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Abstract

Recent advancements in Multimodal Large Language Mod-
els (MLLMs) have rendered traditional visual captioning
benchmarks obsolete, as they primarily evaluate short de-
scriptions with outdated metrics. While recent bench-
marks address these limitations by decomposing captions
into visual elements and adopting model-based evaluation,
they remain incomplete—overlooking critical aspects, while
providing vague, non-explanatory scores. To bridge this
gap, we propose CV-CapBench, a Comprehensive Visual
Caption Benchmark that systematically evaluates caption
quality across 6 views and 13 dimensions. CV-CapBench
introduces precision, recall, and hit rate metrics for each di-
mension, uniquely assessing both correctness and coverage.
Experiments on leading MLLMs reveal significant capabil-
ity gaps, particularly in dynamic and knowledge-intensive
dimensions. These findings provide actionable insights for
future research. The code and data will be released.

1. Introduction

Visual captioning, which translates visual content into tex-
tual descriptions, is a fundamental task for both image and
video understanding [13, 36], and is a significant basis for
image and video generation. To assess the capabilities of
this task, several caption benchmarks were established by
researchers in earlier years [1, 7, 34, 35].

However, with the rapid development of recent
MLLMs [8, 17, 18, 21, 23, 26, 28, 39, 42], these tradi-
tional benchmarks have become outdated. This can be at-
tributed to two main reasons: 1) The ground truths of tra-
ditional benchmarks often contain short sentences, missing
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many details. In contrast, recent MLLMs can produce much
more detailed and fine-grained captions than the ground
truths. 2) Traditional benchmarks use rule-based metrics,
such as BLEU [25] and CIDER [29], to directly compare
the similarity between generated captions and ground-truth
sentences, which are highly sensitive to sentence style and
make evaluations unreliable.

Recently, new visual caption benchmarks have been in-
troduced to update the outdated ones. Inspired by scene
graphs, DetailCaps [11] and CompreCap [22] focus on eval-
uating modern image MLLMs by extracting objects, at-
tributes, and relations from image captions and proposing
new model-based evaluation metrics. Dream-1K [6] em-
phasizes evaluating video events by dividing video cap-
tions into several events. VDC [6] extracts objects, back-
ground, and camera elements from both candidate and
human-annotated captions, then compares these elements
for scoring. Compared to traditional benchmarks, these new
approaches change the ground truths from complete sen-
tences to visual elements and update evaluation methods
from rule-based to model-based, improving the reliability
of benchmarking.

However, the evaluation of these benchmarks remains
incomplete. They focus on limited visual elements, inad-
equately covering the captions. For instance, they often
overlook aspects like scene, text, and style. Their evalua-
tion methods tend to assign vague scores, resulting in weak
explainability and limited guidance on the model’s capa-
bilities in various aspects. For example, though VDC [6]
considers three aspects, its evaluation methods only cal-
culate accuracy, neglecting the significance of visual ele-
ment coverage in captions. We believe that considering
both the accuracy and coverage of visual elements offers
a better principle for visual captioning. In this paper, we in-
troduce a new Comprehensive Visual Caption Benchmark
(CV-CapBench) with 6 views and 13 dimensions, evaluat-
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Caption: This video faithfully records a Southwest Airlines Boeing
737 plane taking off at an airport. The plane is blue with red, orange
and yellow markings on the tail and the engine cover. “Southwest”
is written in white, bold letters along the side of the plane.
“Southwest.com” is written in a smaller font under that. The
American flag is placed above the red part of the tail. The camera is
facing the plane as it moves away from the camera toward the
horizon. It is placed high up and angled downward. In the
background, there is a highway overpass with cars and trucks
driving over it. There is also some green grass and a gray building
with a white roof. At the start of the video, the airplane is moving
along the runway, gaining speed. When it leaves the ground, the
camera briefly zooms in. The video ends with the plane going
higher in the sky as it approaches the horizon. The background
becomes a bright, hazy sky.

Caption: The image depicts an
anime-style illustration of the
character “Megumi Kato” from
the anime “Saekano: How to
Raise a Boring Girlfriend Fine”.
The character features short,
dark brown hair with a soft,
gradient coloring effect. She is
adorned in a classic school
uniform ensemble consisting of a red blazer and a
white button-up shirt, detailed with a blue bow tied at
the collar. Her outfit suggests a traditional, yet stylish
school-girl aesthetic commonly found in anime
culture. A white beret with subtle shading rests atop
her head. The image is viewed from a slightly low
camera angle, which lends a sense of perspective to
the character's pose. In the bottom-left corner, there
is an artist's signature, 'KM,' elegantly inscribed,
signifying the creator's identity or trademark.

Object Category

Spatial Relation

Object Number

OCR

Camera Angle

Object Color

Scene

Style

Character
Identification

Static
Dimensions

Action

Camera
Movement

Event

Dynamic
Dimensions

Dynamic
Object
Number

Figure 1. An example of image caption (left) and video caption (right). By analyzing the components of captions. We conclude 9 static
dimensions and 4 dynamic dimensions, which all contribute to a detailed and comprehensive caption. The static dimensions are shared on
both image and video. For video data, there are additional dynamic dimensions as they need to be judged with temporal relations.

ing both accuracy and coverage with 3 metrics for each di-
mension. To our knowledge, we are the first to heuristi-
cally highlight the accuracy and coverage capability gap of
MLLMs in different views, guiding researchers to enhance
these capabilities across dimensions.

To assess caption capabilities from various aspects, we
have designed 9 static and 4 dynamic dimensions, which
together contribute to a complete visual caption, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. We classify dimensions as dynamic or
static based on the following principle: descriptions obtain-
able from a single frame are static, while those requiring
the entire video are dynamic. We analyze that all these
dimensions contribute to a comprehensive caption across
various data types. We gather nearly 1,000 images/videos
for each dimension, pre-annotate them using state-of-the-
art MLLMs with our proposed one represents all strategy,
and subsequently manually correct each sample. Since a
caption cannot capture everything in an image or video, we
calculate precision and recall, introducing a new hit rate
metric for each dimension, thereby benchmarking not only
accuracy but also the comprehensiveness of visual content
coverage. We evaluate several popular MLLMs using our
CV-CapBench and find that they still struggle in some di-
mensions, indicating future directions for improved visual
captioning.

2. Related Work
Multi-modal large language models. Based on the sig-
nificant development of Large Language Models (LLMs)
among various linguistic tasks [4, 10, 12, 37], many works
try to extend the powerful capabilities into multi-modal
understanding. By integrating visual content into LLMs,
Multi-modal Large Language Models (MLLMs) also gain

huge achievements [2, 9, 18–20, 23, 42]. Apart from image
content, recent MLLMs shift attention to expanding video
understanding capabilities based on the pre-trained weights
from image models [8, 17, 21, 28, 31, 39–41]. With rapid
development, recent MLLMs are powerful enough to de-
scribe both the image and video content in detail, which
makes the traditional benchmarks with short captions out-
dated. More and more methods even try to produce re-
captioned detailed descriptions by models rather than exist-
ing short captions to train their model [17, 39]. Therefore,
it is urgent to propose a new visual caption benchmark that
adapts to nowadays MLLMs.

Visual caption benchmarks. Visual Caption is a fun-
damental task in computer vision. Early visual caption
benchmarks, such as MS-COCO [7], NoCaps [1], MSR-
VTT [35], and VATEX [34], usually contain a short sen-
tence with limited visual information as the ground truth.
They also use metrics like BLEU [25], CIDER [29], and
METEOR [3] to calculate the matching score directly be-
tween two sentences, which is easy to be affected by the
sentence style. To overcome these issues, DetailCaps [11]
and CompreCap [22] explore evaluating the objects, at-
tributes, and relations in image captions, and they calculate
the matching score using MLLMs, making scores more reli-
able. Dream-1K [30] evaluates the events in video captions
and calculates the precision and recall between the ground
truth and candidates. VDC [6] evaluates the video captions
from the object, background, and camera level, with sub-
sequently calculating the accuracy. However, all of their
evaluations are incomplete, and still give vague scores for
captions. On the contrary, we are the first time to propose a
comprehensive visual caption benchmark covering both im-
age and video data with 6 views and 13 dimensions, evalu-
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Figure 2. The data source count and distribution of each dimension. We collect nearly 1,000 images/videos for each dimension, crawl parts
of data by ourselves, and sample some data from existing datasets to ensure diversity.
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Figure 3. The pipeline of our data annotation for each dimension.

ating not only correctness but also coverage of captions.

3. CV-CapBench

3.1. Multiple Dimension Data Annotation

Design of dimensions. As shown in Fig. 1, we design 9
static dimensions for both video and image, and 4 dynamic
dimensions for video, covering most of what makes up a
visual caption. For image data, or if only a specific frame
is needed for video data to complete the corresponding de-
scription in the caption, it can be regarded as a static dimen-
sion. For descriptions that cannot be described with single
frame, which usually related to temporal information, we
take them as dynamic dimensions, which are harder than
static ones. We can also classify the dimensions based on
the view of caption, as shown in Tab. 1.
Data collection. For convenience and problem simplifica-
tion, we only collect image data for static dimensions and
video data for dynamic dimensions. This is based on the
common sense that the video understanding capabilities for
MLLMs are usually built upon sufficient image understand-
ing capabilities [8, 39–41]. Since an image or a video can-
not cover all these dimensions of information, we directly
collect nearly 1,000 images or videos for each dimension
independently, and evaluate each dimension separately as
sub-tasks. For static dimensions, we mainly collect im-
ages from SA-1B [16], COYO-700M [5], Wukong [14],
Wikipaintings [15], and we also crawl some data from mul-
tiple websites by ourselves. We also borrow parts of image
data and annotations from CompreCap [22] for spatial rela-

tion dimension. For dynamic dimensions, we also crawl and
cut videos from multiple websites for camera movement di-
mension, borrow videos from Dream-1K [30] for action and
event dimensions, and borrow videos from VSI-Bench [38].
Fig. 2 shows our data sources for each dimension and their
proportion.
The one represents all pre-annotation strategy. For
object-related dimensions, it is extremely hard to anno-
tate all objects within an image or a video, as the cate-
gories of objects can be divided by almost infinite granu-
larity [27, 32, 33]. Therefore, we do not pursue the most
comprehensive annotation possible for each single sample,
but randomly select an object from the objects in the image
and reflect the accuracy and coverage through the evaluation
of a large number of samples. We name this strategy as One
Represents All. According to the law of large numbers, the
distribution of randomly selected objects can approximate
the expectation of covering different granularities of the en-
tire image with a large amount of samples, thus ensuring
the unbiased nature of the benchmark. Therefore, the key
of this annotation strategy is to keep the selection of objects
as random as possible. To avoid human’s random bias on se-
lecting objects, we ask the most three SOTA MLLMs, i.e.,
GPT-4o [24], Gemini-1.5-pro [26], and Qwen-VL-Max [31]
to list all objects at the granularity they deem appropriate
in an image. We finally use Qwen2.5-Max [37] to merge
the object results together and randomly select one from the
merged list to obtain the pre-annotated results of object cat-
egory dimension. For other object-related dimensions, we
follow the strategy to randomly select objects, and further
pre-annotate other attributes, e.g., number, color, spatial re-
lations. For other dimensions, we also pre-annotate them
with models for convenience and simplicity of further hu-
man annotations and data balance.
Human annotation. For different dimensions, we design
different tasks for human annotators. For example, human
annotators are asked to only judge right or wrong for ob-
ject category since we need to keep the randomness. As



Table 1. Views of our designed dimensions. We can treat a caption
from the listed six views, and then split each of them into several
dimensions.

Views Dimensions

Object-Related
Object Category, Object Color,
(Dynamic) Object Number, Spatial Relation

Global-Related Scene, Style
Text-Related OCR
Camera-Related Camera Angle, Camera Movement
Temporal-Related Action, Event
Knowledge-Related Character Identification

for other dimensions, we ask annotators to check the pre-
annotations one-by-one, and correct them if there are any
mistakes. We pre-define fixed categories for the style, cam-
era angle, and camera movement dimensions, which needs
annotators to select the correct option. For other dimen-
sions, we keep the annotation open-set to ensure diversity,
which need annotators to modify the annotation by them-
selves.
Data balance. After the annotation and validation, the data
of some dimensions (e.g., the number and color) shows a
long-tailed distribution. We further suppress the data of
head categories, and sample more from tail categories, mak-
ing the distribution more balanced. The final distribution of
each dimension is shown in ??.

3.2. Multiple Dimension Evaluation

For the same caption, we evaluate it within each dimen-
sion separately, which can be considered as 14 different
sub-tasks. Different from matching the similarity between
the caption and annotations, we use GPT-4 Turbo to take
scores for each dimension. We use a similar prompt tem-
plate for all pre-defined dimension, (i.e., style, camera an-
gle, and camera movement) and use another similar prompt
template open-set dimension. In Fig. 4, we take the object
number dimension and camera movement dimension as ex-
amples, to show our prompts for evaluation. Specifically,
we ask GPT-4 Turbo to judge the caption into the following
three situations:
• Miss, which means the caption does not mention the cor-

responding content about the dimension.
• Positive, which means the caption mentions the corre-

sponding content, and describes correctly.
• Negative, which means the caption mentions the corre-

sponding content, but gives a wrong description.
As all data can be judged into these three situations, we can
then calculate these three metrics: 1) Precision, which rep-
resents the accuracy on all mentioned samples. 2) Recall,
which represents the accuracy on all samples. 3) Hit rate,
which represents the referring ratio about the dimension in
visual caption. They can be calculated by:

Precision =
N(Postive)

N(All)−N(Miss)
, (1)

Recall =
N(Postive)
N(All)

, (2)

Hit Rate =
N(All)−N(Miss)

N(All)
. (3)

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setups
For comprehensively evaluating the state-of-the-art (SOTA)
models, we both choose several popular open-source and
close-source MLLMs. For open-source models, we evalu-
ate InternVL2.5 [8], LLaVA-OneVision [17], NVILA [21],
VideoLLaMA3 [39], and Qwen2.5VL [28] with their dif-
ferent LLM sizes. For all models, we use the prompt
”Please describe the image in detail” for image dimension,
the prompt ”Please describe the video in detail” for video
dimension. We temporarily use Qwen2.5-72B [37] to take
scores for generated captions to complete our evaluation.

4.2. Evaluation Analysis
Precision and recall. As shown in Table 2, our comprehen-
sive evaluation reveals critical insights into MLLMs’ cap-
tioning capabilities across static and dynamic dimensions.
First, while all models achieve strong precision in static
dimensions like OCR (93.39–97.68%) and Object Cate-
gory (67.44–75.66%), their recall rates in these categories
remain modest (69.18–77.91% for OCR; 66.90–75.66%
for Object Category), indicating a trade-off between ac-
curacy and coverage: models prioritize describing fewer
elements correctly rather than comprehensively capturing
all relevant details. Second, dynamic dimensions ex-
pose significant weaknesses. For instance, Camera Move-
ment yields alarmingly low recall (0.40–10.37%) and F1-
scores (0.77–13.14%), suggesting models largely fail to
interpret temporal or motion-related visual cues. Simi-
larly, Dynamic Object Number achieves sub-20% preci-
sion for most models (e.g., 18.69% for NVILA-8B), re-
vealing their inability to track object quantity changes over
time. Third, we observe notable performance variance
across models. Qwen2.5VL-7B leads in average precision
(66.11%) due to its strength in Spatial Relation (89.39%)
and OCR (97.68%), while LLaVA-OneVision-7B excels in
recall (42.32%) and F1-score (50.63%), attributed to its bal-
anced performance in Scene (76.58% precision, 75.78% re-
call) and Action (34.66% precision, 33.40% recall). How-
ever, even top-performing models struggle with Character
Identification (recall: 2.75–9.73%), highlighting a critical
gap in recognizing nuanced entity relationships. Finally,
the weak correlation between precision and recall across



Object Number
object_number_user_prompt = "Given an image caption and the number of an object with format {object: number} as follows:\n"\
f"Image Caption: {caption}\n"\
f"Object Number: {{{object_category}: {object_number}}}\n"\
f"Please analyze the image caption. Determine whether the provided object number is correctly described in the caption, and explain why. You may need to count in the caption to 
determine how many the provided objects it describes.\n"\
"Give score of 0 if the caption does not mention the specific number of provided object (including the use of words such as 'some' and 'various' in the caption rather than giving specific 
numbers) or not mention the provided object. Give score of 1 if the caption describes the object number correctly. Give score only of -1 if the caption gives the wrong number.\n"\
"Output a JSON formed as:\n"\
"{\"object_number\": \"copy the provided {object: number} here\", \"score\": \"put your score here\", \"reason\": \"give your reason here\"}\n"\
"DO NOT PROVIDE ANY OTHER OUTPUT TEXT OR EXPLANATION. Only output the JSON. Do not add Markdown syntax. Output:”

Camera Movement
camera_movement_category_explains = [
"left: the camera angle swings left (pan left), or the camera moves left (track left)",
"right: the camera angle swings right (pan right), or the camera moves right (track right)",
"up: the camera angle swings up (tilt up), or the camera moves up (boom up)",
"down: the camera angle swings down (tilt down), or the camera moves down (boom down)",
"in: camera pushes toward the subject (dolly in), or enlarges the frame (zoom in)",
"out: camera moves away the subject (dolly out), or expands the visible area, makeing the subject appear smaller (zoom out)",
"fixed: camera is almost fixed and does not change",
]
camera_movement_categories = [c.split(":")[0] for c in camera_movement_category_explains]
camera_movement_user_prompt = "Given a video caption, your task is to determine which kind of camera movement is included in the caption.\n"\
f"Video Caption: {caption}\n"\
f"Please analyze the video caption and classify the descriptions of camera movement into the following categories: {camera_movement_categories}\n"\
f"Here are the explanations of each category: " + '\n'.join(camera_movement_category_explains) + "\n"\
"If the caption explicitly mentions one of the above camera movement categories, write the result of the category into the 'pred' value of the json string. Note do not infer the camera 
movement categories from the whole caption. You should only search the descriptions about the camera movement. If there is no description of the camera movement in the video 
caption or the description does not belong to any of the above categories, write 'N/A' into the 'pred' value of the json string.\n"\
"Output a JSON formed as:\n"\
"{\"pred\": \"put your predicted category here\", \"reason\": \"give your reason here\"}\n"\
"DO NOT PROVIDE ANY OTHER OUTPUT TEXT OR EXPLANATION. Only output the JSON. Do not add Markdown syntax. Output:"

Figure 4. Two prompt examples for different types of evaluation sub-tasks. The example of object number represents the open-set matching
sub-tasks, and the example of camera movement represents the close-set classification sub-tasks.

Table 2. The precision, recall, and F1-score of 7B methods on all dimensions. The precision represents the accuracy of what the models
have described. The recall shows how many visual elements in the image can be described correctly. F1-Score is the harmonic mean of
precision and recall.

Methods
Object

Category
Object

Number
Object
Color

Spatial
Relation Scene

Camera
Angle OCR Style

Character
Identification

Dynamic
Object Number

Action
Camera

Movement Average

Pr
ec

is
io

n

InternVL2.5-8B 67.44 54.21 76.65 87.22 66.60 46.00 95.83 78.08 77.42 20.97 21.99 22.86 59.61
LLaVA-OneVision-7B 75.66 58.02 73.53 83.57 76.58 36.78 93.39 78.77 81.08 45.98 34.66 17.94 63.00
NVILA-8B 71.39 51.35 74.42 83.11 69.43 50.86 96.00 74.37 85.00 18.69 25.44 10.81 59.24
VideoLLaMA3-7B 73.98 53.64 74.30 84.67 76.53 51.28 97.01 76.20 70.37 23.16 28.42 23.77 61.11
Qwen2.5VL-7B 70.85 56.97 75.00 89.39 68.95 55.07 97.68 79.45 86.27 37.18 34.04 42.50 66.11

R
ec

al
l

InternVL2.5-8B 66.90 19.90 45.57 42.43 65.55 2.58 75.83 76.75 2.75 6.90 20.34 3.22 35.73
LLaVA-OneVision-7B 74.60 32.06 52.82 52.56 75.78 3.59 69.18 78.38 6.86 18.23 33.40 10.37 42.32
NVILA-8B 71.10 25.57 51.81 43.43 69.00 6.62 73.11 73.62 9.73 9.56 23.58 0.40 38.13
VideoLLaMA3-7B 72.95 29.59 53.58 52.06 75.57 6.73 72.92 75.90 4.36 3.89 26.52 5.35 39.95
Qwen2.5VL-7B 70.50 24.43 46.78 48.14 68.37 4.27 77.91 78.50 5.05 20.53 32.29 6.85 40.30

F1
-S

co
re

InternVL2.5-8B 67.17 29.11 57.16 57.09 66.07 4.89 84.66 77.41 5.31 10.38 21.13 5.64 44.68
LLaVA-OneVision-7B 75.13 41.30 61.48 64.53 76.18 6.54 79.48 78.57 12.65 26.11 34.02 13.14 50.63
NVILA-8B 71.24 34.14 61.09 57.05 69.21 11.72 83.01 73.99 17.46 12.65 24.47 0.77 46.39
VideoLLaMA3-7B 73.46 38.14 62.26 64.48 76.05 11.90 83.26 76.05 8.21 6.66 27.44 8.73 48.32
Qwen2.5VL-7B 70.67 34.20 57.62 62.58 68.66 7.93 86.68 78.97 9.54 26.45 33.14 11.80 50.08

Table 3. The hit rate of 7B methods on all dimensions, which shows how much information of each dimension can be described in the
caption. It represents the absolute coverage of the caption in each dimension, without considering whether the caption is correct or not.

Methods
Object

Category
Object

Number
Object
Color

Spatial
Relation Scene

Camera
Angle OCR Style

Character
Identification

Dynamic
Object Number Action

Camera
Movement Average

InternVL2.5-8B 99.20 36.70 59.46 48.65 98.43 5.61 79.13 98.30 3.55 32.92 92.51 14.08 55.71
LLaVA-OneVision-7B 98.60 55.26 71.83 62.89 98.96 9.76 74.07 99.50 8.47 39.65 96.36 57.80 64.43
NVILA-8B 99.60 49.79 69.62 52.26 99.37 13.02 76.16 99.00 11.44 51.15 92.71 3.72 59.82
VideoLLaMA3-7B 98.60 55.15 72.10 61.48 98.75 13.13 75.17 99.60 6.20 16.81 93.32 22.50 59.40
Qwen2.5VL-7B 99.50 42.89 62.37 53.86 99.16 7.75 79.76 98.80 5.86 55.22 94.84 16.11 59.68

dimensions underscores the necessity of evaluating both
metrics: high precision does not guarantee comprehensive
coverage. For example, InternVL2.5-8B achieves 95.83%
OCR precision but only 75.83% recall, failing to detect

nearly a quarter of text instances. These findings validate
CV-CapBench’s ability to diagnose multifaceted capability
gaps, guiding future research toward improving temporal
reasoning, entity disambiguation, and coverage robustness.



Hit rate. Table 3 reveals a pronounced disparity in mod-
els’ coverage tendencies across dimensions. While static di-
mensions like Object Category (98.60–99.60%) and Scene
(98.43–99.37%) achieve near-perfect hit rates—indicating
models consistently attempt to describe these ele-
ments—dynamic dimensions such as Camera Movement
(3.72–57.80%) and Character Identification (3.55–11.44%)
suffer severe under-coverage. Notably, LLaVA-OneVision-
7B attains the highest average hit rate (64.43%), driven
by its aggressive coverage of Action (96.36%) and Cam-
era Movement (57.80%), yet this contrasts with its moder-
ate precision/recall in these categories (Table 2), suggest-
ing a quantity-over-accuracy strategy. Conversely, mod-
els like InternVL2.5-8B exhibit conservative coverage (av-
erage hit rate: 55.71%), prioritizing fewer but potentially
accurate descriptions. The starkly low hit rates for Dy-
namic Object Number (16.81–55.22%) and Camera Angle
(5.61–13.13%) across all models further validate the need
for improved temporal and spatial awareness in MLLMs.

4.3. More Results
More experimental results with more robust evaluation
methods are coming soon.

5. Conclusion
The rapid advancement of MLLMs has rendered traditional
visual captioning benchmarks inadequate, as they focus on
short captions and simplistic rule-based metrics. While re-
cent benchmarks address partial limitations by decompos-
ing captions into elements like objects and relations, they
still overlook critical dimensions (e.g., scene context, text,
temporal dynamics) and fail to systematically evaluate both
accuracy and coverage. To bridge this gap, we propose CV-
CapBench, the first comprehensive benchmark for MLLMs
that evaluates caption quality across 6 views and 13 dimen-
sions. By introducing precision (accuracy of described ele-
ments), recall (coverage of ground-truth elements), and hit
rate (coverage attempt rate), CV-CapBench provides fine-
grained insights into models’ captioning capabilities. Our
experiments on leading 7B-scale MLLMs reveal significant
shortcomings: (1) Models prioritize static elements (e.g.,
object categories, OCR) but neglect dynamic dimensions
like camera movement (F1-score: 0.77–13.14%) and ac-
tion (F1-score: 21.13–34.02%); (2) Coverage attempts (hit
rate) for entity-centric dimensions (character identification:
3.55–11.44%) remain alarmingly low despite high precision
in simpler tasks; (3) No single model dominates all dimen-
sions, exposing trade-offs between accuracy (Qwen2.5VL-
7B leads) and coverage (LLaVA-OneVision-7B excels).
CV-CapBench not only diagnoses current limitations but
also guides future research directions: improving temporal
reasoning for dynamic scenes, enhancing rare entity recog-
nition, and balancing accuracy-coverage trade-offs. We will

release the benchmark dataset and evaluation toolkit to fos-
ter community progress toward holistic visual understand-
ing.
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