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Abstract
Multimodal large language models (MLLMs)
have achieved significant advancements in in-
tegrating visual and linguistic understanding.
While existing benchmarks evaluate these mod-
els in context-rich, real-life scenarios, they of-
ten overlook fundamental perceptual skills es-
sential for environments deviating from every-
day realism. In particular, geometric percep-
tion, the ability to interpret spatial relationships
and abstract visual patterns, remains underex-
plored. To address this limitation, we introduce
GePBench, a novel benchmark designed to as-
sess the geometric perception capabilities of
MLLMs. Results from extensive evaluations
reveal that current state-of-the-art MLLMs ex-
hibit significant deficiencies in such tasks. Ad-
ditionally, we demonstrate that models trained
with data sourced from GePBench show no-
table improvements on a wide range of down-
stream tasks, underscoring the importance of
geometric perception as a foundation for ad-
vanced multimodal applications. Our code and
datasets will be publicly available.

1 Introduction

Multimodal large language models (MLLMs)
have achieved significant breakthroughs in recent
years. Closed-source models like GPT-4o (OpenAI,
2023), Gemini (Google, 2023), and Claude-3.5
(Anthropic, 2024), along with open-source alter-
natives such as LLaVA (Liu et al., 2023a), Qwen-
VL (Bai et al., 2023), and InternVL (Chen et al.,
2023b), have demonstrated remarkable visual-
language capabilities. To measure their perfor-
mance, various benchmarks including GQA (Hud-
son and Manning, 2019), SQA (Lu et al., 2022),
TextVQA (Singh et al., 2019), and MMBench (Liu
et al., 2024c) have been proposed. These bench-
marks primarily assess models in context-rich, real-
life scenarios, simulating everyday human experi-
ences. However, they often neglect fundamental
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perceptual challenges, particularly in domains that
deviate from everyday realism.

One such underexplored domain is geometric
perception. As simplified abstractions of real-
world objects, geometric shapes require an under-
standing of spatial relationships and visual details
for effective perception (Chen et al., 2021; Lu
et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022). Therefore, they
are ideal for testing the foundational visual capa-
bilities. More complex tasks like visual reasoning
and decision-making build on these basic percep-
tual abilities, making it crucial to assess models’
competencies in geometric environments. Further-
more, geometric shapes lay the foundation for a
wide range of downstream applications. For exam-
ple, tasks like medical image analysis (Chen et al.,
2024b; Yan et al., 2024; Khan et al., 2024) and
fossil classification (Barucci et al., 2024; Hou et al.,
2023) rely heavily on precise spatial perception and
the interpretation of abstract visual patterns, which
are closer to geometric shapes than to real-world
images. Despite their importance, existing bench-
marks fail to adequately evaluate these fundamen-
tal skills, leaving critical gaps in the assessment of
MLLMs.

To address this gap, we present GePBench, a
novel benchmark specifically designed to evaluate
the geometric perception capabilities of MLLMs.
GePBench focuses exclusively on geometric shapes
and assesses core competencies such as spatial
perception and shape understanding. While hu-
mans achieve near-perfect accuracy on these tasks
with minimal effort, leading models like GPT-4o
and Claude-3.5-Sonnet struggle significantly. On
tasks such as determining the size of a geometric
shape, they achieve accuracies as low as 23.3% and
20.8% respectively, well below random guessing.
These results underscore the limitations of current
MLLMs in basic geometric perception.

Although some existing multimodal benchmarks,
such as GeoQA (Chen et al., 2021), Geometry3K
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Question: 
What is the relationship of the 
hexagon to the circle in the image?
A. tangent    B. circumscribed 
C. parallel    D. none of the above
Answer:
B. circumscribed

Relationship

Question:
Which of the following shapes 
presented is smaller than the circle? 
A. rectangle  B. ellipse
C. triangle   D. quadrilateral
Answer:
A. rectangle

ReferenceQuestion:
How many triangles are there in the 
image? 
A.0       B.1
C.2      D.3
Answer:
D.3

Counting

Question: 
Where is the ellipse located relative 
to the spiral? 
A. upper right  B. lower right 
C. upper left    D. lower left
Answer:
A. upper right

LocationQuestion:
Which of the following is absent in 
the image? 
A. ellipse              B. spiral
C. triangle            D. petagon
Answer:
C. triangle

Existence

Size Question:
Suppose that the width and height of 
the image is 1, which of the following 
is closest to the area of the rectangle? 
A.0.14     B.0.29      C.0.44      D.0.59 
Answer:
C. 0.44

Figure 1: Examples for the different dimensions of GePBench.

(Lu et al., 2021), UniGeo (Chen et al., 2022),
geomVerse-V0 (Kazemi et al., 2023), GeoMM
(Deng et al., 2024), and MAVIS-Instruct (Zhang
et al., 2024), also involve geometric figures, their
primary focus lies in mathematical reasoning tasks,
including numeric calculations, proof generation,
and relationship inference. These higher-order cog-
nitive tasks implicitly depend on basic perceptual
skills like spatial awareness and shape recognition,
which are often insufficiently addressed. In con-
trast, GePBench explicitly targets foundational vi-
sual capabilities, providing a more focused and
comprehensive evaluation on these fundamental
capabilities.

To construct GePBench we developed a special-
ized data synthesis engine that generates structured
textual descriptions, which are subsequently trans-
lated into geometric figures. From these figures,
corresponding multiple-choice questions are for-
mulated to evaluate key dimensions of spatial and
shape perception. GePBench comprises 20K im-
ages and 250K multiple-choice questions, catego-
rized into easy and hard levels based on factors
such as the number of shapes in a figure and the
intensity of added noise. The benchmark evaluates
6 key dimensions of spatial and shape perception:
location, size, existence, counting, reference, and
relationships. Figure 1 provides examples for these
dimensions.

We conducted extensive evaluations of GeP-
Bench using a diverse array of MLLMs, encom-
passing both closed-source and open-source mod-
els. The results consistently reveal significant lim-
itations in geometric perception. Even the top-
performing model, Gemini-1.5-pro, achieves an
average accuracy of only 69.4% on these multi-
ple choice questions, highlighting the urgent need
for advancements in foundational geometric under-
standing.

Furthermore, we observe that LLaVA-GeP, our
newly trained model with additional data sourced
from GePBench demonstrate considerable im-
provements on various downstream tasks, partic-
ularly those involving spatial perception and dia-
gram understanding. This underscores the pivotal
role geometric perception plays in enabling broader
applications.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

1) We introduce GePBench, a novel benchmark
focusing on the fundamental visual perception
and spatial understanding of MLLMs.

2) We conduct extensive evaluations with 21 state-
of-the-art models, identifying key technical
challenges in geometric perception and provid-
ing insights into potential improvements.

3) We demonstrate that our model, LLaVA-GeP,
achieves improved visual capabilities, highlight-
ing GePBench as an effective tool for enhancing



basic visual perception skills, which are trans-
ferable to real-world applications.

2 Related Work

2.1 Multimodal Large Language Models

In recent years, MLLMs have gained considerable
attention for their ability to perform cross-modal
understanding across a wide range of real-world
tasks (Liu et al., 2023a; Zhu et al., 2024; Yao et al.,
2024; Chen et al., 2023b; Lu et al., 2024a; Tong
et al., 2024a). These models typically consist of
three main components: a visual encoder respon-
sible for encoding the input image, a language
model that enables textual understanding and rea-
soning, and a mapping module that translates vi-
sual features into textual representations. While
they have shown remarkable success in real-life
scenarios, their performance on foundational tasks,
such as spatial perception and understanding ab-
stract shapes, remains underexplored. This work
aims to investigate the extent to which MLLMs can
capture fine-grained visual features and exhibit spa-
tial awareness in environments involving geometric
shapes.

2.2 Multimodal Benchmarks

Numerous multimodal datasets have been proposed
to benchmark the performance of MLLMs, with a
focus on real-world tasks (Kembhavi et al., 2016;
Yue et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024a; Liu et al.,
2023b). Early benchmarks such as VQAv2 (Goyal
et al., 2019), GQA (Hudson and Manning, 2019),
and ScienceQA (Lu et al., 2022) aim at evaluat-
ing tasks like object identification, optical charac-
ter recognition, and scientific knowledge. Later,
structured datasets such as MMBench (Liu et al.,
2024c) and SeedBench (Li et al., 2023a) are in-
troduced, offering more difficult challenges and
better evaluation schemes. However, these bench-
marks predominantly emphasize real-life, context-
rich tasks, overlooking different environments that
require fundamental spatial and visual perception.

A separate line of research has focused on evalu-
ating the geometric mathematical reasoning capa-
bilities of MLLMs. Early works adapted images
from mathematical textbooks or exam problems,
creating question-answer pairs centered on reason-
ing tasks like calculations, proof generation, and
relationship inference (Chen et al., 2021; Lu et al.,
2021; Chen et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2024b). More re-
cent approaches have automated the generation of

these tasks (Deng et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024).
They craft figures using specific data engines and
construct questions and answers with the help of
LLMs. Nevertheless, these benchmarks primarily
target long-chain mathematical reasoning and of-
ten overlook spatial perception and fine-grained
visual understanding, areas that GePBench aims to
address.

3 GePBench

GePBench is a novel benchmark designed to
evaluate the geometric perception capabilities of
MLLMs. It leverages a systematic data synthesis
pipeline to generate structured textual descriptions
of geometric figures, from which corresponding im-
ages and multiple-choice questions are constructed.
This approach enables a comprehensive assessment
of models across multiple dimensions of spatial
and visual understanding. An overview of the GeP-
Bench data pipeline is shown in Figure 2. Below,
we detail the design and construction of GePBench,
focusing on its description generation methodology,
figure rendering technique and task formulation
framework.

3.1 Structured Description Generation
The foundation of GePBench lies in generating
structured textual descriptions, which serve as the
basis for both figure creation and question genera-
tion. This process ensures consistency and preci-
sion in data construction.

Algorithm 1 describes the entire generation pro-
cess. It begins by randomly sampling shapes from
a predefined pool containing 10 geometric types
(e.g., lines, ellipses, circles, triangles, quadrilater-
als, pentagons, hexagons, rectangles, squares, and
spirals). Attributes such as position, size, and ori-
entation are assigned randomly to these shapes. To
introduce meaningful complexity, specific shapes
are further added to the figure based on 9 different
predefined geometric relationships (e.g., tangent,
parallel, inscribed). This ensures the dataset in-
cludes diverse spatial configurations.

To maintain clarity, a filtering step checks for ex-
cessive overlaps or out-of-bound shapes, ensuring
that generated figures remain interpretable. The
output is a structured textual description containing
shape types, attributes, and relationships.

3.2 Figure Rendering
Next, figures are rendered from these descriptions
using the Matplotlib package [] in Python. To in-



                      ...

Geometric shape pool Shapes with attributes

Relationship pool

inscribe  tangent

circumscribe

parallel  similar

concentric   ...

type: ellipse
major_axis: ...
minor_axis: ...

type: line
point_1: ...
point_2: ...

type: triangle
points: ...

Structured textual description

What is the relationship of the triangle with 
the circle?
A. tangent           B. inscribe
C. circumscribe    D. none of the above

Question FigureGePBench dataset

Figure 
rendering

Task formulation

Check & store

Additional shapes

inscribe Combine & filter

sample

Figure 2: An overview of the construction of GePBench.

crease task difficulty, visual noise is added to part
of the figures, including Gaussian noise for the
background, salt-and-pepper noise on shape out-
lines, and Perlin noise [] for closed shapes. This
enhances the robustness of the benchmark by chal-
lenging models to perform under visually degraded
conditions.

3.3 Task Formulation
Once figures and textual descriptions are gener-
ated, a template-based pipeline constructs multiple-
choice questions across six key dimensions, each
designed to evaluate distinct aspects of geometric
perception. Below, we describe the six dimensions
and their associated question-generation strategies.

Existence. These questions assess the model’s
ability to recognize specific shapes and avoid hal-
lucinations. Instead of simple binary queries, GeP-
Bench incorporates more nuanced formats, such as
asking the model to identify which shapes appear
in the figure from a list of options. This design
increases the task’s difficulty and better evaluates
models’ shape discrimination abilities.

Counting. Counting questions focus on deter-
mining the number of specific shapes in a figure. To
ensure robustness, non-existent shapes are included
as distractors, and zero is provided as a candidate
choice.

Location. Location-based questions test the spa-
tial perception capabilities of models. Figures are
divided into four quadrants (upper-left, upper-right,
lower-left, lower-right), and models must identify
the quadrant containing a target shape based on

its centroid. Additional questions involve relative
positioning, requiring models to determine spatial
relationships between shapes.

Size. These questions evaluate the model’s abil-
ity to perceive and compare shape sizes. Attributes
such as horizontal span, vertical span, and area are
queried. To standardize the evaluation, the image
dimensions are normalized to 1, and the numeric in-
tervals between candidate answers are sufficiently
large to prevent ambiguity.

Reference. Reference questions reverse the typi-
cal query format by providing attributes (e.g., size,
location, or count) and asking the model to identify
the corresponding shape. This perspective evalu-
ates the integration of multiple attributes for shape
identification.

Relationship. Questions in this dimension ex-
plore geometric relationships between pairs of
shapes, such as tangent, parallel, or inscribed.
These tasks test the model’s understanding of spa-
tial interactions and its ability to discern fine-
grained geometric details.

By incorporating different question dimensions,
we aim to provide a comprehensive evaluation pro-
tocol for geometric perception in MLLMs.

3.4 Statistics and Analysis
According to the statistics, GePBench contains a
total of 20K geometric figures and 250K multiple
choice questions. The dataset sizes for each of the
6 dimensions are outlined in Figure 3 (a).

GePBench features a diversity of geometric
shapes and question types. Detailed statistics are
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(c) Number of words per question.

Figure 3: Key data distributions of GePBench.

Algorithm 1 Structured Description Generation

Require: Predefined shapes pool S and relation-
ships poolR, maximum number of shapes per
sample m, overlap threshold thres

Ensure: A structured description data sample D
1: Initialize shapes set S ← ∅, relationships set

R← ∅
2: for j = 1 to ⌊m/2⌋ do
3: s1 ← sample_shape(S)
4: randomize_attributes(s1)
5: if overlap_area(s1, S) < thres then
6: S ← S ∪ {s1}
7: end if
8: end for
9: for s1 in S do

10: r ← sample_relationship(R, s1)
11: s2 ← generate_shape(r, s1)
12: assign_attributes(s2, r, s1)
13: if overlap_area(s2, S) < thres then
14: S ← S ∪ {s2}
15: R← R ∪ {(s1, s2, r)}
16: end if
17: end for
18: D ← (S,R)
19: return D

presented in Figure 3 (b) (c), including the number
of shapes per figure and question length, highlight-
ing its balanced coverage across geometric types
and question categories. Overall, GePBench pro-
vides a rigorous and diverse evaluation benchmark,
challenging MLLMs with tasks that test founda-
tional geometric perception and spatial reasoning.
By focusing on these core capabilities, GePBench
fills a critical gap in the landscape of multimodal
benchmarks.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Evaluated models. We perform a comprehensive
evaluation on GePBench for 21 multimodal LLMs,
which are divided into 2 groups: closed-source
model classes, including GPT-4o, Claude-3.5-
Sonnet, Gemini-1.5-Pro, and open-source model
classes, including BLIP2 (Li et al., 2023b), Instruct-
BLIP (Dai et al., 2023), MiniGPTv2 (Chen et al.,
2023a), LLaVA-1.5 (Liu et al., 2024a), LLaVA-
NeXT (Liu et al., 2024b), mPLUG-Owl3 (Ye
et al., 2024), InternVL-2.5 (Chen et al., 2024c),
MiniCPM-V-2.6 (Yao et al., 2024), GLM-4V
(GLM et al., 2024), Mantis-Idefics2 (Jiang et al.,
2024), Qwen2-VL (Wang et al., 2024), LLaMA-
3.2-Vision (Meta, 2024).

Evaluation setup. All evaluations are conducted
exclusively in a zero-shot manner. For a fair com-
parison, the temperature is set to 0 and the image
resolution is set to 640x640. Accuracy for multiple
choice questions are utilized for all the question cat-
egories. We conduct all experiments on NVIDIA
A6000 GPUs with 48GB VRAM.

4.2 Main Result

The main experimental results are presented in Ta-
ble 1. To better contextualize the performance of
GePBench models in real-world tasks, we also in-
clude their results on OpenCompass (Contributors,
2023), visualized in Figure 4. Our analysis reveals
the following key observations:

Both closed-source and open-source models face
significant challenges on GePBench. The re-
sults indicate that even the most advanced closed-
source models encounter significant challenges
when evaluated on our geometric perception tasks.



Model Class Size Avg.
Easy Hard

Ext. Cnt. Siz. Loc. Ref. Rel. Ext. Cnt. Siz. Loc. Ref. Rel.

Random guessing - 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0

GPT-4o - 60.1 78.9 62.6 23.3 68.4 78.6 70.7 71.7 55.7 23.2 67.6 68.0 52.2
Claude-3.5-Sonnet - 51.2 76.2 69.6 20.8 55.3 62.5 64.5 72.4 57.8 25.3 24.9 30.4 54.7
Gemini-1.5-pro - 69.4 72.7 74.1 52.0 74.0 80.3 75.0 66.9 64.0 68.1 71.5 73.3 61.1

BLIP2 3B 30.7 40.1 14.3 12.8 25.2 54.2 38.2 39.7 28.9 12.1 26.0 46.0 31.3
InstructBLIP 3B 33.3 40.9 26.4 12.6 26.7 59.4 41.8 42.1 23.7 12.9 28.8 52.3 31.5
MiniGPTv2 7B 35.2 29.8 42.6 50.3 24.6 33.7 32.7 27.5 40.4 52.4 26.2 31.9 30.6
LLaVA-1.5 7B 43.1 40.0 48.9 50.5 45.5 42.1 51.2 32.1 31.0 52.1 40.2 38.1 45.1
LLaVA-1.5 13B 41.4 46.2 57.4 16.9 51.9 52.0 47.4 37.3 39.4 14.4 49.5 45.1 39.2
LLaVA-NeXT 7B 47.5 45.2 56.3 47.1 59.3 47.9 52.7 36.6 35.0 46.7 56.6 41.1 45.8
LLaVA-NeXT 34B 53.6 65.5 64.1 23.7 61.9 75.0 54.9 52.8 49.5 25.2 60.9 68.9 40.8
LLaVA-NeXT 72B 54.6 66.0 64.0 32.9 63.1 68.2 49.7 58.9 51.4 35.6 58.0 66.2 41.1
mPLUG-Owl3 7B 50.0 56.7 66.3 43.5 33.0 62.0 53.4 56.3 54.5 41.7 33.7 60.7 37.8
InternVL-2.5 8B 57.3 68.7 64.8 25.2 64.2 72.8 63.8 64.7 52.0 30.6 67.2 62.0 51.6
InternVL-2.5 26B 62.5 70.6 64.1 32.8 63.2 81.3 74.1 67.2 56.8 36.4 74.8 73.6 55.1
InternVL-2.5 78B 65.5 75.7 72.1 25.2 72.6 80.9 77.4 72.1 62.1 40.7 73.3 78.2 55.5
MiniCPM-V-2.6 8B 56.9 68.9 69.8 28.3 58.6 78.6 53.4 61.9 54.8 28.9 58.7 74.6 46.2
GLM-4V 9B 54.1 64.2 73.9 19.1 52.7 80.9 62.7 50.7 54.3 18.4 54.4 72.6 44.9
Mantis-Idefics2 8B 48.6 60.0 65.9 21.9 43.0 68.4 49.5 56.3 50.0 20.9 48.7 63.9 35.2
Qwen2-VL 8B 57.8 65.8 72.3 28.5 62.2 82.7 62.4 59.7 55.2 27.0 60.6 74.5 42.3
Qwen2-VL 72B 61.7 76.7 71.9 17.9 77.3 85.9 70.1 67.3 57.2 16.6 73.4 76.5 49.1
LLaMA-3.2-Vision 90B 56.6 61.1 64.4 25.5 67.3 71.6 68.9 58.3 54.9 30.7 62.2 64.3 50.2

Table 1: Performance comparison of different MLLMs on GePBench (%). Ext, Cnt, Siz, Loc, Ref, Rel represent
existence, counting, size, location, reference, relationship, and Avg is the average value of all the 12 following
scores. Best scores for each group are in bold. Average scores that reach the passing threshold (60.0%) is underlined.

Performance is especially low in the size and loca-
tion dimensions, where fundamental spatial reason-
ing is required. For instance, GPT-4o and Claude-
3.5-Sonnet achieve accuracy rates of only 23.3%
and 20.8% respectively on the size dimension, fail-
ing to surpass random guessing. While Gemini-1.5-
pro stands out as the best-performing closed-source
model, it still struggles to deliver satisfactory re-
sults across all tasks. These findings underscore the
rigorous demands posed by our dataset and high-
light its value in testing the limits of state-of-the-
art systems. In comparison, open-source models
perform even worse overall. Notable exceptions
include InternVL-2.5 and Qwen2-VL, whose per-
formance is comparable to leading closed-source
models. However, the majority of open-source
models fall below the passing threshold. This dis-
parity suggests that open-source models currently
exhibit significant limitations in geometric percep-
tion, leaving substantial room for advancement.

Scaling model size yields limited improvements.
Unlike many real-world tasks where larger model
sizes result in significant performance gains, scal-
ing has a more limited impact on geometric per-
ception tasks. For instance, increasing the size

of Qwen2-VL from 8B to 72B improves accuracy
by only 3.9%. Similarly, scaling LLaVA-NeXT
from 7B to 72B results in a modest 7.1% improve-
ment, while InternVL’s expansion from 7B to 78B
yields an 8.2% gain. These improvements are far
less pronounced than those observed on general
benchmarks, which are 7.8%, 23.3%, and 7.1%,
respectively. This trend likely arises because the
advantages of scaling, such as enhanced logic and
reasoning, are less applicable in geometric percep-
tion tasks, which emphasize fundamental visual
capabilities. Consequently, optimizing model archi-
tectures or enhancing training datasets may be more
effective strategies for improving performance in
these tasks.

Models typically perform better on the easy split
than on the hard split. As previously described,
the GePBench dataset divides questions into easy
and hard splits based on the number of shapes per
figure and the intensity of visual noise. Both closed-
source and open-source models generally perform
better on the easy split. This performance gap
is particularly pronounced in the relationship and
counting dimensions, with average accuracy differ-
ences of 12.2% and 10.4%, respectively. This dis-



15 45 55 65 75

25

35

45

55

65

75

GPT-4o

Claude

Gemini

Random guessing 

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 s
co

re
 o

n
 G

eP
B

en
ch

(%
)

Performance score on OpenCompass (%)

Llava-next 

Qwen2-VL 

InternVL-2.5 

Passing threshold

Llava-1.5 7b

Mantis-8B

Mplug-Owl3 
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geometric shapes in the figure.

parity is expected, as increased shape complexity
and degraded visual details in the hard split signifi-
cantly challenge relationship recognition and shape
understanding. In contrast, dimensions focused on
spatial perception, such as size and location, are
less affected by these factors.

4.3 Ablation Analysis
This section examines the factors influencing
model performance, focusing on both data at-
tributes and the components of MLLMs.

4.3.1 Impact of the Number of Shapes
The number of geometric shapes per figure can
significantly affect model performance. A higher
number of shapes increases the complexity of vi-
sual perception while offering more challenges in
cognition. To investigate this, we categorize the

questions in GePBench based on the number of
shapes in the figures and evaluate model perfor-
mance across these groups.

The results, shown in Figure 5, reveal a general
decline in performance as the number of shapes in-
creases. This trend aligns with our expectation that
figures with more shapes demand a greater capac-
ity for geometric perception. Such findings under-
score the need for models to develop stronger foun-
dational visual perception skills to handle more
complex inputs.

4.3.2 Impact of Visual Encoders
As discussed in Section 2.1, visual encoders are
central to the visual perception capabilities of
MLLMs. To assess their influence, we experiment
with the LLaVA-1.5-7B model using various visual
encoders, including CLIP-ViT-L, CLIP-ViT-L-336
(Radford et al., 2021), OpenCLIP-ViT-L (Cherti
et al., 2023), DINOv2 (Oquab et al., 2024) and
SigLIP (Zhai et al., 2023). Additionally, follow-
ing the empirical best practice (Tong et al., 2024b;
Yang et al., 2024), we evaluate mixed configura-
tions where outputs from both the CLIP-ViT-L and
DINOv2 encoders are fed into the LLM backbone.
The checkpoints for these models are sourced from
Yang et al. (2024) and evaluated on GePBench.

The results, summarized in Table 2, provide the
following insights:

Higher resolution improves detail recognition
but impacts spatial accuracy. Using a higher
resolution in the CLIP-ViT encoder generally en-
hances geometric perception, except for location-
based tasks. This is likely due to that more image
tokens enables the inclusion of finer image details,
benefiting the overall performance. However, it
also increases the complexity of positional embed-
dings, leading to increased difficulty in recognizing
spatial positions.

Different encoders specialize in different dimen-
sions. For instance, OpenCLIP demonstrates su-
perior spatial awareness, while SigLIP performs
better on complex tasks such as counting and rela-
tionship recognition. These differences may stem
from variations in encoder architecture and training
data.

Mixed encoders underperform in geometric
tasks. Contrary to real-world scenarios where
combining encoders often yields better results
(Tong et al., 2024a; Yang et al., 2024), mixed visual



Encoder class Resolution Avg.
Easy Hard

Ext. Cnt. Siz. Loc. Ref. Rel. Ext. Cnt. Siz. Loc. Ref. Rel.

CLIP 2242 40.8 35.4 44.2 40.9 49.2 42.5 50.5 31.8 26.8 42.3 46.5 36.1 43.4
CLIP 3362 43.1 40.0 48.9 50.5 45.5 42.1 51.2 32.1 31.0 52.1 40.2 38.1 45.1
OpenCLIP 2242 43.1 35.8 42.1 50.4 53.6 42.4 52.4 33.7 24.7 51.6 49.4 39.3 42.0
DINOv2 2242 37.3 38.6 33.7 49.5 31.8 32.7 49.7 33.7 23.8 50.2 30.1 29.8 43.9
SigLIP 2242 42.6 37.5 49.4 50.5 43.9 39.7 53.7 35.6 24.9 52.0 45.1 36.1 42.7
CLIP + DINOv2 2242 + 2242 38.2 35.9 43.6 40.1 38.3 39.2 47.9 34.1 24.5 38.1 37.3 35.3 44.0
CLIP + DINOv2 3362 + 2242 37.3 34.4 30.0 50.2 28.5 38.2 52.8 33.1 16.8 51.6 29.8 37.7 44.6

Table 2: Performance comparison of LLaVA-1.5-7B with different visual encoders (%). Best scores are in bold.

Model Average VQAV 2 GQA VizWiz SQA TextVQA POPE MMB SEEDI MMVet

LLaVA-1.5-7B 62.7 79.2 62.7 47.0 68.9 57.6 86.1 66.2 66.9 29.7
LLaVA-1.5-GeP-7B 63.5 78.8 63.0 52.9 70.1 58.1 86.2 64.9 67.8 29.7

Table 3: Performance comparison of LLaVA-1.5-7B and LLaVA-1.5-GeP-7B on various downstream tasks (%).

encoders fail to achieve a better result compared
to their individual components. This could be due
to increased noise from multiple encoders and the
larger number of image tokens, which degrade po-
sitional recognition. Interestingly, the performance
gap between mixed and single encoders narrows
on harder tasks, suggesting that the added noise is
more detrimental in simpler scenarios.

4.4 Additional Analysis

To explore the broader impact of geometric per-
ception on downstream tasks, we use our dataset
to train a new model, LLaVA-GeP, based on the
LLaVA-1.5-7B architecture.

Specifically, we constructed a new training
dataset using the same data pipeline as GePBench.
In addition to figures and questions, we generate
captions for the figures as multimodal pretraining
data with the help of LLMs. The multiple-choice
questions are directly utilized as instruction-tuning
data. From this dataset, 300K samples are ran-
domly selected and mixed with the original LLaVA
training data for pretraining and instruction tun-
ing, respectively. After the two-stage training
process, the resulting model is evaluated on di-
verse real-world tasks, including VQAv2 (Goyal
et al., 2019), GQA (Hudson and Manning, 2019),
VizWiz (Gurari et al., 2018), ScienceQA-Image
(Lu et al., 2022), TextVQA (Singh et al., 2019),
POPE (Li et al., 2023c), MMBench (Liu et al.,
2024c), SeedBench-Image (Li et al., 2023a) and
MM-Vet (Yu et al., 2024).

The results, presented in Table 3, show general
improvements across the evaluated tasks, with an
average performance boost of 0.8% on 9 real-world

benchmarks. Notably, tasks demanding spatial
awareness, relationship understanding and scien-
tific diagram comprehension, such as SeedBench
and ScienceQA, exhibit considerable gains. A
closer analysis of SeedBench results reveals that
most improvements are concentrated in categories
of instance interaction, counting, and spatial local-
ization. These findings suggest that training on
geometric perception data enhances the model’s
ability to discriminate relationships and understand
spatial configurations, which translates effectively
to real-world scenarios.

Interestingly, the improvement in VizWiz was
primarily attributed to better handling of unanswer-
able questions, where mismatches between images
and questions occur. This suggests that geomet-
ric perception contributes to the model’s robust-
ness in visual understanding. Collectively, these
findings underscore the foundational role of geo-
metric perception in enabling diverse downstream
applications, highlighting its value in advancing
multimodal learning.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce GePBench, a large-scale
benchmark dataset specifically designed to evaluate
geometric perception in MLLMs. Extensive exper-
iments highlight substantial room for improvement,
as even state-of-the-art models fail to achieve sat-
isfactory results. Our analysis of visual encoders
provides insights into structural design. Addition-
ally, we demonstrate that enhancing geometric per-
ception contributes to improved performance on a
variety of downstream tasks, underscoring its foun-
dational importance.



Limitations

Our work has two primary limitations. First, while
we evaluate up to 21 representative MLLMs, in-
cluding both closed-source and open-source mod-
els, there may be other models deserving analysis.
Second, although our evaluation dataset comprises
250K multiple-choice questions, its size could be
further expanded to enhance robustness and pro-
vide more comprehensive evaluation results.
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