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Abstract

Large language and multimodal models have shown remarkable successes on vari-
ous benchmarks focused on specific skills such as general-purpose programming,
natural language understanding, math word problem-solving, and visual question
answering. However, it is unclear how well these models perform on tasks that
require a combination of these skills. In this paper, we curate a novel program
synthesis benchmark based on the XLogoOnline visual programming environment.
The benchmark comprises 85 real-world tasks from the Mini-level of the XLo-
goOnline environment, each requiring a combination of different skills such as
spatial planning, basic programming, and logical reasoning. Our evaluation shows
that current state-of-the-art models like GPT-4V and Llama3-70B struggle to solve
these tasks, achieving only 20% and 2.35% success rates. Next, we develop a
fine-tuning pipeline to boost the performance of models by leveraging a large-scale
synthetic training dataset with over 80, 000 tasks. Moreover, we showcase how
emulator-driven feedback can be used to design a curriculum over training data
distribution. We showcase that a fine-tuned Llama3-8B drastically outperforms
GPT-4V and Llama3-70B models, and provide an in-depth analysis of the models’
expertise across different skill dimensions. We will publicly release the benchmark
for future research on program synthesis in visual programming.

1 Introduction

In recent years, large models have shown remarkable performance in various domains, such as general-
purpose programming and visual question answering [1]]. For instance, in programming, numerous
tools and models use large language models (LLMs) for code generation [2, 3] and programming
feedback generation [4} 15} 6], revolutionizing how programmers write code and how teachers instruct
programming [7,[3]. Beyond text-based tasks, the focus has expanded to multimodal models that
process and generate not only text but also images, achieving significant success in domains such as
visual question answering [9]] and text-to-image generation [10].

Despite these successes, the performance of large models on tasks that require a combination of
skills remains unclear. Real-world tasks often demand a blend of skills. For example, a typical
task like “navigating to the kitchen to fetch ten apples” involves spatial reasoning to understand the
environment and plan a path around obstacles, together with basic arithmetic to ensure that exactly
ten apples are retrieved. This example illustrates the multifaceted nature of real-world tasks. While
various benchmarks focus on specific skills [2} [11} 12} [13]], there is a lack of benchmarks evaluating
how large models perform on tasks that require a combination of different skills.

To bridge this gap, we introduce XLOGOMINIPROG, a benchmark for program synthesis in the visual
programming domain. Our benchmark is constructed using the Mini-level of the XLogoOnline plat-
form [14]], featuring 85 real-world visual programming tasks, each demanding a blend of diverse skills.
Figure [T]illustrates examples of these tasks. Each task includes a visual grid with a turtle that needs
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Task 65: Draw the pic-
ture using the colors yel-

Task 87: Find the
strawberry with just 6

Task 28: Collect all red Task 38: Collect exactly
shapes without standing on 10 strawberries.

Task 73: Draw the picture
in green.
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def Run():

move_forward()
move_forward()
move_back ()
turn_right ()
move_forward()
move_forward()
turn_left ()
move_forward()

def Run():
move_forward ()
turn_left ()
move_forward()
move_back ()
turn_left ()
move_forward ()
turn_left ()
move_forward()
turn_left ()
move_forward ()

def Run():

setpc("yellow")
move_forward()
turn_right ()
setpc("green")
move_forward()
turn_left()
setpc("blue")
move_forward()
turn_right ()
setpc("red")

def Run():

setpc("green")
move_forward()
setpc("white")
move_forward()
turn_right ()

move_forward()

for i in range(4):

def Run():
move_forward()
turn_right ()
for i in range(3):
move_forward ()
turn_right ()
move_forward()

move_forward()

Figure 1: Illustrative examples of tasks, required skills, and solution codes in XLogoOnline-Mini.

to be directed to complete a specific goal. For example, in Task 28, the goal is to direct the turtle to
collect all red shapes without stepping on the color green, requiring logical reasoning, spatial reason-
ing, planning, and basic programming skills. Task 38 requires additional math word problem-solving
to collect 10 strawberries. These tasks provide a testbed for evaluating how large models perform
on tasks that require a combination of skills, presenting a unique challenge to current large models.

We evaluate the performance of large models on these real-world
tasks and find that GPT-4V (Vision) model achieves a 20%
success rate, and Llama3-70B model [16] struggles significantly,
achieving only a 2.35% success rate. This indicates that current
large models are not yet capable of effectively solving visual pro-
gramming tasks requiring various skills. Figure[2] compares the
performance of large models across different skill dimensions on
these tasks. To improve performance, we develop a fine-tuning
pipeline by leveraging a large-scale synthetic dataset containing
over 80, 000 visual programming tasks. Our fine-tuned Llama3-
8B model outperforms GPT-4V and Llama3-70B, achieving a
54.12% success rate. Moreover, we leverage emulator feedback
to design a curriculum over the training data distribution, improv-
ing performance by 6.1% over standard supervised fine-tuning.

—o—GPT-4V Llama3-70B =#—Llama3-8B-Emu

00 Code
Constraints

Loops and

Draw Variables

Basic
Actions

Variables

Loops

Figure 2: Large models’ perfor-
mance across different skills.

Our contributions are as follows: First, we introduce XLOGOMINIPROG, a program synthesis
benchmark based on the XI.ogoOnline platform to evaluate large models in visual programming,
which requires a blend of different skills. Second, we develop a fine-tuning pipeline that includes
synthetic dataset generation and supervised fine-tuning, along with an emulator-driven fine-tuning
technique that improves standard supervised fine-tuning performance by 6.1%. Third, we conduct
extensive experiments to benchmark the performance of different large models and provide an in-
depth analysis of the models’ expertise across different skill dimensions. We will publicly release the
benchmark for future research on program synthesis in visual programming.

2 Related Work

Program synthesis benchmarks for large models. Program synthesis aims to automatically generate
programs from specifications. Recently, numerous recent works have focused on training large models
specifically for program synthesis [19]]. To evaluate these large models, many program



synthesis benchmarks have been developed, such as HumanEval [2]], MBPP [20], and APPS [21].
However, these benchmarks focus on generating code from natural language or docstrings for general
programming languages such as Python [2} 20, 21]]. Our benchmark focuses on program synthesis in
the visual programming domain. While our benchmark covers basic programming like loops and
variables, it requires models to combine spatial, logical, and programming skills, posing unique
challenges not addressed by these program synthesis benchmarks.

Large models for visual programming. Visual programming has been studied in various scenarios,
such as task synthesis [22} 23| [24] 25|, program synthesis [26} 27]], and student modeling [28]. With
the rise of large models, some initial works evaluate ChatGPT [29] and GPT-4 [15] in these scenarios,
showing that large models struggle with visual programming tasks [25} 28, [30]. In contrast, we
provide a comprehensive benchmark for evaluating large models for program synthesis in visual
programming, considering a wider range of models and skills.

Spatial reasoning and planning benchmarks. Existing benchmarks for spatial reasoning and
planning are primarily designed for reinforcement learning agents to solve sequential decision-making
tasks [31,132]. Additionally, some benchmarks aim to evaluate models in domains where spatial
reasoning and planning skills are essential, such as visual navigation and object interaction [33| 34].
With the advent of large models, recent works have also begun to evaluate LLMs’ capabilities in
spatial reasoning and planning [35,/36]. Our benchmark, however, focuses on the visual programming
domain, which requires a broader range of skills beyond spatial reasoning and planning, including
logical reasoning, math word problem-solving, and programming skills.

3 Background and Synthesis Objective

In this section, we provide the background on the XLogoOnline visual programming platform and
then introduce the program synthesis objective.

3.1 Background on XLogoOnline-Mini Programming

XLogoOnline [14] is a visual programming platform based on Logo programming language [37/] and
is widely used by tens of thousands of students every year [38, 39]. In this work, we focus on the
Mini-level (XLogoOnline-Mini). In XLogoOnline-Mini, each task includes a text description of the
goal and code constraints, along with a two-dimensional visual grid. The visual grid features a turtle
and various elements such as fruits, shapes, colors, lines, walls, and forbidden areas. To solve the
task, one needs to write a program to direct the turtle’s movement in the visual grid to achieve the
specified goal. Figure[T|shows illustrative examples of tasks, the required skills, and solution codes.

Required skills for XLogoOnline-Mini. We examine the skills required for solving visual program-
ming tasks in XLogoOnline-Mini. Specifically, the visual programming tasks in our domain cover the
following skills: (i) Logic: Understand underlying logical relationships specified in the goal; (ii) Math:
Apply basic arithmetic to solve the task; (iii) Draw: Identify patterns and generate the corresponding
code; (iv) Basic actions: Move and change directions using only basic commands; (v) Loops: Utilize
loops to repeat commands multiple times; (vi) Variables: Utilize variables to set and update colors
to draw lines with a specific color; (vii) Loops and Variables: Integrate loops with variables to solve
a task; (viii) Code Constraints: Adhere to specific code constraints such as maximum code length.

3.2 Program Synthesis Objective

Next, we formally define task and code specifications, and introduce our synthesis objective.

Task specifications. In XLogoOnline-Mini, a task T := (G, L, W) consists of a goal G, code constraints
L, and a visual grid world W. The goal G defines the turtle’s objective. The code constraints L
specify the requirements for a solution code. There are five types of constraints for code: None (no
restrictions), AtMost (maximum number of commands), Exactly (exact number of commands),
StartBy (initial command sequence), and Hybrid (combination of constraints). The visual grid
world W is a 2-dimensional visual grid featuring a turtle and various elements. We define the grid
size as the maximum dimension of the grid. For example, in Figure [I](Task 87), the goal is “Find
the strawberry”, the code constraint is “use just 6 commands” (AtMost), and the visual grid world
depicts a 3 x 4 grid (size = 4) with a turtle, a strawberry, and forbidden areas marked by gray cells.



Task Type  # | Code Constraints  # | Code Concepts # | Code Length # | Grid Size #
Find 33 | None 54 | Basic Actions 47 | Short (1-5) 41 | Size <3 59
Draw 33 | AtMost 21 | Loops 24 | Medium (6-10) 29 | Size =4 15
Math 10 | Exactly 6 | Variables 7 | Long (11-17) 15 | Size=15 4
Logic 9 | StartBy 4 | Loops and Variables 7 Size =6 4
Hybrid 0 Size > 17 3
(a) Task distribution of XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL.
Logic 9 code C := def Run() Do b
Math 10
Draw 33 rule b := a | b; b | repeat(x) do b
Basic Actions 47
Loops 24 action a := forward | backward | left | right | setpc(r)
Variables 7
Loops and Variables 7 color r := red | blue | green | white | black | yellow
Code Constraints 31
0 5 50 [iterx:=213141516171819110
# Tasks
(b) Skill distribution of XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL. (c) Code DSL.

Figure 3: (a) shows the task distribution across five dimensions within the XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL
dataset, where the total number of tasks for each dimension equals the total number of tasks N = 85.
(b) illustrates the skill distribution of the XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL dataset. To describe these skills,
we extract various aspects from task type, code constraints, and code concepts as detailed in (a), and
consolidated these aspects into broader categories, which we refer to as skills. A task may require
multiple skills (see Figure E[) (c) shows the code DSL used in the XLogoOnline-Mini domain.

Code specifications. The code space of XLogoOnline-Mini is defined by the domain-specific
language (DSL) depicted in Figure Note that while the DSL defines the formal structure and
syntax, we implement it using Python-style code representation to leverage the large models’ pre-
trained knowledge on Python programming. A solution code for a given task is the code that meets
the task’s code constraints and achieves the specified goal when executed in the visual grid world. In
Figure[] a solution code is provided below each task.

Program synthesis objective. Our objective is to develop a synthesizer function, f : T — C, which
generates a solution code C for a given visual programming task T. To evaluate f on a task T, we
first use f to synthesize a code C and then execute the synthesized code C using an emulator. The
emulator outputs success if the synthesized code C successfully solves the task T and adheres to code
constraints; otherwise, the emulator outputs fail. We use success as the main evaluation metric. Given
a dataset Deyy = {Ti},f\;l, we calculate the success rate of f on this dataset as the overall performance.
We curate a dataset XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL of N = 85 real-world visual programming tasks from
XLogoOnline-Mini and we use this as the main dataset for evaluation. In Figures[3aand [3b} we show
the overall distribution of this dataset and the number of tasks requiring specific skills, respectively.

4 Methodology for Synthetic Dataset Generation and Fine-tuning

As discussed in Section [T} existing large models such as GPT-4V and Llama3-70B struggle with
visual programming tasks in XLogoOnline-Mini. To address this, we develop a two-stage fine-tuning
pipeline consisting of synthetic dataset generation and supervised fine-tuning. This section details the
dataset generation process and the methodology for fine-tuning large models on the synthetic dataset.

4.1 Synthetic Dataset Generation

Our goal is to develop a large synthetic dataset for training models [26]]. To achieve this, we adopt the
task synthesis techniques from [22, 24]], which were developed to automatically generate high-quality
tasks in visual programming domains. Instead of random task generation, these techniques allow
us to perform more controlled and systematic task synthesis, such as specifying task types, code
concepts, and code lengths, enabling us to generate tasks with different skills and difficulty levels.

Adapting task synthesis techniques. Given a task-code pair as a reference input, the original task
synthesis techniques can produce a small, predefined number of tasks and solution codes suited for
educational purposes [22| 24]]. Since our goal is to develop a large and diverse dataset for training,



Task Type # | Code Constraints # | Code Concepts # | Code Length # | Grid Size #

Find 36,055 | None 34,680 | Basic Actions 53,779 | Short (1-5) 20,985 | Size <3 35,908
Draw 24,851 | AtMost 29,354 | Loops 24,432 | Medium (6-10) 45,682 | Size =4 25,933
Math 14,994 | Exactly 16,169 | Variables 5,931 | Long (11-17) 22,386 | Size=5 14,852
Logic 13,153 | StartBy 1,430 | Loops and Variables 4,911 Size =6 8,061

Hybrid 7,420 Size > 7 4,299

(a) Task distribution of XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM.

13,153

14,994 XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM #

Train Size 87,0563

Basic Actions 53,779 Ca . .
Loops Validation Size 1,000
Variables Evaluation Size 1,000
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(b) Skill distribution of XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM. (c) Dataset split of XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM.

Figure 4: Statistics of the synthetic XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM dataset. (a) and (b) show the task
distribution and the skill distribution, respectively. (c) shows the dataset split.

we make two key modifications: (i) we remove scoring functions used to filter out low-score tasks,
enabling us to generate a large quantity of tasks instead of a limited selection for educational uses;
(ii) we relax task synthesis parameters to enhance techniques’ ability to generate more tasks, including
allowing larger grid sizes and longer code lengths. While the resulting tasks may not be ideal for
educational purposes, they are diverse and challenging for training large models.

Dataset generation process and statistics. We use the adapted task synthesis technique to
generate a synthetic dataset as follows: (i) we manually craft a solution code for each task in the
XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL dataset, resulting in a set {(T;, C;) }5°,; (ii) for each (T;, C;), we generate
up to 1,500 synthesized tasks and their solution codes. To ensure the quality of the dataset, we
take the following processing steps: we remove any duplicate task-code pairs to maintain diversity,
conduct a correctness check on the generated solution codes using the emulator, and exclude any
task-code pairs present in the real-world XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL dataset from our synthetic dataset.
This last processing step guarantees that the model has not seen any tasks from the evaluation dataset
during training. We ultimately produce the synthetic dataset XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM with 89, 053
task-code pairs. The statistics of this dataset are detailed in Figure [ Note that the distribution of
this synthetic dataset slightly differs from the real-world dataset XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL due to
the aforementioned processing steps and the fact that not all reference tasks can generate the desired
number of synthesized tasks. From this synthetic dataset, we randomly select 1, 000 samples for
validation, 1, 000 samples for evaluation, and the remaining samples for training. We will provide
full details of the dataset generation process in the supplementary material.

4.2 Methodology for Fine-tuning

Translating tasks and codes. In our synthetic dataset, tasks and codes are represented in JSON format
for ease of parsing and interpretation. However, directly using the JSON format can be challenging
for training large models, which are typically pre-trained on natural language texts. Therefore, we
translate the JSON representations of each task and code into natural language descriptions and
Python-style code, respectively, using a fixed template shown in Figure [5a]

Supervised fine-tuning using synthetic dataset. Fine-tuning can involve adjusting all model pa-
rameters, modifying only a few layers, or adding new layers [40]. However, fully fine-tuning all
parameters can be computationally expensive and time-consuming. Therefore, we adopt Low-Rank
Adaptation (LoRA) [41], a parameter efficient fine-tuning technique which introduces trainable
rank decomposition matrices into the model’s network weights. We train models on the XL.OGO-
MINIPROG:SIM dataset using LoRA in a standard supervised manner. The model receives a natural
language task description as input and outputs Python-style code. The model is optimized to minimize
the cross-entropy loss between the predicted code and the ground truth solution code.
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(a) Prompt template. (c) Emulator-driven resampling.

Figure 5: (a) shows the prompt template for fine-tuning. This prompt has several placeholders to
include details for the descriptions of different aspects of the task. We will provide full details in the
supplementary material. (b) provides an overview of emulator-driven fine-tuning, starting with the
dataset D and initial model fy, and iteratively resampling and training to produce the final model f .
(c) illustrates the resampling process in emulator-driven fine-tuning to create the dataset Dy,.

Emulator-driven feedback for fine-tuning. Standard supervised fine-tuning assigns equal weights
to all samples in the training dataset. However, our domain presents a unique challenge where
tasks vary widely in required skills and difficulty levels (see Figure ). Additionally, some skills
serve as prerequisites for mastering more advanced ones. For instance, a model typically needs to
understand basic actions before mastering loops and variables, and it generally solves tasks with
shorter code lengths before being able to tackle longer ones. Consequently, treating all tasks with
equal importance can be suboptimal in our setting. To address this, we introduce emulator-driven
fine-tuning, which designs a curriculum over training data distribution by leveraging emulator
feedback. The key idea is to dynamically adjust the training data distribution based on the emulator’s
evaluation of the model, assigning higher weights to tasks where the model struggles, thereby
progressively guiding the model from simpler tasks that it can easily solve to more complex tasks.

The overall process is shown in Figure [5bland [5c] More formally, given an initial model f, and the
training dataset D, our goal is to learn a final model fx. To achieve this, at each training epoch £,
we first perform the emulator-driven resampling step (see Figure [5c), where we use the model fj,
to infer on the tralmng dataset D to obtain the predicted code C; for each task T;. We evaluate each
predicted code using an emulator and update the weight w; for (T;, C;) as follows:

Wi =

[1 + - ]I(Emulator(Tl, Ci) :fail)], e

D]
where I(+) is an indicator function that returns 1 if the predicted code fails to solve T;, and 0 otherwise.
The hyperparameter 3 is adjustable, with a larger 3 encouraging the model to focus more on its mis-
takes and 5 = 0 equivalent to fine-tuning Without resampling Then, we sample the training dataset D
according to the categorical distribution w; = w;/>|”| w;, obtaining a resampled dataset Dj,. After
resampling, we perform the training step, Where we train the model fj using the resampled dataset
Dy, to obtain the model fj 1. Finally, we repeat the resampling and training steps until the model con-
verges or reaches a predefined number of training epochs, yielding the final model fx. To reduce com-
putational costs, resampling can be performed at fixed intervals (set to 3 epochs in our experiments).

5 Experimental Evaluations

In this section, we evaluate the performance of large models and fine-tuned models on XLOGO-
MINIPROG benchmark. We first describe the experimental setup in Section[5.1] and then present the
main results in Section[5.2] followed by additional results and analysis in Section[5.3]



5.1 Experimental Setup

Models evaluated. We compare a range of large models and their fine-tuned versions. All models
are queried with temperature 0. We evaluate the following models:

* GPT family base models. We consider the following models from OpenAI’s GPT family: (i) GPT-
3.5 model with 175B parameters (version gpt-3.5-turbo-0125) [29]; (ii)) GPT-4 model (version
gpt-4-turbo-2024-04-09) [15]; and (iii)) GPT-4V model, which is identical to GPT-4, but we
incorporate a task image as additional input to leverage its vision capabilities (version gpt-4-turbo-
2024-04-09) [15].

* Llama family base models. We consider the following models from Meta’s Llama2 and Llama3
family: (i) Llama2-7B, Llama2-13B and Llama2-70B models with 7B, 13B, and 70B parameters,
respectively (version instruction-tuned) [42]]; (ii) Llama3-8B and Llama3-70B models with 8B and
70B parameters, respectively (version instruction-tuned) [16].

¢ Fine-tuned models. We fine-tune the Llama2-7B and Llama3-8B base models (non-instruction-
tuned versions) using our synthetic dataset. We choose non-instruction-tuned versions because
the base models will be fine-tuned to generate code, without requiring instruction-following
capabilities. For each base model, we use standard fine-tuning and emulator-driven fine-tuning.
Llama3-8B-Uni is fine-tuned on our synthetic training dataset with uniform data distribution (i.e.,
standard fine-tuning). Llama3-8B-Emu is fine-tuned on the same dataset with emulator-driven
resampling in Section4.2] We apply the same fine-tuning procedures to Llama2-7B base models
(non-instruction-tuned versions), yielding Llama2-7B-Uni and Llama2-7B-Emu. We will provide
additional fine-tuning details in the supplementary material.

Evaluation procedure and metrics. We evaluate models using two datasets: XLOGO-
MINIPROG:REAL and the synthetic evaluation dataset (see Figure i), which we refer to as
XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-EVAL. For each task in our evaluation datasets, we first convert the task
from JSON format into natural language description using a fixed prompt template. For GPT-4V
model, we also provide an image of the task as additional input to the model. Then, we use the model
to generate the code in Python programming language. However, the model might produce the natural
language explanation alongside code. We extract only the Python code from the models’ outputs.
Finally, we run the extracted code using an emulator and evaluate the model. We use success as the
main metric (see Section[3.2)), and also consider two additional metrics: (i) Format, which evaluates if
the model’s output adheres to the desired code format, and (ii) No-Crash, which evaluates if the code
runs without crashing such as hitting walls, entering forbidden areas, or exceeding grid boundaries.
To evaluate a model across various dimensions, such as skills and task types, we automatically
categorize each task-code pair according to different dimensions (e.g., task type). We determine the
model’s capability in a specific aspect within a dimension (e.g., math in the task type dimension) by
calculating the success rates for all tasks involving that aspect.

5.2 Main Results

The results are shown in Figure[6] For fine-tuned models, we report the mean and standard error of
the performance across 5 different random seeds.

Base models’ performance. Among the base models evaluated, GPT-4V performs the best with
a success rate of 20.00% on the XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL. Notably, GPT-4V outperforms GPT-4,
which has a success rate of 12.94%. This suggests that incorporating visual information can enhance
the performance of large models on visual programming tasks. However, all other base models,
including GPT-3.5 and Llama models, perform poorly on XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL. Regarding
the synthetic evaluation dataset XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-EVAL, we find that the performance of
most base models declines. This is because the tasks in XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-EVAL are more
challenging than those in XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL in terms of code length and grid size (see
Figure [3] and [)). For example, the calculated percentage of code with length “Long (11-17)” in
XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-EVAL is 25.14%, compared to 17.65% in XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL.

Effectiveness of fine-tuning. Standard fine-tuning on a domain-specific dataset significantly enhances
the performance of base models. As shown in Figure[6] after standard fine-tuning, the success rate for
Llama3-8B-Uni is 54.12% on XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL and 62.72% on XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-
EVAL. Similar improvements are observed for Llama2-7B-Uni. We also note that the performance



XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL (85 samples) XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-EVAL (1,000 samples)
Format (%) No-Crash (%)  Success (%) Format (%) No-Crash (%) Success (%)

Base Models
GPT-3.5 92.94 11.76 1.18 87.60 9.50 1.60
GPT-4 95.29 38.83 12.94 97.40 16.80 5.30
GPT-4V (Vision) 96.47 47.06 20.00 95.50 18.10 5.50
Llama3-8B 48.24 5.88 0.00 40.90 2.80 0.60
Llama3-70B 67.06 8.24 2.35 15.50 1.20 0.30
Llama2-7B 27.06 5.88 0.00 21.90 2.90 0.40
Llama2-13B 60.00 7.06 0.00 54.40 3.50 0.40
Llama2-70B 28.24 7.06 0.00 38.30 1.10 0.10

Fine-tuned Llama2
Llama2-7B-Uni 99.76 +£0.24 65.88+1.05 45.65+0.86 99.98+0.02 62.64+0.33  53.04 +0.20
Llama2-7B-Emu 100+0.00 69.41+1.97 51.53+044 99.96+0.02 68.70+0.49 60.10+0.69

Fine-tuned Llama3
Llama3-8B-Uni 99.53+0.29 73.65+0.80 54.12+1.78 99.96+0.04 71.26+1.01 62.72+1.17
Llama3-8B-Emu  99.76 +0.24 71.53+0.78 60.23+1.01 100+0.00 74.92+0.60 66.92+0.65

Figure 6: Performance comparison of base and fine-tuned models on two evaluation datasets.
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Figure 7: Comparative analysis of models’ capabilities across different dimensions on XLOGO-
MINIPROG:REAL. Each chart highlights the models’ capabilities in different aspects within a
dimension. Note that code length and grid size are combined in the same chart, as both indicate the
difficulty levels of the tasks. The performance metrics are logarithmically scaled to enhance clarity.

of fine-tuned models on XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL generally lags behind their performance on
XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-EVAL. This is because the task distribution of XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-
EVAL more closely resembles the training dataset due to the dataset split. Our results also show that
emulator-driven resampling effectively enhances fine-tuning performance. Llama3-8B-Emu achieves
a success rate of 60.23% and 66.92% on XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL and XLOGOMINIPROG:SIM-
EVAL, respectively, outperforming Llama3-8B-Uni by 6.11% and 4.20%. Similar improvements
are observed when comparing Llama2-7B-Uni and Llama2-7B-Emu, indicating that our resampling
technique consistently boosts fine-tuning performance across different base models.

5.3 Additional Results and Analysis

Comparative analysis of models’ capabilities. In Figure [7] we present a comparative analy-
sis of three representative models—GPT-4V, Llama3-70B, and Llama3-8B-Emu—across distinct
dimensions using the XLOGOMINIPROG:REAL dataset. Overall, Llama3-8B-Emu consistently
outperforms other models across all dimensions and GPT-4V shows superior performance compared
to Llama3-70B in most aspects. In Figure [7a] [7b] and[7c] we find that the GPT-4V and Llama3-70B
struggle most with tasks of type “logic” and with scenarios that impose code constraints such as
AtMost and Exactly. In terms of the code concepts, Llama3-70B fails to solve any tasks that require
variables, showing its limitations in handling complex programming concepts in visual programming.
Notably, as shown in Figure[7d] the performance of all models declines with the increasing difficulty
of tasks, as indicated by longer code lengths and larger grid sizes. GPT-4V fails to solve tasks
requiring long code sequences or grid sizes larger than 6. Llama3-70B performs even more poorly,
starting to fail on tasks requiring medium-length codes and grid sizes larger than 3.
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to save time and resources. As a result, the performance of 0.17
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corresponding standard fine-tuning (Uni) up until epoch Epoch

3. Then, an emulator-driven resampling is performed at

epoch 3, leading to further performance improvements Figure 8: SUCC?SS rates (?f.ﬁne-tuned
compared to models without resampling. Notably, at the ~models across different training epochs.
end of training, Llama2-7B-Emu achieves performance

close to that of Llama3-8B-Uni, despite the latter being fine-tuned on a more advanced base model.
This demonstrates the effectiveness of the curriculum designed by emulator-driven resampling in
enhancing the performance of standard fine-tuning.

Llama3-8B-Uni
Llama2-7B-Uni

6 Concluding Discussion

Summary. In this paper, we introduced the XLOGOMINIPROG benchmark to evaluate the program
synthesis capabilities of large models within the XLogoOnline visual programming environment.
We found that large models struggle with visual programming tasks that require a combination of
skills, despite our benchmark tasks only requiring basic programming skills. Our best evaluated
base model, GPT-4V, only achieved a 20% success rate. To improve performance, we developed a
fine-tuning pipeline that involves synthetic dataset generation followed by supervised fine-tuning.
This pipeline enabled the Llama3-8B model to achieve a success rate of 54.12% on the benchmark
tasks. Additionally, we demonstrated that leveraging emulator-driven feedback can further enhance
standard fine-tuning performance by approximately 6% in both Llama3-8B and Llama2-7B models.

Limitations and future work. We discuss some limitations of our work and propose ideas for
addressing them in the future. First, we observe that GPT-4V outperforms GPT-4, indicating that
incorporating visual information can enhance the ability of large models to understand visual and
spatial relationships in tasks. In the future, one can fine-tune large vision models and evaluate their
performance on our benchmark. Second, our emulator-driven fine-tuning provides the model with
only binary feedback on the correctness of the predicted code. In the future, it would be interesting to
provide more detailed feedback, such as identifying specific errors in the generated code and then
using this more informative feedback to guide the fine-tuning process.
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