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Abstract—Object description plays an important role for visu-
ally impaired individuals to understand and compare the differ-
ences between objects. Recent multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) exhibit powerful perceptual abilities and demonstrate
impressive potential for generating object-centric descriptions.
However, the descriptions generated by such models may still
usually contain a lot of content that is not relevant to the user
intent or miss some important object dimension details. Under
special scenarios, users may only need the details of certain
dimensions of an object. In this paper, we propose a training-
free object description refinement pipeline, Dimension Tailor,
designed to enhance user-specified details in object descriptions.
This pipeline includes three steps: dimension extracting, erasing,
and supplementing, which decompose the description into user-
specified dimensions. Dimension Tailor can not only improve the
quality of object details but also offer flexibility in including
or excluding specific dimensions based on user preferences. We
conducted extensive experiments to demonstrate the effectiveness
of Dimension Tailor on controllable object descriptions. Notably,
the proposed pipeline can consistently improve the performance
of the recent MLLMs. The code is currently accessible at
https://github.com/xin-ran-w/ControllableObjectDescription.

Index Terms—Controllable Object Description, Object Dimen-
sions, Multimodal Large Language Model.

I. INTRODUCTION

ESCRIBING objects in images is an important and long-

term research topic in computer vision [1]. With the
description of objects, we can understand and compare the dif-
ferences between objects, which is of great significance across
various fields. For example, object description can help visu-
ally impaired individuals [2] in perceiving the surroundings
even when they are faced with a new kind of object. In terms
of perception ability, an excellent object description model
should be able to perceive details of various dimensions of the
object, such as color, shape, and other important dimensions.
In terms of human-computer interaction, the model should be
more interactive to humans, that is, the description generation
process is controllable by human intent.

Recently, multimodal large language models (MLLMs) [3]]—
[10] have shown outstanding performance in different visual
tasks. They can provide users with convenient interactive
experiences through language or spatial prompts. For example,
MLLMs supporting pixel-level understanding, e.g. Osprey
[7], receive spatial cues from user input and can focus the
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described content within the object region. Despite significant
advances, there are two main problems with these MLLM:s:
(1) Object descriptions generated by MLLMs may still
ignore the dimensions requested by the user. Taking the
first instance (Painting) in Fig[I] as an example, the sentiment
required by the user is not mentioned in the Osprey-generated
description; (2) The generated descriptions are usually
redundant and fail to emphasize the user-specified object
dimensions. As shown in example 3 in Fig[I] users may only
require details about specific semantic dimensions of an object
in certain scenarios. However, Osprey generates irrelevant
content, such as the color of the rug, which is unrelated to
the user’s needs. This issue becomes particularly problematic
when users attempt to locate specific information within hyper-
detailed descriptions generated by MLLMs.

Different types of control signals are applied to represent
user intent for object description, such as scene graphs [11],
semantic roles [12], length [13]], [[14], sentiment [15] and
region prompt [[6]-[8], [16], [17]. However, such paradigms
can hardly be adapted to the recent multimodal large lan-
guage models as they require extensive extra training. One
feasible way to customize MLLM to describe user intent is
to incorporate relevant dimensions into language instructions
[3l. However, due to the simple form of instructions used
in the supervised fine-tuning (SFT) stage, MLLM-generated
descriptions can hardly align with user intent. Therefore,
MLLMs sometimes fail to follow users’ instructions and tend
to output either redundant or incomplete object descriptions.

In this paper, we seek a low-cost and effective way to
enable users to control the MLLM-generated content. Since
object descriptions are composed of various dimensions [/18]]—
[21]], it is reasonable to take object dimensions as the control
signal. To achieve this, we introduce Dimension Tailor (DT),
a training-free pipeline that can refine the MLLM-generated
description to align with user intent. It enables users to control
object description content by manipulating object dimension
details. DT has three main steps: dimension extracting, erasing,
and supplementing. Dimension extracting aims to transform
the long description into dimension tuples. Based on that,
dimension erasing eliminates incorrect concepts or irrelevant
dimensions. Dimension supplementing adds the dimensions
not presented in the description but specified by users. In the
end, the pipeline rewrites the description regarding the output
dimensions.

In summary, our main contributions are: (1) We propose
Dimension Tailor, the first training-free description refine-
ment pipeline to enable users to control dimension details
in object descriptions. Extensive experiments have verified
the effectiveness of the proposed pipeline in enhancing recent
MLLMs on controllable object descriptions. (2) We propose
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@ Painting

User required dimensions: sentiment

Osprey A large painting is hanging on the wall, it's a blue and white piece of artwork. The
painting is quite sizable and appears to be a prominent feature in the room.

Osprey + DT A painting is hanging on the wall, it appears to be a prominent feature in the
room, evoking a sense of serenity.

@ stool

User required dimensions:
Osprey A white, fuzzy stool is positioned towards the right side of the room. It appears to be a
comfortable, cushioned footrest, possibly designed for use with a computer or as a side table.
Osprey + DT There is a stool with a seat on the right side of the room,

. The stool is positioned in front of a table and a lamp, creating a cozy seating
area.

© Rug

User required dimensions: pattern, material

Osprey The living room features a large, white rug with a black and white patterrxhis rug
is positioned in front of a coffee table and is the closest to the camera. It's a white rectangular
rug with a black and white pattern, adding a touch of elegance to the room.

Osprey + DT The living room features a cotton rug with a shaggy pattern, positioned in front
of a coffee table and is the closest to the camera.

9 Coffee table
User required dimensions: cleanliness, length, color

the middle of the room, serving as a central piece.

Osprey The coffee table in the living room is of a unique shape and design. It's made from wood and has a wooden box on top. The color of the table is a light brown, and it's placed in

Osprey + DT The coffee table is of a unique shape and design, with a compact length, and has a wooden box on top. It has a light brown color and is free of stains.

Fig. 1. Dimensional controllable object description. In real-world scenarios, users need descriptions of objects focusing on specific dimensions of interest.
However, existing multimodal large models often overlook dimension information user needs or include irrelevant information, resulting in descriptions that
do not align with user preferences. By applying Dimension Tailor to MLLM-generated detailed object descriptions, the refined descriptions are more aligned
with the user-specified dimension, reducing redundancy and focusing on the desired object dimensions.

three evaluation metrics to rigorously assess the controlla-
bility of MLLMs for object descriptions. We design mean
dimensional recall (mDR) which measures the description
covers all user-specified dimensions to reflect completeness;
mean dimensional precision (mDP) which measures the
description avoids irrelevant dimensions to reflect conciseness;
mean dimensional F1 score (mDF1), the harmonic mean
of dimensional precision and recall, considering completeness
and conciseness simultaneously to reflect the overall perfor-
mance. (3) We evaluate both open-source MLLMs and closed-
source commercial MLLMs. Experimental results show that
open-source MLLMs tend to overemphasize certain object-
dimension compositions over others and lag behind commer-
cial MLLMs. Notably, our proposed pipeline can improve
open-source MLLMs controllability to the level of commercial
MLLMs.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Controllable Image Captioning

Image captioning aims to use language to express visual
content in the image, which is the bridge between text modality
and vision modality [12]], [22]-[39]. However, most image
captioning models are intention-agnostic and cannot generate
diverse descriptions according to different user intentions.
Controllable image captioning is proposed to mimic caption
diversity when humans describe images [1]], [11]}, [40]. Con-
trollable image captioning enables users to actively control
the image captioning process by representing their intent with
control signals. There are many aspects of a caption that can
be controlled [5]], [41]], such as the content, structure, and
semantics. Region captioning [6]—[8], [42]-[45] is a kind of
CIC task aims to make the caption content focus on the region-
of-interest in the image. Length-controllable image captioning

(13, [14], can generate captions of different lengths for

the same image. Sentiment controllable image captioning aims
to mimic the different human subjective emotions in describing
images [[15]]. Caption Anything combines multiple types
of control signals, so users can control the sentiment, length,
and content at the same time. Although region control can
generate object-level captioning, it cannot control dimension-
level details in object captions. In this paper, we explore ways
to control the object description content by inputting user-
specified dimensions.

B. Detail Object Description Ability of Multimodal Large
Language Models

Describing objects with attributes [19], [21]], [48]-[52] is
essential for comprehensively understanding the object. The
recent rise of multimodal large language models has shown a
surprising ability to generate long and detailed image captions.
Its interactive instruction design allows users to control most
aspects of the description in a natural language way. However,
current open-source MLLMs show poor instruction following
ability in following complex instructions [41]], [53]]. Current
MLLM benchmarks [52], [54]-[61] and metrics mainly fo-
cus on visual question answering ability and hallucination
in MLLM generated answers. And fewer benchmarks ,
[41]l, [53] consider the instruction following ability. All the
above benchmarks are not able to evaluate the dimensional
controllability of MLLM in generating object descriptions. In
this paper, we propose three evaluation metrics to measure the
dimensional controllability.

III. CONTROLLABLE OBJECT DESCRIPTION

In this section, we first define the problem of controllable
object description. Then, we introduce the proposed Dimen-
sion Tailor, a training-free description refinement pipeline,
which contains three steps. Finally, we detailed how to
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evaluate the controllability and quality of MLLM-generated
descriptions and our pipeline-refined descriptions.

A. Problem Formulation

Given an image z, the target object label o with location
information [/ (e,g., the object bounding box), and user intent
U, the task of controllable object description aims to generate a
text sequence d = {wy, wa, ..., wr} that accurately represents
the visual content of o within z while adhering to the specified
user intent /. Here, we use user-specified dimensions as user
intent /. Finally, a large language model (LLM) is used to
decode each word w; € d based on previous words w..; and
other given inputs:

w; = Decoder (w.<¢, z,0,l,U) . (1)

The generated description d should aim to maximize relevance
to U while minimizing irrelevant or extraneous details. To
achieve this, the generated description should be evaluated
from the following aspects:

o Controllability: The content of the generated description
d should align well with the user’s intent. Controllability
can be considered from two perspectives: (1) Complete-
ness: Each specified dimension must be explicitly repre-
sented in d to ensure the description accurately reflects
the user’s intent; (2) Conciseness: Details unrelated to
U should be excluded to maintain focus and reduce
redundancy.

o Validity: The content of d should be free from halluci-
nation and reflect the visual details of the object without
any distortions or errors.

In the context of multimodal large language models (MLLMs),
we represent U/ in the form of a text prompt p and use it to
generate the description d. For example, if the object o is
“car” and U = {color, size}, the input prompt will be “Please
describe the color and size of the car in detail.”. In the next
section, we introduce Dimension Tailor to refine the content
of d to align with the user intent.

B. Dimension Tailor

To enable MLLMs to generate object descriptions that align
precisely with user intent, we present Dimension Tailor (DT),
a training-free pipeline, to control the dimensional details in
MLLM-generated object descriptions. The architecture of the
proposed pipeline is illustrated in Fig[2] Dimension Tailor
allows for the dynamic addition and removal of content within
object descriptions based on user intent. There are three steps
in the proposed pipeline: dimension extracting, dimension
erasing, and dimension supplementing. Each step plays a
crucial role in controllable object description and will be
introduced in the subsequent sections.

Step 1: Dimension extracting. The first step in refining an
object description is to identify which dimensions are present.
Inspired by [32f], [58], [61], we utilize a dimension parser to
parse the description into a list of structured tuples. Given the

description d and object o, the dimension parser function G
can be formulated as:

G(Oad):{(ovuva) |UEU*7a€Au}' (2

where a is the attribute label of dimension u, U™ is the set of
extracted dimensions from d and A, is the attribute label set
of dimension w.

As shown in the bottom half of Fig[2] the output of dimen-
sion extracting is a list of tuples in the form of (object, dimen-
sion, attribute), e.g., (coach, material, leather) and (coach, size,
large) can be extracted from the description “There is a large
leather couch in the image.”. After obtaining the dimension set
U* present in d, we can compare /™ with user actual intent
dimension set I/ to guide subsequent refinement.

Step 2: Dimension erasing. There are two main problems
in the description generated by MLLMs: (1) the output text
is redundant and fails to align with the user-specified dimen-
sions; (2) the output text contains inaccurate attributes even
though they are relevant to user intent. Here, we introduce
the erasure function to mitigate the above two problems. For
the first problem, given the description d, and the output
of dimension extracting step — dimension set &/* and tuples
set G(o,d) = {(o,u,a) |u e U*, a € A,}. Compared to the
user-specified dimension set I/, we can obtain the set of
redundant dimension set by &/*\U. For each tuple of redundant
dimension, we prompt the LLM to erase the tuple-relevant
content from the original description. For the rest tuples of
user-specified dimensions, we need to erase the tuple with the
wrong attribute. Given a tuple (o, u,a) extracted from d, we
denote the description erasing this tuple as d’ = Erase(d, u, a).
We use BLIP’s image-text matching (ITM) function to mea-
sure how well a description matches its corresponding image
x. The ITM scores are used to determine if d’ matches the
object-region crop(l, x) better than d, where crop(:,-) is the
image crop function that extracts the object region in z.
Formally, if ITM(d', crop(l,z)) — ITM(d, crop(l, z)) > 7e,
where 7. € [0,1] is the threshold of erasure, we can regard
the tuple has a wrong attribute and erase the tuple, otherwise
we keep it.

Step 3: Dimension supplementing. For the missing di-
mensions according to user intent, we propose a simple idea
by leveraging BLIP as an attribute tagger. Due to the good
performance of BLIP on attribute understanding [18]], we use
its ITM function to tag the object with attributes of missing
dimensions. Given the missing dimension set uv € U \ U*,
we use its attribute label set .A,, and the object name to form
phrases set P, e.g., a car is black. Then we calculate the ITM
score between the phrases and the cropped object region by
ITM(pq, crop(l, x)), where p, € P is the phase formed by
attribute a. For each dimension u, we only add the attribute
with the highest ITM score and the score must be larger
than the supplement threshold 7.. Although setting supplement
threshold 7. may filter some noisy attributes, sometimes BLIP
tags unreasonable attribute labels for the object. For example,
the material dimension of a “cup” may be labeled with “cloth”.
To further improve the quality of supplemented attributes, we
prompt the LLM to narrow the range of candidate attributes
of dimension ¢ according to the object name. Due to the
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The couch in the image
is a large, brown leather
couch. It is placed in a
living room, and it is
positioned in front of a
window.

Please describe the texture,
color, pattern, material, pose,

of the couch in detail.

= Dimension Dimension
- Extracting Erasing
material: leather leather X
size: large large X
color: brown 0 brown N e

%@ Dimension
acouch is

a couch is fluffy
a couch is striped

The couch in the image is a
brown, plush, striped, and
fluffy couch. It is placed in a
living room, and it is lying in
front of a window.

Supplementing

u-u
. The couch in the image is a large,
il brown leather couch. It is placed in a
texture A oy I, ;
living room, and it is positioned in front
pattern )
of a window.
pose

E_Q Dimension Extracting

~ Dimension Erasing

@ Dimension Supplementing

n - - - a couch Score Ranking
material The couch in the image is a ITM Score t Tinan
The couch in the (couch, leather) large, brown leather couch ... a couch is plush
image is a large, | size The couch in the image is a usize” ¢ U a couch g a couch is_ striped
brown leather (couch, large) large, brown couch ... is wood a couch is fluffy
couch ...... BLIP

Llama |

| a couch is lying

|_.|

Fig. 2. The diagram of our description refinement pipeline, Dimension Tailor. The top half shows the full flow of the Dimension Tailor. The bottom half
shows the detailed diagrams of the three key steps in Dimension Tailor. ¢/ is the user-required dimensions and &/* is the dimensions contained in MLLM

generated description.

common sense knowledge in LLM, this operation can avoid
adding some unreasonable attributes before doing attributes
supplement. After the above three steps, we prompt the LLM
to seamlessly integrate the supplemented attributes into the
previously erased description, resulting in the final output. The
whole algorithm is shown as algorithm [T}

C. Evaluation Metrics

In this subsection, we detail the evaluation process for the
generated descriptions. As outlined in the problem formulation
(Section [III-A)), the refined description must perform well in
both two aspects: controllability and validity. Controllability
pertains to the description generation process’s ability to effec-
tively adhere to user-specified dimensions. On the other hand,
correctness assesses the perception capability of the MLLM,
ensuring that the attributes described accurately represent the
visual content of the image.

Controllability: We introduce three metrics specifically
designed to evaluate the dimension controllability of a set of
object descriptions. Formally, given an object o, its description
d, the potential dimension set 7 associated with o, the set
of user-specified dimensions U/, and the set of dimensions
contained in the description U/*, we define the following for
t" dimension u; € T, where 0 < t < |T:

e If uy € U NU*, the description ¢ correctly includes
dimension ¢, aligning with the user intent. This scenario
represents a true positive sample for dimension t;

o If uy € U \ U*, the description d fails to include
the dimension ¢, indicating a false negative sample for
dimension ¢.

o If uy € U* \ U, the inclusion of dimension u in d
is unnecessary, thus representing a false positive for
dimension ;.

According to the above settings, for description set D, we
denote TP;, FP;, and FN; as the number of true positive, false
positive, and false negative descriptions for ¢ dimension w;,
respectively. To reflect the completeness, we design mean
Dimensional Recall (mDR):

7] )
DR,
T T Z T T &

where DR, is the recall rate of Dimension ¢. It represents the
probability dimension ¢ is described when it’s in user intent.
To reflect the conciseness, we design mean Dimensional
Precision (mDP):

|71 TP,

Z TP; + FN,’ ®)

17| L T g,
mDP = DP .
\7’|Z b \T|;TPt+FPt

where DP; indicates the likelihood that dimension ¢ is not
redundant according to user intent. Third, we use mean Dimen-
sional F1 score (mDF1) to represent the overall performance:

“4)

|71 |71

mDFl = 72 > ZDFlt 77 2 Z

where the DF1; score is the harmonic mean of dimensional
precision and recall of dimension ;.

Validity: Evaluating the validity of a description involves
verifying the correctness of each concepts it contains. Tra-
ditional evaluation metrics, such as BLEU [62], METEOR

2 DP; DR,

5
DP; +DR; ®)
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Algorithm 1 Dimension Tailor
Require: Image x, Object label o, description d, user intent
U, object location [
Ensure: Refined description dp,
1: Step 1: Dimension Extracting
2: Parse description d using dimension parser G:

G(o,d) = {(o,u,a) |u e U™, a € A,}

3: Extract dimension set U* from d

4: Compare U* with user-specified dimensions U/ to guide
refinement

5: Step 2: Dimension Erasing

6: Identify redundant dimensions: U* \ U

7: for each redundant dimension u € U* \ U do

8: d= FErase(d,u,a)

9: end for

10: for each tuple (o,u,a) € G(o,d) with u € U* do

11:  Create a new description d’ by erasing (o, u, a)

12:  if ITM(d’, crop(l, z)) — ITM(d, crop(l, z)) > 7. then

13: d=d

14:  end if

15: end for

16: Step 3: Dimension Supplementing

17: Identify missing dimensions: U \ U*

18: for each missing dimension v € U \ U* do

19:  Generate attribute phrases using attribute label set A,

20:  Filter unreasonable candidate attributes

21:  Form the filtered attributes into phrase set P

22:  Compute ITM scores for phrases and cropped image x

23:  Select the attribute a with the highest ITM score if
ITM(p,, crop(l, z)) > 7.
24: end for
25: Add all selected attribute @ to the description d to obtain
the refined description dp,
26: return Refined description dp,

[63], and CIDEr [64], which rely on n-gram overlap, have
shown limitations in the context of detailed descriptions.
These descriptions are often longer and contain more diverse
vocabulary, making n-gram-based approaches less effective
[29]], [38]]. Model-based evaluation methods, such as CLIP-
score [63]], also face challenges, as the text encoder in CLIP
has a limited context window (up to 77 tokens), making it
unsuitable for processing lengthy descriptions.

To evaluate the correctness of the descriptions refined
by Dimension Tailor, we employ a model-based evaluation
framework inspired by LLaVA [3]], [66] and Vicuna [67],
leveraging GPT-4 [10] as the evaluator. The evaluation is
structured as follows: (1) Reference description generation:
GPT-4 synthesizes a detailed reference description of the target
object based on expert-labeled attributes and object location
information. This reference description serves as the eval-
uation benchmark, reflecting the ground-truth attributes; (2)
Description comparison: Both the Dimension Tailor-refined

TABLE I
THE SYSTEM INSTRUCTION FOR GPT-ASSISTED EVALUATION.

You are good at giving feedback on the performance of two
Al assistants’ generated detailed descriptions of a target
region. For your reference, the visual content in the image
is represented with a few sentences describing the image. In
addition, objects around the target area and their coordinates
are given. And the most important reference: the object
label and location and attributes of the target region
are also given. All location coordinates are in the form of
bounding boxes, represented as (x1, y1, x2, y2) with floating
numbers ranging from O to 1. These values correspond
to the top left x, top left y, bottom right x, and bottom right y.

Please rate the responses of the assistants on a scale of
1 to 10, where a higher score indicates better performance,
according to the following criteria:

Accuracy: whether the response is accurate with respect
to the image content. Responses with fewer hallucinations
should be given higher scores.

Please output a single line for each criterion, containing
only two values indicating the scores for Assistant 1 and
2, respectively. The two scores are separated by a space.
Following the scores, please provide an explanation of your
evaluation, avoiding any potential bias and ensuring that the
order in which the responses were presented does not affect
your judgment.

Output format:
Accuracy: [Score of Assistant 1] [Score of Assistant 2]
Reason: [Explanation of the evaluation]

description and the reference description are presented to
GPT-4, along with the corresponding visual inputs, including
attribute labels, image captions, and object bounding boxes;
(3) Scoring and analysis: GPT-4 evaluates the correctness
of the refined description by assigning a score on a scale of
1 to 10, with higher scores indicating better alignment with
the reference description and expert annotations. Additionally,
GPT-4 provides a detailed explanation of its evaluation to high-
light the strengths and weaknesses of the refined descriptions.
To compare with other methods based on the same reference
description, we compute a relative score by dividing the
score of the refined description by the score of the reference
description.

By grounding the- evaluation in expert-labeled attributes
and utilizing GPT-4’s analytical capabilities, this framework
ensures consistency across methods, as all evaluations are
based on the same GPT-4-generated reference descriptions.
This approach provides a robust and systematic measurement
of the correctness of the refined object descriptions.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we introduce the evaluated MLLMs, fol-
lowed by the implementation specifics of the Dimension Tailor
and the dataset employed for evaluation. Our experiments
begin with a thorough comparison of various MLLMs, sup-
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ported by both quantitative metrics and qualitative assess-
ments. Subsequently, we design experiments to showcase the
enhancements achieved through the application of Dimension
Tailor. Finally, we conduct ablation studies and provide visu-
alizations to substantiate the effectiveness and robustness of
our approach.

A. Implementation Details

Details of MLLMs: We evaluated six state-of-the-art
MLLMs: LLaVAv1.5-7B [3], [66], GPT4ROI-7B [§], Al-
phaCLIP + LLaVAv1.5-7B (referred to as AlphaCLIP
for brevity), Ferret-7B [6], Osprey-7B [7]], and GPT-40 [9].
Among these models, all except LLaVAv1.5 and GPT-40 can
process spatial prompts to focus on specific regions within an
image. To maintain consistency, we used a box-cropped region
as the image-level input for LLaVAv1.5 and GPT-4o.

Details of Dimension Tailor: The Dimension Tailor
pipeline utilizes the ITM function of BLIP for erasing in-
correct dimension tuples and supplementing new dimensions,
and Llama3-8B for dimension extracting, dimension eras-
ing, dimension filtering, and description rewriting. To assess
controllability, we report three metrics outlined in Sec. [[lI-C|
Due to the high cost of the GPT-4 API, we conducted the
GPT-assisted evaluation on 100 randomly selected samples
from the 1k test set. The results presented in Table [[I] were
obtained using three random seeds, with the mean and standard
deviation reported. We also report R,,, the ratio of modified
descriptions across all test samples.

Dataset: We selected approximately 1,000 examples
from the OVAD benchmark [18]], a fully annotated and high-
quality attribute understanding benchmark created through
crowdsourcing. The sample selection ensured a balanced dis-
tribution across different categories of object instances. The
rationale behind this choice stems from two primary consid-
erations: (1) OVAD covers 117 attribute classes on the 80
object classes of MSCOCO []6_9[], which is the best choice for
evaluating the quality of attributes in object descriptions. (2)
It offers a well-designed taxonomic framework for attributes,
allowing us to directly utilize their dimensions as proxies for
user intent.

Computation resources: All experiments were conducted
using 2 NVIDIA Tesla A800 80G GPUs. However, the GPU
memory required for a single task is less than 24G, making it
possible to run on a single Nvidia GeForce RTX 3090 GPU.

B. Comparison of Different MLLMs

Quantitative analysis: As shown in Fig[3] indicated by
the mDF1, AlphaCLIP + LLaVAv1.5-7B achieved the best
overall performance on controllability among the open-source
MLLMs. In contrast, GPT4ROI exhibits the lowest mDR
value, suggesting that its generated object descriptions often
lack many user intent dimensions. The higher mDP value
for GPT4ROI can be attributed to its tendency to gener-
ate descriptions with fewer dimensions, thereby minimizing
redundancy relative to user needs. We also evaluated the
commercial closed-source model, OpenAI’'s GPT-40, which
is currently one of the most advanced MLLMs available.

@B LLaVAv1.5 @B GPT4ROI

Ferret @® Osprey @@ AlphaCLIP

F

mDR 50.9

mDP 67.5

60.3

T e

0 20 40 60 80

Fig. 3. Controllability evaluation results of all open-source MLLMs.

TABLE I
CONTROLLABILITY EVALUATION OF REFINED OBJECT DESCRIPTIONS. DT
IS SHORT FOR DIMENSION TAILOR.

MLLMs |  mDR mDP mDF1
Open source

LLaVAvl.S5 [66] | 70.2+£0.2 72.6+0.2 68.1+£0.2
+ DT 69.6+06 850+02 742+03
GPT4ROI []§|] 264+£03 733+14 36.0+0.5
+ DT 44.7+06 91.1+03 59.0+04
Ferret []9[] 50.9+£05 675+03 60.3+0.2
+ DT 67.1+02 852+04 73.3+0.3
Osprey I]ZI] 329£03 676+£03 40903
+ DT 50.8+0.8 87.2+04 63.1+0.7
AlphaCLIP M 70.7£10 76.8+07 704409
+ DT 77.4+08 875+03 803+0.5
Commercial

GPT-40 [9] | 87.7+£0.7 793+06 824+05

GPT-40 demonstrated exceptional performance in terms of
controllability, achieving a high mDF1 score (82.4 &£ 0.5),
significantly outperforming open-source MLLMs. These re-
sults underscore the dimensional controllability gap between
open-source MLLMs and GPT-40. Given that open-source 7B
MLLMs are still limited in both the number of parameters and
the complexity of their training instruction compared to GPT-
4o, it is reasonable that GPT-40 has a much better performance
on open benchmarks.

We further show the DR of several common object dimen-
sion combinations in Figld] The results reveal that MLLMs
may exhibit inherent biases in their dimensional preferences
when describing specific objects. For instance, AlphaCLIP
tends to prioritize describing the pose of a dog over its texture.
To gain deeper insights into this phenomenon, we analyzed
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Fig. 4. The DR and frequency in LLaVAv1.5 instruction tuning dataset of several common object-dimension combinations. The DR and frequency of different

object-dimension combinations are positively correlated.

the instruction-tuning dataset of LLaVAv1.5. By employing
dimension extracting, we calculate the frequency of each
dimension combination being described within the training
instruction data. The similar trend of DR and frequency in-
dicates that the dimensional biases present in the training data
directly influence the MLLMs’ preferences when describing
specific objects.

Qualitative analysis: In FigP5| we further compare the
descriptions of multiple MLLMs for the same object and
user-specified dimensions. The visualized descriptions further
validate that the GPT4ROI’s response usually lacks some user-
specified dimensions. For the dog in Fig[5(a), GPT4ROI only
describes the three user-required dimensions. Compared to
GPT4ROI and Ferret, AlphaCLIP’s description is more in
line with user intent. However, AlphaCLIP still ignores users’
requests on some rarely described dimensions of the dog, such
as, texture.

C. Performance of Dimension Tailor

Improvement analysis: In Table we present a com-
parative controllability analysis between the original and re-
fined object descriptions generated by five MLLMs. The
results demonstrate that our method significantly enhances
controllability, as evidenced by the improved mDF1 scores
across five open-sourced MLLMs. This improvement stems
from our approach’s ability to effectively eliminate redundant
dimensions while supplementing attributes according to the
user intent. Notably, our method enables smaller open-source
models, such as AlphaCLIP-LLaVAv1.5-7B, to achieve a level
of controllability that is comparable to that of the more
advanced GPT-40. To provide a more fine-grained view of
some general dimensions’ controllability, we compare the DF1
scores of original and refined descriptions of dimensions. As
shown in Fig[7] Dimension Tailor can effectively improve the
controllability of each dimension.

The quality comparison is shown in Figl6] the GPT-A
results indicate that our method also contributes to a slight
enhancement in the accuracy and relevance of attributes within
the object descriptions generated by five MLLMs. Given the
strong quality of controllability performance of AlphaCLIP,
our subsequent analysis primarily focuses on this MLLM.

Visualization of refined results: In Figl5] we first com-
pare our refined description with various MLLM-generated de-
scriptions. The object descriptions refined by Dimension Tailor
are more succinct and more in line with user requirements than
the original descriptions. For instance, for the dog in Fig[|
(a), our pipeline can supplement the cleanliness and texture

TABLE III
THE ABLATION STUDY FOR THE ROLE OF DIFFERENT MODULES IN OUR
PIPELINE FOR CONTROLLABLE OBJECT DESCRIPTION REFINEMENT. R, IS
THE RATIO OF MODIFIED DESCRIPTIONS.

MLLMs GPT-A mDR mDP mDFl R,
AlphaCLIP | 59.3 70.7 76.8 704 -
+ Dimension Erasing

Te =10 62.7 484 851 595 793
Te =0.1 60.7 61.1 874 69.5 66.0
Te = 0.2 60.2 63.5 87.7 712 61.1
Te = 0.3 60.6 64.8 885 721 59.3
7. =04 60.1 65.8 889 73.3 584
+ Dimension Supplementing

Te=10 59.5 76.6 86.3 79.1 76.2
T = 0.3 59.7 725 8.9 769 711
T. = 0.6 59.5 68.1 87.8 743 65.0
+ Dimension Filtering (LLM Predicated)

Te=0 60.4 775 875 804  76.3
T = 0.3 60.2 7.1 87.7 764 698
T. = 0.6 60.7 66.7 88.6 735 63.3

of the dog according to the user-specified dimensions. For
the horse in Fig@] (c), we can erase the redundant dimension,
such as the horse’s color and its well-cared state. We denote
the number of user-specified dimensions correctly included in
each description as \Z;{ |, where U = U NU*. The high values
of || indicate that the descriptions refined by Dimension
Tailor are more comprehensive according to the user intent.
We further illustrate the intermediate description of each step
of the Dimension Tailor refinement process in Figlf] As
exemplified in (c), Dimension Tailor has the capability to
remove the erroneous attribute “has a pattern” and replace it
with the correct attribute “plain”. However, there are instances
of failure: the BLIP may mistakenly add error attributes, such
as in (a) where the pattern dimension value is incorrectly listed
as “striped” instead of the correct attribute “lettered”.

D. Ablation Study

The role of dimension erasing: The ablation study
results are shown in Table We first investigate the effect
of the value of dimension erasing threshold 7.. Utilizing the
dimension erasing can significantly enhance the mDP, assisting
users in filtering out redundant dimensional content efficiently.
Although too many times of erasure, e.g., 7. = 0, can improve
the accuracy of the description, it can also erase some of the
dimensions that the user wants, resulting in a drastic drop in
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User required dimensions (|U| = 7)
texture, pattern, size, pose, color, state,
cleanliness

Attribute Labels

cleanliness clean/neat | color tan | pattern plain
pose vertical/upright/standing | size small/little/tiny
state dry | texture soft/fluffy/furry/hairy

GPT4ROI (|ﬁ| = 3): The small white dog is standing in the snow and looking
under the bench.

Ferret (|U| = 3): The dog is brown and white. It seems to be outdoors, possibly in
a backyard. The dog is sitting on the ground, indicating it is in a relaxed state.
Unfortunately, the image doesn't provide enough details to describe its texture,
color, or size.

AlphaCLIP (\’Tt| = 3): The dog in the image is small and white, standing next to a
motorcycle. It appears to be a young dog, possibly a puppy, and is positioned near
the front tire of the motorcycle. The dog's fur appears to be relatively short, and it is
standing on a patch of dirt. The dog seems to be curious about the motorcycle and
is looking at it, possibly intrigued by the unusual presence of the vehicle.

AlphaCLIP + AP (|U| = 6): The dog in the image is a small, plain, fluffy, and
white dog, standing next to a motorcycle. It is positioned near the front tire of the

User required dimensions (|U| = 1)
texture

Attribute Labels
(c) texture soft/fluffy/furry/hairy

GPT4ROI (|U| = 0): the horse is brown.

Ferret (|‘ﬁ| = 1):The horse appears to have a smooth and sleek coat. A closer

look at the horse's coat reveals a shiny and well-groomed appearance.

AlphaCLIP (|| = 1):The horse in the image has a shiny, smooth coat, which

indicates that it is well-groomed and well-cared for. The horse's coat appears to be

black, and its overall appearance is quite attractive.

AlphaCLIP + AP (|'ﬂ| = 1):The horse in the image has a shiny, smooth coat, and
L its overall appearance is quite attractive.

User required dimensions (|U| = 2)
texture, color

Attribute Labels
color black, tan
texture soft/fluffy/furry/hairy

GPT4ROI (|| = 0): a dog in the air.

Ferret (7| = 1): Sure! The dog has a medium-long coat. The coat is a mix of
brown and white, creating a unique look for this specific dog.

AlphaCLIP (|T| = 1): The dog in the image has a brown and white fur.

AlphaCLIP + AP (|| = 2): The dog in the image has a brown and white, fluffy

User required dimensions (|U| = 5)
texture, pattern, size, color, transparency

Attribute Labels

color red, white | pattern plain

size small/little/tiny

texture smooth/sleek | transparency opaque

GPT4ROI (|| = 2): A small white airplane with red trim is parked on a dirt
runway with several men standing around it.

Ferret (|T| = 2): The airplane is primarily white. It has a red stripe on the side.
The plane appears to be old. It's parked on a dirt field, suggesting it's not
currently in use.

AlphaCLIP (|| = 3): The airplane in the image is white and appears to be a
small aircraft. It has a clear, smooth surface without any visible texture or pattern.
The airplane is parked on a dirt field, and there are several people standing around
it, indicating that it might be a small private plane.

AlphaCLIP + AP (|'TL| = 4): The airplane in the image is white and appears to be a
small aircraft. It has a clear, smooth surface with a subtle striped pattern, without
any visible texture or other notable design elements. The airplane is parked on a
dirt field, and there are several people standing around it, indicating that it might be
a small private plane.

J

Fig. 5. Visualization of controllable object descriptions generated by multiple MLLMs. |Z/~{ | represent the cover number of user-specified dimensions, where
U =U* NU. The underlined texts highlight unintended dimensions in the descriptions.

64
62
59.8+0.9
60 59.2+0.8 58.4%1.5 59.1%1.1
g
IR O B O e | ew
I
O56{ [ B | T
HIEE @ B e
521 [ EEE B e
50 < & N X L Y & Q L
. O & N
K¢ xo §~ x e}( ><o Q@ xo o xo
Ny % & > < 5 & 3 © Q
2 X [ S & Q 3R 2
(N4 N Ol & < v ('
Ny (3/\ <« & S
>4 »

Fig. 6. Quality evaluation of refined object descriptions. DT is short for
Dimension Tailor.

mDR. Therefore, we choose 7. = 0.3, which has relatively
good attribute quality and controllability.

The role of dimension supplementing: We further ex-
plore the role of dimension supplementing and the supplement
threshold 7. As shown in Table[II] for the controllable object
descriptions, the dimension supplementing will replenish the
dimensions the user desires but are missing from the original
description. Increasing 7. may enhance the attribute quality
but could result in adding fewer dimensions the user desires.
For AlphaCLIP + LLaVAvl.5, we choose 7. = 0, which

—— AlphaCLIP + DT
—— AlphaCLIP

expression

pattern 3 | - clegnliness

pos trapsparency

texture

Fig. 7. DF1 scores comparison of AlphaCLIP and AlphaCLIP + DT on
various dimensions.

has relatively good quality and high mDR, to refine object
descriptions.

The role of dimension filtering: As shown in Table

[ after adding the dimension filtering, the quality of the
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User required dimensions (|U| = 4)
transparency, pattern, color, material
Attribute Labels

black, white | pattern lettered
material metal/metallic/aluminum/brass/...
transparency opaque

AlphaCLIP (|T| = 1): The truck in the image is a food truck, and it is green in
color. It is parked in a parking lot, and there are people standing around it, likely
waiting to order food or enjoying their meals. The truck appears to be a large and
prominent feature in the scene, likely drawing attention due to its vibrant color and
size.

Erased (|’T1\ = 0): The truck in the image is a food truck;-and-it-is-green-in-color.
It is parked in a parking lot, and there are people standing around it, likely waiting
to order food or enjoying their meals. The truck appears to be a large and
prominent feature in the scene, likely drawing attention due to its size.

Final (JU| = 3): The (+), striped (+), aluminum (+) food truck in the image
is a large and prominent feature in the parking lot, drawing attention due

to its size. It is parked in a parking lot, and there are people standing around it,
likely waiting to order food or enjoying their meals.

User required dimensions (|U| = 4)
gender, hair type, face expression, pose
Attribute Labels

hair type straight | face expression neutral/calm/serious
gender male/man/guy/boy | pose vertical/upright/standing

Osprey (|U| = 2): Aman with a beard and mustache, wearing a green shirt and
black shorts.

Erased (|T| = 2): Aman with a beard and mustache, wearing a-green-shirt-and
black shorts.

Final (|| = 4): Amale person with a beard and mustache, standing (+) with a
frowning face (+) expression, wearing shorts.

User required dimensions (|U| = 3)
cleanliness, pattern, texture
Attribute Labels

cleanliness clean/neat | pattern plain
texture smooth/sleek

GPT4ROI (|’1N1\ = 2): The wine glass is clean and has a pattern etched into it.
Erased (\‘ﬂ| = 2): The wine glass is clean and-has-a-pattern-etched-into-it.
Final (|T| = 3): The wine glass is clean, sleek (+), and plain (+).

Fig. 8. The visualization of the description refining process of Dimension Tailor. |Z/7 | represent the cover number of user-specified dimensions, where U=
U* NU. The bold red content highlighted by the strike-out line is the erased content. The attribute with (+) is the supplemented attributes.

description has improved. To explore the underlying reason
for its effectiveness, we conduct additional analysis. The first
question is about the accuracy of the attribute filtering using
LLM. Does it filter out attributes that may be correct? To
measure this, we count the object-attribute combination in
the annotation of 1k OVAD instances. By doing so, we can
obtain the ground truth object-attribute combinations: each
object with attributes that can be used to describe it. After
that, we calculate the intersection over union (IoU) value to
measure the consistency between the ground truth combination
and the LLM-predicted combination. The IoU values between
the combinations predicted by LLM and the ground truth
combinations of some objects are presented in Table [V} The
results suggest that LLM demonstrates strong performance in
certain categories, such as “car” and “person”, but encounters
challenges in some categories, such as “horse” and “bear”,
whose object names are not detailed enough. The horses in
the test set include not only the real animal horse but also
the horse sculpture. In the ground truth, the horse sculpture’s
material can be stone, but LLM considers the horse as a real
animal and its material cannot be stone. This results in low
IoU values for these categories. Another reason for the low
IoU values is that the attribute annotations in OVAD
are multiple synonyms in one label, but not all synonyms
can be used to describe the object. For example, one of the
attribute labels for the category “hot dog” of texture dimension
is “texture:soft/fluffy/furry/hairy”, but only soft can be used to
describe “hot dog”.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce Dimension Tailor, a novel
training-free pipeline for refining descriptions to align with
user intent dimensions. We have developed three evaluation
metrics to measure the controllability of object descriptions in
terms of dimensions. Through extensive experiments, we have
analyzed the controllability of object descriptions produced by
recent MLLMs, including the advanced commercial MLLM

TABLE IV
THE INTERSECTION OVER UNION (IoU) VALUES BETWEEN THE
OBJECT-ATTRIBUTE COMBINATIONS PREDICTED BY LLM AND THE
GROUND TRUTH OBJECT-ATTRIBUTE COMBINATIONS OF EACH OBJECT.

mean baseball bat  horse car cat
45.7 54.7 36.3 54.4 42.5
wine glass  refrigerator person  bear hot dog
61.7 54.4 86.0 36.5 8.3
tv tie truck  laptop couch
62.6 55.6 49.5 56.9 47.6
potted plant chair cake cup umbrella
40.5 47.0 86.0 52.1 28.7
boat cell phone book  orange apple
47.6 57.0 60.7 22.5 55.6

GPT-40. The experimental results show that MLLMs some-
times fail to accurately capture user-specified dimensions in
their generated descriptions. In contrast, our proposed method,
Dimension Tailor, offers a simple yet cost-effective way to
consistently improve the controllability performance of recent
open-sourced MLLMs to the commercial MLLM level.
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