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Abstract
Large multimodal language models (MLLMs) such as GPT-4V and GPT-4o have achieved
remarkable advancements in understanding and generating multimodal content, showcasing
superior quality and capabilities across diverse tasks. However, their deployment faces signifi-
cant challenges, including slow inference, high computational cost, and impracticality for on-
device applications. In contrast, the emergence of small MLLMs, exemplified by the LLava-
series models and Phi-3-Vision, offers promising alternatives with faster inference, reduced
deployment costs, and the ability to handle domain-specific scenarios. Despite their growing
presence, the capability boundaries between large and small MLLMs remain underexplored.

In this work, we conduct a systematic and comprehensive evaluation to benchmark both
small and large MLLMs, spanning general capabilities such as object recognition, temporal
reasoning, and multimodal comprehension, as well as real-world applications in domains like
industry and automotive. Our evaluation reveals that small MLLMs can achieve comparable
performance to large models in specific scenarios but lag significantly in complex tasks
requiring deeper reasoning or nuanced understanding. Furthermore, we identify common
failure cases in both small and large MLLMs, highlighting domains where even state-of-the-
art models struggle. We hope our findings will guide the research community in pushing
the quality boundaries of MLLMs, advancing their usability and effectiveness across diverse
applications.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Motivation and Overview

The breakthroughs in large language models (LLMs) [Chowdhery et al. 2023, Chung et al.
2024, OpenAI 2023b, Touvron et al. 2023] have shown remarkable versatilities and ca-
pabilities across various domains and tasks. After that, the focus has shifted toward mul-
timodal models that integrate vision and language, Multimodal Large Language Models
(MLLMs) [Bai et al. 2023, Chen et al. 2023, Gupta et al. 2022, Li et al. 2023, Peng et al.
2023, Team et al. 2023, Ye et al. 2023, Zhang et al. 2023, Zhu et al. 2023] marks a signifi-
cant advancement in the ability to process and reason with inputs from different modalities,
e.g., text, image and video. These models demonstrate unparalleled quality in integrating vi-
sual and textual information, enabling breakthroughs in both general-purpose applications
and advanced reasoning scenarios. However, their deployment is hindered by significant chal-
lenges. The massive computational resources required for training and inference result in
slow processing speeds and high operational costs, making these models super expensive for
many real-world applications. Additionally, their reliance on substantial hardware infrastruc-
ture prevents on-device deployment, which is increasingly critical for applications demanding
low latency, high efficiency, and privacy-preserving operations.

In response to these limitations, there has been a surge in the development of small
multimodal language models, designed to overcome the deployment challenges of their larger
counterparts. These models, exemplified by the LLava-series and Phi-3-Vision, prioritize
efficiency and accessibility, which significantly reduces deployment costs and makes device
deployment possible by reducing the model size. They can enable real-time applications and
fostering new opportunities for domain-specific scenarios. For instance, small MLLMs can be
fine-tuned for specialized fields such as healthcare, automotive, and industry, addressing niche
requirements that large models cannot feasibly accommodate. Despite their reduced size and
computational footprint, these models are beginning to demonstrate promising capabilities,
further expanding the applicability of multimodal AI technologies.

To better understand these MLLMs’ capability, many different benchmarks have been
proposed [Fu et al. 2024, Guan et al. 2024, Li et al. 2024, Liu et al. 2023b, Wu et al. 2024, Xu
et al. 2023, Yin et al. 2024, Yu et al. 2023]. However, previous evaluations have been narrow
in scope, often focusing on limited task ranges or specific models:

• Limited MLLM Comparison and Quantitative Analysis: Some benchmarking meth-
ods [Bubeck et al. 2023, Yang et al. 2023], while extensive in its task variety, only eval-
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2 Chapter 1 Introduction

uated a single model without comparing it to other MLLMs. Additionally, each task was
analyzed primarily on qualitative grounds with small sample sizes.

• Narrow Task Focus: Most prior benchmarks have concentrated on a limited set of tasks,
such as basic visual perception or caption generation, lacking the comprehensiveness.
This focus on narrow tasks fails to capture the full range of multimodal interactions and
reasoning that MLLMs are capable of, limiting our understanding of their true potential.
For instance, benchmarks like BLINK [Fu et al. 2024] have primarily tested models on
visual perception, not on comprehensive multimodal reasoning.

• Limited Input Variety: A common limitation of existing benchmarks is their reliance on
simple input formats like static image-text pairs. Real-world scenarios, however, often
require models to handle more complex formats, such as multi-frame image sequences
or interleaved image-text inputs. Existing methods such as MMBench [Liu et al. 2023b]
have primarily focused on simple multi-image and text formats, which do not reflect the
intricacies involved in tasks requiring temporal understanding or dynamic multimodal
reasoning.

Given these gaps, our key motivation is to develop a comprehensive assessment that
systematically evaluating multiple MLLMs, exploring a broad range of tasks in multiple
capabilities and covering diverse input types. Specifically, we include both large models like
GPT-4V [OpenAI 2023a] and GPT-4o [OpenAI 2024], and smaller models such as LLaVA-
NeXT [Liu et al. 2024] and Phi-3-Vision [Abdin et al. 2024]. This allows us to compare the
performance of resource-heavy models with more efficient, smaller models to assess their
suitability for real-world applications. Rather than focusing on narrow task sets, our approach
spans multiple domains, including reasoning, temporal anticipation, spatial understanding,
and dynamic task execution, reflecting the full complexity of multimodal interactions. We
move beyond traditional image-text pairs and introduce a variety of input formats such as
multi-frame sequences, interleaved image-text sequences, and more complex visual inputs.
This helps to capture the challenges presented by real-world tasks, such as those found in
industry and automation settings.

To systematically assess MLLMs’ capabilities, we propose a comprehensive evaluation
strategy that includes both general capability evaluation and real-world scenario-based task
assessments. We categorize the input formats into four types to assess the models’ core abili-
ties, including single image-text pairs, multiple images with a single text prompt, multi-frame
with text inputs and interleaved image-text inputs. Each task tests different capabilities such
as object recognition, temporal reasoning, task execution, and multimodal comprehension. By
systematically comparing the performance of both large and small MLLMs across these input
formats, we provide insights into where smaller models can suffice and where large models
still hold an edge. Beyond general capabilities, we apply the models to real-world scenarios,
categorized by domain (e.g., industry, automotive, customized captioner). Each task in these



1.1 Motivation and Overview 3

Following Text
Instructions

Constrained
Prompting

Color Recognition

Food Recognition

Celebrity Recognition

Landmark
Recognition

Scene Understanding

Counterfactual
Examples

Spatial relationship
understanding

Object Localization

Dense Captioning

Object Counting

Multimodal
Commonsense

Joke and Meme

Scene Text
Recognition

Handwriting Text
Recognition and
Understanding

Document
Understanding

Chart understanding
and reasoning

Table understanding
and reasoning

Multilingual Image
Description

Multilingual Text
Recognition,

Translation, and
Description

Multilingual Scene
Text Recognition

Multilingual
Multicultural

Understanding

Coding Capability
with Vision

Multi-image
Sequencing

(Action Recognition)

Temporal Ordering

Temporal Anticipation

Temporal Localization
and Reasoning

Understand Basic
Pointing Inputs
(circle,bbox,...)

Understand Pixel
Space Edited Input

(visual referring
prompt)

Generate Pointing
Outputs

Grounded Temporal
Understanding

Abstract Visual
Stimuli

Visual Math

Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale

Raven's Progressive
Matrices

Read Emotion from
Facial Expressions

Understand How
Visual Content

Arouses Emotions

Emotion Conditioned
Output

Spot the Difference

Defect Detection

Safety Inspection

Grocery Checkout

Damage Evaluation

Insurance Reporting

Photo Organization

Discovery and
Association of Parts

and Objects

Dense Captioning w/
Segmentation

Evaluation of
Generated Images

Prompt Generation
for Image Editing

Embodied AI
Navigation

Notification
Understanding

Web Browsing

Watching Videos

Online Shopping

Science and
knowledge

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text + number

input: single image & text

output: text
input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text + code

input: single image & text

output: text 

input: single image & text

output: text  + bbox

input: single image & text

output: text 
input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text (json format)

input: single image & text

output: text

input: multiple image (some
combine to one image) & text

output: text

output: text

input: multiple image & text

input: multiple image & text

output: text

input: multiple image & text

output: text
input: multiple image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: interleaved image-text

output: text

output: text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

input: single image & text + interleaved image-text

output: text

input: interleaved image-text

output: text

output: text

output: text

output: text

input: single image & text + interleaved image-text

input: single image & text + interleaved image-text

input: single image & text + interleaved image-text

input: single image & text + interleaved image-text

input: single image & text

output: text

output: text

input: text + interleaved image-text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text (json format)

input: interleaved image-text

output: text

input: interleaved image-text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: multiple image & text

output: text

input: interleaved image-text

output: text

input: interleaved image-text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: image(s) & text

output: text

Single  image

Multiple  images

Interleaved image-text

Understanding

Reasoning

Generation

Human-computer
Interaction

Food Recognition Landmark
Recognition Celebrity Recognition Scene Understanding

Logo Recognition

input: single image & text

output: text

Logo Recognition Counterfactual
Examples

Spatial relationship
understanding Object LocalizationDense Captioning Object CountingSpatial Localization

and Reasoning

Logical Reasoning

Science and
Knowledge

multimodal
Commonsense

Multimodal
Commonsense Joke and Meme

Visual Math

Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale

Raven's Progressive
Matrices

Reasoning

Understand Basic
Pointing Inputs
(circle,bbox,...)

Understand Pixel
Space Edited Input 

Generate Pointing
Outputs

Grounded Temporal
Understanding

Human-computer
Interaction

Human-computer
Interaction

Perception Emotion Recognition 

Emotion
Understanding

Image aesthetic

OCR

Multilingual Image
Description

Multilingual Text
Recognition,

Translation, and
Description

Multilingual Scene
Text Recognition

Multilingual
Multicultural

Understanding

Coding Capability
with Vision

Damage Evaluation

Insurance Reporting

Evaluation of
Generated ImagesAssessment

Notification
Understanding

Web Browsing

Watching Videos

Online Shopping

House Navigation

Color Recognition

Constrained
PromptingInstruction following

Scene Text
Recognition

Handwriting Text
Recognition and
Understanding

Document
Understanding

Chart Understanding
and Reasoning

Table Understanding
and Reasoning

Spot the Difference

Anomaly Detection

Safety Inspection

Grocery Checkout

Photo Organization

Discovery and
Association of Parts

and Objects

Dense Captioning
with Segmentation

Multi-image
Sequencing

(Action Recognition)
Temporal Ordering Temporal Anticipation Temporal Localization

and ReasoningUnderstanding &
Reasoning

Prompt Generation
for Image Editing

Logical

input: image(s) & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

input: single image & text

output: text

Assessment

Multiple  frames
Video

chart,table,doc

multilingual

Coding

Abstract Visual
StimuliUnderstanding Perception Multi-view Reasoning

Forensic Detection

detailed instruction
following

Single  image

Multiple  images

Interleaved image-text

Understanding

Reasoning

Generation

Interaction

Food Recognition Landmark
Recognition

Celebrity Recognition Scene UnderstandingLogo Recognition Counterfactual
Examples

Spatial relationship
understanding Object LocalizationDense Captioning

Object Counting

Spatial

Logical

Scientific Science and
knowledge

Commonsense Multimodal
Commonsense

Joke and Meme

Visual Math

Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale

Raven's Progressive
Matrices

Reasoning

Understand Basic
Pointing Inputs
(circle,bbox,...)

Understand Pixel
Space Edited Input

(visual referring
prompt)

Generate Pointing
Outputs

Grounded Temporal
Understanding

Human-computer

Interaction Human-computer

Navigation and
Manipulation

Interaction Human-computer

Perception

Sentiment Read Emotion from
Facial Expressions

How Visual Content
Arouses Emotions

Emotion Conditioned
Output

Image aesthetic

Text

Multilingual Image
Description

Multilingual Text
Recognition,

Translation, and
Description

Multilingual Scene
Text Recognition

Multilingual
Multicultural

Understanding

Coding Capability
with Vision

Damage Evaluation Insurance ReportingObject

Evaluation of
Generated Imagesassessment

Notification
Understanding Web Browsing

Watching Videos

Online Shopping

Task Execution

Task Execution

Embodied AI
Navigation

Color Recognition

Constrained
PromptingInstruction following

Scene Text
Recognition

Handwriting Text
Recognition and
Understanding

Document
Understanding

Chart understanding
and reasoning

Table understanding
and reasoning

Spot the Difference Defect Detection

Safety Inspection Grocery Checkout

Photo Organization
Discovery and

Association of Parts
and Objects

Dense Captioning w/
Segmentation

Multi-image
Sequencing

(Action Recognition)
Temporal Ordering Temporal Anticipation Temporal Localization

and ReasoningUnderstanding &
Reasoning

Prompt Generation
for Image Editing

Understanding

Detail Analysis

Object+ Scene

Understanding &
Reasoning

Logical

assessment

Multiple  frames
Video

chart,table,doc

multilingual

Coding

Abstract Visual
StimuliUnderstanding Perception Multi-view Reasoning

Forensic Detection

detailed instruction
following

multimodal reasoning Food/Landmark/Celebrity/Logo
Understanding

Guided Prompting

General Capability

Application Highlights

Detail AnalysisUnderstanding

Intelligent Graphical
Interface Exploration

Automotive 
Systems

Tailored
Visual

Captioning

Industry
 Automation

Embodied AI

Quantitative
(36 tasks)

Qualitative
(9 tasks)

Food Recognition

Landmark
Recognition

Celebrity Recognition

Scene Understanding

Logo Recognition

Counterfactual
Examples

Emotion Recognition 

Multilingual Image
Description

Multilingual Text
Recognition,

Translation, and
Description

Multilingual Scene
Text Recognition

Multilingual
Multicultural

Understanding

Color Recognition

Constrained
Prompting

Scene Text
Recognition

Handwriting Text
Recognition and
Understanding detailed instruction

following

Guided Prompting

Spatial relationship
understandingObject Localization

Dense Captioning
Object Counting

Science and
knowledge

Multimodal
Commonsense

Joke and Meme

Visual Math

Raven's Progressive
Matrices

Emotion
Understanding

Coding Capability
with Vision

Document
Understanding

Chart understanding
and reasoning

Table understanding
and reasoning

 food/landmark/celebrity/logo
understanding

Understand Basic
Pointing Inputs
(circle,bbox,...)

Understand Pixel
Space Edited Input

(visual referring
prompt)

Image aesthetic

Evaluation of
Generated Images

Abstract Visual
Stimuli

Multi-view Reasoning

Forensic Detection

Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale

Generate Pointing
Outputs

Grounded Temporal
Understanding

Spot the Difference

Multi-image
Sequencing

(Action Recognition)

Temporal Ordering

Temporal Anticipation

Temporal Localization
and Reasoning

Prompt Generation
for Image Editing

Damage Evaluation

Insurance Reporting

Notification
Understanding

Web Browsing

Watching Videos

Online Shopping

Embodied AI
Navigation

Defect Detection

Safety Inspection

Grocery Checkout

Photo Organization

Discovery and
Association of Parts

and Objects

Dense Captioning w/
Segmentation

Quanti-Qualitative
(16 tasks)

Figure 1.1: Mapping of task types, input formats, and general capabilities across different
domains. The figure illustrates the relationships between task categories—single image-text
pair, multi-image with text, multi-frame with text, and interleaved image-text pair—and their
corresponding general capabilities. Additionally, it highlights how these tasks are applied
across various real-world domains, such as industry, automotive, and customized captioning,
providing a comprehensive overview of the model’s applicability and performance across
different input formats.

domains is evaluated for its reliance on specific capabilities, as illustrated in Figure 1.1, show-
ing the mapping between task types and general capabilities. For instance, defect detection
in industry requires a strong combination of object recognition and anomaly detection, while
grocery checkout systems hinge on object counting and contextual description generation.

Our contributions are as follows:

• Broad Comparison of MLLMs: We compare the performance of two representative
proprietary large MLLMs (GPT-4V, GPT-4o) and two representative small MLLMs
(LLaVA-NeXT, Phi-3-Vision), providing insights into where small models are viable
alternatives and where large models excel.



4 Chapter 1 Introduction

• A Comprehensive Evaluation for MLLMs: We conduct a comprehensive evaluation for
MLLMs across four input types, linking tasks to general capabilities, and testing their
performance on a wider range of real-world scenarios than existing benchmarks.

• Real-World Scenario Applications: We go beyond simple tasks and evaluate how well
MLLMs can be applied to real-world domains such as industry, automotive, and auto-
mated systems, providing valuable insights into their practical utility.

• Highlighting Small Model Potential: By comparing small and large MLLMs across these
varied tasks, we identify the strengths and limitations of small models, contributing to
the development of more efficient models for specific applications.

This work fills the gap left by existing benchmarks and preliminary explorations, offering
a more comprehensive evaluation of MLLMs and their applicability to real-world tasks.
To strengthen the validity of our conclusions, we employed three annotators to assess the
accuracy of four MLLMs, determining which outputs were correct and which were incorrect.

1.2 Input Modes of Large and Small MLLMs
In this paper we categorize 48 general tasks into four types based on four types of input:
single image-text pair, multi-image with text, multi-frame with text, and interleaved image-
text pairs (optionally with multiple images). Large MLLMs can process all the input format.
In contrast, during our writing process, small MLLMs, such as LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-
Vision, cannot support multi-image or interleaved image-text very well, so we mainly test
their capability in handling single image-text pair. For each task, we borrow some samples
existing in previous works (e.g., [Yang et al. 2023]) and also collect a lot of new samples
from internet and benchmark datasets. For the corresponding text prompts. in most tasks that
were studied in previous works, we follow the prompts provided in these works. However,
for a few tasks where the results are unsatisfactory (e.g., no bounding box coordinate in the
generated output), we further refine the prompts by ourselves. For newly added tasks, we
create entirely new prompts.



2 Single Image-text Pair In-
puts
In this chapter, we focus on tasks that utilize single image-text pair inputs, a foundational
format for many visual-linguistic applications. We evaluate four MLLMs (Multi-Modal Large
Language Models) across four key capabilities: understanding, reasoning, assessment, and
interaction. In Section 2.1, we investigate how both large and small MLLMs comprehend
and interpret the single image through a text prompt. We begin by examining the models’
ability to generate open-ended descriptions for general visual captioning, extract and analyze
textual information, comprehend and generate descriptions in multilingual scenarios, and
demonstrate coding proficiency with visual inputs. In Section 2.2, we explore the application
of MLLMs in more advanced reasoning tasks, including spatial relationship analysis, logical
thinking, and information extraction from sources such as scene text, tables, charts, and
documents. Finally, in Section 2.3 and Section 2.4, we delve into the models’ abilities to
assess generated image quality and interact with various types of human prompts.

Across four core capabilities—understanding, reasoning, assessment, and interaction with
human—the models show distinct performance profiles. GPT-4o consistently achieves the
highest performance across all capabilities, excelling in complex tasks like logical reason-
ing, multilingual comprehension, and coding. GPT-4V follows closely, showing strong re-
sults in language generation, OCR, and spatial understanding. LLaVA-NeXT demonstrates
effectiveness in specific recognition tasks, such as logo and emotion identification, while Phi-
3-Vision displays competitive performance in targeted recognition tasks but faces challenges
with higher-level reasoning and spatial tasks. Overall, GPT-4o and GPT-4V set the benchmark
for versatility, with LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision performing well in specialized areas.

2.1 Understanding
In the ”Understanding” capability, we evaluate four models on their ability to follow instruc-
tions, perceive different aspects of input, perform Optical Character Recognition (OCR) [Liu
et al. 2023c], and demonstrate multilingual multimodal and coding capabilities. There are
totally 18 tasks in this category. To generate natural language descriptions across various per-
ception scenarios, GPT-4V and GPT-4o outperform smaller MLLMs, while LLaVA-NeXT
and Phi-3-Vision show competitive results in some recognition tasks, e.g.logo and emotion
recognition. In OCR and multilingual tasks, we observe that large MLLMs excel at extracting
text from complex visual content. Both GPT-4V and GPT-4o demonstrate strong comprehen-

5



6 Chapter 2 Single Image-text Pair Inputs

sion and accurate generation of descriptions in multiple languages, showcasing their versa-
tility in handling diverse linguistic contexts. For the coding task, only GPT-4o successfully
generates code across all examples. Regarding the quality of generated code, GPT models
and Phi-3-Vision produce similar curves and figures. Overall, GPT-4o performs the best in
understanding tasks (fifteen times in the first place), followed by GPT-4V (five times in the
first place), then LLaVA-NeXT (twice in the first place), and finally Phi-3-Vision (zero time
in the first place).

2.1.1 Instruction Following
Guided Prompting Instructions offer a natural and effective means to define and customize
the desired output text for various vision-language tasks. Therefore, before delving into how
large and small MLLMs can be employed to comprehend and interpret the visual world, we
first assess their ability to understand and follow textual instructions [Mishra et al. 2021,
Ouyang et al. 2022]. To this end, we collected 15 image-text pairs, focusing on tasks such
as generating image descriptions with specific constraints on sentence length, word choice,
and perspective (e.g., responding from the viewpoint of a student or a doctor). GPT-4o
demonstrates superior accuracy, achieving 14 correct responses out of 15, underscoring its
robust ability to understand and adhere to specific instructions, including constraints on
sentence length, word choice, and perspective. GPT-4V follows with a strong, though slightly
lower, accuracy of 11 out of 15, indicating generally reliable performance but with occasional
difficulties, particularly in generating image descriptions constrained by sentence length and
word choice. LLaVA-NeXT performs moderately well, with an accuracy of 9 out of 15,
highlighting its challenges in meeting constraints related to sentence length and word choice.
In contrast, Phi-3-Vision achieves an accuracy of 5 out of 15, reflecting significant difficulties
in comprehending and following detailed instructions.

Constrained Prompting To further explore MLLMs’ ability to follow instructions and the
influence of text prompts on their responses, we follow the literature [Zhou et al. 2022]
to prompt four MLLMs to extract text from a driver’s license (ID card) and return the
information in a specific JSON format. In this scenario, we use 12 examples of generated
driver licenses. We find that GPT-4o performs the best, achieving 7/12 accuracy, followed by
GPT-4V with 6/12. In contrast, the smaller models, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, achieve
0 and 3 out of 12, respectively. Although these models make some mistakes in extracting
the corresponding information from driver’s licenses, the responses of GPT-4V, GPT-4o,
and LLaVA-NeXT generally adhere to the JSON format specified in the text instructions.
In contrast, Phi-3-Vision mostly maintains the JSON structure but occasionally adds fields
that were not included in the prompt. This technique will be further leveraged in specific
application scenarios, such as “Insurance Report Generation.”
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Figure 2.1: Examples of four MLLMs on understanding and following text instructions, to
generate the desired text outputs. Red highlights the answer that does not follow the prompt
instruction.

Detailed Prompting Building on our foundational experiments above, we further explore
the models’ ability to generate appropriate text outputs conditioned on specific emotional
contexts. For this analysis, we collected 11 images ranging from natural scenes to human
activities. The quantitative results reveal notable disparities in performance among the models.
GPT-4o achieves perfect accuracy, generating correct text outputs in all 11 cases (11/11).
GPT-4V, while showing relatively strong performance with 7 correct responses out of 11
(7/11), falls short of GPT-4o’s consistency. LLaVA-NeXT manages to produce correct outputs
in 6 out of 11 cases (6/11), reflecting moderate performance with room for improvement,
particularly in handling contradictory emotional instructions. On the other hand, Phi-3-Vision
struggles significantly, failing to generate correct outputs in any of the 11 cases (0/11), which
highlights substantial challenges in processing and responding to emotional cues effectively.
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Figure 2.2: Constrained prompting to return in JSON format. Images are example IDs for
samples. Red highlights the wrong answer.
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In our qualitative evaluation, GPT-4o consistently demonstrates a robust capability to pro-
duce appropriate and coherent responses that align with the desired emotional context. This
proficiency is crucial for tasks requiring nuanced emotional understanding and response gen-
eration. In contrast, the other models show varying degrees of limitations: GPT-4V struggles
in 4 out of 11 cases, and Phi-3-Vision fails to generate answers in 10 out of 11 cases. These
shortcomings indicate significant gaps in their ability to consistently interpret and respond to
emotional prompts, emphasizing the need for improved emotional alignment. Additionally,
LLaVA-NeXT exhibits difficulties when the emotion described in the instruction contradicts
the visual content of the image. As illustrated in Figure 2.3, in such scenarios, the model often
fails to follow the instructions accurately, suggesting a need for better contextual understand-
ing and alignment between visual and textual content when processing conflicting emotional
cues.

2.1.2 Perception
Color Recognition We also notice that color recognition is critical in vision-language tasks
for MLLMs, as it enables accurate understanding and interpretation of visual content. Test-
ing a model’s color recognition ability before engaging in vision-language tasks is essential
because color is a fundamental aspect of visual perception and scene interpretation. Accu-
rate color recognition supports the model’s ability to identify objects correctly, distinguish
between similar items, and generate precise descriptions, all of which are crucial for more
complex vision-language tasks. To evaluate the color recognition and understanding capabil-
ities of the four MLLMs, we collect 10 images from the web, each paired with 7-10 prompts,
resulting in 77 image-text pairs. These images include maps of different continents, objects
framed with different colored boxes, and colorful everyday items such as watercolor pens.

The accuracy results for the models are as follows: GPT-4V achieves 30/77, GPT-4o scores
49/77, LLaVA-NeXT obtains 22/77, and Phi-3-Vision reaches 23/77, with an additional 2
points awarded for correctly answering half of 2 questions (0.5 points each). Both GPT-4o
and GPT-4V exhibit difficulties when handling prompts that require the recognition of regions
described by both color and spatial position, particularly when the region spans multiple states
or provinces. For instance, in the scenario “Identify the region colored orange located directly
north of Guangdong,” especially when the region includes more than one province, GPT-
4o tends to prioritize positional information over color recognition, as demonstrated in case
”325.” This often leads to inaccuracies in identifying the correct location, resulting in incorrect
color recognition. The models tend to succeed only when the color of the region perfectly
matches the prompt’s description and aligns accurately with the specified direction.

Food Recognition Recognizing food or dishes is an intriguing yet challenging task [Bossard
et al. 2014, Min et al. 2023], primarily due to the vast variety of appearances and the potential
occlusions caused by other objects or overlapping ingredients. In our experiments, we first
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Figure 2.3: Examples of four MLLMs generating text based on the perceived or desired
emotions. Red highlights that the answer does not align with the prompt instruction.
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Figure 2.4: Results on color recognition. Red highlights the wrong answer.
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collect 15 samples from web and use a simple text prompt, asking the system to “Describe the
name of the dish,” as a method for testing its capabilities. The accuracy rates of GPT-4o, GPT-
4V, LLaVA-NeXT, and Phi-3-Vision in recognizing dishes are 14/15, 11/15, 4/15, and 2/15,
respectively. Figure 2.5 illustrates examples of both accurate and inaccurate dish recognition
by the four models. As shown in Figure 2.5, GPT-4o can generate Chinese characters to
describe the names of the dishes but fails in one case, likely because the meat and vegetables
in that dish are obscured by soup and cilantro, making it difficult to identify. GPT-4V struggles
to accurately recognize the names of specific dishes, particularly in Chinese cuisine samples.
LLaVA-NeXT cannot provide specific dish names but can identify some of the ingredients
present in the dish. Same as LLaVA-NeXT, Phi-3-Vision is also unable to provide the specific
names of the dishes and, in some instances, fails to correctly identify the type of meat used.

Landmark Recognition Landmarks exhibit considerable variations in appearance due to
factors such as changes in viewpoint, lighting conditions, occlusions, and seasonal changes.
Recognizing landmarks under these varying conditions requires models to generalize effec-
tively and handle a wide range of visual appearances [Agarwal et al. 2011, Zheng et al. 2009].
We sample 28 landscape images which contain natural scenery and man-made structures in all
over the world, and we use a simple text prompt, “Describe the landmark in the image,” to as-
sess four models’ capability. We find that the accuracy of both large MLLMs is 22/28, while
the accuracy of LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision is 15/28 and 9/28, respectively. To ensure
the recognition results are not coincidental because these landscapes may be similar in many
places, we include multiple samples of Huangguoshu Waterfall and Jiuzhaigou as illustarted
in Figure 2.6, providing images of these landmarks from different angles to thoroughly test the
models’ capabilities. Despite this, neither GPT-4V nor GPT-4o, nor the two small MLLMs,
can recognize any of the six samples featuring these landmarks. Among the samples that are
recognized accurately, both large MLLMs and LLaVA-NeXT are able to generate detailed
and open-ended descriptions. However, Phi-3-Vision only provide brief, succinct descriptions
of the landscapes. Additionally, LLaVA-NeXT fails to recognize all the natural landscapes
and famous human-made architecture from China, while Phi-3-Vision succeeds in recogniz-
ing historical buildings in European and American countries, such as the Eiffel Tower and the
Colosseum as shown in Figure 2.6.

Celebrity Recognition Recognizing human appearance presents a significant challenge due
to its inherent variability [Guo et al. 2016]. To evaluate large and small MLLMs’ ability to
recognize and describe celebrities, we collect 15 images of worldwide celebrities and conduct
an experiment by providing three different text prompts, “Who is the person in the image?
Describe the image./Who is the person in the image and what is the person doing?” along with
an input image of a celebrity. We observe that LLaVA-NeXT has the highest performance,
with an accuracy of 5/15, while Phi-3-Vision follows with a secondary performance, scoring
1.5/15 accuracy (where 0.5 indicates partial recognition of a celebrity). Both GPT-4V and
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Figure 2.5: Results on food recognition and description. Red highlights the wrong answer or
the answer does not contain the specific name of the dishes.
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Figure 2.6: Results on landmark recognition and description. Red highlights the wrong
answer or the answer does not contain the specific name of the dishes.
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GPT-4o struggle to recognize celebrities, failing to do so in three types of text prompts, though
they can describe the appearance of individuals in the images. When prompted with “Who is
the person in the image”, LLaVA-NeXT fails to recognize Asian celebrities but successfully
identifies celebrities from Western countries with a 5/9 accuracy. For example, in Figure 2.7,
LLaVA-NeXT recognize Steve Jobs but cannot recognize IU from Korea. And as illustrated
in Figure 2.7, GPT-4o explicitly states its inability to answer this question. But GPT-4V does
not always state that like the first and second examples. In response to the prompt “Who is
the person in the image and what is the person doing?”, GPT-4V, GPT-4o, and LLaVA-NeXT
accurately describe the actions of the individuals in the images as illustrated in last two cases
in Figure 2.7. However, due to RAI’s policy of blocking human faces, Phi-3-Vision struggles
to provide relevant information in most cases. It can describe the person’s activity in only 5
samples, with one correct answer and one partially correct answer.

Logo Recognition In Figure 2.8, we initiate the experiments by providing the text prompt,
“Describe the image, we find that only GPT-4o can provide the specific name of the shown
brand logos. Based on the observation, for further verification, we examine the logo recog-
nition abilities of four models by initiating experiments with the specific prompt, “Describe
the logos in detail,” using a combined image featuring multiple logos. GPT-4o performs the
best, achieving an accuracy of 4/5. It provides elaborate descriptions, detailing the design,
style, and representation of each logo. However, in one case as shown in the third example in
Figure 2.8, GPT-4o fails to name the logos and mistakenly assumes that a brand has only one
icon part, leading to the erroneous identification of one logo as two separate logos—a mistake
observed in all four models. GPT-4V, on the other hand, achieves success in only one case out
of 5. In most cases, GPT-4V does not provide the names of the logos and only generates de-
scriptions of them. LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision both correctly identify 5 out of 6 logos in
two cases. LLaVA-NeXT offers succinct descriptions for each logo, while Phi-3-Vision only
provides the logo names. To further challenge the models, we expanded the evaluation to an
in-the-wild scenario with logos that may be partially occluded, distorted, or presented in low
resolution. For this experiment, we used the prompt, “Describe both the image and logo in
detail.” GPT-4o again achieves the highest accuracy with 15/18 correct identifications. In con-
trast, GPT-4V, LLaVA-NeXT, and Phi-3-Vision achieve accuracies of 5/18, 10/18, and 11/18,
respectively. In this in-the-wild scenario, GPT-4V provides specific logo names without ac-
companying text in only two out of eleven relevant samples. LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision
correctly generate specific logo names in six samples, while GPT-4o accurately provides the
logo names in eight cases.

Counterfactual Examples Inspired by [Liu et al. 2023a], which highlights that existing
LLMs often describe nonexistent objects, such as a “dog” engaging in a nonexistent activity
like “playing with a ball,” we are interested in evaluating how the four models perform in terms
of hallucinations. Therefore, we conduct experiments by randomly selecting 15 examples
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Figure 2.7: Results on celebrity recognition and description. Red highlights that the answer
does not contain the specific name of the celebrities shown in the figure.
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Figure 2.8: Results on logo recognition and description. Red highlights the wrong name of
the brand or the answer does not contain the specific name of the brand shown in the figure.
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from MSCOCO (val2014) [Lin et al. 2014]. To make the query prompt, we combine different
color with the shown object or combine the shown color with unshown object. We observe
that GPT-4V accurately describes the image contents even when confronted with misleading
questions or instructions, achieving a 14/15 accuracy rate. GPT-4o closely follows with an
accuracy of 12/15. In contrast, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision perform less effectively,
with accuracies of 8/15 and 7/15, respectively. The small models, in particular, struggle to
distinguish between existent and nonexistent objects. Interestingly, as shown in Figure 2.9,
both large and small MLLMs mistakenly identify ham as tomato due to their similar color.
Additionally, we observe two other cases where GPT-4o and the two small models incorrectly
identify objects.

Scene Understanding Scene understanding [Cordts et al. 2016, Zhou et al. 2016b] is a
critical task in computer vision, involving the ability to recognize and interpret various
elements within a scene, such as identifying signs, weather or objects appearing in the scene.
To evaluate the capabilities of the four models on scene understanding, we first collected 12
scene images from the web and then assessed each model by providing the simple query,
“Describe the image.” The results clearly show that large MLLMs significantly outperform
small MLLMs. GPT-4V achieves an accuracy of 10/12, and GPT-4o slightly surpasses it with
11/12. In contrast, the small MLLMs perform notably worse, with LLaVA-NeXT scoring only
[6+ 0.5]/12 and Phi-3-Vision scoring [2+ 2× 0.5]/14. The 0.5 indicates cases where the
model misses some explanation of the signs, though the generated text is otherwise accurate.
Both large models are able to describe the road and the location. It can also read the sign and
notice the speed limit for this road. To be more specific, GPT-4V can point out the time of the
day in some cases (5/12), GPT-4o and Phi-3-Vision only do this in one case. All the models
can accurately describe the weather in the scenes. However, the two small models often fail to
correctly describe the signs, including their location and meaning. They either omit the signs
entirely or mistakenly describe other objects, such as a driver’s license plate.

Emotion Recognition Reading emotions from facial expressions is a fundamental compo-
nent of emotional quotient testing. To minimize the impact of facial blurring on the experi-
mental results, we collect 64 facial images from the web, including both low-resolution and
high-resolution examples. In most test cases, both GPT models and LLaVA-NeXT consis-
tently demonstrate the ability to accurately identify and interpret emotions from facial expres-
sions. They also provide well-reasoned explanations for the visual cues used in their emotional
assessments, indicating a strong understanding of facial emotions. In contrast, the other small
MLLM, Phi-3-Vision, struggles to recognize emotions due to the restrictions imposed by RAI
blocking, generating only four correct analyses. These cases involve discernible body lan-
guage that obscures facial expressions yet still provides the necessary cues for interpretation.
However, GPT models and LLaVA-NeXT have difficulty recognizing emotions from ambigu-
ous facial expressions, such as embarrassment, as shown in the last two cases in Figure 2.11.
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Figure 2.9: Results on counterfactual examples. Red highlights the wrong answer.
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Figure 2.10: Results on scene understanding. Red highlights the wrong answer.

None of the responses explicitly convey the emotion of “embarrassment.” However, some
descriptions could be indirectly associated with embarrassment in certain contexts. Overall,
GPT-4V, GPT-4o and LLaVA-NeXT, to some extent, have a strong capability of reading hu-
man emotion from facial expressions.

2.1.3 Optical Character Recognition
Scene Text Recognition Reading and understanding scene text in images is a crucial task
in the vision-language [Biten et al. 2019, Su et al. 2019] domain. In our experiments, we
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Figure 2.11: Results on identifying and reading the emotions of people from their facial
expressions. Red highlights that the answer is inaccurate.
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investigate MLLMs’ ability to recognize scene text using the input prompt, “What are all
the scene texts in the image?”. GPT-4o achieves the higher performance among four models,
with an accuracy of [9+ 0.5]/12. And the performance of GPT-4V is second only to GPT-
4o, with an accuracy of [8+0.5]/12. LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision obtain [4+3×0.5]/12
and [6+ 0.5]/12 accuracy, respectively. The 0.5 indicates cases where the model misses or
repeats some text recognition, but the generated text is otherwise accurate. All models struggle
with recognizing small, blurred, or occluded text, as shown in Figure 2.12. We also observe
that large models have higher performance in complex scenarios, including both handwritten
and printed text. To further evaluate large and small MLLMs’ capability of handwriting
recognition, we collect more examples in the next subsection.

Handwriting Text Recognition and Understanding Except printing text in a scene, hand-
writing text is more challenging due to the variability in writing styles, different handwriting
speeds, and individual differences in letter formation, slant, and pressure. Additionally, fac-
tors such as the quality of the image, noise, and the angle of the text can further complicate
the recognition process. Therefore, we sample 14 handwriting images on paper sheets and
whiteboards. Since handwriting recognition is more challenging compared to printed text,
both large and small MLLMs achieve low accuracy. However, the large MLLMs perform bet-
ter, with GPT-4V achieving an accuracy of 3/14, GPT-4o scoring 5/14, and Phi-3-Vision gets
only one correct answer, while LLaVA-NeXT scores zero.

2.1.4 Multilingual Multimodal
Multilingual Image Description Since multilingual capability is meaningful for world-wide
users, we explore this capability by evaluating natural images without scene text in different
languages, as depicted in Figure 2.14. We provide the input text prompt “Describe the image”
in traditional Chinese, French, and Czech respectively. And we also provide the input text
prompt in English and specify the output language. GPT-4V succeeds in this task where
the accuracy is 100% in both scenarios, and GPT-4o and LLaVA-NeXT only fail in one
case where GPT-4o mistakes the chick for a duckling and LLaVA-NeXT generates repeating
descriptions (actually the repeating sentence is accurately describe the scene). However, Phi-
3-Vision cannot generate specified language in both scenarios. We also try to explore these
models’ ability to describe the image in 20 languages with the prompt in Spanish. We find
that only GPT-4o process both the input and output text in different languages. To avoid the
accidental occurrence, we also explore this scenario in next task.

Multilingual Text Recognition, Translation, and Description To further understand how
well large and small MLLMs perform in more difficult scenarios and requirements (i.e., image
input with multilingual text), we collect 19 images containing text in different languages.
In this task, large MLLMs outperform smaller ones, with GPT-4o achieving the highest
accuracy at [15 + 0.5]/19. GPT-4V attains an accuracy of 10/19, LLaVA-NeXT achieves
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Figure 2.12: Results on scene text recognition. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect.
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Figure 2.13: Results on handwriting text recognition and understanding. Red highlights that
the answer is incorrect.
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Figure 2.14: Results on multilingual image descriptions. Red highlights that the answer is
incorrect.
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[2+ 2× 0.5]/19, and Phi-3-Vision has the lowest accuracy at [4× 0.5]/19. The value 0.5
indicates cases where the translation is incomplete or where an explanation is provided
instead of a translation. We also nake an interesting finding regarding the process of first
extracting text and then translating it. GPT-4o performs this sequence in 8 out of 19 cases
(with 1 incorrect extraction), while GPT-4V does so in 15 out of 19 cases (with 6 incorrect
extractions). LLaVA-NeXT follows this approach in 11 out of 19 cases (with 5 incorrect
extractions), and Phi-3-Vision does so in 6 out of 19 cases (with 2 incorrect extractions). In
a scenario involving translation into 20 languages, we sample four cases using the prompt
“Summarize the info in 20 languages.” As shown in Figure 2.15, we find that GPT-4o is the
only model capable of performing this task effectively, while the other three models are unable
to generate content in 20 languages, producing descriptions only in English.

Multilingual Scene Text Recognition We further explore a scenario involving multilingual
scene text recognition, such as signs, tombstones, subway signs, and murals, where the input
image may contain scene text in various languages. We conduct this experiment using a single
prompt: “What are all the scene texts in the image?” The accuracy results are as follows:
GPT-4V (14/28), GPT-4o ([20+3×0.5]/28), LLaVA-NeXT ([7 + 0.5]/28), and Phi-3-Vision
([4+ 4× 0.5]/28). We observe that both large and small models struggle with recognizing
and understanding minority languages, such as Arabic and Egyptian. Among these models,
GPT-4o stands out by not only identifying the languages but also correctly generating text for
some of them. On the other hand, LLaVA-NeXT produces repetitive answers in 7 cases.

Multilingual Multicultural Understanding We also explore the models’ capability for mul-
ticultural understanding [Liu et al. 2021], using a wedding scenario as an example. Both GPT
models demonstrate an ability to grasp cultural nuances and generate reasonable multilingual
descriptions for the wedding images provided. In contrast, LLaVA-NeXT sometimes fails
to generate the appropriate local language and occasionally produces incorrect or irrelevant
language (e.g., repeating a sentence or generating text unrelated to the image), achieving an
accuracy of 2/9. Phi-3 Vision, however, cannot generate results due to RAI’s policy of block-
ing human faces.

2.1.5 Coding
Coding Capability with Vision We further explore the models’ coding abilities, particularly
in writing Python code. To do this, we sampled 22 chart images from the web and the
ChartInsights [Wu et al. 2024] test set, including 7 images without metadata and 15 images
with metadata. Among the chart figures with metadata, GPT-4o demonstrates the highest
performance in extracting numbers, with an accuracy of 13/15, while LLaVA-NeXT shows
the lowest accuracy at 2/15, including two instances where it fails to generate runnable Python
code. Interestingly, Phi-3-Vision outperforms GPT-4V with an accuracy of 12/15 compared
to GPT-4V’s 8/12. For figures without metadata, although the output is not an exact match,
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Figure 2.15: Results on multilingual text recognition, translation, and description. Red
highlights that the answer is inaccurate.
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Figure 2.16: Results on multilingual text recognition, translation, and description. Red
highlights that the answer does not align with the prompt instruction.
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Figure 2.17: Results on multilingual scene text recognition. Red highlights that the answer
is incorrect or does not align to the prompt instruction.
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Figure 2.18: Results on multilingual multiculture understanding. Red highlights that the
answer does not provide corresponding language description.
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GPT-4o produces a layout that closely resembles the original, and the code can be easily
modified to meet specific needs, outperforming the other models. Additionally, we observe
that in 2 cases, Phi-3-Vision does not generate Python code but instead provides a description
of the chart. In most cases, GPT-4o and Phi-3-Vision generate more accurate colors, whereas
LLaVA-NeXT produces the least accurate colors.

2.2 Reasoning
In this section, we assess the reasoning capabilities of MLLMs across several dimensions
of 13 tasks in total, including spatial location, logical thinking, reasoning from different vi-
sual sources (charts, tables, and documents), multimodal reasoning, knowledge, and common-
sense. For spatial location tasks, both large and small MLLMs struggle with identifying the
object specified in the text prompt. This difficulty stems from the fundamental challenges of
localization in computer vision and the hidden preprocessing strategies employed by these
models. This suggests that advanced prompting techniques are needed to improve object lo-
calization in more complex and crowded environments. GPT-4o demonstrates stronger per-
formance in providing clear explanations for logical reasoning tasks, though there remains
significant room for improvement. In quantitative experiments on chart and table reasoning,
GPT-4o also outperforms the other MLLMs. Additionally, in document reasoning tasks, GPT-
4o excels at summarizing research papers and posters and is capable of extracting essential
information from images containing extensive text. We observe that both LLaVA-NeXT and
Phi-3-Vision struggle with logical reasoning, achieving zero accuracy in this area. Overall,
GPT-4o performs the best in reasoning tasks, ranking first in 11 cases, followed by GPT-4V
with 6 first-place rankings, LLaVA-NeXT with 1, and Phi-3-Vision with none.

2.2.1 Spatial Location
Spatial relationship understanding Understanding the spatial relationship between humans
and objects in an image is a crucial aspect of visual intelligence [Bagherinezhad et al. 2016,
Johnson et al. 2017], such as robotics learning. Both GPT-4o and GPT-4V demonstrate more
promising capabilities in this area, with 7/10 accuracy. They can accurately identify the spatial
relationship between the frisbee and the man, as well as between the man and the car in the
image. In the above failure cases, GPT-4V has trouble in completely accurately pointing out
the spatial relationship between the man and the dog. Additionally, they can recognize that
the camera perspective may affect the perceived size of these objects. However, the smaller
MLLMs struggle with these tasks. They often fail to correctly identify the spatial relationship
between the frisbee and the man and cannot accurately compare sizes. Specifically, LLaVA-
NeXT mistakenly identifies the person as catching the frisbee when, in fact, the person is
throwing it, and a dog is catching it. Furthermore, LLaVA-NeXT incorrectly compares the
size of the man and the cars and does not understand the concept of perspective. Phi-3-Vision
also has difficulty correctly identifying the positions of the frisbee and the person in most
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Prompt: 
Generate python code to draw similar curves.

Visualizations:

               GPT-4V                                  GPT-4o

           LLaVA-NeXT                         Phi-3-Vision

Prompt: 
Generate python code to generate similar figure.

Visualizations:

               GPT-4V                                   GPT-4o

           LLaVA-NeXT                         Phi-3-Vision

Prompt: 
Generate python code to generate similar figure.

Visualizations:

               GPT-4V                                   GPT-4o

           LLaVA-NeXT                         Phi-3-Vision

GPT-4V 
The image shows a line chart with three different colored lines representing three different 
categories labeled as "classify," "Bunyodkor," "Pakhtakor," and "Quruvchi." Each line has data 
points for the years 2007 through 2013, with the counts for each season labeled on the lines. The 
y-axis is labeled "COUNT(Season)" and the x-axis is labeled "Season." To generate a similar chart 
in Python, you can use the `matplotlib` library. Below is an example code snippet that creates a 
similar line chart. Note that you will need to adjust the data points to match the exact values from 
the image, as I cannot extract the exact numerical data from the image: ```python import 
matplotlib.pyplot as plt # Sample data (you should replace these with the actual values from your 
dataset) seasons = ['2007', '2008', '2009', '2010', '2011', '2012', '2013'] classify_counts = [28, 33, 39, 
36, 32, 27, 25] # Replace with actual data bunyodkor_counts = [39, 39, 40, 43, 46, 48, 49] # 
Replace with actual data pakhtakor_counts = [43, 48, 49, 49, 48, 46, 43] # Replace with actual 
data # Plotting the lines plt.plot(seasons, classify_counts, label='classify', marker='o') 
plt.plot(seasons, bunyodkor_counts, label='Bunyodkor', marker='o') plt.plot(seasons, 
pakhtakor_counts, label='Pakhtakor' ,  marker='o') # Adding data labels for i ,  txt in 
enumerate(classify_counts):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], classify_counts[i])) for i, txt in 
enumerate(bunyodkor_counts):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], bunyodkor_counts[i])) for i, txt in 
enumerate(pakhtakor_counts):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], pakhtakor_counts[i])) # Adding labels 
and title plt.xlabel('Season') plt.ylabel('COUNT(Season)') plt.title('Seasonal Counts') # Adding a 
legend plt.legend() # Show the plot plt.show() ``` Make sure to install `matplotlib` if you haven't 
already by running `pip install matplotlib`. Also, replace the sample data with the actual data 
points from your dataset to accurately reflect the chart in the image.

GPT-4o 
Sure! Below is the Python code to generate the same curves using Matplotlib: ```python import 
matplotlib.pyplot as plt # Data seasons = [2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013] bunyodkor 
= [39, 39, 36, 32, 27, 25, 25] pakhtakor = [28, 33, 40, 48, 46, 43, 43] quruvchi = [43, 48, 49, 49, 
46, 41, 38] # Plotting the data plt.plot(seasons, bunyodkor, marker='o', label='Bunyodkor', 
color='blue') plt.plot(seasons, pakhtakor, marker='o', label='Pakhtakor', color='orange') 
plt.plot(seasons, quruvchi, marker='o', label='Quruvchi', color='green') # Adding labels and title 
plt.xlabel('Season') plt.ylabel('COUNT(Season)') plt.title('Seasonal Counts for Bunyodkor, 
Pakhtakor, and Quruvchi') # Adding data labels for i, txt in enumerate(bunyodkor):  
plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], bunyodkor[i]), textcoords="offset points", xytext=(0,10), ha='center') 
for i, txt in enumerate(pakhtakor):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], pakhtakor[i]), textcoords="offset 
points", xytext=(0,10), ha='center') for i, txt in enumerate(quruvchi):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], 
quruvchi[i]), textcoords="offset points", xytext=(0,10), ha='center') # Adding legend 
plt.legend(title='classify') # Displaying the plot plt.show() ``` This code will generate a line plot 
with the same curves and annotations as shown in the provided image.

LLaVA-NeXT 
The image you've provided appears to be a line chart with three lines representing different data sets over 
a period of time from 2007 to 2013. To generate similar curves in Python, you would typically use a 
library like `matplotlib`. Below is an example of how you might create a similar chart using `matplotlib`. 
Please note that the actual data points are not provided, so I'll use placeholders for the data. You would 
need to replace these placeholders with your actual data. ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt # 
Sample data for the three lines # Replace these with your actual data bunyodkor_data = [48, 49, 46, 45, 
44, 43, 42, 41, 40, 39, 38, 37, 36, 35, 34, 33, 32, 31, 30, 29, 28, 27, 26, 25, 24, 23, 22, 21, 20, 19, 18, 17, 
16, 15, 14, 13, 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1] pakhtakor_data = [46, 45, 44, 43, 42, 41, 40, 39, 38, 37, 
36, 35, 34, 33, 32, 31, 30, 29, 28, 27, 26, 25, 24, 23, 22, 21, 20, 19, 18, 17, 16, 15, 14, 13, 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, 
7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1] uruvchi_data = [45, 44, 43, 42, 41, 40, 39, 38, 37, 36, 35, 34, 33, 32, 31, 30, 29, 28, 27, 
26, 25, 24, 23, 22, 21, 20, 19, 18, 17, 16, 15, 14, 13, 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1] # Create a figure 
and a set of axes fig, ax = plt.subplots() # Plot the data ax.plot(range(2007, 2013), bunyodkor_data, 
label='Bunyodkor') ax.plot(range(2007, 2013), pakhtakor_data, label='Pakhtakor') ax.plot(range(2007, 
2013), uruvchi_data, label='Uruvchi') # Add labels and title ax.set_xlabel('Season') ax.set_ylabel('Count') 
ax.set_title('Count vs Season') # Show grid, show legends and show all data ax.grid(True) ax.legend() # 
Display the plot plt.show() ``` This code will create a line chart with three lines, each representing a 
different data set. The `range(2007, 2013)` function is used to generate the x-axis values, which 
correspond to the seasons from 2007 to 2013. Replace the `bunyodkor_data`, `pakhtakor_data`, and 
`uruvchi_data` with your actual data points. Remember to install `matplotlib` if you haven't already by 
running `pip install matplotlib` in your command line.

Phi-3-Vision 
To generate the same curves as shown in the chart, you would need to create a line chart using Python's 
matplotlib library. Here is a sample code snippet that you can use as a starting point:  ```python import 
matplotlib.pyplot as plt  # Sample data seasons = ['2007', '2008', '2009', '2010', '2011', '2012', '2013'] 
bunyodkor_counts = [39, 39, 36, 32, 27, 25, 25] pakhtakor_counts = [28, 33, 40, 46, 48, 46, 43] 
quruvchi_counts = [43, 48, 49, 49, 43, 41, 38]  # Plotting the data plt.figure(figsize=(10, 6)) 
plt.plot(seasons, bunyodkor_counts, label='Bunyodkor', marker='o') plt.plot(seasons, pakhtakor_counts, 
label='Pakhtakor', marker='o') plt.plot(seasons, quruvchi_counts, label='Quruvchi', marker='o')  # 
Annotating data values above the points for i, txt in enumerate(bunyodkor_counts):  plt.annotate(txt, 
(seasons[i], bunyodkor_counts[i]), textcoords="offset points", xytext=(0,5), ha='center') for i, txt in 
enumerate(pakhtakor_counts):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], pakhtakor_counts[i]), textcoords="offset 
points", xytext=(0,5), ha='center') for i, txt in enumerate(quruvchi_counts):  plt.annotate(txt, (seasons[i], 
quruvchi_counts[i]), textcoords="offset points", xytext=(0,5), ha='center')  # Adding chart styles 
plt.title('Counts by Season') plt.xlabel('Season') plt.ylabel('COUNT(Season)') plt.xticks(rotation=45) 
plt.grid(axis='y', linestyle='--', linewidth=0.7) plt.legend(title='classify')  # Save the figure plt.savefig('0-
61001.jpg', format='jpg', dpi=300)  # Close the plot plt.close() ```  This code will create a line chart with 
the same data as the provided image, annotate the data values above each point, and save the figure as '0-
61001.jpg'.

GPT-4V 
The image you've provided is a stacked bar chart with three groups of bars, each representing a 
year (2006, 2007, 2008). Each bar is segmented into three colors representing different 
classifications: Cabernet Sauvignon (blue), Grenache (orange), and Syrah (green). The counts for 
each classification are labeled on the corresponding segments of the bars. To generate a similar 
figure in Python, you can use the `matplotlib` library. Below is an example code snippet that 
would create a similar chart: ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt # Data years = ['2006', 
'2007', '2008'] cabernet_sauvignon = [75, 111, 131] grenache = [78, 76, 38] syrah = [83, 86, 88] 
# Create the figure and the axes fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(10, 6)) # Plot the data ax.bar(years, 
cabernet_sauvignon, label='Cabernet Sauvignon', color='blue') ax.bar(years, grenache, 
bottom=cabernet_sauvignon, label='Grenache', color='orange') ax.bar(years, syrah, bottom=[i+j 
for i,j in zip(cabernet_sauvignon, grenache)], label='Syrah', color='green') # Adding the text 
labels on the bars for i  in range(len(years)):   ax.text(i ,  cabernet_sauvignon[i]/2, 
s t r (cabernet_sauvignon[ i ] ) ,  ha= 'center ' ,  va= 'center ' ,  co lor= 'whi te ' )   ax . tex t ( i , 
cabernet_sauvignon[i] + grenache[i]/2, str(grenache[i]), ha='center', va='center', color='white')  
ax.text(i, cabernet_sauvignon[i] + grenache[i] + syrah[i]/2, str(syrah[i]), ha='center', va='center', 
color='white') # Labeling Axes ax.set_ylabel('COUNT(Year)') ax.set_title('Classify') # Adding 
the legend ax.legend(title='Classify') # Show the plot plt.show() ``` This code assumes that the 
counts for each wine classification are known and provided in the lists `cabernet_sauvignon`, 
`grenache`, and `syrah`. Adjust the counts and colors as needed to match your specific data. The 
`bottom` parameter in the `bar` function is used to stack the bars on top of each other. The `text` 
method is used to add the count labels onto the bars.

GPT-4o 
GPT-4o Generated Output:Sure! Below is the Python code to generate the same stacked bar chart 
using Matplotlib: ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt import numpy as np # Data years = 
['2006', '2007', '2008'] cabernet_sauvignon = [75, 111, 131] grenache = [78, 76, 38] syrah = [83, 
86,  88]  #  Bar  width  bar_width = 0 .5  #  Posi t ions  of  the  bars  on the  x-axis  r1  = 
np.arange(len(years)) # Create the plot fig, ax = plt.subplots() # Create bars bar1 = ax.bar(r1, 
cabernet_sauvignon, color='blue', edgecolor='grey', width=bar_width, label='Cabernet 
Sauvignon') bar2 = ax.bar(r1, grenache, bottom=cabernet_sauvignon, color='orange', 
edgecolor= 'grey ' ,  width=bar_width,  label= 'Grenache ' )  bar3 = ax.bar(r1,  syrah, 
bottom=np.array(cabernet_sauvignon) + np.array(grenache), color='green', edgecolor='grey', 
width=bar_width, label='Syrah') # Add labels for r, y1, y2, y3 in zip(r1, cabernet_sauvignon, 
grenache, syrah):  ax.text(r, y1 / 2, str(y1), ha='center', va='center', color='white')  ax.text(r, y1 + 
y2 / 2, str(y2), ha='center', va='center', color='white')  ax.text(r, y1 + y2 + y3 / 2, str(y3), 
ha='center', va='center', color='white') # General layout plt.xticks(r1, years, rotation=45) 
plt.xlabel('Year') plt.ylabel('COUNT(Year)') plt.legend(title='Classify', loc='best') # Show the 
plot plt.show() ``` This code will generate a stacked bar chart similar to the one you provided. 
The bars are stacked for each year, and the counts for each category (Cabernet Sauvignon, 
Grenache, and Syrah) are displayed within the bars.

LLaVA-NeXT 
Certainly! Below is a Python code snippet using the `matplotlib` library to generate a bar chart similar to 
the one in the image you provided. This code will create a bar chart with three bars, each representing a 
different classification (Cabernet Sauvignon, Grenache, and Syrah) and three years (2006, 2007, and 
2008). The bars are colored according to the classification and are stacked vertically. ```python import 
matplotlib.pyplot as plt # Data for the chart years = ['2006', '2007', '2008'] classifications = ['Cabernet 
Sauvignon', 'Grenache', 'Syrah'] values = {  'Cabernet Sauvignon': {  '2006': 83,  '2007': 78,  '2008': 88  },  
'Grenache': {  '2006': 78,  '2007': 81,  '2008': 88  },  'Syrah': {  '2006': 111,  '2007': 111,  '2008': 111  } } # 
Create the bar chart fig, ax = plt.subplots() # Create a bar chart for each classification for classification in 
classifications:  ax.bar(years, values[classification].values(), label=classification, color=['green', 'orange', 
'blue'][classifications.index(classification)]) # Add labels and title ax.set_xlabel( 'Year') 
ax.set_ylabel('Count(?)') ax.set_title('Classification by Year') ax.set_xticks(years) ax.set_xticklabels(years) 
# Show the legend ax.legend() # Show the plot plt.show() ``` Please note that the colors for each 
classification are set manually in this example. You may need to adjust the colors to match the exact 
colors in the image you provided. Additionally, the data values are hardcoded in this example. You would 
need to replace them with the actual data values if you want to use this code to generate a chart with real 
data.

Phi-3-Vision 
Certainly! Below is the Python code to generate the same figure as described in your image: ```python 
import matplotlib.pyplot as plt import numpy as np # Data years = ['2006', '2007', '2008'] 
cabernet_sauvignon = [75, 111, 131] grenache = [78, 76, 38] syrah = [83, 86, 88] # Stacked bar chart 
plt.figure(figsize=(10, 6)) plt.bar(years, cabernet_sauvignon, label='Cabernet Sauvignon') plt.bar(years, 
grenache, bottom=cabernet_sauvignon, label='Grenache') plt.bar(years, syrah, bottom=[i+j for i,j in 
zip(cabernet_sauvignon, grenache)], label='Syrah') # Annotating the data values above the bars for i, (cs, 
gr, sy) in enumerate(zip(cabernet_sauvignon, grenache, syrah)):  plt.text(i, cs / 2, str(cs), ha='center', 
va='center')  plt.text(i, cs + gr / 2, str(gr), ha='center', va='center')  plt.text(i, cs + gr + sy / 2, str(sy), 
ha='center', va='center') # Styling the chart plt.title('Wine Production by Year and Class') plt.xlabel('Year') 
plt.ylabel('COUNT(Year)') plt.xticks(rotation=45) plt.legend(title='Classify') plt.grid(axis='y', linestyle='-
-', alpha=0.7) # Save the figure plt.tight_layout() plt.savefig('0-61312.jpg', format='jpg', dpi=150) ``` This 
code will create a stacked bar chart similar to the one in your image, with the data values annotated above 
each segment of the bars. The figure is saved as '0-61312.jpg' in JPEG format.

GPT-4V 
The image shows a horizontal stacked bar chart with a title "Chart Title". There are five categories 
on the y-axis: "Strongly agree", "Agree", "Neutral", "Disagree", "Strongly disagree", and "Empty". 
Each category has a stacked bar composed of five segments representing "Product I" to "Product 
V". The x-axis represents some numerical value ranging from 0 to 250. To generate a similar 
figure in Python, you can use the `matplotlib` library. Below is an example code that creates a 
similar chart: ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt # Sample data categories = ['Strongly 
agree', 'Agree', 'Neutral', 'Disagree', 'Strongly disagree', 'Empty'] product_I = [200, 150, 100, 50, 
20, 0] product_II = [10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 0] product_III = [5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 0] product_IV = [2, 5, 8, 
11, 14, 0] product_V = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 0] # Create a horizontal stacked bar chart fig, ax = 
plt.subplots() ax.barh(categories, product_I, label='Product I', color='skyblue') ax.barh(categories, 
product_II, left=product_I, label='Product II', color='orange') ax.barh(categories, product_III, 
left=[i+j for i,j in zip(product_I, product_II)], label='Product III', color='lightgreen') 
ax.barh(categories, product_IV, left=[i+j+k for i,j,k in zip(product_I, product_II, product_III)], 
label='Product IV', color='pink') ax.barh(categories, product_V, left=[i+j+k+l for i,j,k,l in 
zip(product_I, product_II, product_III, product_IV)], label='Product V', color='yellow') # Add 
title and labels ax.set_title('Chart Title') ax.set_xlabel('Values') ax.set_ylabel('Categories') # Add 
legend ax.legend() # Show the plot plt.show() ``` Please note that the actual numerical values and 
colors should be adjusted to match the data represented in the image. The `left` parameter in the 
`barh` function is used to stack the bars horizontally. Adjust the `left` parameter for each 
subsequent product to ensure the bars are stacked correctly.

GPT-4o 
To generate a similar horizontal stacked bar chart in Python, you can use the `matplotlib` library. 
Below is an example code to create the chart: ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt import 
numpy as np # Data categories = ['Strongly agree', 'Agree', 'Neutral', 'Disagree', 'Strongly disagree', 
'Empty'] product_I = np.array([50, 100, 30, 20, 10, 5]) product_II = np.array([30, 50, 20, 10, 5, 2]) 
product_III = np.array([20, 30, 10, 5, 2, 1]) product_IV = np.array([100, 150, 50, 30, 20, 10]) 
product_V = np.array([50, 100, 30, 20, 10, 5]) # Stack the data data = np.vstack([product_I, 
product_II, product_III, product_IV, product_V]) # Plot fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(10, 6)) # 
Create the horizontal stacked bar chart bars = np.zeros(len(categories)) for i, product in 
enumerate(data):  ax.barh(categories, product, left=bars, label=f'Product {i+1}')  bars += product 
# Add title and labels ax.set_title('Chart Title') ax.set_xlabel('Count') ax.set_ylabel('Categories') # 
Add legend ax.legend() # Show the plot plt.show() ``` This code will generate a horizontal stacked 
bar chart similar to the one in the image. You can adjust the data and labels as needed to match 
your specific requirements.

LLaVA-NeXT 
Certainly! Below is a Python code snippet that uses the `matplotlib` library to generate a bar chart 
similar to the one in the image you provided. This code will create a bar chart with the specified titles, 
labels, and colors. ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt # Data agree = [60, 40, 20, 10, 5] disagree = 
[30, 20, 10, 5, 0] neutral = [10, 10, 5, 0, 0] strongly_disagree = [0, 0, 0, 0, 0] empty = [0, 0, 0, 0, 0] # 
Create a bar chart fig, ax = plt.subplots() # Set up the bars ax.bar(range(5), range(5) + 1, width=0.2, 
height=agree, color='blue', label='Strongly agree') ax.bar(range(5) + 1, range(5) + 2, width=0.2, 
height=disagree, color='orange', label='Disagree') ax.bar(range(5) + 2, range(5) + 3, width=0.2, 
height=neutral, color='yellow', label='Neutral') ax.bar(range(5) + 3, range(5) + 4, width=0.2, 
height=strongly_disagree, color='red', label='Strongly disagree') ax.bar(range(5) + 4, range(5) + 5, 
width=0.2, height=empty, color='gray', label='Empty') # Add labels and title ax.set_xlabel('Product') 
ax.set_ylabel('Percentage') ax.set_title('Chart Title') # Show the legend ax.legend() # Show the plot 
plt.show() ``` Please note that the colors and labels in the code snippet are approximate and may not 
exactly match the colors and labels in the image you provided. You may need to adjust the colors and 
labels to match the specific colors and labels in the image. Also, ensure that you have `matplotlib` 
installed in your Python environment. If not, you can install it using pip: ```bash pip install matplotlib ``` 
Remember to run this code in a Python environment that supports `matplotlib`.

Phi-3-Vision 
Certainly! Below is the Python code using the `matplotlib` library to generate a stacked bar chart based 
on the provided CSV data:  ```python import matplotlib.pyplot as plt import pandas as pd  # Given CSV 
data csv_data = """ Category,Product I,Product II,Product III,Product IV,Product V Strongly 
agree,120,80,100,50,70 Agree,150,130,90,60,80 Neutral,50,40,30,20,10 Disagree,30,20,10,5,0 Strongly 
disagree,20,10,5,0,0 Empty,10,5,0,0,0 """  # Read the data into a pandas DataFrame data = 
pd.read_csv(io.StringIO(csv_data))  # Set the index to 'Category' data.set_index('Category', inplace=True)  
# Plotting the stacked bar chart ax = data.plot(kind='bar' ,  stacked=True, figsize=(10, 6), 
colormap='tab10')  # Adding chart styles plt.title('Customer Feedback on Products', fontsize=16) 
plt.xlabel('Feedback Category', fontsize=12) plt.ylabel('Number of Responses', fontsize=12) 
plt.legend(title='Products', bbox_to_anchor=(1.05, 1), loc='upper left')  # Save the figure plt.savefig('1-
82500.jpg', format='jpg', bbox_inches='tight')  # Close the plot to avoid displaying with show() plt.close() 
```  This code will create a stacked bar chart with the given data and save it as '1-82500.jpg'.

Figure 2.19: Results on MLLMs’ capability of writing codes in python to replicate the input
figure. We show the rendered figures and specific codes.
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Figure 2.20: Results on spatial relationship understanding. Red highlights the wrong answer.

cases. Additionally, it sometimes fails to compare sizes correctly or makes incorrect size
comparisons.

Object Counting Object Counting is a foundational task in computer vision, which has var-
ious applications and usage in real world and downstream task. It plays a critical role in areas
such as crowd analysis [Kang et al. 2018], traffic monitoring [Kutlimuratov et al. 2023], inven-
tory management [DeHoratius et al. 2023], and wildlife population estimation [Delplanque
et al. 2023]. Beyond these practical uses, object counting also serves as a key building block
for more advanced vision systems, supporting tasks like density estimation, anomaly detec-
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tion, and resource allocation in diverse environments. Its broad applicability highlights its sig-
nificance in both academic research and industrial applications. To develop our exploration of
four models’ capability in object counting, we respectively select 50 images from widely-used
benchmark datasets, i.e., MSCOCO (val2014) [Lin et al. 2014] and FSC-147 [Ranjan et al.
2021]. In our experiments, we employ the text prompt “Count the number of X in the image”
to evaluate its performance. As shown in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2, GPT-4o demonstrates supe-
rior performance on both datasets. Specifically, GPT-4o correctly counts more samples, and
its incorrect predictions are closer to the ground truth. In contrast, LLaVA-NeXT struggles
with counting in several cases on both datasets, and GPT-4V also encounters this issue on the
FSC-147 dataset [Ranjan et al. 2021]. GPT-4o faces challenges when counting more than 10
objects, particularly in the range of 15-30 objects. The FSC-147 dataset [Ranjan et al. 2021]
primarily focuses on scenarios involving large quantities of objects, making the images more
complex than those in the MSCOCO (val2014) dataset [Lin et al. 2014]. As a result, GPT-4o
performs better on MSCOCO (val2014) [Lin et al. 2014], with 70.0% accuracy rate and 43
absolute error.

Additionally, challenges such as occluded objects or cluttered scenes can lead to errors in
the counting process. Samples from the MSCOCO (val2014) dataset [Lin et al. 2014] often
contain fewer objects of the same category but more objects from different categories, adding
complexity to the counting scenarios. As a result, GPT-4o struggles with accurately counting
samples that contain fewer than 10 items, like 4-7 items. We observe that while GPT-4V
accurately counts the number of objects, it incorrectly describes them in certain cases. In this
context, we do not classify this as inaccurate because our goal is to evaluate the models’
abilities in object counting, rather than in understanding or reasoning. Additionally, we notice
an interesting phenomenon: when an object is inaccurately named in the prompt, both large
MLLMs correct the name first and then count the object accurately under its correct name.
In contrast, the two smaller models, i.e., LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, simply count the
object and use the incorrect name provided in the prompt.

Object Localization Object localization [He et al. 2017, Lin et al. 2014, Zhou et al. 2016a] is
a fundamental challenge in the field of computer vision. We select 50 images from MSCOCO
(val2014) [Lin et al. 2014] where each object is well annotated with accurate bounding box
coordinate. In our preliminary experiments, we try to use a simple text prompt, “Localize X
in the image using bounding boxes (x1,y1,width,height).” And we find that GPT-4V cannot
generate any coordinate of the object. Therefore, we address this task by utilizing a step-
by-step text prompt, as illustrated in Figure 2.23. The results of our object localization
experiments are depicted in Figure 2.23 and the mmetric evaluation of four MLLMs are
shown in Table 2.3. Based on the findings that GPT-4o has the highest performance on mean
precision, mean recall, and F1 score metrics, while GPT-4V has the highest mAP, several
conclusions can be drawn:
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Figure 2.21: Results on object counting (MSCOCO). Red highlights the wrong answer.
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Figure 2.22: Results on object counting (FSC-147). Red highlights the wrong answer.
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Prompt: 
Assume you are an object detection model that aims to detect all the objects in the image. Definition of Bounding Box Coordinates: The bounding box coordinates (a, b, c, d) represent the normalized positions of the object

within the image: (a: The x-coordinate of the top-left corner of the bounding box, expressed as a percentage of the image width. It indicates the position from the left side of the image to the object's left boundary. The a ranges

from 0.00 to 1.00 with precision of 0.01. b: The y-coordinate of the top-left corner of the bounding box, expressed as a percentage of the image height. It indicates the position from the top of the image to the object's top

boundary. The b ranges from 0.00 to 1.00 with precision of 0.01. c: The x-coordinate of the bottom-right corner of the bounding box, expressed as a percentage of the image width. It indicates the position from the left side of

the image to the object's right boundary. The c ranges from 0.00 to 1.00 with precision of 0.01. d: The y-coordinate of the bottom-right corner of the bounding box, expressed as a percentage of the image height. It indicates

the position from the top of the image to the object's bottom boundary. The d ranges from 0.00 to 1.00 with precision of 0.01.) The top-left of the image has coordinates (0.00, 0.00). The bottom-right of the image has

coordinates (1.00, 1.00). Specify any particular regions of interest within the image that should be prioritized during object detection. For all the specified regions that contain the objects, generate the object's category type

and bounding box coordinates in the json format. The bounding box coordinates (a, b, c, d) should be as precise as possible. Do not only output rough coordinates such as (0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4). If there are more than one object

of the same category, output all of them. Please ensure that the bounding box coordinates are not examples. They should really reflect the position of the objects in the image. Output format: Json format: [('category for object

1', (a, b, c, d)), ('category for object 2': (a, b, c, d)), .., ('category for object n': (a, b, c, d))] Please follow the above instructions, detect the objects from the image below, and output the result in the "Output:" section.

GPT-4V 

Output:[('person', (0.18, 0.22, 0.82, 0.98)), ('ski', (0.25, 0.76, 0.75, 0.98)), ('ski poles', (0.48,

0.12, 0.52, 0.76))]

Visualization:

GPT-4o 

Output:```json[ { "category": "person", "bounding_box": [0.25, 0.25, 0.75, 0.75] },

{ "category": "skis", "bounding_box": [0.20, 0.70, 0.80, 0.90] }, { "category": "ski poles",

"bounding_box": [0.40, 0.30, 0.80, 0.50] }]

Visualization:

LLaVA-NeXT 
The skier in the image is located within the following bounding box coordinates: x1: 0.338, y1:

0.133, width: 0.756, height: 0.850

Visualization:

Phi-3-Vision 
('person', (0.34, 0.3, 0.67, 0.75)), ('snowboard', (0.0, 0.67, 0.99, 0.83)), -REPEAT-, ('snowboard',

(0.0, 0.67, 0.99, 0.83))

Visualization:

GPT-4V 

Output:[ ('elephant', (0.05, 0.22, 0.48, 0.88)), ('elephant', (0.51, 0.23, 0.95, 0.88))]

Visualization:

GPT-4o 

Output:```json[ { "category": "elephant", "bounding_box": [0.10, 0.20, 0.45, 0.80] },

{ "category": "elephant", "bounding_box": [0.50, 0.20, 0.85, 0.80] }]

Visualization:

LLaVA-NeXT 
The image provided is a bit blurry, but I'll do my best to localize the elephants using bounding boxes.

Please note that the bounding boxes are approximate and may not be perfectly aligned with the

actual positions of the elephants due to the image quality. For the elephant on the left:- x1:

0.058,0.159,0.383,0.811- y1: 0.208,0.178,0.453,0.811- width: 0.325,0.208,0.500,0.811- height:

0.658,0.178,0.803,0.811 For the elephant on the right:- x2: 0.589,0.178,0.853,0.811- y2:

0.491,0.178,0.853,0.811- width: 0.325,0.208,0.500,0.811- height: 0.658,0.178,0.803,0.811 Please

note that the bounding boxes are not perfectly aligned with the actual positions of the elephants due

to the image quality.

Phi-3-Vision 
('elephant', (0.12, 0.33, 0.45, 0.72)), ('elephant', (0.48, 0.36, 0.88, 0.72))

Visualization:

GPT-4V 

Output:[('teddy bear with chef hat', (0.02, 0.28, 0.24, 0.72)),('teddy bear with glasses and

green hat', (0.26, 0.28, 0.50, 0.72)),('teddy bear with pumpkin costume', (0.48, 0.35, 0.74,

0.80)),('teddy bear with aviator glasses', (0.76, 0.28, 0.98, 0.72)),('teddy bear with brown hat',

(0.24, 0.02, 0.50, 0.28))]

Visualization:

GPT-4o 

Output:```json[ { "category":"teddy bear", "bounding_box": (0.10, 0.20, 0.30, 0.50), "teddy

bear", "bounding_box": (0.35, 0.15, 0.55, 0.45), "teddy bear", (0.60, 0.20, 0.80, 0.50)),

"teddy bear","bounding_box": (0.20, 0.55, 0.40, 0.85), "teddy bear","bounding_box": (0.50,

0.55, 0.70, 0.85)]

Visualization:

LLaVA-NeXT 
The image shows four teddy bears arranged in a square pattern. Here are the bounding boxes for

each teddy bear: 1. Top left: (0.103,0.278,0.359,0.859)2. Top right: (0.403,0.023,0.633,0.509)3.

Bottom left: (0.077,0.303,0.353,0.869)4. Bottom right: (0.550,0.169,0.877,0.859) Please note that

the bounding boxes are approximate and may not be perfectly aligned with the edges of the teddy

bears due to the nature of the image and the limitations of the bounding box tool.

Phi-3-Vision 
('Stuffed Bear', (0.12, 0.43, 0.32, 0.65)), -REPEAT-, ('Stuffed Bear', (0.12, 0.43, 0.32, 0.65))

Visualization:

Object Localization (MSCOCO)

Figure 2.23: Results on object localization (MSCOCO). We visualize bounding boxes for
predicted coordinates and Ground Truth from MSCOCO.
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Table 2.1: Evaluation of 4 MLLMs’ capability of object counting on the FSC-147 dataset. We
use two metrics to evaluate the models’ object counting capabilities: the first is accuracy rate
(the proportion of cases where the predicted count matches the ground truth), and the second
is the absolute error sum (the sum of the absolute differences |Prediction−GT | for all cases).
[+N] indicates the model failed to provide the specified total number of objects.

Models Accuracy ↑ Absolute Error Sum ↓

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 0.18 168 [+65]
Phi-3-Vision 0.18 179

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 0.34 71 [+22]
GPT-4o 0.44 45

Table 2.2: Evaluation of 4 MLLMs’ capability of object counting on MSCOCO (val2014)
datasets [Lin et al. 2014]. We use two metrics to evaluate the models’ object counting
capabilities: the first is accuracy rate (the proportion of cases where the predicted count
matches the ground truth), and the second is the absolute error sum (the sum of the absolute
differences |Prediction−GT | for all cases). [+N] indicates the model failed to provide the
specified total number of objects.

Models Accuracy ↑ Absolute Error Sum ↓

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 0.48 75 [+8]
Phi-3-Vision 0.36 114

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 0.40 90
GPT-4o 0.66 45

Model Strength Analysis. GPT-4o achieving higher mean precision, recall, and F1 score
but not excelling in mAP suggests that while it may be better at detecting objects overall, it
might not be as precise in determining the exact location (bounding box) of these objects
compared to GPT-4V, which has a higher mAP. GPT-4V’s higher mAP indicates that it might
produce more accurate bounding boxes, even if it detects fewer objects overall. This suggests
it may be better suited for tasks where precise localization is more critical than sheer detection
rate. LLaVA-NeXT has a mean precision of 0.1, a mean recall of 0.71, and an F1 score of
0.083, which are not as good as GPT-4o, but still a better performing model compared with
Phi-3-Vision and GPT-4V.
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Challenges in Object Localization. The low values across all metrics indicate that the
models face significant challenges in object localization tasks. An F1 score below 0.1 suggests
substantial difficulty or imbalance in the models’ ability to correctly identify and localize ob-
jects. Similarly, an mAP of 0.449, although the highest among the models, still points to strug-
gles in maintaining high precision across various recall thresholds and classes, underscoring
the models’ overall difficulty in accurately localizing objects in complex scenarios.

Overall, the low metrics across mean precision, recall, F1 score, and mAP in the context of
object localization suggest that the models face substantial difficulties in accurately identify-
ing and precisely localizing objects within images. While GPT-4o performs better in overall
detection, GPT-4V shows superiority in localization accuracy. LLaVA-NeXT performs rela-
tively well in all aspects, but does not have any particularly outstanding advantages, and is
suitable for general object positioning tasks. Phi-3-Vision performs poorly in all indicators
and may need further optimization or selection of more suitable tasks. These findings high-
light the need for further improvements in model architecture, training data, or additional
refinement techniques to enhance object localization performance.

Table 2.3: Performance Metrics of large and small MLLMs on object localization task.

Model Mean Precision ↑ Mean Recall ↑ F1 Score ↑ mAP ↑

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 0.100 0.071 0.083 0.250
Phi-3-Vision 0.057 0.053 0.055 0.228

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 0.044 0.029 0.035 0.449
GPT-4o 0.114 0.088 0.099 0.256

Dense Captioning Dense captioning [Johnson et al. 2016] requires a computer vision sys-
tem to generate natural descriptions for salient regions within a given image. This advanced
task in the vision-language field typically needs a complex system that integrates multiple
specialized components, such as an object detector, celebrity recognition model, and image
captioning model. To explore GPT-4V’s capabilities in dense captioning, we use an instruc-
tional prompt, as illustrated in Figure 2.24. The results were very poor, no model could answer
all the questions correctly. Specifically, GPT-4o achieves the highest accuracy in recognizing
image resolution, correctly identifying 4 out of 12 cases, while the other models all score
zero. Although LLaVA-NeXT attempts to provide image resolution in each case, none of its
estimates are accurate. GPT-4V struggles with identifying or making assumptions about the
people in the image, failing in 10 cases; however, in 6 of those cases, it does provide a general
description of the image. None of the four models can accurately identify the person’s name
or provide detailed captions, such as their position or field of work. Additionally, they all fail
to accurately locate each person within the image.
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Figure 2.24: Results on dense captioning. Red highlights the wrong answer. We can observe
that four MLLMs cannot provide specific name of each individual in the images.

2.2.2 Logical Thinking
Visual Math Mathematics is a crucial component of intelligence testing. To evaluate this, we
selected math problems of varying difficulty levels, ranging from basic arithmetic to advanced
Olympic-level challenges. In total, there are 15 samples in this task: four for equation
solving, one for limit calculation, three for geometry problems, and seven for Olympic-level
challenges. The accuracy results are as follows: GPT-4V achieved 8 full and 2 partial correct
answers out of 15, GPT-4o had 11 full and 2 partial correct answers, LLaVA-NeXT managed
1 correct answer, and Phi-3-Vision obtained 2 full and 1 partial correct answers out of 15.

In our experiments, we observe that GPT-4o excels at extracting essential information from
images and demonstrates the highest performance in solving math problems. It also tends to
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present solutions in a well-structured, step-by-step manner, effectively showcasing its ability
to provide clear explanations. GPT-4o’s strength lies in its ability to not only understand
the mathematical concepts but also articulate the reasoning process clearly, which is evident
in its ability to tackle more complex problems, including those at the Olympic level. The
structured approach it adopts indicates a strong capability for logical sequencing and problem
decomposition, which are essential for handling advanced mathematical challenges. While
GPT-4V performs second-best and similarly offers step-by-step explanations, it often fails to
generate final answers in the given cases. This suggests that while GPT-4V is competent in
understanding the problem-solving process, it sometimes lacks the precision needed to reach
the correct solution, particularly in more complex or abstract problems. The partial solutions it
provides indicate a reasonable grasp of the mathematical operations involved, but its struggle
to reach conclusive answers points to potential weaknesses in its execution of more intricate
calculations or in maintaining accuracy through multi-step processes.

As for the small MLLMs, both LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision show significant limita-
tions in their ability to solve mathematical problems. Although they understand the tasks as
prompted, they struggle to accurately solve the math problems, particularly those involving
higher levels of abstraction or complexity. LLaVA-NeXT, which managed only 1 correct an-
swer, often fails to grasp the underlying mathematical concepts required to solve the problems,
suggesting a gap in its ability to apply mathematical reasoning in a structured manner. Phi-3-
Vision, with 2 full and 1 partial correct answers, exhibits a slightly better performance but still
shows a lack of consistency and depth in its problem-solving approach. These models often
resort to superficial pattern recognition rather than engaging in the deeper logical processes
needed to solve mathematical problems, indicating a fundamental limitation in their cognitive
capabilities when it comes to numerical reasoning and abstract thinking.

Raven’s Progressive Matrices Raven’s Progressive Matrices (RPM) [Raven 2003] is a
widely recognized non-verbal IQ test designed to assess abstract reasoning and problem-
solving abilities. By minimizing the influence of language, culture, and formal education,
RPM serves as an ideal tool for evaluating AI models [Barrett et al. 2018, Huang et al.
2023, Zhang et al. 2019]. The test involves either three or eight images arranged in 2-by-2
or 3-by-3 matrices, with one image missing. The task is to identify the correct image from
several candidates by discerning the underlying patterns within the provided images. In our
experiments, we challenge four MLLMs by presenting the entire question page as a single
image, rather than breaking it down into interleaved image-text pairs. This approach is chosen
for two reasons: interleaved image-text pairs are not compatible with small MLLMs, and
using the full question page more closely mirrors how humans take IQ tests.

Our observations reveal that RPM poses significant challenges for both large and small
MLLMs. GPT-4V, the best performer, correctly answers only 5 out of 15 samples, indicating
that even the most advanced models face difficulties in abstract reasoning tasks that require
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Figure 2.25: Results on basic-level visual math reasoning. Red highlights that the answer is
incorrect.
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Figure 2.26: Results on Olympic-level visual math reasoning. Red highlights that the answer
is incorrect.

pattern recognition and logical inference. GPT-4o closely follows with 4 correct answers,
demonstrating a similar level of capability but also highlighting limitations in complex visual-
spatial processing. These models demonstrate an ability to discern patterns and relationships
within the matrices, yet their struggles suggest that improvements are needed in handling the
complexity and subtlety of the tasks presented by RPM. Specifically, their difficulties may
stem from challenges in decomposing complex visual information into discernible patterns,
integrating this information across different visual contexts, and applying logical inference to
identify the correct missing piece.

The performance gap between these large models and the smaller ones is stark: LLaVA-
NeXT and Phi-3-Vision struggle considerably, failing to solve any of the 15 samples. This
poor performance by the smaller models suggests a fundamental weakness in their ability to
generalize from visual patterns and apply abstract reasoning. The tasks within RPM require
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not only the recognition of surface-level features but also an understanding of the underlying
relationships between images, a cognitive process that appears to be particularly challenging
for these models. Their inability to solve even a single sample points to deficiencies in both
the depth of their pattern recognition algorithms and their capacity to engage in higher-order
reasoning.

2.2.3 Chart, Table and Document
Chart Understanding and Reasoning We further investigate the ability of both large and
small MLLMs in chart understanding and reasoning. For evaluating low-level data analysis
tasks on charts, we use the ChartInsights [Wu et al. 2024] Dataset. This dataset includes a
diverse array of visual variants, visual and textual prompts, and comprehensive metadata,
allowing us to examine the performance of MLLMs in the low-level ChartQA task across
different scenarios. We observed that the figures in the ChartInsights dataset are relatively
simple. Therefore, we added 7 complex chart figures, following the ChartInsights construction
pipeline, to enhance the dataset’s complexity.

The ChartInsights [Wu et al. 2024] test dataset consists of 400 unique chart images
and contains 17,552 (chart, task, query, answer) ChartQA samples across 7 chart types
for 10 low-level data analysis tasks. The tasks are categorized into three main categories:
Analysis (Reasoning, Anomaly, Distribution, Correlation), Search (Determine Range, Order,
Filter), and Query (Retrieve Value, Find Extremum, Find Cluster), resulting in a total of 10
distinct low-level tasks. Additionally, the dataset incorporates four different textual prompting
methods: Fill-in-the-Blank, Multiple-choice, Yes-or-No, and Error Correction, to evaluate the
performance of MLLMs across various scenarios. After adding the 7 complex figure, the
dataset for evaluating chart reasoning tasks now consists of 4 textual prompt variants on the
17,622 (chart, task, question, answer), and thus produce 70,488 instances at the end. The 7
figures are all the combination of different chart types. The adding samples all belong to one
chart type called “Mixed Chart”.

We use both sets to evaluate MLLMs’ capability of chart understanding and reasoning. We
analyze the answers of MLLMs, compare them with Ground Truth, and calculate the accuracy.

Overall Evaluation on Various MLLMs In Table 2.4 and Table 2.6, we find that among
the four models, the performance of large MLLMs is significantly superior to that of small
MLLMs. The average accuracy rate of these models is calculated to be 51.08%. Notably,
LLaVA-NeXT exhibits the lowest performance at 34.92%, while GPT-4o demonstrates the
highest performance at 65.28%. Among all models, GPT-4o achieves the best results in six
out of ten tasks. This indicates that GPT-4o is highly effective across a wide range of appli-
cations. Surprisingly, Phi-3-Vision excels in three out of ten tasks, despite not matching the
overall performance levels of GPT-4V and GPT-4o. This model shows strong generalization
capabilities and clear advantages in logical reasoning tasks, highlighting its potential in spe-
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Figure 2.27: Example questions from the Raven’s Progressive Matrices. Red highlights that
the answer is inaccurate.
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Table 2.4: Performance comparison of different MLLMs across 10 ChartQA tasks on ChartIn-
sights test set. “Reason” denotes Reasoning, “Distr” stands for Distribution, “Corr” represents
Correlation, and “Anom” represents Anomaly. All values in the table are presented as percent-
ages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 33.53 5.39 30.29 15.23 26.83 13.65 36.78 35.94 54.22 17.90 34.92
Phi-3-Vision 41.10 64.22 58.65 42.58 57.77 33.65 58.47 72.28 83.82 76.56 46.91

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 39.55 60.29 65.87 32.03 73.96 41.73 53.69 67.75 88.91 73.44 57.20
GPT-4o 59.46 70.59 58.17 30.47 80.81 64.81 47.58 81.33 94.16 75.43 65.28

cific areas where robust analytical skills are required. And in Table 2.5 and Table 2.7, we also
conclude that large MLLMs outperform small MLLMs, particularly in complex scenarios
that combine more than two chart types in a single figure. In these more demanding situ-
ations, LLaVA-NeXT again shows the lowest performance at 23.93%, significantly lagging
behind the other three models. In contrast, GPT-4o achieves the best performance at 41.43%,
reinforcing its status as the top-performing model across different conditions. Furthermore,
the performance of Phi-3-Vision is comparable to that of the large MLLMs in these complex
scenarios, further verifying its capability in low-level analysis tasks. This model’s ability to
perform well in both straightforward and intricate contexts demonstrates its versatility and
robustness.

Overall, the data clearly indicates that large MLLMs, particularly GPT-4o, consistently
deliver superior performance compared to small MLLMs. Phi-3-Vision, while not the top per-
former, shows significant promise in specific tasks, especially those requiring generalization
and logical reasoning.

In-depth Evaluation of Textual Prompt Variations on MLLMs We also follow
ChartInsights [Wu et al. 2024] benchmarking method to benchmark MLLMs’ performances
across 10 low-level ChartQA tasks and investigate the impact of 4 types of Textual Prompt
strategies on four models. Table 2.8 and Table 2.9 presents the overall performance of both
large and small MLLMs across 10 low-level tasks with four textual prompts. Specifically,
in Table 2.8, GPT-4o exhibits the highest overall accuracy with the Multiple-Choice prompt,
achieving 81.13%. In addition, it also performs well with the Fill-in-the-Blank prompt and
Error Correction prompt, with 59.62% and 57.36% accuracy, respectively. And Phi-3-Vision
achieves the highest overall accuracy with the Yes-or-No prompt, achieving 74.96%. In
Table 2.9 which shows the results of additional complex charts, Phi-3-Vision exhibits the
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Table 2.5: Performance comparison of different MLLMs across 10 ChartQA tasks on ad-
ditional complex set. “Reason” denotes Reasoning, “Distr” stands for Distribution, “Corr”
represents Correlation, and “Anom” represents Anomaly. All values in the table are presented
as percentages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 25.0 35.71 12.5 17.86 28.57 10.71 14.29 46.43 32.14 14.29 23.93
Phi-3-Vision 34.38 39.29 45.83 46.43 42.86 7.14 28.57 53.57 28.57 53.57 37.86

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 43.75 42.86 45.83 35.71 35.71 25.00 35.71 57.14 53.57 32.14 40.71
GPT-4o 46.88 35.71 41.67 50.00 35.71 17.86 39.29 57.14 53.57 35.71 41.43

Table 2.6: Accuracy scores of 4 MLLMs across 7 chart and 4 question types on ChartInsights
test set. FB: Fill-in-the-Blank Prompt; MC: Multiple-Choice Prompt; YN: Yes-or-No Prompt;
EC: Error Correction Prompt.

Models Chart Types Question Types

Grouped
Bar

Stacked
Bar

Grouped
Line

Basic
Bar

Basic
Line

Scatter
Plot

Pie FB MC YN EC

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 33.52 30.91 26.19 43.95 42.81 23.4 31.98 16.61 50.48 59.59 12.06
Phi-3-Vision 52.86 50.26 44.05 66.38 55.31 59.86 61.05 43.92 71.74 75.02 37.76

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 52.82 50.58 50.0 65.04 52.5 67.1 59.38 47.7 65.22 70.88 45.94
GPT-4o 62.95 60.32 61.01 77.85 61.25 73.28 73.04 59.62 81.13 74.25 57.36

Table 2.7: Accuracy scores of 4 MLLMs across 1 chart and 4 question types on additional test
set. FB: Fill-in-the-Blank Prompt; MC: Multiple-Choice Prompt; YN: Yes-or-No Prompt; EC:
Error Correction Prompt.

Models Chart Types Question Types

Mixed FB MC YN EC

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 23.93 10.0 18.57 58.57 8.57
Phi-3-Vision 37.86 24.29 32.86 71.43 22.86

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 40.71 34.29 31.43 62.86 34.29
GPT-4o 41.43 37.14 27.14 62.86 38.57
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Table 2.8: The Effectiveness of Textual Prompts vs. Ten Low-level Tasks on ChartInsight test
set. “Reason” denotes Reasoning, “Distr” stands for Distribution, “Corr” represents Correla-
tion, and “Anom” represents Anomaly. All values in the table are presented as percentages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Fill-in-the-Blank

LLaVA-NeXT 1.87 11.76 26.92 12.50 2.09 3.08 18.31 34.46 48.84 14.77 16.61
Phi-3-Vision 14.86 31.37 41.35 51.56 39.16 20.00 38.14 78.69 92.22 78.98 43.92
GPT-4V 19.68 66.67 72.12 42.19 70.50 18.46 40.85 68.43 89.40 72.73 47.70
GPT-4o 45.73 47.06 63.46 43.75 62.66 64.62 39.15 83.17 91.39 63.64 59.62

Multiple-Choice

LLaVA-NeXT 41.16 0.00 48.08 35.94 39.95 25.38 55.08 62.98 81.13 36.36 50.48
Phi-3-Vision 66.19 52.94 49.04 37.50 61.62 53.85 65.76 83.97 97.85 77.84 71.74
GPT-4V 44.16 88.24 60.58 28.12 98.43 43.85 56.27 81.09 97.19 81.25 65.22
GPT-4o 79.78 74.51 59.62 35.94 98.96 79.23 53.73 93.75 99.01 73.30 81.13

Yes-or-No

LLaVA-NeXT 80.14 9.80 45.19 12.50 63.19 18.46 52.37 38.30 61.75 20.45 59.59
Phi-3-Vision 69.86 100.00 74.04 42.19 85.64 58.46 91.69 63.94 81.29 80.11 75.02
GPT-4V 74.85 31.37 79.81 46.88 51.96 81.54 78.14 56.57 81.29 72.16 70.88
GPT-4o 76.05 74.51 74.04 23.44 88.25 45.38 52.03 68.75 95.03 89.20 74.25

Error Correction

LLaVA-NeXT 10.95 0.00 0.96 0.00 2.09 7.69 21.36 8.01 25.17 0.00 12.06
Phi-3-Vision 13.48 72.55 70.19 39.06 44.65 2.31 38.31 62.50 63.91 69.32 37.76
GPT-4V 19.49 54.90 50.96 10.94 74.93 23.08 39.49 64.90 87.75 67.61 45.94
GPT-4o 36.28 86.27 35.58 18.75 73.37 70.00 45.42 79.65 91.23 75.57 57.36

highest overall accuracy with the Yes-or-No prompt, achieving 71.42%. Additionally, it also
performs in Multiple-Choice prompt with 32.86% accuracy.And GPT-4o performs well with
the Fill-in-the-Blank prompt and Error Correction prompt, with 37.13% and 38.58% accuracy,
respectively. And LLaVA-NeXT has zero accuracy in Multiple-Choice prompt and Error Cor-
rection prompt in both ChartInsights [Wu et al. 2024] test set and additional test set. And we
also find that in the additional set, all four models has difficulty in handling Fill-in-the-Blank
prompt and Error Correction in “Order” task.

Table 2.10 shows the overall accuracy of four models for different chart types in 10 low-
level tasks. Overall, GPT-4o has the highest performance on all chart types among all models,
where it gets the highest on basic bar charts, reaching an average accuracy of 77.85%. The
main reason is that the chart structure of the basic bar chart is relatively simple. Similarly,
GPT-4o achieves better results on charts with simple structures such as scatter plots and pie
charts. And on charts with moderate structures like grouped line and grouped bar, GPT-4o
gets better results among all the models and the average accuracy is over 60%. For charts with
complex structures shown in Table 2.7, the accuracy of GPT-4o is lower than 50%.
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Table 2.9: The Effectiveness of Textual Prompts vs. Ten Low-level Tasks on additional test set.
“Reason” denotes Reasoning, “Distr” stands for Distribution, “Corr” represents Correlation,
and “Anom” represents Anomaly. All values in the table are presented as percentages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Fill-in-the-Blank

LLaVA-NeXT 0.00 14.29 0.00 14.29 0.00 0.00 14.29 42.86 14.29 0.00 10.00
Phi-3-Vision 12.50 42.86 50.00 14.29 14.29 0.00 14.29 42.86 0.00 57.14 24.30
GPT-4V 37.50 28.57 50.00 28.57 14.29 0.00 42.86 57.14 42.86 42.86 34.29
GPT-4o 62.50 57.14 0.00 14.29 42.86 0.00 14.29 71.43 57.14 42.86 37.13

Multiple-Choice

LLaVA-NeXT 25.00 0.00 0.00 14.29 57.14 14.29 0.00 42.86 28.57 0.00 18.57
Phi-3-Vision 25.00 14.29 33.33 14.29 71.43 0.00 28.57 71.43 14.29 57.14 32.86
GPT-4V 25.00 28.57 16.67 14.29 42.86 14.29 42.86 57.14 42.86 28.57 31.43
GPT-4o 25.00 28.57 33.33 0.00 28.57 14.29 28.57 57.14 14.29 42.86 27.15

Yes-or-No

LLaVA-NeXT 75.00 28.57 33.33 100.00 57.14 28.57 42.86 100.00 57.14 57.14 58.56
Phi-3-Vision 75.00 71.43 33.33 100.00 71.43 28.57 71.43 71.43 100.00 85.71 71.42
GPT-4V 62.50 42.86 66.67 71.43 57.14 85.71 42.86 71.43 85.71 42.86 62.86
GPT-4o 75.00 42.86 66.67 85.71 57.14 57.14 71.43 42.86 85.71 42.86 62.85

Error Correction

LLaVA-NeXT 0.00 28.57 16.67 14.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 28.57 0.00 8.58
Phi-3-Vision 25.00 57.14 66.67 28.57 14.29 0.00 0.00 28.57 0.00 14.29 22.87
GPT-4V 50.00 42.86 50.00 57.14 28.57 0.00 14.29 42.86 42.86 14.29 34.29
GPT-4o 25.00 71.43 66.67 42.86 14.29 0.00 42.86 57.14 57.14 14.29 38.58

Table Understanding and Reasoning Similar to chart experiments, we explore table under-
standing and reasoning in a quantitative way by constructing a new dataset which consists of
33 unique table images. We group the 10 low-level tasks into three categories, namely Anal-
ysis, Search, and Query, based on their purpose and required reasoning abilities. Next, we
should decide which tasks are applicable to which types of tables. We will follow the recom-
mendations on the task-based effectiveness of humans to assign the tasks to each type. Finally,
we have 166 (table, task, question, answer) and thus produce 664 (table, task, question, an-
swer) at the end. We call the proposed dataset TableInsights Similar to charts, we analyze the
answers of MLLMs, compare them with Ground Truth, and calculate the accuracy.

Overall Evaluation on Various MLLMs In Tables 2.11 and 2.12, we observe that
among the four models, the performances of large MLLMs are significantly superior to
those of small MLLMs. Among them, LLaVA-NeXT has the worst performance at 26.47%,
while GPT-4o has the best performance at 57.50%. In all models, GPT-4o achieves its best
performance in 6 out of 10 tasks, and GPT-4V achieves its best performance in 4 out of 10.
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Table 2.10: The Average Accuracy of Different Chart Types vs. Ten Low-level Tasks (“–”
means “N/A”) on ChartInsight test set. “Reason” denotes Reasoning, “Distr” stands for
Distribution, “Corr” represents Correlation, and “Anom” represents Anomaly. All values in
the table are presented as percentages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Grouped Bar

LLaVA-NeXT 32.28 - - - 24.47 - 32.37 27.89 57.76 15.0 33.52
Phi-3-Vision 37.68 - - - 48.16 - 54.34 60.66 83.16 69.47 52.86
GPT-4V 28.68 - - - 79.74 - 53.03 65.92 93.03 63.68 52.82
GPT-4o 52.24 - - - 82.37 - 34.74 77.50 98.16 64.74 62.95

Stacked Bar

LLaVA-NeXT 32.48 - - - 23.90 - 32.90 25.74 38.24 20.22 30.91
Phi-3-Vision 37.44 - - - 40.44 - 48.53 59.19 70.40 82.35 50.26
GPT-4V 29.23 - - - 59.19 - 51.65 67.83 75.0 84.56 50.58
GPT-4o 53.55 - - - 57.35 - 32.54 75.37 81.25 87.50 60.32

Grouped Line

LLaVA-NeXT 25.00 - 21.43 - 33.33 - - - - - 26.19
Phi-3-Vision 34.52 - 39.29 - 67.86 - - - - - 44.05
GPT-4V 28.57 - 74.02 38.46 72.62 - - - - - 50.0
GPT-4o 45.24 - 69.05 - 84.52 - - - - - 61.01

Basic Bar

LLaVA-NeXT 41.61 - - 23.08 33.24 16.76 34.80 48.69 74.43 - 43.95
Phi-3-Vision 54.11 - - 34.62 59.94 35.11 64.91 85.71 96.31 - 66.38
GPT-4V 55.83 - - 38.46 80.40 46.28 53.55 72.14 94.32 - 65.04
GPT-4o 69.35 - - 44.23 89.49 68.62 65.20 88.57 99.57 - 77.85

Basic Line

LLaVA-NeXT 39.84 - 47.66 - 39.06 - - - - - 42.81
Phi-3-Vision 46.88 - 57.03 - 68.75 - - - - - 55.31
GPT-4V 51.56 - 50.0 - 59.38 - - - - - 52.50
GPT-4o 69.53 - 35.94 - 95.31 - - - - - 61.25

Scatter Plot

LLaVA-NeXT 29.66 5.39 23.04 13.24 17.16 - 17.47 - 30.07 26.92 23.40
Phi-3-Vision 30.64 64.22 67.65 44.61 68.63 - 35.35 - 81.37 98.08 59.86
GPT-4V 59.31 60.29 74.02 30.39 67.65 - - - 90.44 86.54 67.10
GPT-4o 71.57 70.59 26.96 - 84.31 - - - 94.61 90.38 73.28

Pie

LLaVA-NeXT 14.20 - - - 27.27 5.56 62.50 38.64 - - 31.98
Phi-3-Vision 31.25 - - - 79.55 29.86 69.89 85.51 - - 61.05
GPT-4V 57.95 - - - 84.66 29.86 58.52 61.08 - - 59.38
GPT-4o 75.57 - - - 85.23 54.86 63.35 81.53 - - 73.04
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Table 2.11: Accuracy scores of 4 MLLMs across 10 tasks on TableInsights. “Reason” denotes
Reasoning, “Distr” stands for Distribution, “Corr” represents Correlation, and “Anom” repre-
sents Anomaly. All values in the table are presented as percentages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 18.27 39.58 40.00 25.00 34.62 13.46 21.43 29.76 27.08 25.00 26.56
Phi-3-Vision 26.92 58.33 65.00 25.00 42.31 21.15 46.43 26.19 20.83 53.12 38.12

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 39.55 60.29 65.87 32.03 73.96 41.73 53.69 67.75 88.91 73.44 50.47
GPT-4o 53.85 60.42 53.33 50.00 84.62 48.08 50.00 69.05 52.08 54.69 57.50

Table 2.12: Accuracy scores of 4 MLLMs across 4 question types on TableInsights. FB:
Fill-in-the-Blank Prompt; MC: Multiple-Choice Prompt; YN: Yes-or-No Prompt; EC: Error
Correction Prompt. All values in the table are presented as percentages.

Models Table Question Types

FB MC YN EC

Small MLLMs

LLaVA-NeXT 26.56 15.62 33.75 53.12 3.75
Phi-3-Vision 38.12 18.12 46.88 72.50 15.0

Large MLLMs

GPT-4V 50.47 51.88 48.12 58.75 43.12
GPT-4o 57.50 58.75 56.88 71.25 43.12

As a result, GPT-4o possess strong generalization capabilities and show clear advantages in
aspects such as logical reasoning on table figures.

In-depth Evaluation of Textual Prompt Variations on MLLMs In this set of experi-
ments, we aim to investigate the impact of 4 types of Textual Prompt strategies on four models
across 10 low-level ChartQA tasks applying on table figures. Table 2.13 presents the overall
performance of four models across 10 low-level tasks with four textual prompts. Specifically,
Phi-3-Vision [Abdin et al. 2024] exhibits the highest overall accuracy with the Yes-or-No
prompt, achieving 72.50%. And GPT-4o performs well with the Fill-in-the-blank prompt,
Multiple-Choice prompt and Error Correction prompt, with 54.83%, 53.13% and 43.12% ac-
curacy. Besides, both large and small MLLMs show better performance on Fill-in-the-Blank,
Multiple-Choice and Yes-or-No prompts than the Error Correction prompts. And two small
MLLMs have zero accuracy in Fill-in-the-Blank and Error Correction prompts.
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Table 2.13: The Effectiveness of Textual Prompts vs. Ten Low-level Tasks on TableInsights.
“Reason” denotes Reasoning, “Distr” stands for Distribution, “Corr” represents Correlation,
and “Anom” represents Anomaly. All values in the table are presented as percentages.

Models Analysis Search Query Overall
Reason Distr Corr Anom Range Order Filter Retrieval ExtremumCluster

Fill-in-the-Blank

LLaVA-NeXT 0.00 8.33 60.00 0.00 7.69 0.00 19.05 23.81 8.33 25.00 15.62
Phi-3-Vision 3.85 16.67 60.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.10 0.00 8.33 50.00 18.12
GPT-4V 46.15 33.33 73.33 36.36 84.62 30.77 52.38 57.14 33.33 62.50 51.88
GPT-4o 53.85 41.67 46.67 36.36 84.62 38.46 85.71 66.67 58.33 56.25 58.75

Multiple-Choice

LLaVA-NeXT 23.08 33.33 60.00 27.27 61.54 15.38 33.33 28.57 33.33 31.25 33.75
Phi-3-Vision 30.77 58.33 73.33 45.45 84.62 30.77 52.38 33.33 16.67 56.25 46.88
GPT-4V 50.00 50.00 33.33 54.55 76.92 15.38 47.62 57.14 50.00 43.75 48.12
GPT-4o 57.69 66.67 53.33 72.73 92.31 53.85 42.86 57.14 50.00 37.50 56.88

Yes-or-No

LLaVA-NeXT 46.15 91.67 40.00 72.73 61.54 38.46 33.33 66.67 58.33 43.75 53.12
Phi-3-Vision 73.08 100.00 73.33 54.55 84.62 53.85 76.19 71.43 58.33 75.00 72.50
GPT-4V 57.69 25.00 73.33 72.73 53.85 53.85 52.38 80.95 66.67 43.75 58.75
GPT-4o 61.54 41.67 60.00 90.91 84.62 76.92 38.10 95.24 75.00 62.50 71.25

Error Correction

LLaVA-NeXT 3.85 25.00 0.00 0.00 7.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 3.75
Phi-3-Vision 0.00 58.33 53.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.05 0.00 0.00 31.25 15.0
GPT-4V 26.92 50.00 46.67 36.36 76.92 23.08 47.62 57.14 16.67 50.00 43.12
GPT-4o 42.31 41.67 53.33 0.00 76.92 23.08 33.33 57.14 25.00 62.50 43.12

Document Understanding Figure 2.28 and Figure 2.29 illustrates the results across various
types of documents, including floor plans, posters, exam papers, and research papers. We
collect four floor plan samples and test them with two prompts: a simple prompt, “Describe the
image,” and a specific prompt tailored to the floor plan. Additionally, we gather five posters,
which are evaluated using a combined prompt shown in Figure 2.28. We also explore more
challenging cases by providing a long-text exam paper and a technical paper with multiple
pages as input as illustrated in Figure 2.29. Two exam papers are assessed with the prompt,
“Answer the questions in the image,” and three research papers from different fields are used
to evaluate the MLLMs’ ability to understand long documents. Due to LLaVA-NeXT and
Phi-3-Vision’s limitation of supporting only a single image input, we test the long document
understanding capability only on the large models.

Specifically, in the exam paper scenario, only GPT-4o provides accurate answers, while
GPT-4V offers a problem-solving approach but does not directly answer the questions.
LLaVA-NeXT attempts to answer each question but fails to generate correct answers, and Phi-
3 Vision struggles, failing to generate answers in one case and incorrectly answering the other.
In the poster scenario, for conference posters, GPT-4o successfully extracts text and answers
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the prompt, whereas GPT-4V and LLaVA-NeXT only extracts the text without addressing the
prompt. Phi-3-Vision has mixed results, succeeding in one case with a succinct description but
missing the second question. For advertisement posters, GPT-4o achieves perfect accuracy
(3/3), while GPT-4V scores 0/3, LLaVA-NeXT scores 0/3, and Phi-3 Vision manages 1/3.
In the floor plan scenario, both GPT-4o and GPT-4V achieve 2/4 accuracy, with GPT-4o
providing more accurate descriptions in the other two cases, while LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3
Vision only manage partial accuracy in all cases. Finally, in research paper understanding,
both GPT-4o and GPT-4V describe the papers in detail and highlight their contributions
but there still exists some incorrect description like the name of datasets. Overall, GPT-4o
demonstrates the highest performance in this task among the four models.

2.2.4 Multimodal Reasoning
Emotion Understanding We next assess the ability of the four models to perform visual
sentiment analysis, focusing on their capacity to understand and predict human emotional
responses to visual content. This capability is essential for MLLMs, as it allows the models
to anticipate how visual stimuli might evoke human emotions and respond appropriately. To
evaluate this, we sampled 15 relevant images from the web. The two large models and LLaVA-
NeXT performed exceptionally well, each achieving a perfect score of 15/15. These models
effectively interpreted visual sentiments such as contentment, anger, awe, and fear, based on
both the semantic content and image style. In contrast, Phi-3-Vision achieved an accuracy of
9/15, with successful cases primarily occurring in natural scenes and outdoor events, as shown
in Figure 2.30, where more visual cues were available for the model to infer emotions.

Food/Landmark/Celebrity/Logo Understanding This task evaluates the multimodal rea-
soning capabilities of MLLMs by assessing their ability to combine cultural knowledge, tex-
tual comprehension, and world knowledge across various categories, including food (menus),
celebrities, landmarks, and logos. The models are challenged to understand and compare
dishes, ingredients, and preparation methods, as well as recognize famous individuals, iconic
landmarks, and corporate logos. In the context of food-related queries, the task requires mod-
els to engage in contextual adaptation, such as recommending suitable dishes for specific sce-
narios, understanding dietary preferences, and analyzing nutritional information. For celebri-
ties and landmarks, the models need to integrate visual recognition with knowledge of public
figures and cultural symbols. Additionally, for logos, the models must draw on brand recog-
nition and industry-specific knowledge. This task highlights the models’ ability to perform
analytical reasoning, such as comparing calorie content or identifying key features of a land-
mark. A total of 35 samples are collected, spanning food, celebrities, landmarks in different
countries, and logos from different industries. In this task, GPT-4o achieves the highest perfor-
mance, correctly answering 25 out of 35 questions. GPT-4V follows with 17 correct responses,
demonstrating moderate competency. LLaVA-NeXT manages to answer 17 out of 35 ques-
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Figure 2.28: Results on document understanding. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect
or does not provide specific name.

tions accurately, while Phi-3-Vision performs the lowest, with only 6 correct answers. These
results reveal significant disparities in multimodal reasoning capabilities among the models,
with GPT-4o demonstrating the strongest overall performance in this diverse evaluation task.
We observe that, consistent with the findings from the ”celebrity recognition” task, GPT-4o,
GPT-4V, and Phi-3-Vision are unable to recognize the celebrity in the image. As a result, they
are unable to answer the related questions accurately.
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Figure 2.29: Results on document understanding. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect
or does not provide detailed description.
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Figure 2.30: Results on understanding how different visual contents may arouse human
emotions. Red highlights that the answer is inaccurate.
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Figure 2.31: Examples of Food/Landmark/Celebrity/Logo Understanding. Red highlights
that the answer is inaccurate.
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2.2.5 Multimodal Knowledge and Commonsense
Science and Knowledge We further evaluate the capabilities of four MLLMs in tasks that
require reasoning with scientific knowledge [Lu et al. 2022]. For this, we provide each model
with a text prompt and a corresponding image, covering a broad range of topics including
geography, physics, chemistry, biology, and earth science. In total, seven cases were collected
for this evaluation. Our findings show that GPT-4V and GPT-4o each achieve 4 correct
answers, while LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision provide 3 fully accurate answers and one
partially correct response each. We observe that both GPT models struggle with geography
questions but perform well in chemistry, with GPT-4o also successfully answering biology
questions. The two smaller models, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, demonstrate a general
ability to answer science questions based on visual context, but they tend to miss certain
details. For instance, in the example shown in Figure 2.32, both models fail to identify
”caterpillar” as a consumer. Furthermore, when presented with a more specific prompt, such
as “Suppose you are a teacher, please use the figure to explain X,” all four models—large and
small—consistently adopt a tutorial approach, providing step-by-step explanations, as shown
in the last example in Figure 2.32.

Joke and Meme Understanding jokes and memes is essential for MLLMs, as these forms of
expression play a significant role in modern communication and cultural discourse. Jokes and
memes commonly draw on contemporary events, cultural phenomena, or prevailing internet
trends, requiring a nuanced understanding of contextual and cultural subtleties. Successfully
interpreting them involves deciphering the interaction between visual elements and text,
as well as capturing the intended humor or underlying message—challenges that demand
advanced comprehension and contextual reasoning capabilities.

For MLLMs, understanding jokes and memes enhances their ability to communicate
effectively, interpret human emotions and sentiments, and engage users naturally in diverse
contexts. This capability also allows them to contribute to trend prediction, sentiment analysis,
and cultural expression, ultimately facilitating their integration into human social interactions
by reflecting a nuanced understanding of both language and culture. In this scenario, we
collected 13 examples, including humorous blogs and images of animals with funny text.
Our observations show that both GPT models can generally understand the intended message
and humorous elements of the images, with GPT-4o and GPT-4V failing in only one case.
In contrast, the smaller MLLMs, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, struggle to explain the
humor embedded within jokes and memes, achieving accuracy rates of only 6/13 and 4/13,
respectively. This indicates that while larger models have a stronger grasp of humor and
cultural references, smaller models still face significant challenges in this area.

Multimodal Commonsense We investigate the multimodal commonsense reasoning abili-
ties of four MLLMs [Zellers et al. 2019] by exploring two distinct evaluation scenarios. In the
first scenario, the models are provided with bounding boxes in the image as visual prompts
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Figure 2.32: Results on answering science questions. Red highlights that the answer is
inaccurate.
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Figure 2.33: Results on joke and meme understanding. Red highlights that the answer does
not get to the point to comprehend the humor embedded within memes.
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(i.e., [person n]), enabling them to identify the actions of individuals within the scene. In the
second scenario, the models are tasked with inferring actions directly from the visual content
of the image, without any external cues or labels, mimicking a more intuitive reasoning ap-
proach. Performance is evaluated based on two metrics: the accuracy of action recognition
and the accuracy of action inference.

For reasoning, which requires models to deduce actions using bounding boxes as vi-
sual prompts, the results are more varied. We select 12 images from MSCOCO (val2014)
dataset [Lin et al. 2014] and annotate one or two individuals in each image, labeling them
with bounding boxes and corresponding [person n] tags. GPT-4V achieves an accuracy of
[10+ 0.5]/12, where a deduction of 0.5 points denotes for missing a specific action. GPT-
4o scores [8+ 2× 0.5]/12, where one deduction of 0.5 points denotes for missing a specific
action and another 0.5 points for not referring to the correct [person n] in the answer. LLaVA-
NeXT demonstrates a moderate performance with a score of [3+ 6× 0.5]/12, where 6 in-
stances are partially correct due to the absence of correct [person n] references. Phi-3-Vision
achieves [6+ 2× 0.5]/12, with 6 correct answers and 2 partially correct due to missing ref-
erences to [person n]. For inference, GPT-4V and GPT-4o both achieve perfect accuracy with
3/3 correct answers, demonstrating a strong ability to infer actions directly from visual cues.
LLaVA-NeXT scores 2.5/3, with a deduction of 0.5 points due to a repeated answer, while
Phi-3-Vision also achieves 3/3 but with fewer details in its responses, indicating a basic level
of inference capability with less nuanced understanding.

2.3 Assessment
In this section, we draw connections to another prominent area of multimodal assessment
research: visual synthesis. By examining image generation, we explore how MLLMs can
contribute to this field through comprehensive evaluation. We find that GPT-4o achieves
the best performance, though the gap in capability compared to the former two is not as
significant.

2.3.1 Evaluation of Generated Images
Section 2.2.4 highlights the capability of the two large MLLMs in assessing the aesthetics of
images. Building on these findings, we aim to evaluate how well the two smaller models, i.e.,
LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, can assess generated images based on their alignment with
the given prompts for text-to-image generation, compared to the two large models. This task is
motivated by our observation that the two GPT models performed well in aesthetic evaluation;
however, due to input format limitations, we are unable to assess the smaller models in the
same context. To address this, we measure their performance by scoring how accurately the
generated images align with the prompts, providing a comparative analysis across all four
models.
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Figure 2.34: Results on multimodal commonsense reasoning. Red highlights that the answer
does not point out “Person X” or explains the action of the person incorrectly.
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We first generate 26 images of varying quality using four generative models: Stable
Diffusion 2.1 [Rombach et al. 2022], DALL-E Mini [Ramesh et al. 2021], DALL-E 3 [Betker
et al. 2023], and DALL-E 3-XL-lora, a test model similar to DALL-E 3. We then evaluate
image similarity using the prompt: “What is happening in the image? From a scale of 1 to
10, rate the similarity between the image and the text prompt ’xxx’.” Four different prompts
are used, each accompanied by 6-7 generated images ranging from low to high quality. To
assess the performance of the four MLLMs qualitatively, we define the scoring criteria as
follows: a score of 1 indicates that there is no object related to the prompt; a score of 2-3
signifies that only one object is related to the prompt; a score of 4-5 denotes the presence of
two related objects; a score of 6-8 indicates that only one object is of high quality; and a score
of 9-10 means that all objects are of high quality and well aligned with the prompt, where 9
indicates only minor imperfections, and 10 represents an excellent match with no noticeable
flaws. The accuracy results are as follows: GPT-4V achieves 10/26, GPT-4o scores 12/26,
LLaVA-NeXT obtains 7/26, and Phi-3-Vision achieves 8/26. Overall, GPT-4o demonstrates
the best performance among the four models. Additionally, we observe that both large and
small models provide explanations for why they deduct scores of the generated images, which
could potentially be used as feedback to enhance the image generation process.

2.4 Human-Computer Interaction
Pointing to a specific spatial location is a critical capability in human-computer interaction
with multimodal systems, particularly in visually grounded dialogues. We conducted experi-
ments using both basic pointing and pixel-based pointing as input methods. Our results show
that GPT-4V and GPT-4o demonstrate a better understanding of visual pointers directly drawn
on images compared to smaller MLLMs. Notably, GPT-4o achieved 100% accuracy in the
pixel-based pointing task but, like the other three models, struggled to interpret text-based
region coordinates.

2.4.1 Understand Basic Pointing Inputs
In this scenario, we design two types of grounded inputs: the first involves overlaid visual
markers, such as circles, boxes, and irregular hand-drawn shapes, while the second uses text-
based region coordinates normalized to a range from 0 to 1, as shown in Figure 2.36. For
the first type of input, we collect four complex images containing a large number of objects
and apply different visual pointers to each, resulting in 8 samples. GPT-4o performs relatively
well, correctly identifying the targeted objects in 6 out of the 8 cases. And GPT-4V achieves
5 accurate cases out of 8. This suggests that these larger models possess a stronger ability
to interpret visual markers and comprehend spatial relationships within densely populated
images. They demonstrate a reasonable understanding of how visual pointers such as circles,
boxes, and irregular hand-drawn shapes correlate to specific objects, enabling them to perform
object localization tasks with moderate accuracy. In contrast, the two small MLLMs, LLaVA-
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Figure 2.35: Prompt large and small MLLMs to give a score from 1 to 10 on how similar the
generated image is to the prompt. Red highlights that the score is not align with the criteria.
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NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, struggle significantly with this type of input, accurately identifying
the objects in only 1 out of the 8 cases. This disparity in performance indicates that the
small models have difficulty interpreting the visual cues provided by overlaid markers, which
suggests a limited capacity for understanding complex visual information when multiple
objects are present. The challenges faced by these smaller models could stem from their less
robust architecture or reduced training data, which may limit their ability to recognize and
correlate visual pointers to specific objects in cluttered scenes. Overall, these results highlight
the superior performance of the larger GPT models in scenarios involving complex images
with multiple objects, reflecting their more advanced visual reasoning capabilities and their
ability to effectively utilize overlaid visual markers for object localization.

For the second type of input, we select one case from the first set and prompt it with
three different sets of text-based region coordinates. We limit the sampling to three examples
because, in the “Object Localization” task, we observed that none of the four models were
able to accurately locate objects. Based on this observation, we hypothesize that the models
are likely to face similar challenges in this scenario as well. Therefore, we chose to evaluate
all four models on these limited samples to verify this assumption. As anticipated, all four
models fail to accurately localize the object at the specified coordinates. The models struggle
to correctly interpret the spatial positions in the images using the text-based coordinates
provided, confirming our hypothesis that their ability to handle coordinate-based localization
is limited. This outcome suggests that while the models may handle visual cues like markers
reasonably well, they lack the precision or contextual understanding needed to translate
numerical coordinate information into accurate spatial recognition within an image.

2.4.2 Understand Pixel Space Edited Input
To further explore the capabilities of both large and small MLLMs in understanding visual
pointing and scene text, we utilize pixel space edited prompting to provide a more nuanced
and comprehensive interaction with images across various scenarios, such as math problems,
charts, and documents. For math problems, we select four basic geometry questions, annotat-
ing the images with visual markers to indicate side lengths, angles, and other relevant informa-
tion, as well as the question to be solved. Our observations reveal that GPT-4o achieves 100%
accuracy, while GPT-4V correctly solves only one out of four cases, and both LLaVA-NeXT
and Phi-3-Vision fail to solve any of the problems. In other scenarios, such as chart or doc-
ument understanding, GPT-4o again demonstrates strong performance with 100% accuracy,
while GPT-4V fails in only one out of five cases. In contrast, the two smaller MLLMs show
significantly lower performance; Phi-3-Vision succeeds in only one case of table understand-
ing, and LLaVA-NeXT achieves zero accuracy across all cases. These results indicate that the
larger models, particularly GPT-4o, are more adept at leveraging visual prompts for complex
visual reasoning tasks, while the smaller models struggle considerably with such tasks.
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Figure 2.36: Examples of two type of visual pointers, one is visual pointers directly overlaid
on images and the other is the region coordinates represented in the numerical text format.
Red highlights the wrong answer.
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Figure 2.37: Examples of pixel space edited input. Red highlights the wrong answer.



3 Multi-image with Text In-
puts
In this chapter, we investigate the performance of large MLLMs across two key capabili-
ties—understanding and reasoning, and assessment—when processing multiple images as in-
put. Since smaller models have difficulty in handling multiple images, our focus remains on
the larger models. In Section 3.1, we delve into the models’ abilities to understand and reason
over abstract visual stimuli and symbols, a critical aspect of human intelligence. This includes
tasks such as interpreting relationships between images, understanding abstract concepts, and
reasoning based on symbolic information. In Section 3.2, we explore the large MLLMs’ abil-
ity to interpret complex visual sentiment and detect fake or manipulated content, both of which
are increasingly important in today’s digital landscape. Our experiments reveal that GPT-4o
consistently achieves higher accuracy compared to GPT-4V, suggesting that GPT-4o exhibits
a stronger capacity for these capabilities when processing multi-image inputs combined with
text. This highlights the advantages of larger models in handling more complex multimodal
tasks.

3.1 Understanding
3.1.1 Perception

Abstract Visual Stimuli Humans excel at extracting meaning from complex and abstract
visual patterns, even when the information is ambiguous. To explore whether machines
can exhibit similar interpretive abilities, we assess the capacity of four MLLMs to analyze
tangrams [Fasquel et al. 2023, Ji et al. 2022]. Tangrams are a classic geometric puzzle
consisting of seven flat pieces, or tans, which must be combined to create various forms
without overlapping. This evaluation serves as a testbed for understanding how well these
models handle abstract visual reasoning.

In this evaluation, only interleaved image-text pairs are supported, thus restricting the task
to the two larger MLLMs. Each sample comprises multiple tangrams requiring recognition,
and the accuracy of both models is assessed accordingly. GPT-4o demonstrates superior per-
formance, correctly identifying 32 out of 42 tangrams, whereas GPT-4V achieves 19 correct
identifications. A qualitative analysis indicates that GPT-4o exhibits a more robust ability to
recognize complex patterns and geometric relationships, particularly excelling in identify-
ing objects such as lamps and scales. In contrast, GPT-4V’s errors often involve confusion
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between similar-looking pieces or misinterpretation of the overall structure, highlighting po-
tential areas for improvement in its spatial reasoning capabilities.

In addition to tangrams, we also examine the models’ proficiency in interpreting other
forms of abstract visual representations [Barrett et al. 2018, Wang et al. 2023, Zhang et al.
2019], such as ASCII text art depicting cartoon characters.Among the 12 ASCII art images
analyzed, GPT-4o leads with 8 correct identifications, while LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision
each correctly identify one image. GPT-4V, however, fails to identify any of the images in
these 12 cases. As shown in Figure 3.1, in the only case where the two smaller MLLMs
successfully recognize the character, GPT-4V identifies the name of the cartoon but provides
an inaccurate depiction due to the character’s features not being clearly visible in the ASCII
artwork. The qualitative assessment of these results suggests that GPT-4o is particularly adept
at discerning the overall structure of the ASCII art, effectively distinguishing characters even
when visual cues are abstract and subtle. This indicates that GPT-4o possesses a strong
capacity for abstract visual reasoning and can successfully generalize from conventional
image inputs to more unconventional formats such as ASCII art. Conversely, the other three
models frequently misinterpret characters as isolated symbols rather than components of a
larger visual pattern. This tendency implies that these models encounter difficulties with tasks
requiring a holistic understanding of abstract visual inputs, suggesting a need for further
development in their ability to generalize across diverse visual formats.

Multi-view Reasoning Multi-view Reasoning [Hartley and Zisserman 2003, Marr and Pog-
gio 1976] focuses on evaluating the multi-view reasoning capabilities of both large and small
Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs). The objective is to deduce the relative cam-
era motion by comparing two images of an object taken from different viewpoints. The data
is sourced from BLINK [Fu et al. 2024], which is designed to test the spatial reasoning abil-
ities of the models. In the evaluation of 20 cases, both GPT-4V and GPT-4o correctly deduce
the camera motion in 7 instances. This performance reveals limitations in the models’ spatial
understanding, particularly in recognizing leftward motion. Both models struggle with iden-
tifying motion towards the left, with GPT-4V showing a notable bias—incorrectly predicting
”moving towards the right” in all 20 samples, regardless of the actual motion direction.

3.2 Assessment
3.2.1 Image Aesthetics

In addition to interpreting visual sentiment in 2.2.4, we also evaluate the two large models’
capability to align with human subjective judgments, such as aesthetics. Since only the GPT
models support multiple images as input, we did not include the two smaller models in this
task. As shown in Figure 3.3, both large models, GPT-4V and GPT-4o, successfully assess
image aesthetics based on societal standards and provide explanations for why certain images
are rated higher in aesthetics, in areas such as interior design and natural landscapes.
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Figure 3.1: Understanding abstract visual stimuli such as ASCII text art and tangram [Ji et al.
2022]. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect.

3.2.2 Forensic Detection
Recent advances in generative AI have raised concerns about its potential for malicious uses,
prompting a need for automatic detection of fake content. To assess whether Multimodal
Large Language Models (MLLMs) can effectively serve in this role, we construct sets of real
and synthesized images depicting similar scenes and task the models with identifying the real
ones. We source the images and corresponding text prompts from BLINK [Fu et al. 2024],
which generates synthetic images using Stable Diffusion XL [Podell et al. 2023], employing
COCO captions as prompts.



3.2 Assessment 71

Figure 3.2: Results on multi-view reasoning. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect.
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Prompt: 
Aesthetics reflects the perceived beauty or visual appeal of an object, design, or piece of art by human.Among the images provided below, based on societal standards and norms, which one more people will 
consider having a higher aesthetics? 

GPT-4V 
The images provided are of two different living room interiors. The first image shows a living room with a traditional and 
cozy design. It features a brown leather sofa set, a white coffee table, and a black piano. The walls are decorated with 
framed photographs and red decorative hangings that suggest a festive or cultural theme. There is also a chandelier on the 
ceiling, adding a touch of elegance. The second image depicts a modern and minimalist living room with a neutral color 
palette. It has a contemporary design with a plush, rounded sofa, a modern fireplace, and large windows that offer a view of 
the outdoors. The room is adorned with framed art and has a clean, organized appearance. Based on societal standards and 
norms, which often favor clean lines, minimalism, and modern design, more people might consider the second living room 
to have a higher aesthetic appeal. However, aesthetic preferences can be highly subjective and influenced by personal taste, 
cultural background, and current design trends.

GPT-4o 
Both images depict well-decorated living rooms, but they have different styles and aesthetics.  1. The first image features a 
living room with a more traditional and cozy design. It includes leather sofas, a chandelier, a piano, and various decorations 
such as framed pictures and red ornaments. The color scheme is warm with beige and red tones. 2. The second image shows 
a living room with a modern and minimalist design. It has contemporary furniture with soft, rounded shapes, a sleek 
fireplace, and a neutral color palette with beige and light brown tones. The room is well-lit with natural light coming 
through large windows. Based on current societal standards and norms, the second image with the modern and minimalist 
design is likely to be considered having higher aesthetics by more people. Modern design trends often emphasize simplicity, 
clean lines, and neutral color schemes, which are widely appreciated in contemporary interior design.

GPT-4V 
The two images you've provided depict different natural landscapes. The first image shows a rugged, arid landscape with what 
appears to be eroded rock formations, typical of a badlands environment. The sky is partly cloudy, and the terrain is mostly in 
shades of white and beige, with some sparse green vegetation in the distance. The second image is a vibrant, colorful scene 
with a mountainous backdrop, autumnal forests in varying shades of green, yellow, orange, and red, and a clear blue lake in 
the foreground. The sky is partly cloudy, and the overall scene is rich in color and natural beauty. Based on societal standards 
and norms, more people might consider the second image to have higher aesthetics due to its vibrant colors, the presence of 
water, which often adds to the visual appeal, and the lush, diverse vegetation, which can evoke feelings of vitality and 
abundance. The second image also has a greater variety of elements and colors, which might be perceived as more visually 
stimulating and pleasing to a broader audience.

GPT-4o 
The first image depicts a rugged, arid landscape with eroded rock formations under a partly cloudy sky. The second image 
shows a vibrant, lush mountain landscape with a clear blue lake, colorful autumn foliage, and a mix of evergreen trees under a 
partly cloudy sky. Based on societal standards and norms, more people are likely to consider the second image (the vibrant 
mountain landscape with the lake) as having higher aesthetics. This is because it features a variety of colors, lush greenery, 
and a serene water body, which are often associated with beauty and tranquility in many cultures.

Figure 3.3: Examples of two large MLLMs judging image aesthetics based on societal
standards and norms.

For quantitative analysis, GPT-4o outperforms GPT-4V, correctly identifying 15 out of 20
real images, while GPT-4V correctly classifies only 9 examples. This performance disparity
highlights GPT-4o’s stronger forensic detection capabilities compared to GPT-4V. GPT-4o’s
relatively higher accuracy in distinguishing real from synthesized images suggests that it may
have a better grasp of the subtle differences between authentic and AI-generated content.
On the other hand, GPT-4V’s lower accuracy implies limitations in its ability to detect
manipulated or synthesized visuals. These results underscore the variability in multimodal
model performance in forensic tasks, indicating that while GPT-4o shows promise, further
improvements are necessary to ensure reliable and consistent detection of fake content across
different MLLMs.
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Figure 3.4: Results on forensic detection. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect.



4 Multi-frame with Text In-
puts
Different from the previous chapter, in this chapter, we investigate the performance of MLLMs
in understanding temporal and video content which inputs continuous multiple frames. Since
this scenario involves multiple image sequences as input, our focus is mostly on large
MLLMs, namely GPT-4V and GPT-4o, as smaller models cannot support the processing of
multiple images very well. While these large MLLMs primarily handle static images, assess-
ing their ability to interpret temporal sequences and video content is vital for a comprehensive
evaluation. Real-world events occur over time, making it crucial for AI systems to understand
these dynamic processes for practical applications. Key capabilities such as temporal anticipa-
tion, temporal ordering, temporal localization, temporal reasoning mentioned in Section 4.2,
and grounded temporal understanding in Section 4.3 serve as indicators of a model’s effec-
tiveness in interpreting event sequences, forecasting future events, and contextually analyzing
activities across time, even when limited to static image inputs.

Despite their primary focus on static imagery, GPT-4V and GPT-4o exhibit an understand-
ing of video and temporal sequences that is comparable to human cognition. Evaluating this
aspect is critical to enhancing the versatility and practical application of these advanced AI
models, making it a key area of development and refinement. In the following experiments,
we will use multiple selected video frames as inputs to evaluate the models’ capabilities
in interpreting temporal sequences and video content. For sequence-based tasks like action
recognition and video understanding, only the large MLLMs, GPT-4o and GPT-4V, can han-
dle multi-frame inputs. GPT-4o consistently achieves the highest accuracy across these tasks,
with GPT-4V occasionally matching its performance. In contrast, the smaller models, LLaVA-
NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, struggle significantly with these tasks.

4.1 Multi-image Sequencing
We demonstrate the capability of MLLMs in understanding multi-image sequencing through
the “Action Recognition” task. To assess the performance of smaller MLLMs, we utilize
samples featuring either action sequences or multiple frames within a single image. Our
observations reveal that the two smaller models perform significantly worse compared to the
larger models.
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4.1.1 Action Recognition
To explore the performance of small models in this scenario, we collect ten samples, each
containing either an action sequence or multiple frames within a single image. The accuracy
results are as follows: GPT-4o achieves 8/10, GPT-4V achieves 6/10, LLaVA-NeXT scores
3.5/10 and Phi-3-Vision scores 1.5/10 under the same criteria (where 0.5 indicates that the
model correctly identified the action name but did not provide a description for each image). In
the failure cases involving the GPT models, they are unable to recognize the specific exercise
name or inaccurately recognize the exercise name. In scenarios where an action sequence
is depicted within a single image, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision incorrectly interpret it as
multiple people performing the action, as illustrated in Figure 4.1. Additionally, we observe
that all four models perform well in describing background details and human features.

4.2 Video Understanding
Video understanding requires multiple frames as input, and only the two large MLLMs, GPT-
4o and GPT-4V, support processing image sequences, making them the focus of this task. We
evaluate their performance on three popular video understanding tasks: temporal ordering,
temporal anticipation, and temporal localization and reasoning, using both short-term and
long-term video frames. The results show that GPT-4o excels in video understanding and
reasoning, consistently ranking first across all tasks. In comparison, GPT-4V ranks first only
once, achieving accuracy equal to GPT-4o in that instance.

4.2.1 Temporal Ordering
Temporal ordering is a critical aspect of temporal commonsense, vital for evaluating the
capabilities of MLLMs. This involves presenting the model with a series of shuffled images
and assessing its ability to identify causal links and the chronological flow of events. The
model must reorder these images into a logically coherent and temporally accurate sequence,
demonstrating its proficiency in interpreting event progressions and constructing a meaningful
narrative from unordered visual data. We collected 12 sets of cases, primarily representing
sequential steps in a recipe with 3-15 images. In this evaluation, GPT-4o outperforms GPT-
4V, achieving an accuracy of 8/12 compared to GPT-4V’s 2/12. Overall, GPT-4o shows a
stronger capability in temporal commonsense, highlighting its effectiveness in understanding
both long-term and short-term event sequences.

4.2.2 Temporal Anticipation
We demonstrate GPT-4V’s and GPT-4o’s ability to anticipate future events based on a given
set of initial frames. To validate this capability, we use both long-term and short-term ex-
amples to assess their effectiveness in predicting future outcomes. In the 8 cases, including
scenarios such as ball sports and cooking recipes, both GPT-4o and GPT-4V accurately pre-
dict the next steps and identify all possible events that could occur. By understanding the
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Figure 4.1: Sequences of video frames understanding: Interpreting human poses and deriving
relevant insights from video sequences shown in image sequences and one single image.
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Figure 4.2: Short-term and long-term temporal ordering. Given a specified action, such as
closing a book, GPT-4V and GPT-4o demonstrate their ability to comprehend image content
and accurately determine the correct sequential order corresponding to the action. Presented
with shuffled image frames depicting a noodle-making event, GPT-4V and GPT-4o are able
to identify the event and determine the correct temporal sequence, even if the order of boiling
the noodles and adding the seasoning varies, as both sequences are logically plausible.
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activity from visual cues, the GPT models not only recognize the current progress, such as in
rice cooking preparation, but also accurately anticipate subsequent steps, demonstrating their
ability to interpret and predict complex, multi-step processes over an extended period. This
combination of short-term and long-term temporal anticipation allows the GPT models to ef-
fectively capture and understand activities with diverse temporal structures and complexities.

4.2.3 Temporal Localization and Reasoning
Temporal localization and reasoning involve identifying the specific timing of events within
a sequence and understanding their relationships over time. To assess this ability, we use 8
cases that include both long-term and short-term examples to determine how effectively the
models can pinpoint the action occurring in a specific frame. GPT-4o achieves 7 accurate
answers out of 8 cases, while GPT-4V fails to correctly identify the specific frame in 7 cases.
This indicates a high level of sophistication in GPT-4o’s reasoning abilities, as it accurately
pinpoints moments such as when a player strikes a ball or jumps over a bar. In contrast,
GPT-4V struggles to interpret actions in each frame, often failing to recognize the athlete’s
movement or locate fast-moving objects like a ball within the image sequence.

4.3 Human-Computer Interaction
4.3.1 Grounded Temporal Understanding

Grounded temporal understanding is another critical aspect of MLLMs’ capabilities, which
we explore using pointing inputs within a sequence of image frames. This task requires pro-
cessing multiple frames simultaneously, a feature supported only by large MLLMs. To eval-
uate this capability, we test their response to visual referring prompts that involve identifying
specific details across frames to understand temporal context. For this evaluation, we collect
10 sets of video frames (each consisting of 3-5 frames) and add colored circles to each frame to
highlight regions of interest. Our results show that GPT-4o performs better, with an accuracy
of 8 out of 10 cases, while GPT-4V achieves 5 out of 10. This suggests that GPT-4o has a more
refined understanding of events, effectively recognizing the nature of interactions within the
frames. However, GPT-4V often fails to identify the actions conducted by the specific person
of interest in the failure cases. Additionally, GPT-4o exhibits some difficulty in recognizing
people’s actions in scenarios with complex backgrounds, indicating potential limitations in
distinguishing relevant details amid visual clutter.
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Figure 4.3: Short-term and long-term temporal anticipation.
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Figure 4.4: Long-term and short-term temporal localization and reasoning of GPT-4V and
GPT-4o.
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Prompt: 
Describe and summarize what the circled person doing?

GPT-4V 
The images depict a sequence of actions involving two individuals engaged in what appears to be a playful pillow fight outdoors. The person circled in red is the recipient of the 
pillow hits. 1. In the first image, the circled person is bent over at the waist, facing downward, and appears to be in motion, possibly dodging or reacting to a pillow swung by 
another individual who is standing upright and actively swinging the pillow. 2. The second image shows the circled person in a crouched position, holding a pillow defensively, 
while the other individual is in the midst of a powerful swing with their pillow, suggesting an ongoing playful battle. 3. In the third image, the circled person is still crouched and 
holding a pillow, looking towards the other individual who is swinging their pillow downwards in a striking motion. Overall, the circled person seems to be actively participating 
in a pillow fight, using evasive maneuvers and defensive postures to avoid being hit by the pillow wielded by the other participant. The setting is a residential area with houses 
and cars in the background, and the activity seems to be conducted in good spirits.

GPT-4o 
The circled person in the images is engaged in a pillow fight. In the first image, they are crouching down and holding a pillow in front of them, seemingly in a defensive position 
as another person swings a pillow towards them. In the second image, they are still crouching and holding the pillow, appearing to brace for impact or preparing to counterattack. 
In the third image, they remain in a crouched position, holding the pillow and looking towards the person who is swinging a pillow at them. The overall scene depicts a playful 
and energetic pillow fight among friends.

Prompt: 
Summarize the activities of the circled person. 

GPT-4V 
The images depict a sequence of a person playing basketball. In the first image, the circled person is preparing to jump with their body turned sideways and arms extended back, 
likely gathering momentum for a leap. In the second image, the person is in mid-air, close to the basketball hoop, with one arm extended towards the hoop, suggesting they are 
attempting a dunk. The third image shows the person having completed the dunk, with the basketball going through the hoop, and the person is now facing the hoop with arms 
extended, likely following through on the dunking motion.

GPT-4o 
The circled person in the images is playing basketball. The sequence of activities is as follows: 1. In the first image, the person is preparing to jump, likely for a dunk or a layup, 
while holding the basketball. 2. In the second image, the person is in mid-air, about to make a shot or dunk the ball into the hoop. 3. In the third image, the person has 
successfully made the shot, and the basketball is seen going through the hoop. Throughout the sequence, the person is actively engaged in a basketball play, demonstrating 
athleticism and skill.

Figure 4.5: Grounded temporal understanding: GPT-4V and GPT-4o are capable of applying
temporal understanding to a specific person of interest, highlighted by a circle.



5 Interleaved Image-text In-
puts
In this chapter, we use interleaved image-text pairs as inputs to evaluate the general capa-
bilities of MLLMs. This diverse input format challenges MLLMs to genuinely understand
the questions, pushing the boundaries of their interpretative and reasoning capabilities. Fur-
thermore, this input structure offers potential benefits for future application exploration by
simulating more complex, real-world multimodal interactions. In Section 5.1, we assess the
models’ ability to interpret detailed information from interleaved image-text inputs, while
in Section 5.2, we focus on their reasoning capabilities, particularly in logical thinking tasks.
Since some cases involve single interleaved image-text pairs, we also present results showcas-
ing the performance of smaller MLLMs. Additionally, in Section 5.3, we evaluate the models’
prompt generation abilities, exploring how well they generate relevant prompts based on inter-
leaved inputs. Finally, we assess the large models’ capabilities in interacting with text-based
coordinate prompts.

Despite the advanced nature of these tasks, we observe that even GPT-4o struggles to
perform well, primarily due to its difficulty in accurately associating spatial relationship and
coordinates with the corresponding visual content. This issue arises from the model’s limited
ability to process fine-grained spatial relationships within interleaved inputs, indicating that
further model refinement and prompt engineering are necessary for handling these complex
input types. Moreover, while GPT-4o cannot solve some complex problems such as Olympic
math problems, it succeeds in answering difficult IQ test questions from the Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale, highlighting its potential in abstract reasoning and problem-solving tasks.
However, both GPT-4o and GPT-4V struggle to generate accurate visual pointing outputs due
to limitations in spatial localization. This indicates a need for improvements in prompt design
as well as potential adjustments to model architecture or training strategies to enhance object
localization capability.

5.1 Understanding
5.1.1 Detail Analysis

Spot the Difference We explore a use case inspired by the “Spot the Difference” game to
evaluate the performance of MLLMs, based on our observations that these models may strug-
gle to identify differences in specific regions of images. To test this hypothesis, we compile
ten pairs of visually similar images and analyze them from two perspectives: one where the
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prompt specifies the number of differences, and another where it does not. Additionally, we
suspect that when a large image contains too much information, it can hinder MLLM per-
formance. To address this, we break down the large images into smaller, more manageable
sub-figures, forming two smaller images for input, to veriify whether this way may enhance
model accuracy. We design two major experiments: in the first, we combine two images into
one large input to assess how well models detect differences; in the second, we separate the
images into smaller inputs, testing only large MLLMs with two prompt variations—one that
specifies the number of differences and one that does not. This approach allows us to examine
the effects of image combination and prompt specificity on model performance.

In our first experiment, we provide a text prompt: “Compare two images, tell me about the
5 differences between the left image and the right image.” We find that none of the models
could identify all 5 differences in any of the 10 samples. Among the four models test, GPT-4o
performs the best, achieving 4/5 accuracy in one sample, with most cases ranging from 0.5/5 to
3.5/5 (where 0.5 indicates the model only identifies the differing region but fails to accurately
explain it). While GPT-4o sometimes manages to identify the regions or components that
differed between the images, it often struggles to provide accurate explanations of what
is depicted. GPT-4V’s accuracy also ranges from 0.5/5 to 3.5/5 per case, LLaVA-NeXT’s
performance varies from 0/5 to 1.5/5 per case, and Phi-3-Vision’s accuracy ranges from 0/5 to
2.5/5 per case. Both small MLLMs, in most cases that get more then one full mark, can only
detect color differences and struggle to identify more complex differences, such as missing
objects, especially the difference is subtle.

In the second experiment, we test two different prompts across five cases each. The first
prompt, “Compare Image 1 and Image 2, tell me about the differences between Image 1 and
Image 2. Image 1 Image 2 ,” leads to improved performance in only 1 out of 5 cases, where the
large MLLMs accurately identify differences and provide specific explanations. However, the
accuracy drops in the other 4 cases. In the second set of five cases, using the prompt “Compare
Image 1 and Image 2, tell me about the 5 differences between Image 1 and Image 2. Image 1
Image 2 ,” the performance improves in 3 out of 5 cases, while it decreases in the remaining
2 cases. These results suggest that separating the input images can help large MLLMs spot
differences to some extent, but doing so without specifying the number of differences may
negatively impact performance.

5.2 Reasoning
5.2.1 Logical Thinking

Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale As an additional challenge, we task the four MLLMs
with performing various abstract reasoning tasks drawn from human Intelligence Quotient
(IQ) tests. The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale [Wechsler 1981], widely regarded as the
“gold standard” in IQ testing, serves as a benchmark for this evaluation, offering a com-
prehensive assessment of cognitive abilities through a series of sub-tests. Both GPT-4V and
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Figure 5.1: Spot the differences. Red highlights the inaccurate description about the differ-
ences.
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GPT-4o demonstrate strong performance in this context, each achieving 9 out of 10 correct
answers. In stark contrast, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision significantly underperform, with
each model managing only 1 correct answer out of 6. Among these, 4 samples were presented
as interleaved image-text pairs, which may have contributed to the challenges faced by the
smaller models.

Notably, as shown in Figure 5.2, both GPT-4V and GPT-4o fail to identify the correct
split figure among the answer choices, which requires breaking down a given figure into its
component parts and matching it to a set of provided options. It seems to pose difficulties
even for the more advanced models. This failure suggests potential limitations in their ability
to perform spatial decomposition and accurately perceive the relationship between the whole
and its parts, which is a critical aspect of abstract reasoning.

5.3 Generation
5.3.1 Prompt Generation for Image Editing

In addition to testing the ability of large and small models to evaluate generated images,
we further explore whether the four MLLMs can offer valuable features that enhance image
editing. We collect 8 cases prompting with different requirement in this task. By generating or
refining the text prompt used for editing, both large and small MLLMs can improve the final
edited image, resulting in a more visually appealing outcome. Figure 5.3 demonstrates how the
four MLLMs can be leveraged to generate a text prompt specifically tailored for image editing.
By providing the original image along with text requirements describing the desired edits, the
MLLMs produce an optimized prompt that is well-suited for the task. This optimized prompt
takes into account the unique characteristics of the image, thereby ensuring a more informed
and effective editing process. LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision generate prompts that are more
than 15 words, not following the instruction.

Moreover, we explore another use case of GPT-4V and GPT-4o to enhance image editing
by refining the editing prompt. Given the original image, the initial prompt, and the edited
image, both GPT-4V and GPT-4o can generate an improved version of the prompt that reflects
the changes made in the previous editing process. This iterative approach, as illustrated in
Figure 5.3, enables users to continuously refine their edits until they achieve the desired
outcome. As a result, this process has the potential to greatly improve the overall quality of
the edited image, offering users greater control and creative flexibility in their image editing
tasks.

5.4 Human-Computer Interaction
5.4.1 Generate Pointing Outputs

Building on our previous explorations in human-interaction applications, we collect 20 cases
to evaluate the capability of large MLLMs to generate their own visual pointing outputs. These
cases are designed to test the ability of GPT-4V and GPT-4o to predict region coordinates
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Figure 5.2: Example questions from the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS). Red
highlights that the answer is incorrect.
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Figure 5.3: Improving the editing prompt: Given the original image, the editing prompt, and
the edited image (all sourced from Instruct Pix2Pix [Brooks et al. 2023]), we aim to enhance
the prompt quality for more accurate and refined edits.
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in text format. We prompt both models to ground objects referred to by text descriptions
(10 cases with captions describing the object, similar to “Object Localization” mentioned in
Section 2.2.1) and by reference images (10 cases using images of the objects). Consistent with
our earlier observations on their ability to understand or generate coordinates, both GPT-4V
and GPT-4o show only a coarse understanding of spatial locations. Their predictions are not
sufficiently accurate in relation to the prompts provided in the experiment, as evidenced by
both qualitative metric evaluation and the visualizations shown in Figure 5.4. These findings
highlight the limitations of both models in precisely interpret the spatial location of the object.
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Figure 5.4: Examples on generating pointing output to ground the textual or visually queried
object in the scene.



6 Application
In this chapter, we explore a diverse range of high-impact application scenarios and inno-
vative use cases enabled by the advanced capabilities of both large and small Multi-Modal
Language Models (MLLMs). Through these applications, we illustrate the unique value these
models bring to real-world scenarios, highlighting how they address complex, multi-faceted
challenges across various domains.

The following applications provide an in-depth look at how MLLMs can be harnessed
to enhance interaction, understanding, and reasoning in environments where visual, linguis-
tic, and contextual information intersect. By examining these scenarios, we gain insights into
the practical impact of MLLMs’ general capabilities, from boosting user engagement and
enabling intelligent decision-making to achieving seamless integration in task-specific appli-
cations.

In our qualitative analysis, GPT-4V achieves 100% accuracy in 7 out of 11 tasks, demon-
strating its strong potential to synergize multiple capabilities in solving real-world applica-
tions. Notably, Phi-3-Vision excels in safety inspection, while LLaVA-Vision succeeds in on-
line shopping when supported by GPT-4V’s text prompts. This chapter highlights not only the
versatility and adaptability of MLLMs in meeting diverse requirements but also their role in
advancing AI applications across complex, real-world contexts.

6.1 Tailored Visual Captioning
6.1.1 Photo Organization

In this scenario, imagine we have a family photo album. We demonstrate how large MLLMs
(i.e., GPT-4o and GPT-4V) can enhance the album by generating captions that explicitly
mention the name of each family member shown in the photo. This personalized approach
allows for more precise and tailored photo organization. We collect four groups of families,
each consisting of two interleaved pairs. As illustrated in Figure 6.1, the input single photos
are the same, but the family photos differ—one might include all family members, while
the other might miss one or two. We observe that GPT-4V can accurately identify family
members (including people, cats, and dogs) to generate detailed and customized captions in
some cases, but struggles in others, achieving a total accuracy of 4/8. When a person does not
appear in the family photo, GPT-4V either fails to match each person’s name or is unable to
provide an answer. Conversely, GPT-4o, in 4 out of 8 cases, generates descriptions using key-
value pairs (k: name, v: description) without indicating each person’s position in the family
photo and includes background descriptions. In the remaining cases, GPT-4o describes each
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family member without names but includes their position and features, along with background
details.

6.1.2 Discovery and Association of Parts and Objects
Discovering and associating object parts [Gadre et al. 2021, Xu et al. 2019] is an important
application for evaluating a model’s compositional understanding and contextual awareness.
This task assesses the model’s ability to determine how different parts contribute to the whole
object and to recognize objects in various contexts or configurations—skills that humans
naturally possess when identifying semantically meaningful objects. In this scenario, only
large MLLMs can support the required input format, as the task involves processing multiple
images. To evaluate the models’ capabilities in understanding and associating object parts,
we use two types of input prompts: the first prompts the GPT models to localize an object
part based on its semantic meaning, while the second requires them to associate object parts
segmented by SAM [Kirillov et al. 2023].

For the first type of input, we evaluate the ability of the GPT models to localize an object
part based on its semantic meaning by computing the Mean Intersection over Union (mIoU)
metric between the generated bounding box coordinates and the ground truth bounding boxes.
Our findings indicate that both GPT models struggle to accurately locate the object specified
in the prompt. Specifically, GPT-4V fails to provide the coordinates for the object in two
cases, while GPT-4o exhibits zero mIoU in five cases, and GPT-4V in eight cases. We also
visualize the positions of the generated bounding boxes, as illustrated in Figure 6.2. For the
second type of input, GPT-4o correctly associates object parts in 4 out of 6 cases, while GPT-
4V achieves 3 out of 6. As shown in Figure 6.2, in relatively simpler examples, both models
successfully process figures of all object parts and semantically associate them to form a
coherent whole, such as associating each part of the girl. This suggests that while the models
have some capability to associate parts under less complex scenarios, they struggle with more
challenging cases, highlighting the limitations in their understanding of spatial relationships
and object composition.

6.1.3 Dense Captioning with Segmentation
Dense captioning is a key application for assessing a model’s compositional understanding
and contextual awareness by utilizing powerful segmentation models [Kirillov et al. 2023,
Zou et al. 2024]. Similar to the approach used in the second type of input from ”Discovery and
Association of Parts and Objects,” we integrate object cut-outs generated by SAM [Kirillov
et al. 2023] into the prompt to extract more detailed captions for each object of interest. The
primary distinction between these two tasks is that we provide both models with the original
image as a global context while asking them to produce the most detailed possible descriptions
for four object cut-outs, incorporating references to the context image. In all four cases, GPT-
4V and GPT-4o can accurately recognize and describe the parts of the object. Both models
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Figure 6.1: Customized captioner for photo organization: reference images are cropped from
the query image for improved organization and context. Red highlights incorrect name or
missing labels.



6.1 Tailored Visual Captioning 93

Figure 6.2: Understanding part-object association in abstract and natural images. We calculate
the accuracy (mIoU and mAP metrics) of the predicted coordinate.
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Figure 6.3: Dense captioning w/ segmentation cut-outs from SAM [Kirillov et al. 2023]. Red
highlights the incorrect description.

generate highly intricate dense captions for each object, including some that reference the
surrounding context. As shown in Figure 6.3, GPT-4o offers more precise descriptions for
each object by effectively combining the semantic information from the entire image. For
example, GPT-4o correctly identifies that the parts made of cucumber and tomato are actually
components of a camera, whereas GPT-4V fails to make this distinction.
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6.2 Industry Automation
6.2.1 Anomaly Detection

Anomaly detection is a critical component of manufacturing processes aimed at ensuring
product quality. Timely identification and remediation of faults or defects are crucial for
minimizing operational and quality-related costs. This application focuses on MLLMs’ visual
reasoning abilities, specifically its spatial reasoning and pattern recognition capabilities. In
this scenario, we randomly sample 6 cases from the MVTec AD dataset [Bergmann et al.
2019], a comprehensive collection of high-resolution industrial images designed for the
development and evaluation of algorithms in automated visual defect detection across various
object and texture categories.The performance results are as follows: GPT-4V achieved
2.5/6, GPT-4o achieved 3/6, LLaVA-NeXT achieved 1.5/6, and Phi-3-Vision achieved 0.5/6
(where 0.5 denotes the answer is incomplete). We observe that while large MLLMs perform
better, they still do not achieve 100 percent accuracy. To address this, we incorporate a
reference image of a defect-free product as shown in Figure 6.4, aiming to reduce the failure
cases observed in previous scenarios. However, this approach does not lead to improved
performance for small MLLMs, i.e., LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision. We find that GPT-4o
achieves better performance, with 5/6 accuracy, while GPT-4V’s performance improves to
4/6. Although they do not achieve 100% accuracy, incorporating a reference image indeed
assists large MLLMs in the defect detection task.

6.2.2 Safety Inspection
We investigate the role of Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) counting in enhancing safety
inspections, particularly in high-risk environments like construction sites. Failing to use es-
sential PPE, such as helmets, harnesses, or gloves, substantially raises the dangers associated
with work-related tasks. To mitigate these risks, computer vision has been leveraged to assess
PPE compliance and quickly identify instances of safety violations. For example, a system de-
signed for safety inspections must reliably detect and quantify instances of motorcycle drivers
or workers without helmets. The evaluation focuses on the perception capabilities of MLLMs,
emphasizing skills in object detection, contextual interpretation, and reasoning.

To evaluate the performance of large and small MLLMs in this context, we collect 5
cases specifically related to helmet usage while driving a motorcycle, instructing the models
to count the individuals wearing helmets. We observe that Phi-3-Vision achieves 100%
accuracy, while the other three models achieve only 2/5 accuracy, with the correct cases
being relatively simple—containing fewer people and lacking occlusions or blurring. To
improve performance, we provided cropped regions of the detected persons using an external
person detector as illustrated in Figure 6.5. This approach divides the PPE counting task
into two steps: first, using an off-the-shelf person detector for person identification, and
second, leveraging large MLLMs’ robust visual reasoning capabilities and their ability to
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Figure 6.4: Anomaly detection results comparison between a single image and an interleaved
image-text pair as input. Red highlights the inaccurate description about the defect.
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Figure 6.5: Application Highlights on Safety Inspection: Personal Protective Equipment
(PPE) Counting in the driving scenario. Red highlights the inaccurate number of people
who wearing the helmet.

handle interleaved image-text inputs to identify safety issues. We observed that this method
significantly improved GPT-4o’s performance, achieving 3/3 accuracy. However, GPT-4V still
failed in one case to accurately count the number of people wearing helmets.
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6.2.3 Grocery Checkout
Self-checkout machines are now widely used in supermarket chain stores such as Wegmans
and Walmart, offering a quicker alternative to traditional cashier-assisted checkout and reduc-
ing staff workload. Despite their benefits, these machines often pose challenges for customers,
who must locate product barcodes or manually input item codes for fresh produce like ap-
ples. This process can be particularly frustrating for first-time users or those unfamiliar with
the system. To address these issues, we examine five scenarios showcasing the potential of
MLLMs to power an automated self-checkout system capable of recognizing and processing
items without user input. This evaluation focuses on the MLLMs’ abilities in perception (un-
derstanding visual and textual inputs) and reasoning (spatial and multimodal) to streamline
the checkout experience.

When shown with a picture of a shopping basket containing customers’ grocery items,
as shown in Figure 6.6, both large and small MLLMs struggle to accurately identify the
products within the basket, with none able to list all the items correctly in five cases. GPT-4o’s
accuracy is 1/5, GPT-4V’s accuracy is 2/5, Phi-3-Vision’s accuracy is 1/5, while the accuracy
of LLaVA-NeXT is 0/5. However, the examples shown in the second row of Figure 6.6, we
enhance the prompt by incorporating catalog images of the grocery products retrieved from
the retail website, which leads to improving performance for large MLLMs. Small MLLMs,
however, cannot support multiple images as input and therefore did not benefit from this
enhancement. With this improvement, GPT-4o achieves 4/5 accuracy, while GPT-4V remains
at 2/5, with GPT-4V failing to provide answers in three cases due to limitations in handling a
large number of images as input—restricted by the input token length.

6.3 Automotive Systems
6.3.1 Damage Evaluation

This application mainly focuses on assessing MLLMs’ capabilities of understanding (Per-
ception) and reasoning (Spatial and Multimodal). In our experiment, we present an image
depicting car damage to both large and small MLLMs with the prompt shown in Figure 6.7.
The accuracy for damage description across the models is as follows: GPT-4V achieves 11/13,
GPT-4o achieves 13/13, LLaVA-NeXT scores 10/13, and Phi-3-Vision scores 10/13. Among
all models, GPT-4o demonstrates superior proficiency, accurately identifying and precisely
localizing damages in all four images. It provides detailed and comprehensive descriptions of
each specific damage instance, presented in a structured key-value format. Both GPT-4o and
GPT-4V show variability in their perspectives when locating damage, sometimes adopting the
car’s view and other times the camera’s view, with GPT-4V more frequently relying on the
latter. Notably, when damage is confined to one side of the vehicle, LLaVA-NeXT often fails
to specify which side is affected, whereas the other models, particularly GPT-4o and GPT-4V,
are more consistent in correctly identifying the damaged side. Phi-3-Vision, however, tends
to generate shorter responses that frequently omit critical details, leading to less thorough
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Figure 6.6: Application Highlights on Grocery Checkout. Red highlights the products that
are not in the basket.
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damage descriptions even in cases where it answers accurately. Additionally, due to light re-
flections and the partial view of the car shown in the image, the two small models occasionally
identify areas or components as damaged when they are, in fact, undamaged. Overall, the four
models perform well in this task.

6.3.2 Insurance Reporting
Building on the success in damage evaluation, we adjust our prompt to instruct both large
and small MLLMs to identify the make, model, and license plate of the damaged vehicle
depicted in the image and to return the extracted information in JSON format. This application
evaluates the MLLMs’ ability on understanding (OCR, Perception and Instruction following).
For this task, we collect an additional 15 car accident images from the web, ensuring that
each image contains a high-resolution view of the car with visible make, model, and license
plate information. Due to the constrained prompt and the potential unavailability of certain
information, such as the estimated cost of repair, as well as challenges like occlusion, none
of the four models succeed in generating completely accurate answers. Specifically, none of
the models are able to predict the estimated cost of repair, with “N/A” replaced as shown in
Figure 6.8. Additionally, in some samples, GPT-4V and Phi-3-Vision fail to provide assistance
with that request. To select the best model, we compare the number of inaccurate and N/A
answers across the models: GPT-4V produces 47 N/A answers and 6 incorrect answers, GPT-
4o has 31 N/A and 5 incorrect answers, LLaVA-NeXT generates 36 N/A and 14 incorrect
answers, and Phi-3-Vision yields 27 N/A and 18 incorrect answers. Additionally, since GPT-
4V fails to generate answers in 8 cases and Phi-3-Vision in 2 cases, we calculate 5 N/A for
each of those cases. Overall, GPT-4o performs better among these models.

6.4 Embodied AI
In this part, we explore the exciting applications and implications of GPT-4V and GPT-4o
for embodied agent, focusing on how these models can bridge the gap between multimodal
understanding of static inputs and physical interaction with dynamic environments. To provide
a concrete example, we consider a scenario where GPT-4o and GPT-4V take on the role of a
home robot.

6.4.1 House Navigation
In this setting, we examine how these models navigate task-oriented challenges throughout
the house, showcasing their ability to comprehend and effectively interact with their surround-
ings to accomplish specific tasks. We utilize a virtual house tour to replicate interactive envi-
ronments for embodied agents, allowing us to assess how models like GPT-4V and GPT-4o
perform in simulated real-world settings. We collect three cases simulating a home robot per-
forming chores, such as fetch something from the dish washer as shown in Figure 6.9. In the
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Figure 6.7: Application Highlights on Auto Damage Evaluation. Red highlights that the
description is incorrect.
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Figure 6.8: Application Highlights on Insurance Reporting. Red highlights that the model
fails to extract information (N/A) or generates incorrect answer.
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task-oriented navigation scenario, both GPT-4o and GPT-4V successfully accomplish these
tasks, with GPT-4o providing more succinct and efficient responses.

6.5 Intelligent Graphical Interface Exploration
6.5.1 Notification Understanding

Notification handling is a straightforward scenario requiring an AI agent to navigate and
interpret content. We evaluate four models’ abilities to understand notifications on both
smartphone and computer screens, especially the capability of understanding (perception)
and multimodal reasoning. Successfully interpreting notification content and responding
appropriately involves three key steps: first, locating the app by its specific name; second,
interpreting the content displayed on the screen; and finally, determining and returning the
appropriate next step. For quantitative analysis, the results indicate that GPT-4o performs
the best, achieving 100% accuracy, followed closely by GPT-4V with a score of 8 out of
9. LLaVA-NeXT ranks third, with moderate accuracy of 4 out of 9, while Phi-3-Vision
demonstrates the lowest performance, scoring only 1 out of 9. Our observations suggest that
GPT-4o is the most reliable model for this task, particularly in accurately locating the app. In
contrast, Phi-3-Vision shows significant limitations, often failing to generate the correct next
step in most cases (7 out of 9). Figure 6.10 provides examples on what is the next step that
four MLLMs will do when they receiving notifications on different devices.

6.5.2 Web Browsing
We know that GPT models can serve as intelligent browsers for users, which raises the ques-
tion and hypothesis of how MLLMs might perform as agents when browsing a website with
specific requirements. To assess models’ capabilities in understanding (OCR and Perception),
task-oriented action planning, and contextual reasoning, we evaluate the performance of four
MLLMs in navigating a computer GUI within a task-oriented setting. The model is provided
with a screenshot of the current computer screen, the end goal of the navigation, and a list of
possible actions, and is then instructed to predict the subsequent steps.

For example, if the task is to install Anaconda, the model must determine the correct
sequence of actions to achieve this goal. As shown in Figure 6.11 and Figure 6.12, both
GPT-4V and GPT-4o successfully navigate the GUI to browse the web and retrieve the
instructions for installing Anaconda. Hence, the predicted actions of two large MLLMs
are well-grounded, demonstrating the potential for automating the entire process without
requiring human intervention. In contrast, LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision frequently struggle
to operate the GUI effectively, as they are unable to generate the precise next step required
for completing the task under the same conditions as GPT-4V. This limitation makes it
challenging for these models to successfully follow the given instructions. To better compare
the performance gap between the small models and the large models in this task, we use GPT-
4V’s prompts as input for each step for both LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision. Meanwhile,
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Figure 6.9: Acting as an embodied agent to navigate through a house to fetch something from
the dish washer.
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Figure 6.10: Results of four MLLMs on predicting the action upon receiving a notification.
Red highlights the inaccurate predicted action.
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Figure 6.11: Four MLLMs navigate through GUI to shop for a facial cleanser for women.
Red highlights that the answer is incorrect or does not provide detailed description.

GPT-4o uses its own output from the previous step as the prompt for the next step, allowing
us to clearly see how the small models perform relative to the large models when provided
with more guided input.

6.5.3 Online Shopping
Navigating a smartphone GUI for online shopping represents a promising application within
this field. This application mainly focuses on assess MLLMs’ capability of spatial reasoning
and action planning within user interfaces (UIs). In our evaluation, we provide the four models
with a screenshot of the current phone screen, a list of possible actions, and a prompt to predict
the subsequent steps needed to shop for an item within a specified budget range. Similar to the
web browsing task, we use GPT-4V’s prompt as the input for the two small MLLMs, LLaVA-
NeXT and Phi-3-Vision, to better assess their performance relative to the large models. As
illustrated in Figure 6.13, 6.14, and 6.15, both GPT models can accurately navigate through
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Figure 6.12: Four MLLMs navigate through GUI to browse the web to search for the guidance
of installing Anaconda in Windows system. Red highlights that the answer is incorrect or
does not provide detailed description.
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GUI to shop a specific item, and with the help of last step as prompt, LLaVA-NeXT also
succeed in predicting the subsequent actions to shop the pointed item, while Phi-3-Vision
fails to do so..

6.5.4 Watching Videos
Alongside web browsing, videos are a crucial source of online information. In the context
of watching video, the specific ability of large MLLMs being evaluated can be temporal
reasoning and multi-frame understanding. To assess this ability to understand videos and
explain their content, including humorous elements, we collect 8 different image sequences
from YouTube to evaluate the performance of two GPT models. Based on the results shown
in Section 4.1, in this scenario, both GPT-4V and GPT-4o can generate insightful descriptions
of the video content when aided by text descriptions shown in each image, as illustrated in
Figure 6.16. However, as shown in the second case in Figure 6.16, both models struggle to
identify the humorous elements, even with text assistance. Additionally, for videos with more
complex content, such as cooking videos (with around 15 images as input), GPT-4V fails to
generate any results, whereas GPT-4o successfully describes the video content, demonstrating
its potential for automatic transcript generation for user-generated video content.
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Figure 6.13: Four MLLMs navigate through GUI to shop for a facial cleanser for women.
Red highlights that the answer is incorrect or does not provide detailed description.
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Figure 6.14: Four MLLMs navigate through GUI to shop for a facial cleanser for women.
Red highlights that the answer is incorrect or does not provide detailed description.
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Figure 6.15: Four MLLMs navigate through GUI to shop for a facial cleanser for women.
Red highlights that the answer is incorrect or does not provide detailed description.
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Figure 6.16: Watching web videos: We present GPT-4V and GPT-4o with screenshots of video
frames in their original temporal order. To save space, the frames are arranged in a row, with
the leftmost frame representing the first in the sequence. Red highlights that the answer is
incorrect or not getting to the point.



7 Conclusion
In this paper, we conduct a comprehensive benchmarking of large and small Multi-Modal
Language Models (MLLMs) across a diverse set of core tasks using various input types,
ranging from single image-text pairs to interleaved image-text pairs. Through this evaluation,
we reveal each model’s strengths and limitations, offering insights into their applicability in
real-world scenarios and highlighting areas for further development.

• Single Image-Text Pair: GPT-4o demonstrates consistently superior performance in
tasks involving single image-text pairs, excelling particularly in complex capabilities
such as logical reasoning, multilingual comprehension, and code generation. GPT-4V
closely follows, with notable strengths in OCR, language generation, and spatial under-
standing. In contrast, smaller models like LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision perform well
in specific recognition tasks, such as logo and emotion identification, yet face challenges
in advanced reasoning and spatial tasks. These findings emphasize the scalability advan-
tages of larger models for more cognitively demanding applications.

• Multi-Image with Text Input: For tasks requiring multi-image processing, GPT-4o out-
performs GPT-4V, particularly in abstract reasoning, visual sentiment analysis, and ma-
nipulation detection. Smaller MLLMs lack multi-image processing capabilities, under-
scoring the necessity of large models for complex visual inputs. GPT-4o’s consistent
accuracy in these tasks demonstrates its robustness in handling integrated, cross-image
analyses.

• Multi-Frame with Text Input: In sequence-based tasks such as action recognition and
video understanding, only the large MLLMs, GPT-4o and GPT-4V, effectively process
multi-frame inputs. GPT-4o excels in temporal understanding, consistently achieving
top performance in tasks involving temporal anticipation, ordering, localization and
reasoning, showcasing a human-like capacity for interpreting dynamic sequences. While
GPT-4V occasionally achieves comparable results, smaller models like LLaVA-NeXT
and Phi-3-Vision have difficulty in handling sequence inputs, limiting their suitability
for temporal tasks.

• Interleaved Image-Text Pair: Interleaved image-text inputs present distinct challenges,
especially in spatial reasoning and association. GPT-4o leads in performance, though it
struggles with fine-grained spatial localization, particularly in tasks requiring accurate
coordinate alignment with visual content. Both GPT-4o and GPT-4V show limitations
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in generating accurate visual pointing outputs, suggesting a need for advancements in
prompt design and model architecture to enhance spatial reasoning capabilities. Despite
these challenges, GPT-4o demonstrates strong abstract reasoning in specific IQ tasks,
highlighting its potential in complex problem-solving scenarios.

• Application Scenarios: The models exhibit notable potential in real-world applications,
showing versatility across a variety of tasks. GPT-4V achieves high accuracy in multiple
qualitative tasks, illustrating its adaptability in user-centered applications. Phi-3-Vision
performs well in safety inspection tasks, while LLaVA-NeXT excels in online shopping
contexts when paired with GPT-4V’s text prompts. These application scenarios under-
score the practical impact of MLLMs, revealing their potential for user engagement,
informed decision-making, and task-specific multimodal solutions.

In summary, GPT-4o establishes a new standard for multimodal understanding and rea-
soning across diverse input types, setting a benchmark in versatility and cognitive capacity.
GPT-4V offers complementary strengths, particularly in practical, user-focused applications.
Although LLaVA-NeXT and Phi-3-Vision excel in specialized recognition tasks, they exhibit
limitations in advanced reasoning and temporal sequence processing. All models face chal-
lenges in spatial localization, particularly in tasks involving object positioning, indicating key
areas for future research and model refinement.

These findings suggest that while large MLLMs generally achieve superior performance
across a broad range of tasks, smaller models can be effective in specialized applications, serv-
ing as resource-efficient alternatives. This study provides a foundational reference for future
research, offering a comprehensive analysis of MLLM capabilities and identifying pathways
for optimization. Future work could build on these insights to explore new applications, re-
fine model architectures, and enhance our understanding of how multimodal systems address
complex, real-world challenges.
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