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Abstract

Knowledge editing enables multimodal large
language models (MLLMs) to efficiently up-
date outdated or incorrect information. How-
ever, existing benchmarks primarily emphasize
cognitive-level modifications while lacking a
focus on deeper meta-cognitive processes. To
bridge this gap, we introduce CogEdit, a novel
benchmark designed to evaluate MLLMs’ meta-
cognitive knowledge editing abilities across
three levels: (1) Counterfactual-Driven Edit-
ing, assessing self-awareness of knowledge cor-
rectness changes; (2) Boundary Constraint
Editing, ensuring appropriate generalization
without unintended interference; and (3) Noise-
Robust Editing, promoting reflective evalu-
ation of uncertain information. To advance
meta-cognitive editing, we propose MIND
(Meta-cognitive INtegrated Dynamic Knowl-
edge Editing), a framework that constructs a
meta-knowledge memory for self-awareness,
employs game-theoretic interactions to monitor
knowledge activation, and incorporates label
refinement for noise-robust updates. Extensive
experiments show that MIND significantly out-
performs existing cognitive editing approaches,
achieving strong performance on both tradi-
tional and meta-cognitive knowledge editing
benchmarks.

1 Introduction

Knowledge Editing (Huang et al., 2023; De Cao
et al., 2021; Mitchell et al., 2021; Meng et al.,
2022a; Li et al., 2024d; Zheng et al., 2023; Mitchell
et al., 2022; Zhong et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024b;
Chen et al., 2024a; Wang and Li, 2024; Meng et al.,
2022b) offers an efficient way for updating large
language models (LLMs) to correct errors or out-
dated information without negative side effects,
which has been further extended to the editing
of multimodal large language models (MLLMs),
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Figure 1: Difference between Cognitive Editing and
Meta-cognitive Editing. Meta-cognitive editing requires
“thinking about thinking”, additionally involving self-
awareness, boundary monitoring, reflective thinking.
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known as multimodal editing. Previous research
suggests that the process of knowledge editing
closely resembles human cognition (Pan et al.,
2025b; Zhang et al., 2024b). It enables MLLMs
to incorporate new knowledge and rectify their
previous misconceptions. Three common met-
rics (Cheng et al., 2023a) are used to evaluate the
effectiveness of this cognitive process: Reliabil-
ity (accepting the new knowledge to achieve de-
sired editing outcome); Generality (transfering
the newly acquired knowledge to similar scenar-
i0s); Locality (unrelated knowledge remaining un-
changed without mistakenly altered).

While cognition is vital for learning and
decision-making, it is insufficient alone. Firstly,
cognitive editing simply identifies outdated knowl-
edge and replaces it with new information mechan-
ically, without recognizing when the old knowl-
edge is no longer usable. Moreover, it recognizes
knowledge only at a surface level, without truly
understanding why the new information is correct.
Additionally, it lacks reflective thinking about the
cognitive process itself—crucial for refining up-
dates, especially in the presence of noisy inputs.

The difference between cognitive and meta-
cognitive editing is shown in Figure 1, to ad-
dress the limitations of cognitive editing, ef-
fective knowledge editing should be META-
COGNITIVE(Georghiades, 2004; Lai, 2011; Veen-
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Figure 2: The performance of MIND and
SERAC (Mitchell et al.,, 2022) on traditional
cognitive editing benchmark and our proposed CogEdit.

man et al., 2006). Meta-cognition encompasses a
model’s ability to assess and modify its own rea-
soning and learning processes. In contrast to basic
cognition, meta-cognition emphasizes the capacity
to “think about thinking” and incorporates three
additional levels.

¢ Level 1: Self-Awareness (Blakemore and Frith,
2003). The system, while replacing outdated
knowledge with new knowledge, is capable of
self-awareness regarding the reasons why the old
knowledge was incorrect and needed to be re-
placed in the corresponding context.

* Level 2: Boundary Monitoring (Li et al.,
2024c). The system is capable of monitoring the
utilization boundary of new knowledge, prevent-
ing it from being excessively overgeneralized and
thereby avoiding the erroneous overshadowing
of truly relevant knowledge.

* Level 3: Reflective Thinking (Rodgers, 2002).
The system evaluates its knowledge update pro-
cesses and refines its adaptation strategies. It as-
sesses external inputs to determine whether they
should be accepted and, if so, which portions are
relevant for integration.

Existing knowledge editing datasets primarily
evaluate a model’s cognitive capabilities but fail to
effectively reflect its meta-cognitive abilities. To
address this limitation, we introduce COGEDIT. It
is a novel benchmark designed to assess the meta-
cognitive abilities of MLLMs during the knowl-
edge editing process, which encompasses tasks of
varying dimensions across diverse domains. In
alignment with the three key levels outlined ear-
lier, our benchmark evaluates models across three
essential criteria:

Counterfactual-Driven Editing(Level 1) —
When proposing a counterfactual assumption that
alters the content of specific knowledge, the model
should be self-aware that the change in the correct-

ness of the knowledge is attributed to the introduc-
tion of the counterfactual condition.

Boundary-Constraint Editing(Level 2) — The
model should monitor the utilization boundary
of the new knowledge to prevent it from being
overgeneralized to seemingly similar yet unrelated
scenarios and mistakenly suppressing knowledge
that should be activated.

Noise-Robust Editing(Level 3) — When con-
fronted with noisy knowledge of uncertain accu-
racy, the model must critically assess its validity
through reflective thinking, determining whether
it should replace existing ones.

With our newly designed benchmark, we per-
form a comprehensive evaluation of SOTA mul-
timodal editing methods for meta-cognitive edit-
ing. As shown in Figure 2, though existing meth-
ods (Mitchell et al., 2022) achieve strong perfor-
mance on cognitive knowledge editing (Cheng
et al., 2023b), they lack meta-cognitive capabili-
ties including self-awareness, boundary monitoring,
and reflective thinking.

To address these limitations and advance meta-
cognitive knowledge editing, we introduce MIND
(Meta-cognitive INtegrated Dynamic Knowledge
Editing), a framework that emulates the human
knowledge editing process by mimicking how hu-
mans learn new information within their minds.

MIND begins by building a meta-knowledge
memory, including both meta-declarative and
meta-conditional components, to enable self-aware
knowledge updates. It then applies game theory
to monitor knowledge activation through old-new
knowledge interactions and employs a label refiner
to filter noisy inputs, enhancing robustness. This
enables MLLMs to perform “thinking about think-
ing” by regulating their own cognitive processes.
As shown in Figure 2, MIND achieves strong per-
formance on both standard and newly proposed
meta-cognitive editing benchmarks.

Overall, our main contributions are three-fold:

* We introduce CogEdit, a benchmark to evalu-
ate meta-cognitive knowledge editing capabil-
ities for MLLMs.

* We propose MIND, a framework that simu-
lates human-like meta-cognitive learning with
self-awareness, boundary monitoring, and re-
flective thinking.

* MIND achieves strong performance on both
traditional cognitive knowledge editing bench-
mark and our newly developed meta-cognitive
benchmark.




2 Related Work

Multimodal Knowledge Editing is the process of
modifying, updating, or correcting specific knowl-
edge within MLLMs (Liu et al., 2023; Zhu et al.,
2023; Pan et al., 2024b; Li et al., 2023b; Dai et al.,
2023; Li et al., 2023a; Pan et al., 2025a) while
preserving its overall performance across different
modalities. Existing multimodal editing bench-
marks (Cheng et al., 2023a; Li et al., 2024b; Huang
et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024a) evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of editing using the Reliability, Gen-
erality, and Locality metrics (Huang et al., 2023).
These metrics assess the cognitive capability of
editing methods, specifically their ability to recog-
nize when old knowledge is replaced by new one.
However, they exhibit limited diversity. Consid-
ering that knowledge editing is inherently meta-
cognitive, we propose CogEdit, which introduces
diversity as an additional metric to evaluate whether
an editing method possesses self-awareness, bound-
ary monitoring, and reflective thinking.

From a methodological perspective (Pan et al.,
2025b), existing knowledge editing approaches can
be categorized into two types: (1) Intrinsic Knowl-
edge Editing (De Cao et al., 2021; Mitchell et al.,
2021; Meng et al., 2022a; Li et al., 2024d), which
directly modifies the model’s internal parameter-
ized knowledge, and (2) External Knowledge Re-
sorting (Zheng et al., 2023; Mitchell et al., 2022;
Zhong et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024b; Chen et al.,
2024a), which preserves the original model pa-
rameters while incorporating external knowledge
sources through edited samples. However, neither
of these approaches exhibits meta-cognitive capa-
bilities. In contrast, we introduce MIND, a knowl-
edge editing framework that simulates a human
mind’s meta-cognitive learning process.

3 CogEdit Benchmark

In this section, we propose CogEdit, a meta-
cognitive multimodal editing benchmark that en-
compasses multiple capability levels across di-
verse domains. Corresponding to the three levels
of meta-cognition (i.e., self-awareness, boundary
monitoring, reflective thinking), CogEdit evaluates
multimodal editing across three essential criteria.
We give more details of CogEdit in Appendix A.

Task Definition. Assuming we have an MLLM
parameterized by 6 that map the input (i, x.) to
the prediction y,, where i, refers to the editing im-

age input, x. refers to the editing text prompt input
and g, denote as the origin output. Multimodal edit-
ing aims to change prediction from y, to y. after an
updated 6. On this basis, we introduce our triple-
level editing subtasks, as illustrated in Figure 3.
A formal definition of the task and corresponding
evaluation metrics can be found in Appendix A.

Level 1: Counterfactual-Driven Editing. The
first level of CogEdit focuses on evaluating the
model’s ability to demonstrate self-awareness.
When a counterfactual assumption alters the cor-
rectness of specific knowledge, the model should
recognize that the change in the correctness of that
knowledge is due to the introduction of the coun-
terfactual condition. When these conditions are
subsequently removed, the prior knowledge should
be reactivated.

The task assesses a model’s capability to in-
corporate counterfactual knowledge by measuring
Fidelity—the accuracy under a counterfactual as-
sumption—and Adaptability—the ability to re-
cover original knowledge once the assumption is
removed.

Level 2: Boundary Constraint Editing. The
second level of CogEdit evaluation assesses the
model’s ability of boundary monitoring, prevent-
ing the new knowledge being overgeneralized to
seemingly similar yet unrelated scenarios, and
avoiding the erroneous suppression of knowledge
that should be activated.

This task evaluates a model’s ability to apply
edited knowledge appropriately by measuring Reli-
ability—its accuracy in the original context after
editing—and Compliance—its ability to adapt its
responses under boundary constraints without over-
generalizing the edited knowledge.

Level 3: Noise-Robust Editing. The third level
in CogEdit evaluates whether the model can en-
gage in reflective thinking. When confronted with
noisy or uncertain knowledge, the model should
critically assess its validity and determine whether
it should be accepted as a replacement for existing
knowledge.

This task measures a model’s ability to extract
and retain useful information from noisy updates.
Specifically, Clarity @K quantifies the model’s ro-
bustness by evaluating its accuracy as the level of
injected noise increases, with K denoting the num-
ber of distracting elements.
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Figure 3: (a) Distribution of problem difficulties in CogEdit. (b) The transformation process from an original VQA
instance to edited instances at different levels.

Data Collection. To ensure diversity in data  we define a Meta-Memory (Nelson, 1990; Ca-
sources, we curated a total of 1,174 VQA questions  vanaugh and Perlmutter, 1982) projection ma-
from various multimodal QA datasets (Hudson and  trix Mem &€ R %" which consists of the meta-
Manning, 2019; Marino et al., 2019). These ques-  knowledge units m;, which is a mapping function
tions span various specialized domains, including  that extracts new activation values from original
sports, arts, science, everyday activities and so on.  activation values. For a feed-forward layer with
The selection process also considered different ca-  an inner hidden dimension of d’, the meta-memory
pability tiers, categorized from simplest to most ~ Mem can be represented with:
complex: Perception, Recognition, Understand-
ing, and Reasoning. We use open-source mod- d—1
els (Chen et al., 2024b; Grattafiori ct al., 2024; Li  Qoutput = Mem(@input) = [mi(Ginput,) ;g (D
et al., 2024a; Wang et al., 2024a) to help us gener-
ate and refine the data instances.
m; = split(Mem); = Mem[:,i] Vi e {0,1,...,d'—1}
4 Approach: Meta-Cognitive Editing (2)
where ¢; and ¢, are original and new activation

We propose a meta-cognitive multimodal edit-  y41ues of dimension d', respectively.

ing method, MIND (Meta-cognitive INtegrated
Dynamic knowledge editing), to overcome the lim-
itations of cognitive-based editing, as shown in
Figure 4. MIND retains the activation pathways
of the original knowledge during the editing pro-
cess, guiding the editing and updating based on
scene features, and extracting relevant informa-
tion from the editing examples. It integrates a
self-aware meta-cognitive memory(4.1), a game-
theoretic monitoring mechanism(4.2), and a meta-

Meta-knowledge is parameterized and stored in
meta-memory, and it can be categorized into differ-
ent levels, including meta-declarative knowledge
mde! and meta-conditional knowledge m<°™.

Meta-declarative knowledge refers to a lan-
guage model’s self-awareness of its knowledge,
structure, and limitations. It goes beyond storing
facts by allowing the model to assess how reliable

its responses are and where they come from.

label refiner(4.3), enabling meta-cognitive knowl- Meta-conditional knowledge refers to a
edge editing in a manner similar to how the human  model’s awareness of when and under what condi-
mind learns and adapts. tions specific knowledge should be applied. It helps

the model adapt by evaluating the relevance and
4.1 Self-Aware Meta Knowledge appropriateness of its knowledge in varying con-

Meta-Memory Construction. Feed-forward lay-  texts. This meta-knowledge helps the model adapt
ers in transformer models, which constitute a sig- ~ and make informed decisions by guiding when and
nificant portion of the model’s parameters, function ~ how to apply information effectively.

as key-value memory structures (Geva et al., 2020). Initially, mged = 1 if ¢ equals the target index,
Thus make it possible to edit knowledge through  and m{*! = 0 otherwise; meanwhile, m$®™ = 0
editing feed-forward layers. for all 7, indicating that the meta-memory retains

Since activation and inhibition mappings influ-  the original declarative knowledge while no condi-
ence the model’s activation and forwarding logic,  tional knowledge has been learned yet.
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Figure 4: The MIND framework unifies meta-memory, monitoring mechanisms, and label refinement for meta-

cognitive multimodal knowledge editing.

4.2 Game Theory based Meta-Memory
Monitoring

Since most knowledge is stored in feed-forward
layers, and meta-memory manipulation provides a
mechanism to control the knowledge that needs to
be activated, it is crucial to understand the impor-
tance of each meta-memory unit m; in the hidden
layer within a specific knowledge context. To ad-
dress this, we introduce the concept of the Meta-
memory Shapley Value (MSV) (Roth, 1988; Win-
ter, 2002), which quantifies the marginal contri-
bution of each unit to the overall editing perfor-
mance.In alignment with the intermediate activa-
tion values g between two layers of the FFN, MSV
can be defined as follows:

¢(Mem,q)= > (v(sU{i},q) —v(s.q))
sCMem\ {7}
3)

where Mem denotes the set of all meta-memory
units, and s represents a subset of units excluding
m;. The term v(s, ¢) quantifies the performance
or contribution of the subset s of meta-memory
units for the query ¢, while v(s U {i}, ¢) denotes
the performance or contribution of the subset s
combined with the unit m; for the same query.

Due to the computational complexity of calcu-
lating the marginal contribution of each memory
unit, we employ an MSV Monitoring module with
MLP as the approximation (Lin et al., 2024) of
MSV. The MLP is trained to predict the MSV ac-
cording to the current input query q. The marginal
contribution of the i-th unit of meta-memory is
computed as follows:

¢i(Mem, q) + Softmax(Shapley(m;,q)) (4)

Leveraging the extracted information from MSV
facilitates a more effective monitoring of the knowl-
edge update process.

To effectively determine when newly edited
knowledge should be applied, MSV is utilized to
guide the meta-memory update process, enabling
a structured monitoring of meta-memory, which
operates as follows:

d'—1

ar = [ (qi-mi) © ¢i(Mem,q) |, )
4.3 Reflective based Label Refinement
Prototype-Based Meta-Label Refiner. Inspired

by (Wang et al., 2022), we incorporate concepts
from the partial label learning framework and in-
troduce a reflective memory module that stores
learned prototype knowledge associated with dif-
ferent label categories. This module supports reflec-
tive thinking by updating prototype representations
based on new labels. Initialized with pre-trained
weights, it adaptively refines specific prototypes
during editing using edit labels. The encoder pro-
cesses activation values ¢ to capture contextual
understanding. Using these embeddings, contex-
tual label prototypes are retrieved from the proto-
type bank P = {mk}szr where my, represents
embeddings encapsulating relevant label-related
knowledge. The retrieved contextual label knowl-
edge p is then projected with a learnable projection
matrix W), to get meta-label info, then serves as
a shifting vector and is combined with the meta-
memory monitored activation values g, to produce
the refined representation:

Qrefined = (1 - ﬁ)QT + ﬁwpp ©6)

where 3 controls the contribution of the monitored
activation and the meta-label-based shift. The in-
corporation of reflective thinking ensures that the
model does not passively store information but ac-
tively refines and adapts its learned representations
based on prior knowledge and newly observed sam-
ples.



Table 1: Main results on CogEdit, including Counterfactual-Driven Editing, Boundary Constraint Editing, and

Noise-Robust Editing.

COUNTERFACTUAL BOUNDARY EDITING Noisy EDITING
Method Fidelity? AdaptabilityT Reliability? Compliance? Clarity@21 Clarity@41
MiniGPT-4 Size: 7.3B
Base Methods FT (vision block) 55.08 16.72 52.56 23.20 19.29 17.84
FT (last layer) 67.49 15.85 60.93 24.66 17.66 14.12
T-Patcher 73.16 19.43 62.15 24.72 27.76 25.44
IKE 99.66 13.67 99.92 15.72 14.98 10.72
Cognitive Editing MEND 60.55 20.88 73.92 33.10 10.43 3.50
SERAC 99.26 29.98 99.68 40.49 30.88 30.83
WISE 76.29 27.63 79.33 31.00 29.33 29.01
Meta-Cognitive Editing ~ MIND (Ours) 98.16 34.31 88.41 43.21 34.98 34.87
LLaVvA Size: 7.06B
Base Methods FT (vision block) 30.97 18.60 24.27 26.47 19.50 18.95
FT (last layer) 71.66 28.87 45.69 21.98 21.98 18.20
T-Patcher 82.55 33.62 77.64 29.39 30.33 30.69
IKE 78.44 31.87 76.51 28.26 34.68 39.50
Cognitive Editing MEND 85.36 47.44 94.90 44.84 4.98 4.98
SERAC 98.84 52.03 99.72 53.20 53.42 47.88
WISE 78.72 37.39 65.67 36.23 47.66 50.28
Meta-Cognitive Editing ~ MIND (Ours) 99.87 56.47 99.33 59.08 60.86 58.92

Table 2: Main results on cognitive benchmark MMEdit

EDITING VQA EDITING IMAGE CAPTION
Method Reliability 1 T-Generality T M-Generality 1 T-Locality T M-Locality T Reliability 7 T-Generality T M-Generality T T-Locality T M-Locality
MiniGPT-4 Size: 7.3B,
Base Methods FT (vision block) 36.3 0.3 10.9 100.0 9.3 3.1 0.0 22 100.0 8.6
FT (last layer) 70.1 65.7 63.9 72.6 65.8 67.4 65.1 62.8 63.5 52.7
T-Patcher 83.0 68.2 66.0 84.8 82.0 83.8 72.3 67.7 93.9 83.6
Cognitive Editing IKE 100.0 94.9 90.5 50.3 3.7 90.9 81.6 88.5 522 4.7
= hd SERAC 87.7 87.6 85.9 97.5 142 91.8 91.4 91.0 97.9 72
MEND 98.8 98.6 82.2 98.2 81.1 96.6 96.1 76.3 98.4 75.3
WISE 91.8 90.4 87.1 99.9 86.3 95.8 91.7 88.8 100.0 81.5
Meta-Cognitive Editing ~ MIND(Ours) 97.0 95.2 91.7 93.6 722 93.2 90.7 81.3 99.6 84.3
LLaVA Size: 7.06B
Base Methods FT (vision block) 63.4 58.6 53.7 92.5 66.7 48.3 49.4 45.1 99.8 93.6
FT (last layer) 62.5 61.9 59.9 64.8 329 734 72.7 67.9 99.0 91.4
T-Patcher 87.8 81.5 783 67.5 47.6 853 87.2 81.0 75.4 44.2
IKE 95.4 86.2 79.1 52.6 17.3 92.5 84.3 76.6 52.5 15.6
Cognitive Editing SERAC 96.4 94.3 87.2 91.5 235 97.5 96.9 97.6 87.6 29.2
MEND 93.7 923 91.9 91.0 87.2 94.8 92.2 89.6 91.3 90.3
WISE 87.0 80.3 73.5 100.0 81.5 94.6 87.6 70.9 99.9 78.3
Meta-Cognitive Editing ~ MIND (Ours) 97.5 96.9 925 91.2 76.1 96.9 96.8 92.7 95.6 79.2

Supervised Contrastive Pre-Training. To fur-
ther improve robustness of reflective-based label re-
finement, we employ contrastive learning (Khosla
et al., 2020; Tian et al., 2020) during refiner pre-
training. This process explicitly integrates gener-
ated wrong labels as noisy labels. By allowing
the model to reflect on its past errors, contrastive
learning optimizes the parameters of the prototype
bank module, reinforcing its ability to distinguish
between useful and misleading knowledge.

S Experiment

In this section, we first evaluate the editing capabil-
ity of MIND on our meta-cognitive editing bench-
mark, with results presented in 5.2. We also assess
its performance on a traditional cognitive bench-
mark, as shown in 5.3. These experiments, along
with an in-depth analysis 5.4, collectively demon-
strate its meta-cognitive ability. Furthermore, we
evaluate MIND in a lifelong editing scenario in
Appendix C.

5.1 Experiment Setup

Datasets. To evaluate the meta-cognitive editing
capabilities of the model, we conduct experiments
on two benchmarks: CogEdit and MMEdit. These
experiments aim to demonstrate that our method
exhibits both meta-cognitive and standard cognitive
abilities. See more details in Appendix B.

Baselines. In this study, we selected sev-
eral cognitive-based widely adopted multimodal
model editing methods as baselines, includ-
ing Transformer-Patcher (Huang et al., 2023),
IKE (Zheng et al., 2023), MEND (Mitchell
et al., 2021), SERAC (Mitchell et al., 2022),
WISE (Wang et al., 2024b), and standard fine-
tuning. Experiments were conducted on two dis-
tinct MLLM architectures: MiniGPT-4 (Zhu et al.,
2023), representing Qformer-based models (Li
et al., 2023c), and LLaVA-v1.5 (Liu et al., 2023),
representing projection-based models.



5.2 Results on CogEdit Benchmark

This editing result is shown in Table 1, com-
pared with non-meta-cognitive methods, our meta-
cognitive editing method achieves SOTA results on
our CogEdit benchmark.

Limitations of Cognitive-Based Editing Meth-
ods. Existing knowledge editing methods primar-
ily focus on ensuring that the model produces the
correct output in edited scenarios. However, these
methods fail to enhance the model’s understanding
of why a particular output is expected in a given
context, indicating a lack of meta-cognitive abil-
ity. As shown in Table 1, we observe the follow-
ing: (1) In counterfactual scenarios, T-Patcher,
IKE, and MEND exhibit generally low Adaptabil-
ity, suggesting that although these methods may
acquire knowledge in counterfactual settings, the
newly edited knowledge interferes with the appli-
cation of prior knowledge once the counterfactual
condition is removed. This indicates a lack of self-
awareness in recognizing when outdated knowl-
edge should be discarded. (2) In boundary scenar-
ios, while cognitive-based methods may achieve
relatively high Reliability, they generally perform
poorly in terms of Compliance. This suggests that
these methods fail to determine when the newly
edited knowledge should be applied, highlighting
a deficiency in boundary monitoring. (3) In noisy
scenarios, although T-Patcher, IKE, and WISE are
able to perform edits on examples containing noise.
However, their lower Clarity scores suggest that
these methods struggle to isolate informative sig-
nals from noisy labels, reflecting a deficiency in
reflective reasoning capabilities.

Advantages of MIND. Since the cognitive-
based editing module struggles to effectively ex-
tract useful information from editing samples,
MIND demonstrates significantly improved perfor-
mance under such conditions. (1) Enhanced self-
awareness: In counterfactual scenarios, MIND
achieves higher Adaptability than cognitive-based
methods, indicating its ability to better recognize
when to discard outdated knowledge, demonstrat-
ing its superior capability of self-awareness. (2)
Stronger boundary monitoring: In boundary-
constrained scenarios, MIND attains higher Com-
pliance than cognitive-based methods, showcasing
its capability to accurately determine when to ap-
ply newly acquired knowledge, demonstrating its
boundary monitoring ability. (3) Improved reflec-

MSV Random Identical  Linear Projector

Figure 5: Effectiveness of MSV-Monitored Update

tive thinking: In noisy editing scenarios, MIND
achieves higher Clarity than cognitive-based meth-
ods, highlighting its ability to analyze and extract
useful information from noisy labels, demonstrat-
ing its reflective thinking ability.

5.3 Results on the MMEdit Dataset

In addition to evaluating meta-cognitive editing,
we assess our method on the widely used cognitive-
based editing dataset, MMEdit (Cheng et al.,
2023a), as shown in Table 2. Compared to the
reported multimodal knowledge editing results, our
method also achieves competitive performance. We
observe that: (1) Most of the cognitive-based meth-
ods can not effectively balance Reliability, General-
ity, and Locality. (2) While cognitive-based meth-
ods such as MEND and WISE achieve high Relia-
bility, they often do so at the expense of Generality,
leading to a reduction in the generalizability of
the edited knowledge. (3) For the Locality metric,
methods such as In-Context Editing and SERAC
tend to perform suboptimally. In contrast, MIND
controls the activation of the meta-knowledge unit
to regulate when both prior and newly acquired
knowledge should be activated, thereby achieving
a balance across multiple metrics. This ensures
effective meta-cognitive editing while preserving
cognitive ability.

5.4 In Depth Analysis

Effect of Individual Components. We evaluate
the effectiveness of our approach under different
combinations of components. (1) only MSV moni-
tor module, we froze the parameters of the meta-
memory at their initial values, relying solely on
the constraints imposed by the MSV module. As
a result, the meta-knowledge contained minimal
knowledge-related features, leading to relatively
low performance across several scenarios. (2) us-
ing only the meta-memory, the model was able
to redistribute the activation values of the FFN lay-
ers, allowing it to learn knowledge relevant to the



Table 3: Ablation study of our method on CogEdit

Method COUNTERFACTUAL BOUNDARY EDITING Noisy EDITING
Fidelity?  Adaptability?  ReliabilityT  Compliance?  Clarity@21  Clarity @41
only MSV monitor module 76.39 39.21 79.52 44.73 31.72 26.90
only inner meta-mem 97.91 47.31 97.89 42.69 54.46 52.27
Meta-mem + MSV module 91.15 50.28 93.44 49.77 56.27 50.88
only label refiner 80.99 48.69 93.66 58.71 36.12 33.63
MIND(Ours) 99.87 56.47 99.33 59.08 60.86 57.40
editing samples. However, it was unable to de- wlolabel Refiner o, & | 3 I || w/ Label Refiner Lo
termine when to utilize new knowledge or sup- A
. . o S el .
press outdated information, resulting in poor per- @ o A
. J . IR N A AN
formance in terms of adaptability and compliance. b B . ':.; % !-z*:'i‘:’_"”-
. . L o yepteedt . 3 Py & IR0 -‘ e
(3) meta-memory and the MSV monitor module, ‘.i';'-:' tﬁ PR AT N e ':i
. He . e R
the model effectively updated the parameters of e~
the meta-memory under the guidance of the MSV s0.0{ 7 Adewiabiiy
monitor module. However, due to difficulties in ex- o R S G
tracting useful features from the labels, the clarity bt o S —
. 3% T
of the learned knowledge was relatively low. (4) 500 /f
only label refiner, we removed the meta-memory asi [p
and its associated components. The results indicate ®e

that, without the ability to redistribute the activa-
tion values of the FFN layers, merely enhancing
the label features during editing was insufficient to
control neural activation pathways. This limitation
led to a noticeable decline in success rates under
counterfactual and boundary scenarios.

Effect of MSV monitor module. We replace
our MSV monitor module by (1) Random dis-
tribution; (2) Identical distribution: means each
meta-knowledge unit owns the same significance;
(3) Linear Projector: as the simplified version
of our module. Various modules are employed
to monitor meta-memory updates and assess the
effectiveness. Figure 5 demonstrates that our meta-
memory MSV monitor module outperforms other
approaches, indicating its effectiveness in monitor-
ing meta-memory and guiding the learning process.

Effect of the Meta-Label Refiner. To better il-
lustrate the information extraction capability of our
prototype-based meta-label refiner, we compare
the distribution of hidden states with and without
the encoder module. We apply t-SNE for dimen-
sionality reduction to visualize the distributions.
Figure 6(a) shows that, without meta-label refiner,
the model struggles to extract relevant information
from noisy labels, causing label-prompt misalign-
ment. In contrast, the encoder improves alignment
and prediction accuracy.

We also investigate the impact of the number of
prototype classes on the model’s performance, as

148 16 32 128

64
Number of Prototype Classes

Figure 6: Ablation study on meta-label refiner: (a)
Alignment Visualization (b) Effect of Prototype Classes

shown in Figure 6(b). A greater variety of pro-
totypes allows for the inclusion of more precise
contextual information features for classification;
however, this comes at the cost of increased com-
putational overhead. On the other hand, when the
number of prototypes is small, the contextual en-
coding information used for shifting may be less
accurate, thus contributing less to the editing pro-
cess. When the number of prototypes is large (e.g.,
K = 128), increasing the number of classes has
a negligible impact on the results and may even
lead to computational cost. Therefore, we select
K = 64 as the setting for the balance of computa-
tion cost and accuracy.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we identify the limitations of ex-
isting cognitive-based knowledge editing datasets
and propose CogEdit, a benchmark designed to as-
sess the meta-cognitive capabilities of multimodal
knowledge editing. We find that though current
knowledge editing methods perform well in tradi-
tional editing scenarios, they fail to exhibit meta-
cognitive abilities. On this basis, we introduce
MIND, a novel meta-cognitive knowledge editing
approach. Extensive Experimental results demon-
strate the effectiveness of MIND, which achieves
superior performance on both cognitive and meta-
cognitive multimodal editing benchmarks.



7 Limitations

Despite the promising results demonstrated in our
study, several limitations remain that warrant fur-
ther investigation. First, many existing generative
multimodal models (Podell et al., 2023; Ramesh
et al., 2021; Pan et al., 2025d; Ramesh et al., 2022;
Pan et al., 2025c¢) excel in tasks like image caption-
ing and visual question answering. In this work,
we focus solely on assessing the model’s under-
standing of edited multimodal knowledge, without
considering the impact of such edits on its gener-
ative abilities. Future work should explore how
these edits affect the quality and consistency of
multimodal generation. Second, due to computa-
tional constraints, we were unable to conduct ex-
periments on large-scale models, such as the 65B
LLaMA Adapter V2 (Gao et al., 2023). Scaling our
method to such models poses additional challenges
and is left for future exploration.
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A Dataset Details

A.1 Capability tiers in CogEdit Benchmark

Data in CogEdit are considered to own different
capability tiers, from low to high, the number of
instances are shown in Table 4
* Perception: Scene understanding, instance
identity, attribute recognition, and spatial lo-
calization.
* Multimodal Recognition: Text recognition,
object recognition.
* Multimodal Understanding: Visual reason-
ing and visual referring expressions.
e Cascading Reasoning: Logical reasoning,
numerical reasoning, and visual mathematics.
To ensure the reliability and accuracy of the cu-
rated data, we conducted a two-pass quality control
process. For the first pass, we utilized open-source
models (Chen et al., 2024b; Grattafiori et al., 2024;
Li et al., 2024a; Wang et al., 2024a) to automat-
ically validate and refine the data. In the second
pass, a manual review was performed to further
ensure correctness in order to remove ambiguous
or poorly phrased entries. This combination of au-
tomated and manual methods ensured consistency
with the intended domain and capability tiers.

Capability Perception

530

Recognition

285

Understanding Reasoning

291 68

Number

Table 4: Distribution of Instances Across Capability
Tiers

A.2 Formal Task Definitions and Metrics in
CogEdit

Level 1: Counterfactual condition-driven edit-
ing. For counterfactual condition-driven editing,
we evaluate the editing result with two metrics:
Fidelity, which measures the success rate of edit-
ing in counterfactual scenarios, and Adaptability,
which evaluates the model’s success rate in answer-
ing factual questions after the counterfactual edit.
Formally, for a given instance (i, x.) (e.g., e
is an image of “Solar System”; x.="“Which is the
smallest planet in this galaxy?”’) with original cor-
rect answer y="“Mercury”, we introduce a coun-
terfactual assumption c f.="“Assume that Pluto is
a planet, rather than a dwarf planet’, which ad-
justs the correct answer to y.="Pluto” with the edit-

ing ObjeCtive as ]lf(cfe»i67xe§96(cf67ie7xe)):ye1 (We

1. denotes the indicator function: it returns 1 if the condi-
tion is true, 0 otherwise.
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use Fidelity as the editing success rate). After
editing, we remove the counterfactual assumption
with y, restored to the correct answer, assessing
whether the edited model can recall its prior correct
knowledge when the assumption no longer holds:
Lt weibe(cfosic,xe))=y (Where Adaptability quan-
tifies the success rate of answering correctly after
removing the counterfactual assumption).

Fidelity. Editing fidelity refers to the ability to
change the prediction to y.. Therefore, our goal is
to update the model’s original parameters 6, to 6.,
such that f(cfe,ic, Te; 0c) = ye. The success rate
of editing in a counterfactual scenario is described
as:

M tidetity = B(cfoicze)~Clic,ze) [

]lf(cfe:ie,-'ﬂd ee(cfe,ie@e)):ye} (7)

where C (., z.) denotes the distribution of coun-
terfactual instances derived from (ie, x.), ye is the
correct answer of the question (cfe, i, z¢) with
counterfactual assumptions.

Adaptability. Editing adaptability is used to test
whether the model has retained its prior correct
knowledge and can revert to the original prediction
when the counterfactual assumption is removed.
Adaptability is described by the following:

Madaptability = E(ie,ze)NDbase [

]]'f(imxe; Ge(cfevievme)):y]

(®)

where 0, refers to the edited parameters, ¥ is the
correct answer of the question (i, x.).

Level 2: Boundary-restricted Editing. For
boundary-restricted editing, we evaluate the editing
performance using two metrics: Reliability, which
measures the success rate of editing under the orig-
inal, unaltered context, and Compliance, which as-
sesses the model’s ability to appropriately constrain
the activation of edited knowledge when additional
boundary conditions are introduced. Reliability re-
flects whether the model has correctly internalized
the intended factual update, while Compliance tests
whether the model can generalize this knowledge
appropriately without overgeneralization or misuse
in contextually incompatible settings.

Formally, for the previously given instance
(e, ze) with editing target y.="“Mercury”, we
conduct the conventional editing process to let



the model remember the correct answer in the
original context, with the editing objective as
Lf(ie,we:6e(ic,ze))=y. (We use Reliability as the edit-
ing success rate). After editing, we construct a
new problem instance by introducing boundary
constraints b.="“Considering the five farthest plan-
ets from the central star”, which limits the avail-
able candidate planets and adjusts the correct an-
swer to y.="“Mars”, in order to assess whether the
edited model knows the boundary to utilize the
edited knowledge rather than indiscriminately ac-
tivating it: L¢(p, 5. 2,10 (ic 2. )=y, (Where Compli-
ance quantifies the success rate of answering cor-
rectly after adding the boundary constraint assump-
tion).

Reliability Reliability in this context refers to the
model’s ability to edit successfully based on the
original knowledge when applied in the original
scenario. It quantifies the model’s success rate
in providing accurate responses using the edited
parameters 6. The reliability metric can be defined
as follows:

Mreliability = }E(ie@e)"*pbase []]'f(ie@e;ee(ie@e)):ye]
&)

Where . is the correct answer of the question
(e, xe).

Compliance Compliance measures the model’s
success in correctly identifying when the new
knowledge should be applied, ensuring that the
modified response aligns with the constraints of the
new scenario. This metric evaluates the model’s
ability to know when the new knowledge is appli-
cable. The Compliance metric is defined as:

Mcompliance = E(be,ie,we)NC(ie,we) [

]lf(bey’ieyl“d ae(ie’xe)):yé] (10)

Where ., is the correct answer of the boundary
restricted question (be, i, Te).

Level 3: Noisy Label Editing. To systematically
evaluate the model’s adaptability to noisy inputs,
we propose a new evaluation metric, Clarity @K,
which quantifies the model’s ability to maintain
accuracy as noise increases.

Formally, for a the same instance (i, z.) with
originally correct answer y="“Mercury” , we intro-
duce a perturbation noise.=“Nebula, Cosmos.”,
which are some non-planet labels, to the originally
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correct prediction, which adjusts the correct answer
to . containing noise. After editing, the noisy per-
tubation is removed to assess whether the edited
model can get to know the useful part in edited
knowledge: 1 ;. 2.0, (noisee,ic.z.))=y( Where Clar-
ity@K quantifies the model’s ability to maintain
accuracy as noise increases and K denotes the num-
ber of noisy elements).

Clarity@K Editing clarity is defined to quantify
the editing success rate after editing with the pres-
ence of noisy labels. Higher values of Clarity @K
indicate the model can clearly discern and edit the
target knowledge despite the noise. The Clarity @K
metric is defined as:

MClam'ty@K = E(ie,xe)NDbase [
]lf(ie,xe; Ge(noisee,ie,xe)):y] (11)
Where y is the correct answer of the question

(ie y Le ) .
B Experimental Details

B.1 Cognitive Dataset Details

MMEdit In the context of Multimodal Large
Language Models (MLLMs), which have shown
great promise in integrating and understanding both
visual and textual information, MMEdit (Cheng
et al., 2023a) has been selected as the representa-
tive of the cognitive-based multimodal knowledge
editing benchmark, which comprises two subtasks:
Editing VQA (E-VQA) (Antol et al., 2015) and
Editing Image Captioning (E-IC), with data se-
lected from VQAV2 (Goyal et al., 2017) and COCO
Caption (Chen et al., 2015), respectively.These
tasks aim to assess a model’s ability to update its
understanding of visual and textual inputs while en-
suring stability and generalization across different
modalities. MMEdit introduces a suite of metrics
to evaluate the reliability, locality, and generality
of model edits in multimodal settings. Each edit
sample includes five examples that measure the
following metrics. Reliability measures the accu-
racy of editing target inputs, locality evaluates the
model’s stability on unrelated knowledge (both tex-
tual and multimodal), and generality assesses the
model’s ability to generalize to rephrased inputs
(textual and visual).

B.2 Baseline Methods

Fine-tune Fine-tuning, in this context, refers to
standard fine-tuning, where the model is adapted to



Table 5: Lifelong editing results of LLaVA on MMEdit for different values of 7" (1": Number of Edits.)

T =10 T =100
Method Reliability T T-Generality T M-Generality T T-Locality T M-Locality T Reliability 1 T-Generality 1 M-Generality 1 T-Locality T M-Locality 1
EDITING VQA
Base Methods FT (vision block) 49.26 46.01 42.13 100.00 30.42 41.65 42.53 30.41 98.92 26.48
FT (last layer) 53.84 50.29 45.03 91.61 63.45 39.09 34.06 38.07 92.84 57.04
T-Patcher 82.16 76.45 76.55 71.10 74.50 70.57 63.39 61.12 36.42 48.90
Cognitive Editing SERAC 88.09 83.40 83.57 64.91 15.50 88.08 81.53 82.48 62.13 12.90
© MEND 22.58 2230 21.48 32.40 18.22 11.43 19.66 19.31 8.95 9.37
WISE 55.04 5271 70.99 100.0 92.17 27.53 27.54 21.63 100.0 83.48
Meta-Cognitive Editing MIND(Ours) 84.88 84.44 78.82 91.00 7523 78.49 70.79 65.60 88.72 73.34
EDITING IMAGE CAPTION
Base Methods FT (vision block) 46.12 47.56 43.20 100.00 84.94 45.96 47.50 42.93 99.9 71.05
FT (last layer) 69.52 68.24 63.47 93.69 74.71 65.14 60.11 56.23 81.05 70.09
T-Patcher 79.94 80.42 74.52 54.92 68.06 59.88 62.81 54.37 26.08 39.99
Cognitive Editing SERAC 56.57 56.88 52.62 59.96 14.66 53.35 53.70 49.41 48.04 17.25
e MEND 66.49 64.77 58.72 87.25 86.15 56.83 56.89 53.07 87.63 84.64
WISE 73.10 71.21 64.79 88.46 91.80 60.56 57.10 54.16 95.61 93.96
Meta-Cognitive Editing MIND(Ours) 86.12 85.70 79.13 93.43 77.10 75.76 71.82 61.51 90.55 69.54

new knowledge without employing any advanced
tuning techniques. This is a straightforward adap-
tation process, and while more sophisticated meth-
ods (Li and Liang, 2021; Pan et al., 2023; Liu et al.,
2021) or prompt-based tuning could be explored,
we focused on traditional fine-tuning as a baseline
for comparison. In our experiments, we conducted
fine-tuning on the last layer of the MLLM and
the vision block(vision projector for LLaVA and
Qformer for MiniGPT4 respectively) separately.

Transformer-Patcher (Huang et al., 2023) is an
editing method that enables continuous correction
of mistakes in Transformer-based language mod-
els. The method adds and trains a few neurons
(patches) in the last Feed-Forward Network (FFN)
layer to correct specific errors without affecting
overall model performance.

MEND (Model Editor Networks with Gradient
Decomposition) (Mitchell et al., 2021) is a scalable
method for efficiently editing large pre-trained neu-
ral network models using a single input-output pair.
By leveraging the low-rank structure of fine-tuning
gradients, MEND trains lightweight auxiliary net-
works to transform these gradients into targeted
parameter updates. This approach enables fast, lo-
cal, and reliable edits to model behavior without
significantly affecting unrelated inputs.

SERAC (Semi-Parametric Editing with a
Retrieval-Augmented Counterfactual Model)
(Mitchell et al., 2022) is a knowledge editing
method requiring external memory. SERAC stores
edits in an external memory and uses a scope
classifier and counterfactual model to determine
when and how to apply these edits.

IKE (In-context Knowledge Editing) (Zheng
et al., 2023) explores the potential of in-context
learning (ICL) for editing factual knowledge in
large language models without modifying their pa-
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rameters. IKE constructs context demonstrations
to inject new facts, update existing knowledge, and
retain unrelated facts. IKE draws on relevant meth-
ods and concepts from the field of knowledge re-
trieval (Lewis et al., 2020; Izacard et al., 2021; Pan
et al., 2024a).

WISE (Wang et al., 2024b) is designed for life-
long model editing that bridges the gap between
long-term and working memory in large language
models. WISE proposes a dual parametric mem-
ory scheme, comprising a main memory for pre-
trained knowledge and a side memory for edited
knowledge. WISE also incorporates a knowledge-
sharding mechanism to manage multiple edits effi-
ciently and merge them without conflicts.

B.3 Implementation Details

For MIND, we adopt the Adam optimizer with
a learning rate of 8e-4 to update all parameters
during the editing stage. Each one-step edit takes
approximately 6—8 seconds to complete. During
the pre-training phase of the meta-label refiner, we
extract 5K labeled data samples for supervision,
and the entire pre-training process takes less than
one hour. All experiments are conducted on a com-
puting cluster equipped with five NVIDIA RTX
A6000 GPUs.

C Results on Lifelong Editing Scenario

Lifelong model editing (Wang et al., 2024b;
Hartvigsen et al., 2023) aims to edit the specific
model over and over again, which enables large
language models to continuously update and adapt
their knowledge over time without requiring full
retraining.

We also evaluated the effectiveness of our
method in a lifelong editing scenario. To ensure
fairness and eliminate task-induced biases, experi-
ments were conducted on MMEdit (excluding IKE,



Algorithm 1: Algorithmic Overview of the MIND Editing Process

Input: Activation vector ginpu € R, Target edit label y
Output: Refined activation gefined
Initialize: Meta-memory matrix Mem = {m;}¢_,
MSV Monitor Network ¢(-)
Prototype bank P = {my} X
Label projection matrix W, balance factor 5 € [0, 1]
> Step 1: Self-Aware Meta-Memory Activation
1 for i < 1tod do

2 L Gmetalt] < M (Ginput[7]) ; // Apply meta-memory transformation
> Step 2: Game-Theoretic Monitoring via MSV

3 ¢ < Softmax(MSV_Monitor(gmeta)) 3 // Shapley-based relevance

4 fori <« 1tod do

5 L ¢rlt] < (qmetal?] - mi) - A1 ; // Weighted activation
> Step 3: Reflective Meta-Label Refinement

6 p < RetrievePrototype(P,y) ; // Get label prototype

7 AW, p; // Project to label shift space

8 Grefined < (1 —8)-qp +5-A; // Final refined activation

9 return refined

as lifelong editing is not meaningful for IKE), data or subjective evaluations.
with results presented in Table 5. Compared to
cognitive-based methods, MIND also demonstrates
strong performance. We observe that: (1) Most
methods, such as T-Patcher and MEND, exhibit
a significant decline in all metrics after multiple
editing iterations. However, as 1" increases, the
rate of decline slows. In contrast, MIND maintains
relatively high editing performance even as 7" in-
creases. (2) Editing methods specifically designed
for lifelong learning, such as WISE, achieve high
Locality scores. However, they fail to maintain con-
sistently high Reliability and Generality. MIND
is able to sustain relatively superior performance
compared to other methods, indicating that it can
continuously learn meta-knowledge from ongoing
edits while maintaining effectiveness.

D MIND Method Pseudocode
Implementation

The pseudocode implementation of the MIND
method is presented in algorithm 1, which appears
on the following page due to space constraints.

E Ethical Impacts

This work poses no ethical concerns. All ex-
periments are conducted using publicly available
datasets and models, without involving any private

15



	Introduction
	Related Work
	CogEdit Benchmark
	Approach: Meta-Cognitive Editing
	Self-Aware Meta Knowledge
	Game Theory based Meta-Memory Monitoring
	Reflective based Label Refinement

	Experiment
	Experiment Setup
	Results on CogEdit Benchmark
	Results on the MMEdit Dataset
	In Depth Analysis

	Conclusion
	Limitations
	Dataset Details
	Capability tiers in CogEdit Benchmark
	Formal Task Definitions and Metrics in CogEdit

	Experimental Details
	Cognitive Dataset Details
	Baseline Methods
	Implementation Details

	Results on Lifelong Editing Scenario
	MIND Method Pseudocode Implementation
	Ethical Impacts

