precise 2D coordinates for each instance. Addi-
tionally, we require models to predict the exact count of target objects to ensure precise quantitative
reasoning. This task naturally requires diverse subtasks to solve. We use 1,000 samples containing
fewer than 10 target objects for training.

4.1.2 EVALUATION BENCHMARKS.

We design our evaluation to test the model’s ability to learn transferable compositional subtasks by
assessing performance across three distinct domains that require different combinations of funda-
mental skills.

Segmentation tasks test fine-grained spatial reasoning and compositional language understanding.
We evaluate on ReasonSeg (Lai et al., 2024), which demands complex logical reasoning for mask
generation. This benchmark evaluates whether counting-trained models can transfer learned sub-
tasks like object detection and attribute recognition to precise localization tasks.

Counting tasks assess quantitative reasoning and global scene understanding. We use CountBench
(Paiss et al., 2023) for basic counting capabilities, and extend our evaluation with a custom bench-
mark called ReasonCount to probe more complex compositional skills. ReasonCount comprises two
challenging tasks: (1) referring expression counting that integrates attribute recognition with spatial
reasoning, and (2) multi-object arithmetic requiring object categorization and numerical computa-
tion. Built on PixMo-Point (Deitke et al., 2025), this benchmark determines whether segmentation-
trained models can repurpose their subtasks for numerical reasoning.

Spatial VQA tasks evaluate spatial understanding and visual search skills. We assess performance
on EgoOrientBench (Jung et al., 2024) for egocentric orientation understanding and V*Bench (Wu
& Xie, 2024) for guided visual search in high-resolution images. These benchmarks reveal whether
both training regimes produce generalizable subtasks that transfer beyond their original contexts. We
evaluate on 500 randomly sampled examples from EgoOrientBench’s most challenging ”choose”
task and the full V*Bench validation set.

This evaluation design tests our core hypothesis: models learning compositional subtasks should
successfully recombine these skills across structurally different domains, with success indicating
genuine skill transfer rather than superficial task similarities.

4.1.3 BASELINES.

We compare our method against strong baselines to see the effectiveness of our learning approach.

Qwen2.5-VL-3B serves as our zero-shot baseline, representing the base model’s inherent capabili-
ties across multiple vision-language tasks without any task-specific fine-tuning.
SFT (supervised fine-tuning) is the standard approach, where models are trained to directly predict
final answers without intermediate reasoning steps, serving as a conventional fine-tuning baseline.
VCoT (visual chain-of-thought with RL) provides the most direct comparison to our approach,
as it uses the same GRPO training framework but with unstructured natural language reasoning in-
stead of structured subtasks. Like our method, VCoT (RL) generates reasoning within <think>
tags before producing answers in <answer> tags, but its reward function consists only of format
verification and final accuracy rewards, lacking our subtask format reward component. This base-
line directly isolates the contribution of structured subtask decomposition by controlling for the
reinforcement learning framework.

4.1.4 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS.

We use Qwen2.5-VL-3B (Bai et al., 2025) as the base model, with a frozen SAM2-Large (Ravi
et al., 2024) as the segmentation mask decoder for segmentation tasks. Training is performed with
GRPO using a batch size of 16 and 8 samples per input. The learning rate is set to 1e-6 with weight
decay of 0.01. We use α = 0.5 for exploration bonus and β = 0.9 for repetition penalty term. More
details are in the Section A.1 of the Appendix.
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Table 2: Comprehensive cross-task generalization results. Models are trained on either RefCOCOg
(segmentation) or PixMo-Point (counting) and evaluated across segmentation, counting, and spatial
VQA benchmarks to assess both in-domain and cross-task performance. Green and red numbers
indicate the increase or decrease compared to the Qwen2.5-VL-3B baseline.

Method
Segmentation Counting Spatial VQA

ReasonSeg-val ReasonSeg-test CountBench ReasonCount EgoOrientBench V*
(GIoU) (GIoU) (Acc) (Acc) (Choice-Acc) (Acc)

Zero-shot Baseline
Qwen2.5-VL-3B 54.5 47.6 72.5 14.0 28.2 70.7

Trained on RefCOCOg (Segmentation)
SFT 55.3 (+0.8) 47.9 (+0.3) 72.3 (-0.2) 14.0 (+0.0) 28.0 (-0.2) 72.8 (+2.1)
VCoT (RL) 58.6 (+4.1) 57.3 (+9.7) 67.8 (-4.7) 15.0 (+1.0) 36.4 (+8.2) 70.2 (-0.5)
Ours 59.4 (+4.9) 57.1 (+9.5) 73.3 (+0.8) 14.8 (+0.8) 36.8 (+8.6) 72.8 (+2.1)

Trained on PixMo-Point (Counting)
SFT 55.3 (+0.8) 47.6 (+0.0) 72.1 (-0.4) 14.0 (+0.0) 27.8 (-0.4) 72.8 (+2.1)
VCoT (RL) 35.9 (-18.6) 36.6 (-11.0) 77.8 (+5.3) 20.2 (+6.2) 32.6 (+4.4) 72.2 (+1.5)
Ours 56.9 (+2.4) 55.4 (+7.8) 76.6 (+4.1) 20.5 (+6.5) 37.8 (+9.6) 73.3 (+2.6)

Table 3: Ablation study on exploration bonus
and repetition penalty in rsubtask. Both factors
play a crucial role for learning appropriate com-
positional skills.

Reward Components ReasonSeg (GIoU)

Exploration Bonus Repetition Penalty val test

47.9 44.5
✓ 58.2 54.0
✓ ✓ 59.5 57.1

Table 4: Ablation study on the hyperparame-
ter β in repetition penalty. The model is trained
on RefCOCOg and evaluated on ReasonSeg and
CountBench.

β
ReasonSeg (IoU) CountBench

val test Accuracy

0.5 56.9 55.3 68.2
0.9 59.5 57.1 70.5
1.0 58.2 54.0 55.8

4.2 MAIN RESULTS

In-domain & cross-task generalization. Table 2 summarizes the in-domain and cross-task gen-
eralization results. Our method consistently demonstrates strong and stable performance across all
evaluated benchmarks, maintaining high score on both segmentation and counting tasks while ef-
fectively transferring knowledge across domains. In contrast, SFT and VCoT (RL) often show sub-
stantial drops when applied to tasks they were not trained on, and only occasionally achieve com-
parable results. For example, when trained on PixMo-Point, VCoT (RL) performs well on count-
ing benchmarks but suffers a sharp decline on segmentation tasks. By comparison, our approach
not only preserves in-domain performance but also consistently improves cross-task generalization.
This demonstrates that the learned compositional reasoning chains with reusable subtasks provide a
flexible procedural strategy that can be effectively applied across diverse tasks.

A similar pattern emerges in spatial VQA benchmarks, where our method achieves the highest gains
across all tasks. While SFT and VCoT (RL) show inconsistent transfer, our method achieves steady
gains on both EgoOrientBench and V*Bench. This suggests that the compositional subtasks learned
by our approach generalize beyond segmentation and counting to support complex relational rea-
soning and guided visual search, highlighting the broader applicability of our framework to diverse
visual-linguistic challenges.

Taken together, these findings underscore the key advantage of our method: rather than over-
optimizing for a single task, it promotes stable and transferable learning of reusable subtasks. Con-
sequently, our method offers a more reliable pathway to cross-task generalization than existing SFT
or VCoT (RL) baselines.

Comparison with specialist models. Table 5 compares our 3B parameter model against larger
specialist models on segmentation, counting, and spatial VQA tasks. Task-specific methods often
rely on training massive parameter models with large-scale, task-specific data, achieving strong
results within their target domain but leaving their effectiveness on unseen tasks during finetuning
uncertain. In contrast, our proposed method, trained on only 1k samples, not only secures high in-
domain performance but also generalizes effectively to other different tasks. This demonstrates the
efficiency of compositional learning: by leveraging subtask decomposition, our approach achieves
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Table 5: Comparison with specialist models. Our 3B model trained on 1k samples achieves compet-
itive performance with larger task-specific models. † indicates the evaluation was conducted using
500 subsets of EgoOrientBench. ‡ means the results obtained by finetuning on full EgoOrientBench.

Model Segmentation (GIoU) Counting (Acc) Spatial VQA (Acc)
ReasonSeg-val ReasonSeg-test CountBench ReasonCount EgoOrientBench V*

Segmentation Specialists
OV-Seg (Liang et al., 2023) 28.5 26.1 - - - -
SEEM (Zou et al., 2023) 25.5 24.3 - - - -
Grounded-SAM (Ren et al., 2024) 26.0 21.3 - - - -
LISA-13B (Lai et al., 2024) 56.2 51.7 - - - -
Seg-Zero-3B (Liu et al., 2025a) 62.6 56.1 - - - -
Seg-Zero-7B (Liu et al., 2025a) 62.6 57.5 - - - -

Counting Specialists
CLIP-B/32 (Paiss et al., 2023) - - 31.7 - - -
CLIP-Count (Paiss et al., 2023) - - 75.9 - - -

Spatial VQA Specialists
mPLUG-Owl2-7B (Jung et al., 2024) - - - - 28.5 -
InternVL2-4B (Jung et al., 2024) - - - - 31.4 -
LLaVA-1.5-7B (Liu et al., 2024a) - - - - 33.7‡ 48.7
SEAL (Wu & Xie, 2024) - - - - 33.7 75.4
Multi-Modal LLMs
Qwen2.5-VL-3B (Bai et al., 2025) 54.5 47.6 72.5 14.0 28.2† 70.7
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (Bai et al., 2025) 56.9 52.1 76.0 17.5 37.6† 70.2

Our Method (3B)
Trained on RefCOCOg 59.4 57.1 73.2 14.8 36.8† 72.8
Trained on PixMo-Point 56.9 55.4 76.6 20.5 37.8† 73.3

robust generalization without sacrificing in-domain accuracy, enabling superior performance across
both familiar and other different tasks.

4.3 ABLATION STUDIES

Reward function components. Table 3 analyzes the contribution of different reward components:
exploration bonus and repetition penalty in Eq 4. We trained the models on RefCOCOg and evaluate
them on ReasonSeg and CountBench to analyze the impact of different components. Without either
component, the model shows considerably low performance on ReasonSeg. Adding the exploration
bonus leads to a substantial improvement, and further incorporating the repetition penalty achieves
the best performance on ReasonSeg. This demonstrates that both components are crucial for learning
compositional skills.

Ablation study on β We further investigate the impact of the repetition penalty weight β in the
subtask reward formulation (Eq. 4). As shown in Table 4, we experiment with different values of β to
understand its influence on performance. When β = 1.0, the repetition penalty completely ignores
the repetition of subtasks, which may lead to the underutilization of essential skills and suboptimal
performance on ReasonSeg. At β = 0.5, the model shows relatively good performance but still falls
short of the results at β = 0.9. This suggests that moderately discouraging subtask repetition is
beneficial for learning the robust and diverse skill set necessary for effective reasoning.

4.4 SUBTASK ANALYSIS

Qualitative analysis of reasoning chains. Figure 2 illustrates the effectiveness of structured sub-
task decomposition for complex reasoning tasks. Our method systematically breaks down the multi-
step arithmetic problem using a logical sequence of subtasks, <object_detection> followed
by <object_counting>, leading to the correct answer through verifiable intermediate steps.
This structured approach provides interpretable insights into the model’s reasoning process, allow-
ing for better understanding of each step. In contrast, baseline methods produce incorrect counts
or irrelevant reasoning, lacking reliable performance on complex tasks. The clear subtask structure
demonstrates how our framework enables both improved accuracy and enhanced interpretability
compared to unstructured reasoning approaches.

Analysis on the usage of subtasks. Figure 3 reveals how the model makes logical, task-driven
adjustments to its reasoning process. For instance, the segmentation-trained model (Figure 3a) ad-
justs its compositional pattern to object_counting and captioning which are essential for

8



432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
441
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Q. What is the total count of 'Speech bubbles' 
and 'Avatars'?

A. 13

<think>
I need to count the number of 'Speech bubbles' and 'Avatars' in the image. 
<object_detection>

[{"id":1,"class":"speechbubble","bbox_2d":[46,335,194,464]},
{"id":2,"class":"speechbubble","bbox_2d":[172,162,331,312]},
{"id":3,"class":"speechbubble","bbox_2d":[374,94,521,232]},
{"id":4,"class":"speechbubble","bbox_2d":[535,179,673,310]},
{"id":5,"class":"speechbubble","bbox_2d":[653,332,793,459]}]

</object_detection>
<object_counting>[{"class":"speechbubble","count":5,"target_ids":[1,2,3,4,5]}]</object_counting> 
<object_detection>

[{"id":6,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[218,352,301,632]},
{"id":7,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[284,390,398,670]},
{"id":8,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[373,424,486,705]},
{"id":9,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[464,389,578,670]},
{"id":10,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[467,297,560,441]},
{"id":11,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[300,297,378,441]},
{"id":12,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[373,249,486,441]},
{"id":13,"class":"avatar","bbox_2d":[553,355,630,634]}]

</object_detection>
<object_counting>[{"class":"avatar","count":8,"target_ids":[6, 7,8,9,10,11,12,13]}]</object_counting>
<captioning>[{"caption":"a group of people with colorful speech bubbles","target_ids":[]}]</captioning> 
<verification>{"claim":"The count of 'Speech bubbles' and 'Avatars' is correct.", 
"verification":"OK","status":"OK"}</verification>

</think>
<answer>{"count": 13}</answer>

<think> 
I will count the number of speech bubbles and avatars separately, then compare the totals to 
find the difference.

</think>
<answer>{"count": 8}</answer>

10
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Figure 2: Example reasoning outputs on a ReasonCount arithmetic task requiring addition of speech
bubbles and avatars (correct answer: 13). Our method generates structured subtask sequences, while
baselines produce unstructured text with incorrect results.

(a) Model trained on segmentation task. (b) Model trained on counting task.

Figure 3: Task-specific subtask composition in reasoning. We compare subtask usage distributions
(normalized by total subtasks) when evaluating the same model on different tasks. Distribution shifts
indicate the model adapts its subtask selection to the current task effectively.

enumeration and scene understanding. Conversely, the model trained on the counting task (Fig-
ure 3b) shows a heightened reliance on pixel_segmentation and object_detection to
tackle segmentation, deploying skills crucial for precise spatial localization. These purposeful shifts
in subtask usage confirm that the model is not executing a memorized procedure, but is instead dy-
namically composing skills in response to specific task demands, enables the effective cross-task
transfer observed in our results.

5 CONCLUSION

This work shows that teaching Vision-Language Models to break down complex tasks into reusable
subtasks leads to much better generalization. Our key contribution is a reinforcement learning ap-
proach that uses format-based rewards to help models learn a set of verifiable subtasks without re-
quiring expensive manual labels for task decomposition. This provides dense feedback that addresses
the sparse reward problem common in learning multi-step procedures. We validate our method by
demonstrating strong zero-shot performance when transferring from training on just one task to new,
different tasks. This generalization comes without hurting performance on existing benchmarks—a
common problem with standard fine-tuning approaches. Our results suggest that learning to combine
subtasks is more effective than memorizing specific solutions for building versatile model.

9



486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

REFERENCES

Jacob Andreas, Marcus Rohrbach, Trevor Darrell, and Dan Klein. Neural module networks. In
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 39–48, 2016.

Jinze Bai, Shuai Bai, Shusheng Yang, Shuo Wang, Yichang Zhang, Peng Wang, Jingren Zhou, and
Qwen Team. Qwen-VL: A versatile vision-language model for understanding, localization, text
reading, and beyond, 2023.

Shuai Bai, Keqin Chen, Xuejing Liu, Jialin Wang, Wenbin Ge, Sibo Song, Kai Dang, Peng Wang,
Shijie Wang, Jun Tang, et al. Qwen2. 5-vl technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.13923,
2025.

Rich Caruana. Multitask learning. Machine Learning, 28(1):41–75, 1997.

Yi Chen, Yuying Ge, Rui Wang, Yixiao Ge, Junhao Cheng, Ying Shan, and Xihui Liu. Grpo-
care: Consistency-aware reinforcement learning for multimodal reasoning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2506.16141, 2025.

Paul F. Christiano, Jan Leike, Tom B. Brown, Miljan Martic, Shane Legg, and Dario Amodei. Deep
reinforcement learning from human preferences. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, volume 30, pp. 4299–4307, 2017.

Matt Deitke, Christopher Clark, Sangho Lee, Rohun Tripathi, Yue Yang, Jae Sung Park, Moham-
madreza Salehi, Niklas Muennighoff, Kyle Lo, Luca Soldaini, et al. Molmo and pixmo: Open
weights and open data for state-of-the-art vision-language models. In Proceedings of the Com-
puter Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference, pp. 91–104, 2025.

Chelsea Finn, Pieter Abbeel, and Sergey Levine. Model-agnostic meta-learning for fast adaptation
of deep networks. In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning,
volume 70 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 1126–1135. PMLR, 2017.

Yao Fu, Litu Ou, Mingyu Chen, Yuhao Wan, Hao Peng, and Tushar Khot. Chain-of-thought hub:
A continuous effort to measure large language models’ reasoning performance. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.17306, 2023.

Neil Houlsby, Andrei Giurgiu, Stanislaw Jastrzebski, Bruna Morrone, Quentin de Laroussilhe, An-
drea Gesmundo, Mona Attariyan, and Sylvain Gelly. Parameter-efficient transfer learning for
nlp. In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 97 of
Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 2790–2799. PMLR, 2019.

Aaron Hurst, Adam Lerer, Adam P Goucher, Adam Perelman, Aditya Ramesh, Aidan Clark, AJ Os-
trow, Akila Welihinda, Alan Hayes, Alec Radford, et al. Gpt-4o system card. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2410.21276, 2024.

Ji Hyeok Jung, Eun Tae Kim, Seo Yeon Kim, Joo Ho Lee, Bumsoo Kim, and Buru Chang. Is’
right’right? enhancing object orientation understanding in multimodal language models through
egocentric instruction tuning. arXiv e-prints, pp. arXiv–2411, 2024.

James Kirkpatrick, Razvan Pascanu, Neil Rabinowitz, Joel Veness, Guillaume Desjardins, Andrei A.
Rusu, Kieran Milan, John Quan, Tiago Ramalho, Agnieszka Grabska-Barwinska, Demis Hass-
abis, Koray Kavukcuoglu, Dharshan Kumaran, and Raia Hadsell. Overcoming catastrophic for-
getting in neural networks, 2017.

Xin Lai, Zhuotao Tian, Yukang Chen, Yanwei Li, Yuhui Yuan, Shu Liu, and Jiaya Jia. Lisa: Rea-
soning segmentation via large language model. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 9579–9589, 2024.

Feng Liang, Bichen Wu, Xiaoliang Dai, Kunpeng Li, Yinan Zhao, Hang Zhang, Peizhao Zhang,
Peter Vajda, and Diana Marculescu. Open-vocabulary semantic segmentation with mask-adapted
clip. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition,
pp. 7061–7070, 2023.

10



540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae Lee. Visual instruction tuning. In Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 36, 2023.

Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Yuheng Li, and Yong Jae Lee. Improved baselines with visual instruction
tuning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition,
pp. 26296–26306, 2024a.

Yuqi Liu, Bohao Peng, Zhisheng Zhong, Zihao Yue, Fanbin Lu, Bei Yu, and Jiaya Jia. Seg-
zero: Reasoning-chain guided segmentation via cognitive reinforcement. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2503.06520, 2025a.

Yuqi Liu, Tianyuan Qu, Zhisheng Zhong, Bohao Peng, Shu Liu, Bei Yu, and Jiaya Jia. Vision-
reasoner: Unified visual perception and reasoning via reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.12081, 2025b.

Zuyan Liu, Yuhao Dong, Yongming Rao, Jie Zhou, and Jiwen Lu. Chain-of-Spot: Interactive rea-
soning improves large vision-language models, 2024b.

Jieyi Long. Large language model guided tree-of-thought, 2023.

Yichen Ouyang, Lu Wang, Fangkai Yang, Pu Zhao, Chenghua Huang, Jianfeng Liu, Bochen Pang,
Yaming Yang, Yuefeng Zhan, Hao Sun, et al. Token-level proximal policy optimization for query
generation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.00722, 2024.

Roni Paiss, Ariel Ephrat, Omer Tov, Shiran Zada, Inbar Mosseri, Michal Irani, and Tali Dekel.
Teaching clip to count to ten. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision, pp. 3170–3180, 2023.

Jiazhen Pan, Che Liu, Junde Wu, Fenglin Liu, Jiayuan Zhu, Hongwei Bran Li, Chen Chen, Cheng
Ouyang, and Daniel Rueckert. Medvlm-r1: Incentivizing medical reasoning capability of vision-
language models (vlms) via reinforcement learning. In International Conference on Medical
Image Computing and Computer-Assisted Intervention, pp. 337–347. Springer, 2025.

Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal,
Girish Sastry, Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. Learning transferable visual
models from natural language supervision. In International conference on machine learning, pp.
8748–8763. PMLR, 2021.

Rafael Rafailov, Archit Sharma, Eric Mitchell, Stefano Ermon, Christopher D. Manning, and
Chelsea Finn. Direct preference optimization: Your language model is secretly a reward model,
2023.

Nived Rajaraman, Lin Yang, Jiantao Jiao, and Kannan Ramchandran. Toward the fundamental limits
of imitation learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:2914–2924, 2020.

Priya Ravi, Yuxin Ru, Nikhila Ravi, Robin Strudel, Alexander Kirillov, Piotr Dollár, and Ross Gir-
shick. The segment anything model 2, 2024.

Tianhe Ren, Shilong Liu, Ailing Zeng, Jing Lin, Kunchang Li, He Cao, Jiayu Chen, Xinyu Huang,
Yukang Chen, Feng Yan, et al. Grounded sam: Assembling open-world models for diverse visual
tasks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.14159, 2024.

John Schulman, Filip Wolski, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alec Radford, and Oleg Klimov. Proximal policy
optimization algorithms, 2017.

Zhihong Shao, Peiyi Wang, Qihao Zhu, Runxin Xu, Junxiao Song, Y.K. Li, Y. Wu, and Daya Guo.
DeepSeekMath: Pushing the limits of mathematical reasoning in open language models, 2024.

Guangming Sheng, Chi Zhang, Zilingfeng Ye, Xibin Wu, Wang Zhang, Ru Zhang, Yanghua Peng,
Haibin Lin, and Chuan Wu. Hybridflow: A flexible and efficient rlhf framework. In Proceedings
of the Twentieth European Conference on Computer Systems, pp. 1279–1297, 2025.

Guangyan Sun, Mingyu Jin, Zhenting Wang, Cheng-Long Wang, Siqi Ma, Qifan Wang, Tong Geng,
Ying Nian Wu, Yongfeng Zhang, and Dongfang Liu. Visual agents as fast and slow thinkers.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2408.08862, 2024.

11



594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Dı́dac Surı́s, Sachit Menon, and Carl Vondrick. Vipergpt: Visual inference via python execution
for reasoning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision, pp.
11888–11898, 2023.

Liyuan Wang, Xingxing Zhang, Kuo Li, Liu Yang, and Yang You. A comprehensive survey on
catastrophic forgetting in deep learning. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning
Systems, 2023.

Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten Bosma, Fei Xia, Ed Chi, Quoc V. Le, and
Denny Zhou. Chain-of-thought prompting elicits reasoning in large language models, 2022.

Penghao Wu and Saining Xie. V?: Guided visual search as a core mechanism in multimodal llms.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp.
13084–13094, 2024.

Shunyu Yao, Dian Yu, Jeffrey Zhao, Izhak Shafran, Thomas L. Griffiths, Yuan Cao, and Karthik
Narasimhan. Tree of thoughts: Deliberate problem solving with large language models, 2023.

Licheng Yu, Patrick Poirson, Shan Yang, Alexander C Berg, and Tamara L Berg. Modeling context
in referring expressions. In European conference on computer vision, pp. 69–85. Springer, 2016.

Zhuosheng Zhang, Aston Zhang, Mu Li, Alex Smola, Hai Zhao, and George Karypis. Multimodal
chain-of-thought reasoning in language models, 2023.

Haoyu Zhao, Simran Kaur, Dingli Yu, Anirudh Goyal, and Sanjeev Arora. Can models learn skill
composition from examples? Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 37:102393–
102427, 2024.

Denny Zhou, Nathanael Sch”arli, Le Hou, Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten
Bosma, Ed Chi, Quoc V. Le, and Denny Zhou. Least-to-most prompting enables complex reason-
ing in large language models, 2022.

Jiaming Zhou, Ke Ye, Jiayi Liu, Teli Ma, Zifan Wang, Ronghe Qiu, Kun-Yu Lin, Zhilin Zhao,
and Junwei Liang. Exploring the limits of vision-language-action manipulations in cross-task
generalization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.15660, 2025.

Xueyan Zou, Jianwei Yang, Hao Zhang, Feng Li, Linjie Li, Jianfeng Wang, Lijuan Wang, Jian-
feng Gao, and Yong Jae Lee. Segment everything everywhere all at once. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 36:19769–19782, 2023.

12



648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

A SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A.1 TRAINING CONFIGURATION DETAILS

Training Settings. Table 6 provides complete hyperparameter configurations used in our experi-
ments. We use VeRL (Sheng et al., 2025) as the base codebase for implementing GRPO training.
The RL training is conducted on 8 NVIDIA A6000 48GB GPUs, with a batch size of 16 and a GRPO
group size of 8. The maximum sequence length is set to 2000 tokens. We employ a constant learning
rate of 1e-6 with an AdamW optimizer, and train for 250 steps. We apply the KL divergence term
with a coefficient of 1e-2 to stabilize training.

Table 6: Complete hyperparameter settings for all experiments.

Hyperparameter Value

Base Model Qwen2.5-VL-3B
Optimizer AdamW
Learning Rate 1e-6
Weight Decay 0.01
KL Coefficient 1e-2
Batch Size 16
GRPO Samples per Input 8
Max Sequence Length 2000
Total Training Steps 250

Reward Function Parameters
α (exponential bonus) 0.5
β (repetition penalty) 0.9

A.2 REWARD CALCULATION DETAILS

Reasoning Format Reward Calculation. The reasoning format reward rreasoning ensures proper
output structure through binary verification of two components.

First, we check whether the reasoning process is properly enclosed within <think>...</think>
tags. Second, we verify that the final answer is enclosed within <answer>...</answer> tags and
contains a valid JSON format with required fields (“bbox 2d” and “point 2d” for segmentation tasks,
“count” and “points” for counting tasks).

The reasoning format reward is defined as:
rreasoning = 0.2 · 1[valid think] + 0.8 · 1[valid answer] (5)

where 1[·] returns 1 if the format is valid and 0 otherwise. We assign higher weight to the answer
format to emphasize producing correctly structured final outputs.

Segmentation Task Accuracy Reward Calculation. For referring segmentation tasks, we follow
the practice of Seg-Zero (Liu et al., 2025a). The answer accuracy reward rseg

answer evaluates three
components of the predicted output:

rseg
answer =

1

3
(rbbox + rcorner + rpoint) (6)

where each component is defined as:
rbbox = 1[IoU(bboxpred, bboxgt) > 0.5] (7)

rcorner = 1[
1

4

4∑
i=1

d(cornerpred
i , cornergt

i ) < 10] (8)

rpoint = 1[d(pointpred, pointgt) < 30] (9)

Here, d(·, ·) denotes Euclidean distance in pixels, and 1[·] is the indicator function.
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Counting Task Accuracy Reward Calculation. For counting tasks, the answer accuracy reward
rcount

answer combines count accuracy with localization precision:

rcount
answer =

1

2
(rcount + rlocalization) (10)

where:

rcount = 1[countpred = countgt] (11)

rlocalization =
|{pi : minj d(pi, gj) < 50}|

max(|P|, |G|)
(12)

Here, P = {p1, . . . , p|P|} represents the predicted 2D points, G = {g1, . . . , g|G|} represents the
ground truth 2D points, and the localization reward measures the fraction of correctly localized
points with respect to the maximum of predicted and ground truth counts.

A.3 LEARNING PROGRESSION ANALYSIS.

Figure 4 tracks performance on both in-domain and cross-task benchmarks throughout training.
Notably, cross-task performance improves steadily alongside in-domain performance, indicating that
the model is learning generalizable skills rather than overfitting to task-specific patterns.
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(a) Learning curves for RefCOCOg-test.
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(b) Learning curves for CountBench.

Figure 4: Performance progression of segmentation-trained and counting-trained model on Reason-
Seg test (a) and CountBench (b) during training. Both models show consistent improvement on both
the in-domain and cross-task benchmarks.

A.4 SUBTASK VALIDITY ANALYSIS

Analysis Details. We conducted an analysis of the model’s performance across different subtasks
to identify the validity and reliability of each subtasks. We utilized GPT-4o-mini (Hurst et al., 2024)
to automatically evaluate the validity of subtask outputs, ensuring that executed subtasks are both
accurate and relevant. We parsed the model’s reasoning chains to extract individual subtask execu-
tions and their outputs, then prompted GPT-4o-mini (Hurst et al., 2024) with the given context of
current image, question query, ground truth answer, and subtask output along with predicted outputs
to determine validity. We also analyzed the reasoning chains of the VCoT (RL) baseline for com-
parison. As Table 7 shows, the model achieves high validity across most subtasks, demonstrating its
reliability of subtask execution.

GPT Evaluation Details. Here we provide the exact prompt used to evaluate subtask validity with
GPT-4o-mini:
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Table 7: Validity of executed subtasks during inference. Abbreviations: q.d. - query decomposition,
o.d. - object detection, p.s. - pixel segmentation, a.r. - attribute recognition, c.p. - captioning, r.r. -
relation reasoning, o.c. - object counting, v.f. - verification, s.m. - summary. Both models are trained
on RefCOCOg and evaluated on CountBench.

Evaluation Model Subtasks Avg. VCoT (RL)
q.d. o.d. p.s. a.r. c.p. r.r. o.c. v.f. s.m. Sentences

GPT-4o-mini 100.0 77.0 77.7 58.2 64.3 59.6 77.4 67.7 74.0 68.4 63.4

Subtask Validity Evaluation Prompt

You are an expert evaluator for a Vision-Language Model’s reasoning trace.
Given one image, the question, ground-truth answer, the model’s final prediction, and the
parsed reasoning steps (grouped by subtask tags), evaluate each step for factual correctness
and usefulness.
Instructions:
- Judge each numbered step independently, but consider the global context (image +
question + GT + final prediction).
- If a step includes a subtask output like <object_detection> or
<object_counting> with JSON, verify the payload matches the image (e.g.,
counts, classes, attributes, locations) at a high level. Perfect pixel accuracy is not required;
focus on semantic correctness.
- Label each step as ”correct” or ”incorrect” and provide a brief justification (max 20
words). If uncertain, choose the best judgment from the image.
Return a strict JSON object with this schema:
{{ ”evaluation”: [ {{ ”step index”: <int>, ”evaluation”: ”correct” — ”incorrect”, ”justifi-
cation”: <string> }}, ... ] }}
Question: {question}
Ground Truth Answer: {gt}
Model Predicted Answer: {pred}
Parsed Reasoning Steps:
{steps block}

For the VCoT (RL) baseline, we evaluate the validity of each sentence in the reasoning chain using
the following prompt:
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Q. Find something that 
protects the persons’ heads.

<think>
To find the protective gear, I need to identify the headgear worn by the fencers. 
<object_detection>[{"id":1,"class":"headgear","bbox_2d":[392,250,438,318]},{"id":2,"class":"headgear","bbox_2d":[550,281,584,356]}]
</object_detection>
I need to check the attributes of the identified headgear to confirm it's protective. 
<attribute_recognition>[{"id":1,"attributes":["protective"]},{"id":2,"attributes":["protective"]}]</attribute_recognition> 
The headgear is clearly protective and is worn by the fencers.
<verification>{"claim":"something that protects the persons' heads", "verification":"Both headgear are protective","status":"OK"}</verification>
I will select a point on the headgear to represent it. 
<pixel_segmentation>[{"id":1,"bbox_2d":[392,250,4 38,318], "point_2d":[418,300]}, {"id":2,"bbox_2d":[550,281,584,356], "point_2d 
":[574,318]}]</pixel_segmentation> 
I have identified and verified the protective headgear.
<relation_reasoning>[{"object_1":1,"relation":"on","ob ject_2":2}]</relation_reasoning> 
I have found the protective headgear and verified its presence. 
<summary>{"summary":"Identified and verified the protective headgear worn by the fencers."}</summary>

</think>

<think> 
The term "something that protects the persons' heads" likely refers to the protective gear worn by the fencers, such as masks or helmets. These 
are typically made of materials like plastic or metal and are designed to protect the head from injury during the sport. The image shows two 
fencers in white uniforms, and the most closely matched object would be the mask or helmet they are wearing.

</think>

QwenVL2.5 (IoU=0.368) VCoT (IoU=0.541) Ours (IoU=0.776)SFT (IoU=0.577)GT mask

VCoT

Ours

Figure 5: Qualitative example on the ReasonSeg benchmark. The model successfully identifies and
localizes the referred object by composing multiple subtasks.

VCoT (RL) Sentence Validity Evaluation Prompt

You are an expert evaluator for a Vision-Language Model’s reasoning trace.
Given one image, the question, ground-truth answer, the model’s final prediction, and the
parsed reasoning sentences (CoT without tags), evaluate each sentence for factual correct-
ness and usefulness.
Instructions:
- Judge each numbered sentence independently, but consider the global context (image +
question + GT + final prediction).
- For each sentence, decide if it’s factually correct with respect to the image and whether it
is relevant/helpful for solving the problem.
- Label each sentence as ”correct” or ”incorrect” and provide a brief justification (max 20
words). If uncertain, choose the best judgment from the image.
Return a strict JSON object with this schema:
{{ ”evaluation”: [ {{ ”step index”: <int>, ”evaluation”: ”correct” — ”incorrect”, ”justifi-
cation”: <string> }}, ... ] }}
Question: {question}
Ground Truth Answer: {gt}
Model Predicted Answer: {pred}
Parsed Reasoning Steps:
{steps block}

A.5 ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE RESULTS

Qualitative Example on ReasonSeg Benchmark. Figure 5 shows additional examples where
the model successfully utilizes learned skills to solve complex reasoning tasks in the ReasonSeg
benchmark.

A.6 PROMPT TEMPLATES

Our prompt is designed to guide the model to initiate generating structured reasoning chains using
predefined subtasks. We define a system instruction that outlines the task, available subtasks, and
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specific rules and an example for formatting the output. To illustrate the expected behavior, we
include a detailed example demonstrating the use of subtasks within the reasoning process.

System Instruction

You are a helpful assistant. Your task is to accurately find objects or answer questions based
on the user’s query.
To do this, you must reason step-by-step within <think><\think> tags. During your
reasoning, you will use structured subtask tags to organize your visual analysis and
reasoning process. Follow a logical workflow: first understand the query and the scene,
then analyze the visual details, reason about the findings, and finally synthesize your answer.

**AVAILABLE SUBTASK TAGS** (Use these tools inside your <think> block when-
ever you need to perform a specific task):

{Subtasks}

{Rules}

{Example}

User Prompt

<image>
Question: “Please find “{Question}” with bboxs and points.”

Task-specific Rules

**IMPORTANT RULES**:
- Your entire reasoning process MUST be enclosed in one <think>...</think> block.
- You MUST include explanatory text AND subtask tags within the <think> block.
- Each subtask tag’s content MUST be a valid JSON object or array as specified, with NO
extra text.
- Your final output, outside the <think> block, MUST be in an <answer>...</answer>
tag and contain ONLY the JSON array of the final objects, formatted as [{“bbox 2d”:
[x1,y1,x2,y2], “point 2d”: [x,y]}].

Task-specific Example

**EXAMPLE**:
Question: “Please find “‘the yellow taxi’” with bbox and points.”
<think>
Straightforward object detection task. Scanning for vehicles.
<object_detection> [{“id”:1, “class”:“taxi”, “bbox 2d”: [150,280,450,420]},
{“id”:2, “class”:“car”, “bbox 2d”: [500,300,700,440]}] </object_detection>
Checking color attributes to confirm it’s yellow.
<attribute_recognition>[{“id”:1, “attributes”: [“color:yellow”, “taxi sign”,
“license plate”]}] </attribute\_recognition>
Found it! Getting the center point.
<pixel_segmentation>[{“id”:1, “bbox 2d”: [150,280,450,420], “point 2d”:
[300,350]}] </pixel_segmentation>
</think>
<answer>[{“bbox 2d”: [150,280,450,420], “point 2d”: [300,350]}] </answer>
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A.7 DETAILS ON REASONCOUNT BENCHMARK

To evaluate our model’s compositional reasoning capabilities more thoroughly, we introduce Rea-
sonCount, a benchmark that complements existing simple counting benchmarks like CountBench
with more complex counting tasks requiring multi-step reasoning and visual understanding. While
CountBench focuses on basic object counting, ReasonCount tests whether models can generalize
their learned subtasks to handle complex attribute-based counting and arithmetic reasoning.

Dataset Construction. ReasonCount is constructed by filtering and processing data from the
PixMo-Point dataset (Deitke et al., 2025), which contains diverse real-world scenes with annotated
objects.

For complex attribute counting, we select samples with long, complex referring expressions from
the original dataset, ensuring questions require deeper reasoning about object attributes and relation-
ships:

• Please count all ‘dogs that are standing’ in the image.
• Please count all ‘photographs in nature’ in the image.

For arithmetic counting, we create new questions that require adding or subtracting counts of dif-
ferent object categories, testing multi-step numerical reasoning:

• What is the total count of ‘odd-numbered cards’ and ‘face cards’?
• What is the count of ‘silverware’ minus the count of ‘knife’?

ReasonCount contains 1,000 questions of each type (2,000 total), providing a more challenging
evaluation that tests both compositional subtask usage and cross-task generalization capabilities
beyond what simple counting benchmarks can assess.

A.8 DISCUSSION ON LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Limitations. A limitation of our current framework is its reliance on a pre-defined, hand-crafted
library of subtasks. Consequently, the model’s performance is bound by the expressiveness of this
library, and its ability to generalize to tasks requiring fundamentally new primitive subtasks remains
a challenge.

Future directions. The step-by-step subtask structure our model learns creates opportunities for
smarter inference strategies. Rather than simply generating outputs greedily, we can treat the verifi-
able subtasks as decision points in a search process, enabling more sophisticated planning algorithms
like Monte Carlo Tree Search or Tree of Thoughts (Yao et al., 2023; Long, 2023). This would let
the model explore different ways to break down problems, eliminate poor choices early using our
verifiable subtasks, and find better solutions—all without additional training.

A.9 LEARNING CURVES DURING RL TRAINING

Here we provide learning curves showing the progression of reasoning format reward, answer accu-
racy reward and subtask format reward during RL training. As shown in the Figure 6, the reasoning
format rewards converges quickly, indicating that the model learns to generate properly formatted
reasoning chains early in training. Additionally, it can be seen that both the answer accuracy reward
and the subtask format reward steadily increase together. This demonstrates that the multiplication
of these reward components effectively guides the model to gain more reward by generating valid
subtasks that lead to correct answers.
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(a) Segmentation Task (b) Counting Task

Total Reward Total Reward

Reasoning Format Reward Reasoning Format Reward

Answer Accuracy Reward Answer Accuracy Reward

Subtask Format Reward Subtask Format Reward

Figure 6: Reward learning curves during training on two different tasks. The left column shows
results from the Segmentation task, and the right column shows results from the Counting task. Each
row compares a different component of the reward. As shown in the figure, the reward components
for both tasks exhibit a steady increase throughout training, indicating stable and effective learning.
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