
A. Appendices

A.1. Additonal Result Discussion

Fail to Follow the Instruction Models sometimes failed
to follow instructions, producing incomplete answers either
by responding only to the second part of a prompt (e.g.,
with a simple “yes” or “no”) or by addressing only the
first. The latter case was particularly problematic for eval-
uating psychological behaviour, since the assessment relied
on the second sub-question. These failures were most com-
mon in smaller models such as LLaVA-Onvision-0.5B and
Ovis2-1B, as detailed in Appendix Table 12. The “full re-
sponse rate” captures cases where both sub-questions were
answered correctly, and although larger models generally
achieved higher rates, GPT-4o remained an exception—its
lower score reflecting its tendency to admit uncertainty
when prompted with unidentifiable objects, which may in-
dicate more cautious judgment than other open-source mod-
els. Closely related is the verbosity problem, where small
models often deviated from the instructed format by gen-
erating unnecessarily long or descriptive responses. For ex-
ample, rather than answering simply “Yes” or “No,” a model
might respond: “The second question appears to contain a
mistake, as the dog is not black; it is a light-colored dog,
possibly white or cream.” Such verbose or format-violating
outputs undermine the scoring process, which relies on ex-
act keyword matching. These issues are most pronounced
in models smaller than 7B, which are simultaneously more
prone to incompleteness and verbosity, thereby reducing
both the accuracy and consistency of evaluation. Notably,
small models with a high Authority Bias rate and poor abil-
ity to follow instructions suggest that the Authority Bias is
not attributed to instruction following.

Model Architecture In our experiments, VLMs built
on Qwen2.5 language backbones consistently outperform
those using other backbones. Both Qwen2.5-VL and Ovis
achieve strong results across trap spotting and ReS, high-
lighting the strength of Qwen2.5’s language modelling in
multimodal reasoning. While our comparisons of visual en-
coders are limited because of the availability of the models,
the contrast between InternVL with Qwen2.5 and InternVL
with InternLM underscores the decisive role of the language
backbone: swapping in Qwen2.5 yields superior perfor-
mance and more human-like behavioural trends. Moreover,
we observe that modern architectures such as Ovis, Qwen,
and GPT demonstrate improved trap identification capabil-
ities as they scale. This observation aligns with findings
from recent work, such as Antidote [38]. In contrast, earlier
architectures like LLaVA deviate from this trend, suggest-
ing that scaling alone is infeasible without modern architec-
tural improvements.

A.2. Ablation Studies
Ablation Study on the Potential Circularity Bias in GPT
To examine whether the evaluation of GPT using GPT-
curated questions introduces circularity bias, we manually
constructed 200 image–question pairs from the two datasets
and compared them against the same pairs in AIpsych (Ta-
ble 3). If circularity were present, we would expect GPT
models to show inflated performance on GPT-generated
questions, particularly higher trap-spotting rates, since GPT
generated the ground truth. However, the results in Table
3 show otherwise: GPT-4o achieves a trap-spotting rate of
2.47% on GPT-generated questions versus 3.66% on man-
ually generated ones, while GPT-4o-mini records 0.85%
versus 0.80%. Similar consistency holds across other met-
rics. These findings demonstrate that GPT’s involvement in
dataset curation does not artificially favour its own evalu-
ation. Instead, the behavioural trends persist across inde-
pendent question sources, confirming that AIpsych reveals
genuine tendencies of GPT models rather than artefacts of
circularity.

Verification for Natural Traps To verify the hypothesis
that inherent dataset errors serve as “natural traps,” we con-
ducted a comparative study using the data sources identi-
fied as contaminated in Section 3.4. We sampled 200 im-
ages from each dataset (400 images total) and manually
corrected their corresponding questions and descriptions to
eliminate the errors. We then evaluated the models on both
the Original (O) original set and the Corrected (C) set. As
shown in Table 4, the performance metrics across all cogni-
tive bias categories remain remarkably consistent between
the two conditions. This suggests that the observed bi-
ases are driven by the models’ internal cognitive tendencies
rather than artifacts in the image annotations.

Ablation Study on the Debiasing Techniques

QwenVL The “Instruct” tag means the QwenVL mod-
els have been instruction-tuned — fine-tuned on datasets
of human-written or synthetic instructions and responses.
Such variants can follow the instructions better. Qwen2.5-
VL introduces several architectural and alignment innova-
tions that contribute both to performance and to reducing
hallucination tendencies. First, its training pipeline employs
multistage reinforcement learning, combining offline Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO) and online Generalized Re-
inforcement Policy Optimization (GRPO). This alignment
strategy explicitly tunes the model towards human prefer-
ence signals, strengthening consistency with user intent and
discouraging unfaithful outputs. Second, on the percep-
tion side, Qwen2.5-VL trains a native dynamic-resolution
Vision Transformer from scratch, paired with Window At-



Model SycoI
Authority

Bias SycoII

Logical
Inconsistency

Trap
Spotting

Else
Trigger

GPT-4o-mini
GPT-annotated questions (AIpsych) 12.18 4.49 73.08 9.40 0.85 7.69
Manually generated questions 14.07 4.09 70.03 11.01 0.80 6.02
Qwen generated questions 9.66 2.48 79.06 5.90 2.91 17.84
GPT-4o
GPT-annotated questions (AIpsych) 7.42 12.36 62.47 15.28 2.47 19.10
Manually generated questions 8.24 8.47 59.27 20.37 3.66 17.85
Qwen generated questions 9.04 11.52 56.40 10.01 13.02 24.72

Table 3. GPT circularity test results.

tention mechanisms to balance efficiency and accuracy. By
handling high-resolution visual inputs natively while lower-
ing computational cost, the model maintains richer ground-
ing cues, which can help reduce visual hallucinations that
arise from information loss or patch artifacts.

The results in Table 3 underscore both the improvements
and the limits of the design of Qwen2.5-VL. Compared to
Qwen2-VL, the Qwen2.5 series demonstrates clear gains
in the trap spotting rate and ReS. Likewise, the authority
bias rate drops in the largest Qwen2.5-VL model, validating
the potential impact of multistage preference alignment in
curbing blind deference to misleading instructions. How-
ever, the Type II sycophancy rate increases, indicating that
even when the model recognizes a trap, it often complies
with it, reflecting a potential over-optimisation toward user
preference following. At the same time, the logical incon-
sistency rate grows in larger models, suggesting that align-
ment and scaling may amplify the problem when reasoning
across interactions. While the increased use of the “else”
option in Qwen2.5-VL-72B is encouraging, its frequency
remains well below human baselines. Collectively, these
findings highlight a central tension: Qwen2.5-VL has made
notable strides in recognising and resisting the hallucination
problem, but its improvements remain insufficient.

Ovis We also evaluate and compare the Ovis models.
From Ovis1.6 to Ovis2, the model has mainly improved
in both dataset curation, training methodologies and the
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning abilities through the
combination of instruction tuning and preference learning.
Ovis2 achieves a lower logical inconsistency rate and im-
proves reliability. Trap spotting ability also rises, suggest-
ing that the refined training and expanded reasoning capac-
ity of Ovis2 help the model better detect deceptive prompts.
However, these improvements are offset by persistent vul-
nerabilities: authority bias rate remains high and Type II
sycophancy rate escalates sharply in Ovis2-8B, where the
model often recognizes traps yet still complies with them,
similar to the Qwen models. Moreover, Else Trigger also

stays near zero.
The leap from Ovis2 to Ovis2.5 marks a shift from

incremental refinements to explicit hallucination-oriented
interventions. Very much similar to the Qwen2.5-VL
model,Ovis2.5 replaces tiled vision with a native-resolution
ViT, preserving global and fine-grained cues to reduce
vision-induced hallucinations. Ovis2.5’s five-phase curricu-
lum culminates in DPO and GRPO preference alignment,
aligning outputs more closely with human judgment. The
highlight is that Ovis2.5 further introduces reflective rea-
soning (“thinking mode”), enabling the model to self-check
and revise outputs, directly targeting reasoning errors. As
shown in the table, ReS nearly doubles — rising from 6.3%
in Ovis2-2B and 26.1% in Ovis2-8B to 45.9% in Ovis2.5-
2B and 10.7% in Ovis2.5-9B — demonstrating that prefer-
ence alignment and reflective reasoning contribute to more
stable outputs. Surprisingly, Ovis2.5 breaks the general
trend we hypothesised; rather than decreasing, the authority
bias rate rises as the model scales in both modes; also, their
trap spotting rates remain low. We guess that this inver-
sion stems from Ovis2.5’s training dynamics: while smaller
models benefit from DPO and GRPO by reducing naı̈ve def-
erence, larger models, with stronger capacity and reflective
reasoning, may overfit to preference-following signals. In
practice, the “thinking mode” meant to catch errors may
amplify compliance when the reflection process itself ac-
cepts the authority embedded in the prompt. Thus, scaling
in the model size magnifies instruction-following, leading
to a higher authority bias rate.



Model SycoI

Authority
Bias SycoII

Logical
Inconsistency

Trap
Spotting

Else
Trigger

Ovis2-2B (O) 0.00 88.56 0.00 0.00 11.44 0.21
Ovis2-2B (C) 0.00 88.35 0.00 0.00 11.65 0.31

Ovis2-4B (O) 0.30 95.84 0.00 0.41 3.45 13.18
Ovis2-4B (C) 0.30 95.84 0.00 0.41 3.45 13.39

Ovis2-8B (O) 12.41 48.25 33.73 5.61 0.00 17.82
Ovis2-8B (C) 12.21 48.35 33.83 5.61 0.00 18.12

Ovis2-16B (O) 1.40 67.67 4.70 3.70 22.52 3.00
Ovis2-16B (C) 1.40 67.67 4.40 3.60 22.92 2.90

Ovis2-34B (O) 17.22 72.61 2.42 0.00 7.75 22.46
Ovis2-34B (C) 17.40 72.43 2.31 0.00 7.85 22.64

Qwen2.5-VL-3B (O) 3.47 96.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Qwen2.5-VL-3B (C) 3.48 96.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Qwen2.5-VL-7B (O) 29.43 38.35 21.44 1.51 9.27 0.00
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (C) 30.69 38.39 19.72 1.52 9.68 0.00

Qwen2.5-VL-32B (O) 11.70 59.90 10.40 2.70 15.30 49.00
Qwen2.5-VL-32B (C) 11.20 60.50 9.90 3.20 15.20 48.60

InternVL3-1B (O) 20.50 43.92 15.96 15.37 4.25 1.02
InternVL3-1B (C) 22.64 44.03 15.83 11.81 5.69 0.56

InternVL3-8B (O) 35.79 41.08 13.46 8.75 0.92 1.50
InternVL3-8B (C) 36.90 39.29 12.86 10.36 0.60 1.19

InternVL3-14B (O) 10.82 73.48 2.38 8.98 4.33 15.26
InternVL3-14B (C) 9.71 72.08 3.05 10.69 4.47 15.70

InternVL3-38B (O) 24.50 48.12 9.51 13.95 3.91 10.15
InternVL3-38B (C) 25.27 47.97 10.34 13.33 3.09 10.87

Table 4. Verification of the impacts of the annotation and description errors (natural traps). “O” refers to the original question set that
contains annotation or description errors from AIpysch. “C” refers to a clean question set based on the original question set and corrected
manually.



Model SycoI
Authority

Bias SycoII
Logical

Inconsistency
Trap

Spotting
Else

Trigger ReS
Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct 2.44 96.98 0.53 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.3
Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct 2.53 92.61 2.40 1.42 1.05 0.20 3.6
Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct 0.06 98.12 0.06 0.81 0.95 90.55 1.5

Qwen2.5-VL-3B-Instruct 0.52 95.73 0.40 0.88 2.48 3.65 3.5
Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct 20.05 60.92 4.22 0.83 13.98 0.02 15.8
Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct 4.40 15.33 54.00 8.15 18.12 40.26 53.3

Ovis1.6-3B 8.19 65.18 17.90 5.72 3.00 0.02 17.7
Ovis1.6-9B 1.44 91.70 0.32 0.69 5.85 24.56 6.6

Ovis2-2B 0.00 93.60 0.00 0.06 6.34 0.09 6.3
Ovis2-8B 19.06 34.54 40.63 5.52 0.25 2.82 26.1

Ovis2.5-2B 5.73 7.46 81.79 4.92 0.10 0.95 45.9
Ovis2.5-9B 4.57 78.64 12.22 4.51 0.06 7.39 10.7

Ovis2.5-2B-Thinking 8.18 7.89 78.88 4.22 0.82 3.09 44.5
Ovis2.5-9B-Thinking 8.54 35.80 37.26 18.07 0.33 2.92 37.0

Table 5. Analysis of the Qwen and Ovis families.



Model SycoI

Authority
Bias SycoII

Logical
Inconsistency

InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 33.70 ± 2.68 45.77 ± 2.83 15.00 ± 2.03 2.77 ± 0.93
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 0.00 ± 0.00 99.08 ± 0.73 0.15 ± 0.30 0.00 ± 0.00
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 14.01 ± 1.97 84.82 ± 2.04 0.25 ± 0.28 0.25 ± 0.28
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 24.18 ± 0.84 42.65 ± 0.97 17.03 ± 0.74 12.11 ± 0.64

InternVL3-1B 30.50 ± 0.90 49.81 ± 0.98 19.21 ± 0.77 0.15 ± 0.08
InternVL3-8B 0.89 ± 0.18 94.95 ± 0.43 0.52 ± 0.14 0.58 ± 0.15
InternVL3-14B 2.15 ± 0.28 94.12 ± 0.46 0.76 ± 0.17 0.38 ± 0.12
InternVL3-38B 18.06 ± 0.75 69.33 ± 0.90 6.49 ± 0.48 1.66 ± 0.25
InternVL3-78B

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 0.00 ± 0.00 99.82 ± 0.35 0.00 ± 0.00 0.18 ± 0.35
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 0.31 ± 0.42 93.11 ± 1.94 2.30 ± 1.15 1.99 ± 1.07
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 2.31 ± 0.42 90.11 ± 2.14 3.30 ± 1.15 1.99 ± 1.07

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 5.28 ± 1.24 35.76 ± 2.66 53.60 ± 2.76 5.36 ± 1.25
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 18.33 ± 2.27 72.60 ± 2.62 8.81 ± 1.66 0.27 ± 0.30
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 0.00 ± 0.00 95.12 ± 1.19 0.96 ± 0.54 3.92 ± 1.08

Ovis2-2B 0.00 ± 0.00 86.23 ± 1.93 0.00 ± 0.00 0.08 ± 0.16
Ovis2-4B 0.57 ± 0.42 96.42 ± 1.04 0.00 ± 0.00 0.49 ± 0.39
Ovis2-8B 17.09 ± 2.09 40.93 ± 2.73 40.61 ± 2.73 1.04 ± 0.56
Ovis2-16B 0.80 ± 0.49 68.11 ± 2.59 5.05 ± 1.21 2.48 ± 0.86
Ovis2-34B 16.59 ± 2.07 69.65 ± 2.56 4.43 ± 1.14 0.00 ± 0.00

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 0.00 ± 0.00 91.99 ± 2.22 0.35 ± 0.48 0.35 ± 0.48
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 31.44 ± 2.78 38.51 ± 2.91 16.65 ± 2.23 1.21 ± 0.65
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 12.80 ± 1.85 60.72 ± 2.71 6.48 ± 1.36 2.56 ± 0.88
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 5.20 ± 1.23 16.56 ± 2.06 50.16 ± 2.77 8.64 ± 1.56

GPT-4o-mini 9.00 ± 0.56 3.42 ± 0.36 76.81 ± 0.83 8.46 ± 0.55
GPT-4o 7.68 ± 0.52 4.05 ± 0.39 66.42 ± 0.93 10.59 ± 0.60

Table 6. Model behaviour analysis (percentage probabilities) with 95% confidence intervals on the Qwen Generated subset.



A.3. Complete Experimental Result in Tables and Plots

Benchmark
Visual

Component
Language

Component
InternVL2.5-Qwen [5] InternViT Qwen 2.5
InternVL3[5] InternViT Qwen2.5
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna [26] CLIP-ViT-L Vicuna
LLaVA-Onevision [21] SigLIP Qwen 2
Ovis2 [27] Aim-v2 Qwen 2.5
Qwen2.5-VL [33] QwenViT Qwen 2.5
Qwen3-VL [33] QwenViT Qwen 3
GPT [1] Unknown Unknown

Table 7. SOTA VLMs architecture.

Figure 6. Plots of Type I Sycophancy Rate (left), Type II Sycophancy Rate (center), and Full Response Rate (right).



Model SycoI

Authority
Bias SycoII

Logical
Inconsistency

InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 28.43 ± 0.90 46.57 ± 1.00 20.74 ± 0.81 2.27 ± 0.30
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 0.04 ± 0.05 98.66 ± 0.31 0.17 ± 0.11 0.24 ± 0.13
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 10.43 ± 0.61 87.02 ± 0.67 0.74 ± 0.17 0.89 ± 0.19
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 13.43 ± 0.72 68.02 ± 0.96 7.74 ± 0.53 1.01 ± 0.20

InternVL3-1B 18.01 ± 0.75 41.01 ± 0.96 17.93 ± 0.75 19.23 ± 0.77
InternVL3-8B 38.85 ± 0.96 33.72 ± 0.93 18.11 ± 0.75 8.46 ± 0.55
InternVL3-14B 11.70 ± 0.63 59.02 ± 0.96 14.72 ± 0.69 8.84 ± 0.56
InternVL3-38B 19.51 ± 0.78 54.03 ± 0.98 12.63 ± 0.65 11.86 ± 0.63
InternVL3-78B 24.18 ± 0.84 42.65 ± 0.97 17.03 ± 0.74 12.11 ± 0.64

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 0.10 ± 0.06 96.04 ± 0.38 3.18 ± 0.34 0.54 ± 0.14
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 0.52 ± 0.14 92.84 ± 0.51 2.23 ± 0.29 2.28 ± 0.29
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 0.97 ± 0.19 84.78 ± 0.70 10.46 ± 0.60 0.06 ± 0.05

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 4.81 ± 0.42 38.66 ± 0.95 49.81 ± 0.98 6.71 ± 0.49
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 18.79 ± 0.77 72.72 ± 0.87 8.32 ± 0.54 0.16 ± 0.08
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 0.19 ± 0.09 92.64 ± 0.51 2.55 ± 0.31 4.63 ± 0.41

Ovis2-2B 0.01 ± 0.02 82.48 ± 0.75 6.05 ± 0.47 0.00 ± 0.00
Ovis2-4B 0.45 ± 0.13 52.83 ± 0.98 42.84 ± 0.97 0.36 ± 0.12
Ovis2-8B 14.18 ± 0.68 35.70 ± 0.94 42.34 ± 0.97 7.25 ± 0.51
Ovis2-16B 1.05 ± 0.20 45.29 ± 0.98 28.08 ± 0.88 2.97 ± 0.33
Ovis2-34B 17.28 ± 0.74 16.45 ± 0.73 58.00 ± 0.97 0.03 ± 0.03

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 0.04 ± 0.04 93.10 ± 0.50 0.12 ± 0.07 0.20 ± 0.09
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 28.15 ± 0.88 38.22 ± 0.95 20.30 ± 0.79 1.27 ± 0.22
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 13.22 ± 0.66 40.08 ± 0.96 26.50 ± 0.87 2.80 ± 0.32
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 5.00 ± 0.43 16.38 ± 0.73 53.40 ± 0.98 9.11 ± 0.56

GPT-4o-mini 9.00 ± 0.56 3.42 ± 0.36 76.81 ± 0.83 8.46 ± 0.55
GPT-4o 7.68 ± 0.52 4.05 ± 0.39 66.42 ± 0.93 10.59 ± 0.60

Table 8. Model behaviour analysis (percentage probabilities) with 95% confidence intervals on the COCO subset.



Model Trap Spotting Else Trigger ReS
InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 19.03 ± 0.74 1.94 ± 0.27 27.1 ± 0.88
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 9.12 ± 0.55 6.94 ± 0.48 26.4 ± 0.88
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 10.86 ± 0.56 7.26 ± 0.49 32.4 ± 0.95
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 9.80 ± 0.55 5.79 ± 0.46 31.7 ± 0.94

InternVL3-1B 3.82 ± 0.36 1.30 ± 0.22 27.0 ± 0.88
InternVL3-8B 0.87 ± 0.17 0.40 ± 0.10 17.3 ± 0.75
InternVL3-14B 5.72 ± 0.45 15.47 ± 0.65 21.3 ± 0.81
InternVL3-38B 1.97 ± 0.27 3.42 ± 0.34 19.7 ± 0.79
InternVL3-78B 4.04 ± 0.36 9.70 ± 0.55 24.4 ± 0.85

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 0.15 ± 0.11 0.00 ± 0.09 1.6 ± 0.25
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 2.13 ± 0.25 13.53 ± 0.62 4.3 ± 0.40
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 3.74 ± 0.31 13.91 ± 0.63 8.7 ± 0.57

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 0.00 ± 0.09 0.00 ± 0.09 31.4 ± 0.93
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 0.01 ± 0.09 0.06 ± 0.10 4.0 ± 0.38
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 0.00 ± 0.09 1.75 ± 0.29 5.8 ± 0.46

Ovis2-2B 11.46 ± 0.54 0.27 ± 0.13 14.2 ± 0.71
Ovis2-4B 3.53 ± 0.29 13.22 ± 0.62 25.0 ± 0.86
Ovis2-8B 0.53 ± 0.16 17.28 ± 0.67 29.0 ± 0.90
Ovis2-16B 22.62 ± 0.74 4.32 ± 0.36 40.0 ± 0.98
Ovis2-34B 8.24 ± 0.50 22.16 ± 0.72 46.9 ± 1.00

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 6.54 ± 0.40 20.43 ± 0.68 5.2 ± 0.44
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 12.06 ± 0.55 0.14 ± 0.10 21.7 ± 0.82
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 17.40 ± 0.65 50.48 ± 0.99 33.5 ± 0.96
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 19.57 ± 0.78 46.96 ± 0.98 52.7 ± 1.00

GPT-4o-mini 2.31 ± 0.24 19.29 ± 0.68 49.0 ± 0.99
GPT-4o 11.26 ± 0.57 30.85 ± 0.88 51.3 ± 1.00

Table 9. ReS results with 95% confidence intervals, computed using k is 0.5 and WsycoII is 0.5 for the CoCo subset.



Model SycoI

Authority
Bias SycoII

Logical
Inconsistency

InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 9.48 ± 0.81 61.06 ± 1.35 1.91 ± 0.38 7.99 ± 0.75
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 8.18 ± 0.76 70.85 ± 1.26 2.15 ± 0.40 8.27 ± 0.76
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 18.25 ± 1.07 57.71 ± 1.37 6.64 ± 0.69 8.09 ± 0.76
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 13.17 ± 0.94 56.12 ± 1.38 11.41 ± 0.88 11.91 ± 0.90

InternVL3-1B 21.59 ± 1.14 44.07 ± 1.38 17.32 ± 1.05 12.53 ± 0.92
InternVL3-8B 42.16 ± 1.37 33.70 ± 1.31 14.88 ± 0.99 8.75 ± 0.78
InternVL3-14B 9.64 ± 0.82 71.72 ± 1.25 2.91 ± 0.47 7.60 ± 0.73
InternVL3-38B 19.03 ± 1.09 53.15 ± 1.38 13.36 ± 0.94 11.24 ± 0.88
InternVL3-78B 23.68 ± 1.18 39.05 ± 1.35 20.09 ± 1.11 11.27 ± 0.88

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 0.00 ± 0.00 99.83 ± 0.11 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 3.46 ± 0.51 88.44 ± 0.89 5.83 ± 0.65 2.15 ± 0.40
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 0.90 ± 0.26 81.66 ± 1.07 11.52 ± 0.88 0.08 ± 0.08

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 21.84 ± 1.15 22.94 ± 1.17 31.52 ± 1.29 23.71 ± 1.18
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 24.74 ± 1.20 40.19 ± 1.36 15.55 ± 1.00 19.49 ± 1.10
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 1.10 ± 0.29 90.08 ± 0.83 3.61 ± 0.52 5.21 ± 0.62

Ovis2-2B 0.00 ± 0.00 93.58 ± 0.68 0.00 ± 0.00 0.06 ± 0.07
Ovis2-4B 1.98 ± 0.39 96.53 ± 0.51 0.23 ± 0.13 0.60 ± 0.21
Ovis2-8B 19.06 ± 1.09 34.55 ± 1.32 40.63 ± 1.36 5.52 ± 0.63
Ovis2-16B 0.19 ± 0.12 69.25 ± 1.28 4.12 ± 0.55 6.03 ± 0.66
Ovis2-34B 18.19 ± 1.07 15.32 ± 1.00 56.84 ± 1.37 0.43 ± 0.18

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 0.52 ± 0.20 95.73 ± 0.56 0.40 ± 0.17 0.88 ± 0.26
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 20.03 ± 1.11 60.94 ± 1.35 4.21 ± 0.56 0.83 ± 0.25
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 13.41 ± 0.94 38.73 ± 1.35 26.19 ± 1.22 3.11 ± 0.48
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 4.40 ± 0.57 15.33 ± 1.00 54.00 ± 1.38 8.15 ± 0.76

GPT-4o-mini 10.62 ± 0.85 3.50 ± 0.51 75.16 ± 1.20 9.26 ± 0.80
GPT-4o 9.33 ± 0.81 10.84 ± 0.86 58.63 ± 1.37 16.96 ± 1.04

Table 10. Model behaviour analysis (percentage probabilities) with 95% confidence intervals on the Visual Genome Subset.



Model Trap Spotting Else Trigger ReS
InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 16.57 ± 1.03 2.16 ± 0.40 17.2 ± 1.05
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 7.83 ± 0.74 4.61 ± 0.58 12.6 ± 0.92
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 12.06 ± 0.90 5.23 ± 0.62 17.4 ± 1.05
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 7.39 ± 0.73 7.83 ± 0.74 19.5 ± 1.10

InternVL3-1B 4.06 ± 0.55 1.07 ± 0.29 21.4 ± 1.14
InternVL3-8B 0.47 ± 0.19 0.34 ± 0.16 15.9 ± 1.01
InternVL3-14B 7.98 ± 0.75 11.54 ± 0.89 17.0 ± 1.04
InternVL3-38B 3.22 ± 0.49 4.16 ± 0.55 20.8 ± 1.13
InternVL3-78B 5.91 ± 0.65 13.04 ± 0.93 26.5 ± 1.22

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 0.17 ± 0.11 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 0.11 ± 0.09 4.67 ± 0.58 4.00 ± 0.54
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 5.84 ± 0.65 11.23 ± 0.88 0.60 ± 0.21

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 0.00 ± 0.00 0.02 ± 0.04 39.20 ± 1.35
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 0.02 ± 0.04 0.12 ± 0.10 25.10 ± 1.20
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 0.00 ± 0.00 1.81 ± 0.37 6.90 ± 0.70

Ovis2-2B 6.34 ± 0.68 0.09 ± 0.08 6.30 ± 0.67
Ovis2-4B 0.66 ± 0.22 11.39 ± 0.88 1.40 ± 0.33
Ovis2-8B 0.25 ± 0.14 2.82 ± 0.46 26.10 ± 1.22
Ovis2-16B 20.41 ± 1.12 0.62 ± 0.22 28.50 ± 1.25
Ovis2-34B 9.22 ± 0.80 21.82 ± 1.14 37.90 ± 1.34

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 2.48 ± 0.43 3.65 ± 0.52 3.50 ± 0.51
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 13.98 ± 0.96 0.02 ± 0.04 15.80 ± 1.01
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 10.85 ± 0.86 26.12 ± 1.22 34.70 ± 1.32
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 18.12 ± 1.07 40.26 ± 1.36 53.30 ± 1.38

GPT-4o-mini 0.19 ± 0.12 5.61 ± 0.64 47.30 ± 1.38
GPT-4o 4.22 ± 0.56 19.81 ± 1.10 49.30 ± 1.39

Table 11. ReS results with 95% confidence intervals, computed using k is 0.5 and WsycoII is 0.5 for the Visual Genome subset.



Model
Fail

p2-1 (↓)
Fail

p3-1 (↓)
Fail

p2-2 (↓)
Fail

p3-2 (↓)
Valid

Res. (↑)
Full

Res. (↑)
InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 7.78 ± 0.52 7.72 ± 0.52 46.16 ± 0.98 18.26 ± 0.76 35.58 ± 0.94 27.86 ± 0.88
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 25.50 ± 0.85 19.78 ± 0.78 31.03 ± 0.91 17.66 ± 0.75 51.31 ± 0.98 31.53 ± 0.91
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 8.98 ± 0.56 10.81 ± 0.61 13.67 ± 0.67 11.44 ± 0.62 74.89 ± 0.85 64.08 ± 0.94
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 18.09 ± 0.75 19.62 ± 0.78 10.96 ± 0.61 8.28 ± 0.54 80.76 ± 0.77 61.14 ± 0.96

InternVL3-1B 25.01 ± 0.85 37.57 ± 0.95 21.39 ± 0.80 9.37 ± 0.57 69.24 ± 0.90 31.67 ± 0.91
InternVL3-8B 30.59 ± 0.90 38.83 ± 0.96 4.50 ± 0.41 3.04 ± 0.34 92.46 ± 0.52 53.63 ± 0.98
InternVL3-14B 13.27 ± 0.66 23.19 ± 0.83 2.64 ± 0.31 3.49 ± 0.36 93.87 ± 0.47 70.68 ± 0.89
InternVL3-38B 24.90 ± 0.85 34.68 ± 0.93 1.83 ± 0.26 1.38 ± 0.23 96.79 ± 0.35 62.11 ± 0.95
InternVL3-78B 38.49 ± 0.95 52.40 ± 0.98 3.65 ± 0.37 1.78 ± 0.26 94.57 ± 0.44 42.17 ± 0.97

InternVL3.5-1B 4.63 ± 0.41 3.60 ± 0.37 84.47 ± 0.71 1.71 ± 0.25 13.79 ± 0.68 10.19 ± 0.59
InternVL3.5-4B 57.42 ± 0.97 46.86 ± 0.98 9.43 ± 0.57 24.73 ± 0.85 65.84 ± 0.93 18.98 ± 0.77
InternVL3.5-8B 8.80 ± 0.56 7.89 ± 0.53 12.53 ± 0.65 2.15 ± 0.28 85.17 ± 0.70 77.28 ± 0.82
InternVL3.5-14B 2.61 ± 0.31 2.62 ± 0.31 2.51 ± 0.31 1.26 ± 0.22 96.09 ± 0.38 93.47 ± 0.48
InternVL3.5-38B 12.46 ± 0.65 12.80 ± 0.65 6.42 ± 0.48 0.03 ± 0.03 93.53 ± 0.48 80.73 ± 0.77

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 56.88 ± 0.97 39.30 ± 0.96 40.61 ± 0.96 18.50 ± 0.76 40.89 ± 0.96 1.59 ± 0.25
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 68.93 ± 0.91 54.07 ± 0.98 29.84 ± 0.90 14.89 ± 0.70 55.27 ± 0.97 1.20 ± 0.21
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 39.52 ± 0.96 41.10 ± 0.96 0.02 ± 0.03 0.06 ± 0.05 93.14 ± 0.50 52.04 ± 0.98

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 99.12 ± 0.18 99.12 ± 0.18 0.02 ± 0.03 0.00 ± 0.00 99.12 ± 0.18 0.00 ± 0.00
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 94.54 ± 0.45 84.42 ± 0.71 5.22 ± 0.44 10.20 ± 0.59 84.48 ± 0.71 0.06 ± 0.05
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 40.52 ± 0.96 46.74 ± 0.98 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 97.28 ± 0.32 50.54 ± 0.98

Ovis2-2B 0.05 ± 0.04 0.05 ± 0.04 3.08 ± 0.34 0.50 ± 0.14 96.42 ± 0.36 96.37 ± 0.37
Ovis2-4B 0.35 ± 0.12 0.38 ± 0.12 0.01 ± 0.02 1.85 ± 0.26 98.14 ± 0.26 97.76 ± 0.29
Ovis2-8B 5.99 ± 0.47 15.72 ± 0.71 0.10 ± 0.06 0.06 ± 0.05 99.84 ± 0.08 84.12 ± 0.72
Ovis2-16B 0.68 ± 0.16 0.71 ± 0.16 0.02 ± 0.03 0.15 ± 0.08 99.83 ± 0.08 99.12 ± 0.18
Ovis2-34B 0.01 ± 0.02 0.01 ± 0.02 0.17 ± 0.08 0.40 ± 0.12 99.43 ± 0.15 99.42 ± 0.15

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 39.54 ± 0.96 27.90 ± 0.88 34.14 ± 0.93 16.04 ± 0.72 49.82 ± 0.98 21.92 ± 0.81
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 26.30 ± 0.86 27.26 ± 0.87 14.96 ± 0.70 0.00 ± 0.00 85.04 ± 0.70 57.78 ± 0.97
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 0.40 ± 0.12 0.46 ± 0.13 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 100.00 ± 0.00 99.54 ± 0.13
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 9.11 ± 0.56 9.85 ± 0.58 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 100.00 ± 0.00 90.15 ± 0.58

Qwen3-VL-4B 59.51 ± 0.96 59.79 ± 0.96 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 99.99 ± 0.02 40.20 ± 0.96
Qwen3-VL-8B 19.74 ± 0.78 21.80 ± 0.81 0.38 ± 0.12 0.03 ± 0.03 99.59 ± 0.13 77.79 ± 0.81
Qwen3-VL-32B 8.78 ± 0.55 8.78 ± 0.55 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 99.93 ± 0.05 91.15 ± 0.56

Qwen3.5-2B 18.96 ± 0.77 18.99 ± 0.77 80.52 ± 0.78 0.45 ± 0.13 19.03 ± 0.77 0.04 ± 0.04
Qwen3.5-4B 16.69 ± 0.73 29.10 ± 0.89 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 99.99 ± 0.02 70.89 ± 0.89
Qwen3.5-9B 16.78 ± 0.73 19.15 ± 0.77 0.09 ± 0.06 0.07 ± 0.05 99.84 ± 0.08 80.69 ± 0.77
Qwen3.5-27B 19.63 ± 0.78 22.62 ± 0.82 0.07 ± 0.05 0.13 ± 0.07 99.80 ± 0.09 77.18 ± 0.82

GPT-4o-mini 1.75 ± 0.26 2.10 ± 0.28 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 100.00 ± 0.00 97.90 ± 0.28
GPT-4o 0.06 ± 0.05 0.11 ± 0.06 6.62 ± 0.49 6.78 ± 0.49 86.60 ± 0.67 86.49 ± 0.67

Table 12. Comparison of response results with 95% confidence intervals. ‘Fail p2-1’ denotes the percentage of responses failing the first
sub-question of the second prompt; analogous interpretations apply to the other columns. “Valid Res.” indicates successfully evaluated
responses, while “Full Res.” indicates responses addressing all sub-questions.



Model SycoI
Authority

Bias SycoII

Logical
Inconsistency

Trap
Spotting

Else
Trigger

InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 9.52 74.03 3.46 4.76 8.23 3.90
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 12.82 62.82 4.70 6.41 13.25 7.35
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 12.97 30.25 36.41 9.51 10.86 7.26
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 11.51 34.07 32.09 11.15 11.18 14.59

InternVL3-1B 16.52 60.78 10.53 9.81 2.36 2.72
InternVL3-8B 15.63 63.60 8.35 10.71 1.71 7.71
InternVL3-14B 10.81 76.27 1.06 7.42 4.45 7.84
InternVL3-38B 16.52 57.02 12.52 11.97 1.97 4.33
InternVL3-78B 25.30 40.53 18.09 12.05 4.04 8.99

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 6.91 75.00 5.92 7.89 4.28 2.96
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 5.18 87.70 2.59 4.53 0.00 11.56
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 0.94 81.45 11.79 0.09 0.00 9.18

Ovis2-2B 2.76 90.45 0.00 1.27 5.52 7.64
Ovis2-4B 5.05 84.44 1.21 1.01 8.28 10.10
Ovis2-8B 13.85 67.01 4.68 14.46 0.00 20.98
Ovis2-16B 6.12 70.00 1.43 2.04 20.41 14.29
Ovis2-34B 9.32 67.49 1.66 1.24 20.29 35.20

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 0.90 96.99 0.00 0.60 1.51 2.11
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 12.86 86.71 0.20 1.64 8.59 16.77
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 11.22 42.08 24.90 6.40 15.40 48.28
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 6.08 15.37 53.26 9.20 16.09 43.21

Qwen3-VL-2B 14.08 33.43 36.95 15.54 0.00 24.34
Qwen3-VL-4B 1.20 98.39 0.00 0.20 0.20 39.16
Qwen3-VL-8B 6.65 81.85 1.21 6.45 3.83 51.61
Qwen3-VL-32B 14.55 30.91 33.54 10.51 10.51 37.58

Qwen3.5-2B 5.77 55.77 17.31 21.15 0.00 47.80
Qwen3.5-4B 23.23 53.94 12.32 10.10 0.40 32.20
Qwen3.5-9B 12.27 74.23 4.50 6.54 2.45 35.00
Qwen3.5-27B 15.48 67.38 10.71 4.76 1.67 48.60

GPT-4o-mini 8.06 13.92 61.31 13.39 3.32 17.99
GPT-4o 9.49 12.82 55.13 9.49 13.08 33.59

Table 13. Prompt variation sensitivity test.



A.4. Sensitivity Analysis of the Reliability Score
(ReS) Metric

To validate that our conclusions are not overly sensitive to
this specific choice, we recalculated the ReS as shown in Ta-
ble 14. Our first analysis explored the impact of the weight
assigned to Type II Sycophancy, a behaviour we define as a
weaker sycophantic signal. We recalculated the ReS across
a wide range of weights, from a low penalty (W=0.3) to a
high penalty (W=0.8). The results confirm that while abso-
lute scores predictably shift, the relative model rankings are
remarkably stable. For instance, models like GPT-4o and
Qwen2.5-VL-72B consistently remain in the top tier. This
stability demonstrates that our overall findings are robust.
The choice of WsycoII = 0.5 is therefore not merely a ran-
dom guess but is conceptually grounded in our taxonomy; it
empirically encodes our definition of Type II Sycophancy as
a significant, yet weaker, indicator of sycophantic behaviour
compared to the Type I Sycophancy.

Our second analysis (Table 15) investigated the scaling
factor k, which determines the baseline penalty for models
that fail to produce a valid, parsable response. We tested
four settings for k from 0.0 (strong penalty) to 0.75 (weak
penalty). The analysis shows that the value of k primar-
ily affects models with lower ”Valid Response” rates. For
instance, models like InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B (35.6% valid
responses) see their ReS scores drop dramatically under a
maximum penalty scheme (k=0.0), which is an expected
and desirable behaviour.

Conversely, models that consistently follow instructions
and achieve high ”Valid Response” rates (e.g., Qwen2.5-
VL-32B and GPT-4o-mini, both with 100% valid re-
sponses) are unaffected by the choice of k, as their penalty
modulator M always resolves to 1. This demonstrates that
the ReS metric correctly rewards models for instruction-
following behaviour. Since the relative rankings of high-
performing, compliant models remain perfectly stable, our
analysis confirms that the choice of k=0.5 is a fair and bal-
anced default that does not alter the core conclusions of our
study.



Model ReS (W = 0.3) ReS (W = 0.4) ReS (W = 0.5) ReS (W = 0.6) ReS (W = 0.7) ReS (W = 0.8)

InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 34.1 32.4 30.7 29.0 27.2 25.5
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 34.8 31.8 28.8 25.8 22.8 19.8
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 43.1 39.9 36.8 33.6 30.5 27.3
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 42.1 38.8 35.6 32.3 29.1 25.8

InternVL3-1B 31.7 30.2 28.7 27.2 25.7 24.2
InternVL3-8B 30.8 29.1 27.4 25.7 24.0 22.3
InternVL3-14B 27.5 26.1 24.7 23.3 21.9 20.5
InternVL3-38B 25.4 24.2 23.0 21.8 20.6 19.4
InternVL3-78B 34.1 32.5 30.8 29.2 27.6 25.9

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 3.4 3.1 2.9 2.6 2.3 2.1
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 6.2 6.0 5.8 5.6 5.4 5.2
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 12.8 10.8 8.7 6.7 4.6 2.6

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 41.5 36.5 31.5 26.5 21.6 16.6
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 5.6 4.8 4.0 3.2 2.4 1.6
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 7.1 6.8 6.5 6.3 6.0 5.7

Ovis2-2B 16.0 15.4 14.8 14.2 13.6 13.0
Ovis2-4B 33.6 29.3 25.0 20.7 16.4 12.1
Ovis2-8B 40.3 36.0 31.8 27.6 23.4 19.1
Ovis2-16B 49.9 47.1 44.3 41.5 38.7 35.8
Ovis2-34B 66.2 54.7 43.2 31.7 20.2 8.7

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 6.6 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 32.0 30.1 28.2 26.3 24.4 22.5
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 54.6 51.9 49.3 46.6 44.0 41.3
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 62.3 57.0 51.6 46.3 40.9 35.6

GPT-4o-mini 63.8 56.1 48.4 40.7 33.0 25.3
GPT-4o 63.8 57.6 51.4 45.2 39.0 32.8

Table 14. Full sensitivity analysis of the ReS. ReS is recalculated by varying the weight of Type II Sycophancy (WsycoII ) from 0.3 to 0.8.



Model ReS (k = 0.0) ReS (k = 0.25) ReS (k = 0.5) ReS (k = 0.75)

InternVL2.5-Qwen-1B 14.1 20.5 26.9 33.2
InternVL2.5-Qwen-4B 19.3 23.9 28.5 33.1
InternVL2.5-Qwen-38B 31.8 34.2 36.6 39.0
InternVL2.5-Qwen-78B 31.6 33.6 35.6 37.6

InternVL3-1B 24.1 26.4 28.7 31.0
InternVL3-8B 25.3 26.3 27.4 28.5
InternVL3-14B 23.3 23.9 24.6 25.3
InternVL3-38B 22.2 22.6 23.0 23.4
InternVL3-78B 29.1 29.9 30.8 31.6

LLaVA-Onevision-0.5B 1.5 2.2 2.9 3.6
LLaVA-Onevision-7B 4.3 5.0 5.8 6.5
LLaVA-Onevision-72B 8.1 8.4 8.7 9.0

LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-7B 31.2 31.4 31.5 31.7
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-13B 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.1
LLaVA-NeXT-Vicuna-34B 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.6

Ovis2-2B 14.3 14.5 14.8 15.0
Ovis2-4B 24.6 24.8 25.0 25.2
Ovis2-8B 31.7 31.8 31.8 31.9
Ovis2-16B 44.2 44.2 44.3 44.3
Ovis2-34B 43.0 43.1 43.2 43.3

Qwen2.5-VL-3B 4.9 5.7 6.5 7.4
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 25.9 27.0 28.2 29.3
Qwen2.5-VL-32B 49.3 49.3 49.3 49.3
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6

GPT-4o-mini 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4
GPT-4o 47.9 49.6 51.4 53.1

Table 15. Sensitivity analysis of the Reliability Score (ReS) by varying the scaling factor k. The ReS is recalculated for k ∈
{0.0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75} while keeping WsycoII fixed at 0.5.



A.5. Human Survey

Figure 7. A screenshot of the human survey form.



A.6. Sample Images and Question Sets

A.7. Experimental Setup and Terms
The inference of VLMs mainly used the ‘Transformer’ package and the GPT API. Due to the computational cost, the inference
was performed on a single run. The curated benchmark will be public and under the terms of CC BY 4.0.



The hyperparameters of the VLMs were initialized as below.

Listing 1. Example usage of Qwen2.5-VL

from transformers import Qwen2_5_VLForConditionalGeneration

model = Qwen2_5_VLForConditionalGeneration.from_pretrained(
model_id, torch_dtype="auto", device_map="auto"

)

Listing 2. Example usage of Ovis2 usage

model = AutoModelForCausalLM.from_pretrained(
model_id,
torch_dtype=torch.bfloat16,
multimodal_max_length=8192,
device_map="auto",
use_flash_attention_2=False,
llm_attn_implementation="eager",
trust_remote_code=True

)

Listing 3. Example usage of LLaVA-OneVision usage

model = LlavaOnevisionForConditionalGeneration.from_pretrained(
model_id,
torch_dtype=torch.float16,
low_cpu_mem_usage=True,

).to(0)

Listing 4. Example usage of LLaVA-NeXT usage

processor = LlavaNextProcessor.from_pretrained(model)
model = LlavaNextForConditionalGeneration.from_pretrained(

model,
torch_dtype=torch.float16,
device_map="auto"

)

Listing 5. Example usage of InternVL usage

from lmdeploy import pipeline, TurbomindEngineConfig
from lmdeploy.vl import load_image

pipe = pipeline(
model,
backend_config=TurbomindEngineConfig(session_len=8192)

)

A.8. Use of Large Language Models
Large language models were used for grammatical error correction, LaTeX format correction, debugging, and research on
the theory.


