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Figure 1. Overview of our Spatial Perception And Reasoning (SPAR) dataset and benchmark. Our dataset is sourced from 4,500 scenes
and comprises 33 spatial tasks spanning single-view, multi-view, and video settings. Our benchmark includes over 7,000 carefully curated
high-quality samples to comprehensively evaluate the spatial understanding capabilities of existing models.

Abstract

Recent advances in LVLMs have improved vision-language
understanding, but they still struggle with spatial percep-
tion, limiting their ability to reason about complex 3D
scenes. Unlike previous approaches that incorporate 3D
representations into models to improve spatial understand-
ing, we aim to unlock the potential of VLMs by leverag-
ing spatially relevant image data. To this end, we intro-
duce a novel 2D spatial data generation and annotation
pipeline built upon scene data with 3D ground-truth. This
pipeline enables the creation of a diverse set of spatial
tasks, ranging from basic perception tasks to more com-

*Equally contributed.
†Corresponding author (lizhangfd@fudan.edu.cn).

plex reasoning tasks. Leveraging this pipeline, we con-
struct SPAR-7M, a large-scale dataset generated from thou-
sands of scenes across multiple public datasets. In ad-
dition, we introduce SPAR-Bench, a benchmark designed
to offer a more comprehensive evaluation of spatial capa-
bilities compared to existing spatial benchmarks, support-
ing both single-view and multi-view inputs. Training on
both SPAR-7M and large-scale 2D datasets enables our
models to achieve state-of-the-art performance on 2D spa-
tial benchmarks. Further fine-tuning on 3D task-specific
datasets yields competitive results, underscoring the effec-
tiveness of our dataset in enhancing spatial reasoning.

1. Introduction
Recent advances in Large Vision-Language Models
(LVLMs) have significantly enhanced vision-language un-
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Dataset Perception Reasoning Single view Multi view† Video Task types QA quantity

ScanQA [4] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ - 27k
SQA3D [42] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ 16 33k
3D-LLM [25] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ 9 659k
LEO [29] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ 9 513k
SceneVerse [31] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ 3 2.5M
MMScan [40] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ 20 6.9M

SPAR-7M ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 33 7M

Table 1. Comparison of spatial understanding datasets. † Multi-view questions involve 3–5 images per QA pair.

derstanding [3, 5, 21, 34, 35]. However, to empower VLMs
to better interact with the physical world, spatial under-
standing is essential, serving as a cornerstone of embod-
ied intelligence. Nevertheless, current VLMs exhibit lim-
ited spatial perception, often struggling with comprehensive
understanding and reasoning about spatial relationships in
complex scenes [10, 14, 19, 21, 25, 55].

A recent line of research explores enhancing spa-
tial understanding by incorporating 3D representations of
scenes [14, 23, 25, 28, 55]. However, these methods en-
counter several challenges. First, 3D data are scarce, with
suboptimal quality and uneven distribution, making them
unsuitable for large-scale pretraining. Second, designing a
model (e.g., a point cloud encoder) to effectively capture
3D information is inherently challenging, particularly since
complete 3D representations are often inaccessible in real-
world scenarios. Moreover, these approaches modify the
network architecture, hindering seamless integration with
existing VLM frameworks [5, 35].

This raises the question: Is it truly necessary to incor-
porate 3D representations into VLMs? For humans, spa-
tial understanding of the relationship between surrounding
objects is innate, relying on the ability to observe and im-
plicitly reconstruct the entire space from 2D observations.
Motivated by this capability, we seek to empower VLMs to
acquire spatial understanding directly from large-scale 2D
data (e.g., image inputs), enabling them to perform spatial
reasoning without explicit 3D supervision. To facilitate this,
we construct a spatially relevant dataset tailored for training
and evaluation. Additionally, to enable VLMs to tackle a
broader range of 3D tasks, we design a multi-view-based
3D grounding approach.

We categorize spatial understanding into two levels: spa-
tial perception, which encompasses fundamental spatial
concepts such as depth, distance, relative positions, and
camera viewpoints, representing low-level cognitive abil-
ities; and spatial reasoning, which involves higher-order
spatial understanding, requiring the ability to infer and con-
struct 3D scenes implicitly. A critical aspect of this ad-
vanced ability is view matching, particularly in multi-view
contexts.

Building on these two levels of spatial understanding,
we introduce SPAR-7M, a dataset encompassing 33 tasks
that cover a diverse range of complexities. These include
basic perception tasks such as depth and distance estima-
tion, more advanced reasoning tasks like cross-view object
matching, and high-level spatial cognition tasks such as spa-
tial imagination. To systematically organize these tasks,
we classify them into three levels: low, medium, and high,
reflecting a progression from Spatial Perception to Spatial
Reasoning. To generate the necessary training data, we in-
troduce a 2D data generation and annotation pipeline
that derives rich supervision from 3D scene data. The
resulting dataset, SPAR-7M, provides precise 3D ground-
truth annotations, significantly improving both task diver-
sity and reliability. Unlike existing approaches that rely
solely on 2D annotations [10, 19], our dataset enables a
more structured and accurate assessment of spatial under-
standing. Tab. 1 illustrates the diversity of input formats and
task types within our dataset.

Despite the growing body of spatial benchmarks, many
focus predominantly on high-level spatial reasoning, often
overlooking fundamental spatial perception [24, 40, 41].
Furthermore, some benchmarks, particularly those using
internet-collected images, struggle to effectively evaluate
multi-view tasks, while others based on video inputs are
not well-aligned with typical model inputs [51]. To address
these limitations, we select 20 tasks from the SPAR-7M val-
idation set. After carefully manual validation and filtering,
we created SPAR-Bench, a comprehensive benchmark con-
sisting of 7,207 questions that span tasks from basic per-
ception to complex reasoning. SPAR-Bench supports both
single-view and multi-view inputs, offering a more holistic
and diverse evaluation of spatial understanding.

Our main contributions are as follows: (i) We introduce
a 2D spatial QA generation pipeline leveraging 3D ground
truth, enabling the creation of both single-view and multi-
view data. Additionally, we present SPAR-7M, a compre-
hensive dataset covering a wide range of tasks from spa-
tial perception to reasoning. (ii) We present SPAR-Bench,
a benchmark for evaluating the spatial capabilities of exist-
ing models. (iii) By training models on both SPAR-7M and



large-scale 2D internet datasets, we achieve state-of-the-art
performance across multiple 2D spatial benchmarks. More-
over, even with 2D-only inputs, further fine-tuning on 3D
task-specific datasets yields competitive results. We will
open-source SPAR-7M and SPAR-Bench, facilitating further
research in spatial understanding.

2. Related work

Datasets for spatial understanding. Existing multi-
modal datasets primarily provide single-view or limited
multi-view images, often designed for image-text retrieval
or basic visual question answering, making them insuffi-
cient for advanced 3D reasoning [33, 38, 39, 53]. Some
datasets attempt to address this by collecting large-scale
images from the internet, but they lack precise 3D anno-
tations, relying instead on estimation models, which lim-
its their effectiveness in multi-view and spatial reasoning
tasks [10, 19]. Others incorporate image sequences or
3D scene representations for object counting, spatial re-
lationship reasoning, or grounding, but they mainly focus
on high-level semantics while neglecting low-level geo-
metric cues such as depth, distance, and camera parame-
ters [4, 16, 42]. To overcome these limitations, we pro-
pose a 3D-ground-truth-based data generation pipeline ca-
pable of rendering single-view, multi-view, and video-based
data. Our approach ensures precise spatial supervision, cov-
ering a broad spectrum of tasks from basic perception to
advanced reasoning, structured into three difficulty levels.
This provides a more comprehensive and scalable solution
compared to existing datasets.

Benchmarks for evaluating spatial understanding. Ex-
isting spatial understanding benchmarks primarily focus on
high-level reasoning while often neglecting fundamental
spatial perception tasks [4, 24, 40–42, 51]. Most of them
rely on either single-view images or video inputs, with lim-
ited consideration of multi-view settings, despite their abil-
ity to better represent local 3D structures. Single-view im-
ages restrict the complexity of questions that can be for-
mulated and provide an incomplete assessment of VLMs’
spatial reasoning capabilities. While some benchmarks use
video inputs [51], many VLMs are not optimized for video
processing, but this does not necessarily mean they lack
spatial reasoning abilities. To address these limitations, we
introduce SPAR-Bench, a more comprehensive benchmark
that encompasses both fundamental and advanced spatial
tasks. It supports both single-view and multi-view inputs,
enabling a more systematic and reliable evaluation of spa-
tial understanding.

3. Method

Our research aims to equip VLMs with robust and accu-
rate spatial understanding, focusing on both fundamental
3D perception and higher-order spatial reasoning and imag-
ination. To address the challenges posed by limited data,
we propose a novel data generation pipeline that creates a
diverse range of spatial understanding tasks. Our pipeline
leverages 3D scenes from ScanNet [20], ScanNet++ [52],
and Structured3D [54], ensuring a broad and diverse repre-
sentation of indoor environments. Along with this, we in-
troduce a new benchmark to provide a comprehensive eval-
uation of models’ spatial capabilities. In the following sec-
tions, we first detail our data generation pipeline (Sec. 3.1)
and the key characteristics of SPAR-7M (Sec. 3.2). We then
introduce SPAR-Bench (Sec. 3.3), followed by an analy-
sis of data quality and the manual filtering process used
to ensure benchmark reliability (Sec. 3.4). Additionally,
in Sec. 3.5, we present a multi-view-based 3D grounding
approach designed to enhance VLMs’ ability to tackle a
broader range of 3D tasks.

3.1. 3D-driven data generation pipeline

This section introduces our proposed data generation
pipeline. The input consists of the scene mesh, 3D bound-
ing boxes of objects, the intrinsic and extrinsic of camera
sequences, and the image sequences. Through a series of
steps, including filtering, extracting 3D information, and
task construction, we generate diverse spatial understand-
ing data. The key steps of this process are detailed below,
with the overall workflow illustrated in Fig. 2.

Filtering and subsampling. In the first step, we focus on
reducing data redundancy by filtering out images with min-
imal camera movement. Specifically, each image is asso-
ciated with a camera pose (position and orientation). If an
image’s camera position is within a distance threshold of
a retained image and its orientation differs by less than an
angular threshold, it is considered redundant and removed.
The whole process is similar to keyframing and the imple-
mentation details can be found in the appendix 6.2.

Extracting 3D information. In the second step, we ex-
tract global 3D information from the scene and create a uni-
fied data structure to support multi-view cross-retrieval and
annotation. This structure facilitates dataset alignment and
the generation of downstream tasks. Each scene is repre-
sented by two types of entities: Image records and object
records.

• Image record stores metadata for each image, such as
its index, camera intrinsics and extrinsics, image dimen-
sions, and the list of objects present. Each object is linked
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Q: In what direction is the backpack (orange bbox) placed from the observer's perspective? Judge 
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Figure 2. Data generation pipeline. Our pipeline consists of three main parts: (1) Filtering redundant images by sampling approach. (2)
Extracting scene 3D information and creating a unified data structure to support multi-view cross-retrieval and annotation. (3) Leveraging
metadata to automatically generate a variety of tasks and forms of QA data.

to its 3D bounding box, 3D center point in world coordi-
nates, and its 2D bounding box on the image plane.

• Object record contains global information for all objects
in the scene, including their ID, category, and a list of
images where they appear (referencing the corresponding
image indices).
This structure creates a unified mapping between image

and object data in world coordinates, simplifying the align-
ment and management of data from different sources. It
also lays the foundation for multi-dataset annotations and
task generation. Additional technical details can be found
in the appendix 6.3.

Multi-tasks generation. In the third step, we use the
complete 3D scene information to automatically generate
a variety of tasks and corresponding QA pairs. Each task is
configured with key details such as task type (e.g., distance
prediction, spatial relations), input image count, question
format, and the object types involved (object-to-object or
object-to-observer relations).

For each task, we follow a specific pipeline to gen-
erate annotations, ensuring flexibility to extend or cus-
tomize tasks as needed. After generating the annotations,
placeholders in the template (e.g., [label A], [label B],
[left right]) are replaced with actual object labels and com-
puted spatial information. The templates are initially cre-
ated by humans, expanded with the help of GPT, and then
refined through manual selection to ensure diversity and ac-
curacy.

While the process for generating tasks is consistent, each
of the 31 tasks follows its own unique procedure based on

its specific requirements. Detailed information about task
pipelines, QA templates, and GPT prompting can be found
in the appendix 6.4.

3.2. Spatial dataset construction
Based on our data generation pipeline (Sec. 3.1), we con-
struct SPAR-7M, a large-scale dataset designed for spatial
understanding. SPAR-7M consists of approximately 4K in-
door 3D scenes from diverse sources, covering 33 task types
with over 7 million QA pairs. Each QA pair is paired
with camera intrinsics, extrinsics, and depth information,
enabling both multi-view reasoning and 3D spatial infer-
ence. The dataset includes tasks ranging from basic spatial
perception (e.g., depth estimation, distance measurement)
to high-level spatial reasoning (e.g., camera position pre-
diction, multi-view spatial relations) (Fig. 4).

To comprehensively evaluate different aspects of spatial
understanding, we incorporate three types of input formats:
single-view, multi-view, and video. Single-view tasks test
a model’s ability to infer spatial properties from a single
image, while multi-view tasks require integrating spatial
information across different viewpoints. The video-based
setting goes beyond individual frames to introduce higher-
level spatial perception and scene-level reasoning, challeng-
ing the model to understand the spatial structure of a more
complex environment. While not all tasks include every in-
put format, this diversity ensures a broad assessment of spa-
tial reasoning across various contexts.

In addition to varying input formats, we categorize tasks
based on their spatial relationships into object-object (OO)
and object-camera (OC) types. OO tasks focus on the rel-



Task: View change infer, multi views, fill

Q: What movement of the camera—forward, backward, 
or rotational—would produce the second image?

A: move_right:0, move_down:0, move_backward:0, 
rotate_down:5, rotate_left:15

Task: Distance infer, single views, sentence, object-object

Q: Based on the center points, which object is closer to light switch (red point): 
fusebox (green point) or intercom (blue point)? Calculate or judge based on the 
3D center points of these objects.

A: light switch (red point) has a distance of 0.7 meters 
to fusebox (green point) and 0.4 meters to intercom 
(blue point). Consequently, the intercom is closer to 
light switch.

Task: Distance prediction, video, fill, object-object

Q: Provide the distance in meters separating the center of book (in Frame-12) (red 
point) and the center of picture (in Frame-12) (blue point) in the video. Only one 
numeric value is required for your response.            A: 0.9m

idx:0 idx:6 idx:8 idx:10 idx:12

…

Task: Spatial volume infer, single views, sentence

Q: Regarding the image I offered, how would you measure luggage rack’s length, 
width, and height in centimeters? 

A: To clarify, luggage rack is 61 cm in length, while its 
width and height measure 52 cm and 59 cm.
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Task: Spatial relation, multi views, choice, object-camera

Q: In the given three images, describe the spatial position of towel (red bbox) 
relative to the observer. Calculate or judge based on the 3D center points of these 
objects. We use the first image to reflect the main perspective, which aligns with the 
observer's viewpoint.

A. right, above, behind
B. , above, front
C. left, , front
D. right, below, front

Task: Spatial imagination, multi views, choice, object-object

Q: How does the observer’s movement to office chair (green bbox) and orientation 
towards light switch (blue bbox) affect the spatial perception of office chair (red 
bbox) and office chair (yellow bbox)? Calculate or judge based on the 3D center 
points of these objects. Please respond from the observer's perspective, with the first 
image serving as the main view before making a move. Please use the world 
coordinate system to determine the up and down position relationship of objects.

A. left, above, closer, front, front
B. left, above, closer, front,
C. left, above, farther, behind,
D. left, , farther, front, front

Figure 3. Dataset and benchmark visualization. We visualize some samples from our proposed SPAR-7M and SPAR-Bench. We show
the diversity and richness of our dataset, which covers different task types, input types, and object types.

ative positioning of objects, such as determining whether
one object is to the left, right, or behind another. OC tasks,
on the other hand, emphasize the relationship between ob-
jects and the camera, requiring models to infer viewpoint-
dependent properties. For multi-image inputs, one image is
randomly selected as the primary viewpoint, serving as the
reference for spatial reasoning.

3.3. Spatial benchmark construction
To systematically evaluate spatial understanding, we intro-
duce SPAR-Bench, a benchmark designed to assess models
across diverse spatial reasoning tasks and input modalities.
Unlike existing benchmarks that primarily focus on high-
level reasoning or rely on video-based inputs, SPAR-Bench
provides a more balanced evaluation by covering both spa-
tial perception and reasoning in single-view and multi-view
settings.

SPAR-Bench consists of 20 tasks covering depth estima-
tion, distance prediction, spatial relation reasoning, and spa-
tial imagination. These tasks are sampled from the SPAR-
7M test set, with 400 QA pairs per task. After manual qual-
ity checking, the final benchmark includes 7207 QA pairs.
Each task is formulated as either numerical prediction (fill-
in-the-blank) or classification (multiple-choice selection),
evaluated using Mean Relative Absolute Error (MRA) and
accuracy, respectively.

To capture different levels of spatial understanding,
single-view tasks focus on spatial inference from a sin-
gle image, while multi-view tasks require reasoning across
multiple perspectives, such as object matching and camera
pose inference. A full list of tasks and details on data con-

struction are provided in the appendix 6.1. We visualize
the dataset and benchmark in Fig. 3. More detailed QA of
datasets can be found in appendix 6.5.
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Figure 4. Dataset statistics. Our Dataset can be categorized into
high, medium, and low three levels, totaling 33 subtasks.

3.4. Data quality check
To ensure the reliability of our proposed benchmark, we
conduct a human verification process. Specifically, we sam-
ple 400 questions per task in the validation set, forming an
8,000-question benchmark. These questions undergo man-
ual inspection, taking approximately 140 human hours. Af-
ter filtering out problematic cases, 7,207 questions were re-
tained, resulting in a dataset acceptance rate of 90.1%.

During verification, we focus on identifying vague ques-



tion stems, incorrect or misleading choices, ambiguous an-
swers, and factual inconsistencies. Errors are marked, dis-
cussed, and either corrected or removed. This rigorous pro-
cess ensures that our benchmark maintains high quality and
reliability.

Grounded
3D bounding box  

-VLM

Video:

Question:

“Find the table between the white cabinet and the shoes In the 
most suitable single frame. Then, tell me the bounding box 
information of the cabinet in that frame. ”  

Idx:0 Idx:1 Idx:2 Idx:3

Answer:

“Frame 1: object center: [610, 470], depth: 
[190], object size: [51, 90, 51].”  

Bounding box refine 

Prior 3D bounding boxes

Bounding box matching

Best Match! Output

3D grounding 

Back projection  

1.Selected single frame
2.Scaled bounding box info  

Bounding box refine 
(optional)  

?

question

correspond video

Figure 5. Our 3D grounding pipeline via VLM. For multi-view
inputs, we decompose the task into frame selection and mono-3D
grounding on the selected frame.

3.5. 3D grounding with VLMs
Expressing an object’s spatial position within a scene is a
crucial capability. Previous methods primarily relied on
point cloud regression or classifying proposal bounding
boxes. For video inputs, temproal grounding in VLM [26,
44] is widely explored, [50] use VLM as a frame selector to
achieve 3D grounding with a series of tools. In contrast, we
propose a novel 3D grounding approach that reformulates
this task as a text generation problem, enabling seamless
integration with VLMs. Specifically, we transform the 3D
grounding task into a frame selection followed by mono-3D
grounding. In the case of multi-view input, an object can be
localized within a visible frame, allowing us to infer its UV
coordinates, depth, and size, achieving accurate 3D local-
ization through the camera pose of that frame. While this
method already enables the localization of a 3D bounding
box, we further introduce an optional refinement process.
By optimally matching the predicted 3D bounding box with
the proposal bounding box, we obtain the final refined re-
sult. The overall grounding pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 5.

4. Experiments
In this section, we assess the effectiveness of our dataset and
investigate the potential upper limits of spatial reasoning in
VLMs from three key perspectives:

• Performance on existing spatial benchmarks: We ex-
amine how pretraining on SPAR-7M improves model per-
formance on image-based spatial benchmarks.

• Evaluation on our in-domain benchmark SPAR-
Bench: We assess the pretrained model’s capabilities us-
ing our proposed benchmark, SPAR-Bench, which pro-
vides a comprehensive evaluation of spatial understand-
ing across various tasks.

• Fine-tuning on 3D-specific tasks: To investigate the
generalization ability of our approach, we perform super-
vised fine-tuning (SFT) on 3D-specific benchmarks, in-
cluding spatial QA and 3D grounding tasks.

Furthermore, in Sec. 4.4, we analyze the impact of dif-
ferent data compositions and training strategies on model
performance, offering insights into optimal configurations
for enhancing spatial reasoning capabilities.

Pretraining. To train a VLM with strong spatial capabil-
ities while preserving generalization, we use a mixed pre-
training dataset SPAR-mix. 40% of the data is uniformly
sampled from our dataset, SPAR-7M, while the remaining
60% is uniformly sampled from general 2D data, sourced
from the EMOVA configuration. This general data in-
cludes tasks such as image-text QA, chart understanding,
and OCR. We pretrain the model on a total of 2 million
samples, using the base model InternVL2.5-8B.

4.1. Evaluation on existing 2D spatial benchmarks
CV-Bench [48]. The Cambrian Vision-Centric Bench-
mark (CV-Bench) is a large-scale dataset with 2,638 man-
ually verified examples, designed to assess 2D spatial rela-
tionships and object counting. It repurposes standard vision
datasets, formulating natural language questions to evalu-
ate spatial reasoning. Visual prompts, such as bounding
boxes, are used to reduce ambiguity and ensure reliable as-
sessments.

VSI-Bench [51]. The Visual-Spatial Intelligence Bench-
mark (VSI-Bench) evaluates spatial reasoning from egocen-
tric video data, containing 5,000+ QA pairs from 288 real-
world videos sourced from ScanNet [20], ScanNet++ [52],
and ARKitScenes [7]. It covers diverse indoor environ-
ments and leverages object-level annotations for question
generation. VSI-Bench includes eight tasks across three
categories: configurational reasoning (object counting, rela-
tive position, route planning), measurement estimation (ob-
ject and room size, absolute distance), and spatiotemporal
reasoning (appearance order in videos). All questions un-
dergo manual review to ensure accuracy.

To evaluate the effectiveness of our dataset, we compare
models pretrained on our SPAR-mix (a combination of our
data and the EMOVA dataset) against those trained solely



VSI-Bench [51]
CV-Bench [48]

BLINK [24] 3DSRBench [41] Seed-Image [33] MME [22] MMBench [38] RealWorldQA [43] TextVQA [46]
Methods 2D 3D

GPT-4v [2] - 64.3 73.8 51.1 - 71.6 1927 75.0 61.4 77.4
GPT-4o [2] 34.0 - - 60.0 45.3 77.1 2310 83.4 75.4 -
Cambrain-8B [48] - 72.3 72.0 - - 74.7 1547 75.9 64.2 77.8
LLaVA-OV-7B [34] 25.3 - - 48.2 44.1 - 1998 80.8 66.3 -
InternVL2-8B [18] 34.6 - - - - 75.4 2215 81.7 - 77.4

Base VLM 32.4 74.2 78.5 46.6 58.3 76.5 2323 84.5 66.7 68.7
+EMOVA-2M 24.5 66.3 64.8 42.4 55.3 73.8 2186 80.2 63.1 63.8
+SPAR-mix 41.1 72.3 89.1 43.9 57.5 73.2 2163 79.9 64.7 62.9

Table 2. Comparison of model performance on various spatial understanding and 2D gerneral benchmarks. The base VLM is
InternVL2.5-8B, and we use dynamic patch 3 during training and inference.

QA source Hypersim [45] SUNRGBD [47] nuScenes [8]

Base VLM 73 87 62
+SPAR-mix 93 96 80

Table 3. Performance improvement on out-of-domain datasets
in CV-Bench 3D.

on 2M EMOVA dataset [12]. As shown in Tab. 2, Pre-
training with our mixed dataset results in significant per-
formance gains and achieves SOTA performance on both
the CV-Bench 3D and VSI-Bench benchmarks, which are
specifically designed to evaluate spatial reasoning capa-
bilities.Moreover, compared to models trained exclusively
on 2M EMOVA dataset, our approach maintains competi-
tive 2D generalization performance, demonstrating that in-
tegrating our dataset effectively enhances 3D spatial reason-
ing while preserving 2D capabilities.

Out-of-domain generalization ability. We also find that
pretraining with our dataset enhances the model’s spatial
understanding across diverse, non-homogeneous datasets.
Although our dataset is primarily derived from indoor scene
datasets such as ScanNet [20], ScanNet++ [52], and Struc-
tured3D [54], the pretrained model shows consistent im-
provements across all tasks constructed with datasets dif-
ferent from ours in CV-Bench 3D, as shown in Tab. 3. No-
tably, on NuScenes, an outdoor dataset, our approach yields
an 18-point performance gain, demonstrating its strong gen-
eralization ability beyond indoor environments.

4.2. Evaluation on SPAR-Bench

Our model performs well on out-of-domain spatial bench-
marks. We further evaluate it on our SPAR-Bench and assess
the spatial capabilities of other large language models.

Human vs. model performance. Tab. 4 shows that hu-
man performance far exceeds all models across all difficulty

levels. The average human score is 67.27, with 55.31 on
low-level tasks, 72.32 on middle-level tasks, and 76.22 on
high-level tasks. Among baseline models (excluding our
fine-tuned version), Qwen2.5-VL-72B performs best, but
still falls far below human level, with an average score of
39.40 (35.35 on low-level, 23.05 on middle-level, and 48.44
on high-level tasks). This highlights that even the strongest
models struggle with complex spatial reasoning, particu-
larly as task difficulty increases.

Limitations of existing models. The overall performance
trend indicates that current models lack strong spatial per-
ception and generalization ability for higher-order reason-
ing. The significant drop in scores from low-level to
middle-level tasks suggests that models struggle to transi-
tion from basic spatial perception to more complex spatial
relationships. For example, GPT-4o drops from 29.25 (low-
level) to 24.93 (middle-level), and Qwen2.5-VL-72B drops
from 35.35 to 23.05, highlighting difficulties in handling
increasing spatial complexity. Additionally, performance in
high-level tasks remains low, with most models scoring be-
low 50, showing that multi-view and global spatial reason-
ing remain major challenges.

Impact of data augmentation. Fine-tuning InternVL2.5-
8B on our dataset significantly improves performance
across all levels. The fine-tuned model scores 65.53 on
low-level, 63.01 on middle-level, and 61.29 on high-level
tasks, showing notable gains in spatial reasoning. For ex-
ample, Depth-OC increases from 25.78 (InternVL2.5-8B)
to 81.53, and View Change Inference improves from 6.32 to
37.14. These improvements suggest that high-quality spa-
tial data enhances model performance, particularly in multi-
view reasoning. However, the persistent gap between mod-
els and human performance indicates that data augmenta-
tion alone is insufficient, and further advances in multi-view
fusion and spatial representation learning are needed.
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Baseline
Chance Level (Random) - - - - - - - - - - - - 22.65 24.50 - 25.09 23.82 22.02 31.25 25.27 22.16 25.81 24.42 24.17 26.89

Chance Level (Frequency) - 32.74 31.19 43.09 43.51 17.38 13.05 41.90 30.99 27.40 32.17 38.25 29.01 26.75 59.00 32.29 52.94 50.60 28.25 26.92 26.59 26.34 26.74 26.49 25.77

SPAR-Bench (tiny) API
Human Level 1 67.27 55.31 72.75 74.25 28.75 36.25 78.25 52.25 66.5 33.50 72.32 92 64 60.97 76.22 80 94 70 92 80 78 82 50 60

GPT-4o [2] 3 36.39 29.25 53.80 45.00 15.00 13.60 37.40 34.40 23.40 24.40 24.93 30 16 28.80 45.11 64 64 58 46 46 32 44 30 22

Claude-3.7-Sonnet [1] 5 21.77 25.43 41.00 45.40 11.20 12.20 42.60 19.60 26.00 5.40 7.33 16 6 0.00 23.33 40 48 22 36 14 12 20 6 12

Qwen2-VL-72B [49] 4 35.62 35.28 45.40 49.80 13.80 10.00 54.60 49.40 36.80 22.40 23.39 42 18 10.16 40.00 60 68 50 38 44 18 28 18 36

Qwen2.5-VL-72B [6] 2 39.40 35.35 53.20 46.80 17.80 29.00 49.60 57.40 14.40 14.60 23.05 40 16 13.16 48.44 74 74 60 56 50 20 34 24 44

SPAR-Bench (full)
InternVL2-2B [18] 10 28.06 21.74 18.06 24.81 23.20 20.97 19.47 19.95 26.83 20.61 22.83 39.69 23.00 5.81 35.42 51.18 55.95 46.00 31.59 23.82 36.02 34.30 17.55 22.41

InternVL2-4B [18] 4 32.01 28.94 23.94 27.22 20.00 18.12 42.57 40.16 31.29 28.18 29.16 49.87 21.00 16.62 35.70 56.76 55.36 40.25 36.81 25.21 28.76 32.27 21.19 24.65

InternVL2-8B [18] 3 33.02 26.83 25.75 30.88 20.67 20.78 39.03 36.19 19.15 22.19 36.49 63.36 28.00 18.11 37.37 64.71 54.46 42.75 37.36 26.32 34.14 31.10 20.86 24.65

InternVL2.5-2B [17] 8 30.14 25.79 39.67 39.72 12.12 15.03 30.94 29.59 20.22 19.02 22.93 37.91 24.25 6.64 36.41 51.47 56.85 50.25 33.79 24.10 27.15 35.17 26.49 22.41

InternVL2.5-4B [17] 7 30.55 25.66 29.06 32.97 21.77 16.83 20.84 26.85 28.13 28.79 29.75 47.07 33.25 8.92 35.16 54.12 58.93 35.50 29.67 34.63 24.73 31.39 19.21 28.29

InternVL2.5-8B [17] 1 36.28 29.46 25.78 29.31 23.79 18.76 46.82 42.68 22.62 25.89 31.88 61.32 28.00 6.32 43.80 59.71 56.85 51.75 44.23 41.55 36.56 41.57 22.52 39.50

LLaVA-OV-0.5B [34] 9 29.48 30.14 49.22 42.72 18.04 14.92 31.48 25.67 28.98 30.10 15.89 24.43 21.75 1.50 33.42 50.88 50.00 32.00 27.75 26.04 30.91 34.01 24.50 24.65

LLaVA-OV-7B [34] 5 31.20 21.79 30.33 26.94 18.58 13.87 10.43 13.64 31.24 29.29 26.13 38.68 30.25 9.47 40.14 56.47 55.06 37.25 48.63 38.23 30.38 33.72 26.49 35.01

Qwen2-VL-2b [49] 11 24.60 19.43 38.03 40.63 18.84 14.09 7.81 7.07 17.82 11.14 27.55 26.21 25.25 31.20 28.22 54.12 49.11 21.75 25.27 12.47 23.92 27.62 24.83 14.85

Qwen2-VL-7b [49] 6 30.74 27.52 35.97 35.22 20.83 12.88 28.68 29.95 28.21 28.45 20.44 35.37 20.25 5.69 37.03 59.71 52.38 30.25 38.46 41.00 22.04 28.49 22.52 38.38

Qwen2.5-VL-7b [6] 2 33.07 28.75 31.33 33.66 21.99 14.97 42.88 37.73 23.83 23.64 22.97 33.33 28.75 6.83 40.27 58.24 51.49 44.75 50.00 32.13 33.87 32.85 27.15 31.93

LLaVA-v1.5-7b [36] 12 23.65 10.85 5.17 12.53 17.37 11.34 7.25 5.26 18.73 9.12 26.50 24.43 26.75 28.31 34.09 51.18 52.38 34.25 24.18 26.87 34.68 29.94 22.52 30.81

LLaVA-v1.6-7b [37] 13 13.21 8.53 12.14 0.00 20.35 0.27 10.76 0.41 24.27 0.00 4.79 6.62 7.75 0.00 20.18 51.76 7.74 6.25 32.14 6.37 39.52 10.47 21.52 5.88

InternVL2.5-8B+SPAR-mix - 63.25 65.53 81.53 79.22 38.25 35.51 78.93 79.18 68.13 63.50 63.01 78.88 73.00 37.14 61.29 86.47 79.76 64.00 69.23 59.00 47.31 50.00 42.38 53.50

Table 4. Performance of different models on SPAR-Bench. Shaded cells indicate the best scores in each category. The highest, second-
highest, and third-highest scores in each category are highlighted with light red , light orange , and light yellow , respectively. SPAR-
Bench (tiny) refers to a subset of the full benchmark, where 50 questions are sampled per task.

SQA3D [42] ScanQA [4]

Methods EM@1 BLEU-4 CiDEr

3D-LLM [25] - 12.0 69.4
Chat-3D v2 [27] 54.7 14.0 87.6
LEO [29] 50.0 13.2 101.4
LL3DA [14] - 13.5 76.8
Scene-LLM [23] 54.2 12.0 80.0

SPAR-mix 58.1 15.3 90.7

Table 5. Comparison of SQA3D and ScanQA performance
across different LLM-based models.

Methods Acc@0.25 Acc@0.5

ScanRefer [11] 37.3 24.3
MVT [30] 40.8 33.3
ViL3DRel [13] 47.9 37.7
3D-LLM [25] 30.3 -
Chat-3D v2 [27] 35.9 30.4
Grounded 3D-LLM [15] 47.9 44.1

SPAR-mix 48.8(31.9) 43.1(12.4)

Table 6. Comparison of ScanRefer performance across differ-
ent models. The content in “()” indicates results without refine.

4.3. Evaluation on 3D-specific tasks
In addition to the previously discussed spatial benchmarks,
there are also tasks specifically defined in 3D scenes, which
typically involve questions related to the entire scene.

After pretraining the VLM using our dataset, we perform
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on 3D tasks to further investi-
gate the spatial capabilities of the VLM.

Spatial QA. We use two benchmarks: ScanQA, which fo-
cuses on object attributes and spatial relationships within
a scene, and SQA3D, a spatial benchmark where the task
is to answer specific questions based on a given viewpoint
description within the scene. This requires the model to
demonstrate spatial imagination. We treat this as a multi-
view task during training. As shown in Tab. 5, despite
not incorporating 3D information into the model, it still
achieves the highest score when compared to the 3D LLMs.

3D grouding. We evaluate the 3D grounding capability of
our model using the ScanRefer dataset. ScanRefer requires
the model to locate objects in a scene based on textual de-
scriptions. As shown in the Tab. 6, the values in parentheses
represent the performance without proposal refinement. We
observed that the VLM’s depth predictions may sometimes
be inaccurate when the distance is large due to the absence
of 3D information. However, after refining, the results per-
form well. These results underline the potential of leverag-
ing a VLM for grounding, showcasing its ability to perform
well without the need for 3D information, while also tack-
ling a more complex generative task.



CV-Bench [48] SPAR-Bench

ViT SPAR Ratio 2D 3D Low Medium High

Frozen 60% 68.68 89.67 66.87 64.28 55.43
Unfrozen 60% 73.00 91.10 67.01 44.04 51.86
Unfrozen 40% 74.13 89.09 66.97 42.21 48.19

Table 7. Performance comparison of different ViT configura-
tions. Models are trained with varying SPAR ratios and evaluated
on CV-Bench (2D, 3D) and SPAR-Bench.

4.4. Ablation study
We evaluate the impact of ViT training strategies and SPAR
data proportions on InternVL2.5-4B, trained with 2M sam-
ples from SPAR (3D) and EMOVA (2D). Tab. 7 presents re-
sults on CV-Bench (2D, 3D) and SPAR-Bench (Low, Mid-
dle, High levels).

Effect of freezing vs. unfreezing ViT. Comparing the
first two rows with 60% SPAR, unfreezing ViT improves
CV-Bench 2D (68.68 to 73.00) and 3D (89.67 to 91.10),
but significantly degrades SPAR-Bench Middle (64.28 to
44.04) and High (55.43 to 51.86). This suggests that fine-
tuning ViT benefits general vision tasks but weakens spatial
reasoning, particularly in multi-view scenarios.

Effect of SPAR-7M ratio. Comparing the second and
third rows with Unfrozen ViT, reducing the SPAR ratio
from 60% to 40% slightly improves CV-Bench 2D (73.00 to
74.13) but reduces CV-Bench 3D (91.10 to 89.09). SPAR-
Bench performance further drops, particularly in middle
level (44.04 to 42.21) and high level (51.86 to 48.19) tasks,
indicating that higher 3D data proportions enhance multi-
view spatial reasoning.

Findings. Freezing ViT preserves spatial understanding,
while unfreezing benefits 2D tasks but harms multi-view
reasoning. Higher SPAR ratios improve 3D reasoning,
while increasing 2D data slightly benefits 2D vision at the
cost of 3D perception.

5. Conclusion
We introduce SPAR-7M, a large-scale dataset constructed
from thousands of scenes, specifically designed to enhance
spatial reasoning. To provide a rigorous evaluation frame-
work, we propose SPAR-Bench, a benchmark that offers a
more comprehensive assessment of spatial understanding,
supporting both single-view and multi-view inputs. Exper-
imental results demonstrate that pretraining on SPAR-7M
alongside general datasets enables models to achieve SOTA
performance on VSI-Bench and CV-Bench 3D. Further-
more, fine-tuning on 3D task-specific datasets yields com-

petitive results, highlighting the effectiveness of our dataset
in bridging the gap between 2D and 3D spatial reasoning.
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6. Appendix
6.1. Benchmark task descriptions
The tasks are categorized into single-view and multi-view
settings, covering depth estimation, distance prediction,
spatial relations, and spatial imagination. The descriptions
of each task are as follows:

Single-view tasks Single-view tasks test a model’s ability
to infer spatial properties from a single image. These tasks
include:
• Depth estimation (OC, OO, NA): Predicting absolute or

relative depth values for objects
• Distance prediction (OC, OO, NA): Estimating the Eu-

clidean distance between objects or from an object to the
camera.

• Object center distance inference (OO, MCA): Given
objects A, B and C, determine which of B and C is farther
or closer to A.

• Object spatial relation (OO, MCA): Determining rela-
tive positioning (e.g., left, right, in front of).

• Spatial imagination (OC, OO, MCA): Predicting un-
seen spatial relationships based on limited visual infor-
mation.

Multi-view tasks Multi-view tasks require reasoning
across multiple images to infer spatial relationships. These
tasks include:
• Viewpoint change inference (NA): Given two perspec-

tives, output how the camera should be moved to see the
second perspective.

• Multi-view depth estimation (OC, OO, NA): Predicting
depth across multiple perspectives.

• Multi-view distance prediction (OC, OO, NA): Esti-
mating object distances across different views.

• Multi-view object matching (MCA): Identifying the
same object across multiple views.

• Camera pose inference (MCA): Predict the position of
the camera corresponding to the second perspective in the
first image.

• Multi-view object spatial relation (OC, OO, MCA):
Determining object relationships across multiple images.

• Spatial imagination (OC, OO, MCA): Reasoning about
spatial structure beyond visible views.
A tiny version of our SPAR-Bench evaluation results are

shown in Tab. 8.

6.2. Image subsampling
We propose an efficient image filtering method based on
camera poses to reduce redundant images with high simi-
larity, so that can improve data processing efficiency. Given
a scene S with a set of image sequence I, our goal is to filter

out similar images based on a translation threshold dtrans and
a rotation angle threshold drot, obtaining a compact image
sequence I ′ ⊆ I.

Specifically, for a given image sequence I, we first load
the corresponding camera intrinsic and extrinsic parame-
ters. Each camera pose is represented by a 4 × 4 trans-
formation matrix Ti, consisting of a rotation matrix Ri and
a translation vector ti:

Ti =

[
Ri ti

0T 1

]
(1)

where ti ∈ R3 and Ri ∈ SO(3). The world-to-camera
transformation by inverting the given pose.

Translation filtering For each image i(i = 1, .., n), we
compute the Euclidean distance between its translation vec-
tor ti and the translation vector tj of a candidate image
j(j = i+ 1, .., n):

dtransij = ∥ti − tj∥ (2)

If dtransij > dth, we believe that the difference between
these two frames is significant enough and we will preserve
the current frame j. If dtransij < dth, we will further per-
form rotation filtering.

Rotation filtering For images with smaller dtransij , we
compute the relative rotation matrix: Rij = R−1

i Rj The
rotational difference is determined by the angle θij , com-
puted as:

θij = cos−1

(
Trace(Rij)− 1

2

)
∗ 180

π
(3)

If θij < θth, image j is considered redundant and removed.
After iterating through all images, the final filtered image
set is as follows:

I ′ = {i ∈ I | satisfies filtering criteria} (4)

This method can filter out approximately 90% of re-
dundant images, which ensures that only images with suf-
ficiently distinct poses are retained, reducing redundancy
while preserving viewpoint diversity.

In the experimental setup, we set the threshold parameter
of the ScanNetPP dataset [52] with dth = 0.5 and θth = 45
and ScanNet [20] dataset with dth = 0.5 and θth = 15. For
the Structured3D Dataset, we did not perform filtering and
subsampling operations since the images in the dataset were
sparse enough.

6.3. Image item construction
Given a scene S, we construct image items by extracting 3D
object data and projecting it onto 2D images.
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Baseline
Chance Level (Random) - - - - - - - - - 22 18 - 80 32 26 28 22 32 12 30 28
Chance Level (Frequency) 37.80 36.33 42.89 51.78 25.78 27.11 35.33 46.89 35.33 25.56 41.14 30 40 53.42 38.00 60 58 32 30 30 32 34 28 38

Human Level 67.27 55.31 72.75 74.25 28.75 36.25 78.25 52.25 66.5 33.50 72.32 92 64 60.97 76.22 80 94 70 92 80 78 82 50 60
GPT-4o 36.39 29.25 53.80 45.00 15.00 13.60 37.40 34.40 23.40 24.40 24.93 30 16 28.80 45.11 64 64 58 46 46 32 44 30 22
Claude-3.7-Sonnet 21.77 25.43 41.00 45.40 11.20 12.20 42.60 19.60 26.00 5.40 7.33 16 6 0.00 23.33 40 48 22 36 14 12 20 6 12
Qwen2-VL-72B 35.62 35.28 45.40 49.80 13.80 10.00 54.60 49.40 36.80 22.40 23.39 42 18 10.16 40.00 60 68 50 38 44 18 28 18 36
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 39.40 35.35 53.20 46.80 17.80 29.00 49.60 57.40 14.40 14.60 23.05 40 16 13.16 48.44 74 74 60 56 50 20 34 24 44
InternVL2-2B 29.51 21.85 15.00 31.40 17.80 18.80 13.40 27.40 26.40 24.60 25.81 44 26 7.44 37.56 46 56 54 42 18 50 42 14 16
InternVL2-4B 32.10 29.55 22.02 28.40 18.80 14.20 47.60 52.60 26.00 26.60 33.88 52 30 19.64 33.78 46 54 44 30 30 26 26 26 22
InternVL2-8B 32.95 24.10 24.60 39.00 16.00 16.80 35.40 33.40 13.40 14.20 35.43 58 28 20.28 40.00 68 42 40 46 34 34 46 16 34
InternVL2.5-2B 31.81 27.85 44.80 42.20 11.20 7.00 40.20 35.40 24.20 17.80 22.48 40 22 5.44 38.44 68 48 50 48 26 18 38 20 30
InternVL2.5-4B 33.99 30.38 31.20 36.20 26.20 30.00 24.20 36.40 31.40 27.40 34.27 58 38 6.80 37.11 48 58 54 40 30 24 42 18 20
InternVL2.5-8B 37.27 28.38 27.40 31.80 19.60 19.00 40.40 48.80 15.00 25.00 31.47 66 22 6.40 47.11 58 54 50 52 52 44 58 22 34
Qwen2-VL-2b 26.88 23.45 44.20 50.00 25.20 17.40 7.40 12.60 20.60 10.20 28.01 22 24 38.04 29.56 52 50 20 24 10 40 30 24 16
Qwen2-VL-7b 32.84 27.98 37.80 36.20 23.60 7.00 28.00 31.80 31.60 27.80 16.36 26 18 5.08 42.67 58 54 26 40 54 34 36 40 42
Qwen2.5-VL-7b 33.48 31.25 27.80 37.20 27.40 19.80 50.00 47.60 17.60 22.60 19.84 26 24 9.52 40.00 52 50 44 56 28 28 36 32 34
LLaVA-OV-0.5B 30.84 33.20 55.40 51.60 22.80 10.00 35.20 28.20 36.60 25.80 15.08 24 20 1.24 34.00 52 56 40 36 16 30 40 22 14
LLaVA-OV-7B 34.73 27.95 42.80 44.60 25.20 24.00 12.80 12.60 38.40 23.20 27.69 48 22 13.08 43.11 64 62 26 58 42 24 40 32 40
llava-v1.5-7b 25.76 13.02 4.80 15.40 17.60 17.60 8.80 7.80 17.60 14.60 33.69 28 40 33.08 34.44 52 54 18 22 26 42 38 18 40
llava-v1.6-7b 13.50 9.00 10.60 0.00 20.40 0.00 16.20 0.00 24.80 0.00 6.00 8 10 0.00 20.00 46 14 12 30 6 42 6 20 4

ours 66.65 70.33 87.00 83.20 45.80 43.20 81.00 84.00 78.80 59.60 60.13 78 66 36.40 65.56 86 90 72 78 58 48 48 42 68

Table 8. Performance of different models on SPAR-Bench. All results are obtained on tiny SPAR-Bench. Shaded cells indicate best
scores in each category.

Data loading and initialization For each scene, we load
the corresponding 3D mesh, camera intrinsic and extrinsic
parameters, and instance annotations. The scene mesh is
represented as: M = (V,F) where V is the set of vertices
and F is the set of triangular faces.

To determine the visibility of 3D faces in the image, we
perform rasterization to obtain a mapping from image pixels
to face indices: pix to face(x,y) = fk. where fk ∈ F and
pix to face stores the corresponding face index for each
pixel (x, y). If a pixel does not correspond to any face, it
will be marked as -1.

Object projection and bounding box computation For
each 3D object, we compute the set of visible vertices and
project them into the 2D image plane using:

p2D = K(R · p3D + t) (5)

where p3D is a vertex in the 3D space, and p2D is its pro-
jected 2D coordinate. The bounding box of the projected
object is computed as:Bobj = [xmin, ymin, xmax, ymax].To
ensure a valid projection, we also enforce some constraints
as follows:
• The fraction of visible object vertices fv in the image

must exceed a threshold τv , where fv = |Vvisible|
|Vtotal| .

• The projected object area must be above a minimum
threshold Amin.

• The depth values in the z-buffer must be within a rea-
sonable range. where zmin = min(Zobj), zmax =
max(Zobj)

Each 3D object is associated with an oriented bounding
box, defined by its centroid c, axis-aligned lengths lx, ly, lz .
Finally, the extracted image item dictionary, including ob-
ject data, is used for downstream task generation.

6.4. Task data generation
In this section, we describe the detailed information on
multi-task generation. We generate questions based on the
template. These questions can be of three types: select, fill,
or sentence. In each case, the goal is to generate a question
that involves the spatial relationship between two objects.
We will provide a Q&A format in the form of a template
and fill in key information and answers in it.

Obj spatial relation This task is to describe the spatial re-
lationships between objects in the 3D scene based on their
spatial positions. The process involves several key steps:
(1) Transforming 3D object coordinates from the original
camera view into a common view. This transformation en-
sures that all spatial calculations are relative to the main
camera view. Let c denotes the 3D center of an object
in the world coordinate system, and T denotes the cam-
era pose. The transformation is carried out as: c′homo =



T−1 · chomo. where chomo means homogeneous coordi-
nate of object 3D center point. (2) Spatial Relationship De-
scription. We describe their spatial relationships in terms
of several key factors: above-below, left-right, near-far, and
front-behind (relative to two objects). These relationships
are determined based on their spatial coordinates and dis-
tance from the camera center. The distance is calculated by
d = ∥c′ − Ttrans∥2. We set the relationship threshold at
0.1m. If the difference in coordinates or distances is less
than 0.1m, we consider the corresponding spatial relation-
ship to be indistinguishable (empty).

Depth prediction Given an image I containing a set of
detected objects O = {o1, o2, ..., on}, we transform each
object’s 3D center point c into the camera coordinate sys-
tem as c′ ∈ R3. Then the transformed depth values
dare extracted from the z-component of their transformed
coordinatesc′, which means d = c′(z).

For the absolute depth prediction task, we use this value
as the standard answer. For the relative depth estimation
task, we calculate the depth difference between objects by:
∆d = |di − dj |. We will skip that case if two objects have
overlapping bounding boxes or similar values.

Distance infer Given an image I containing a set of ob-
jects O = {o1, o2, ..., on}, we define the 3D center of
each object oi in the world coordinate system as ci ∈ R3

and transformed them into the camera coordinate system
as c′i. For the object-object type task, we random sam-
ple two objects oA with c′A and oB with c′B in the same
scene. The Euclidean distance between them is given by:
dAB = ∥c′A − c′B∥2, where ∥ · ∥2 represents the L2-norm.
For the object-camera type task, we calculate the distance
with |c′i|2. To ensure numerical stability and consistency
in question-answer generation, the computed distance is
rounded to the nearest 0.1 meter. If the two objects have
overlapping 3D bounding boxes or the distance is smaller
than the threshold, we will skip that case.

Spatial volume infer For an object oi in the image, we
first obtain its 3D bounding box in the world coordinate sys-
tem and then transform it into the camera coordinate system
by the extrinsic transformation matrix. The center coordi-
nate is denoted as c′i and each corner point of 3D bounding
box is denoted as b′

ij , j = (1, 2, ..., 8). The object’s dimen-
sions(length, width, and height) are derived as follows:

h = max
j

b
(z)
i,j −min

j
b
(z)
i,j

l = max
j,k

||b(xy)i,j − b
(xy)
i,k ||

w = min
j,k

||b(xy)i,j − b
(xy)
i,k ||

(6)

where b
(xy)
i,j = (b

(x)
i,j , b

(y)
i,j ) represents the 2D projection of

the bounding box in the XY plane. To ensure consistency,
all dimensions are converted to centimeters. The final esti-
mated volume is given by: V = h · l · w.

Spatial imagination Our spatial imagination task aims to
evaluate the spatial reasoning capabilities of LLM models
by analyzing object relationships before and after camera
transformations in a 3D environment. Given an image and
corresponding scene metadata, we randomly sample objects
and generate structured question-answer (QA) pairs that de-
scribe spatial relationships.

For each image I , it is associated with a set of ob-
jects O = {o1, o2, ..., oN}. We randomly sample objects
oA, oB , oC , oD ⊂ O for relational comparisons. To analyze
object relationships from different viewpoints, we trans-
form the camera pose P ∈ SE(3) so that it moves towards
object A and faces object B. The new camera pose is con-
structed as follows:

tA−→B = cA f =
cB − cA

∥cB − cA∥

v =
u0 × f

∥u0 × f∥
u = f × v r = −v

(7)

where cA, cB are 3D center coordinates of object oA and
oB respectively. u0 = [0, 0, 1]T . f is forward direction
vector. v,u, r are left-vector, up-vector and right-vector re-
spectively. So the new camera pose is computed as:

PA−→B =

[
r u f tA−→B

0 0 0 1

]
(8)

We extract the up-vector u from PA−→B to compute the
vertical rotation angle: θ = cos−1(uz). If θ > 60◦, we will
discard this viewpoint to maintain a reasonable observation
angle.

After that, we compute the spatial relationship between
object C and object D before and after camera transforma-
tion. The relationships are determined based on their rel-
ative positions in the original and transformed coordinate
system. We describe their spatial relationships in terms of
several key factors: above-below, left-right, near-far, and
front-behind (relative to two objects). Please refer to the
paragraph Obj spatial relation for details. The final step
is to generate structured question-answer pairs. The same
procedure is also applied after the camera-object type task.

Position matching Position matching aims to identify
and compare the positions of the same object across differ-
ent views. Given an object detected in multiple images, the
task is to find its corresponding 2D bounding box in another
view based on its known location in one reference image.



We define the set of detected objects as: O =
{o1, o2, . . . , oN}. Each object oi appears in a set of images:
Ii = {Ii1 , Ii2 , . . . , Iim}. If m < 2, the object is discarded.
For each valid object, we randomly select two distinct im-
ages IiA , IiB ∈ Ii as a reference frame and target frame.
The 3D bounding box of object oi in world coordinate is
denoted as b3Di . We project the 3D bounding box into the
image plane by Eq. 5. The 2D bounding boxes in different
images are denoted as b2DiA , b2DiB .

The system formulates the position-matching question
as: Qusetion = Given object oi and 2D bounding box b2DiA in
image IA, find its location in image IB ; Answer = b2DiB .

View change infer The view change inference task aims
to determine the spatial displacement between different im-
ages. To ensure images exhibit a co-visibility relationship,
we select different perspectives images containing the same
object instance.

For two distinct images IA, IB containing the same
object o, we first compute the center of the 2D bound-
ing box to quantify the object’s displacement in im-
age space. If 2D bounding box of object o in im-
age IA is denoted as b2DA = [xmin

A , ymin
A , xmax

A , ymax
A ],

the 2D center coordinate can be calculated as c2DA =(
(xmin

A + xmax
A )/2, (ymin

A + ymax
A )/2

)
. We determined the

object’s location in image IA, IB according to c2DA and c2DB .
To further analyze the view movement in the world co-

ordinate system, We compute the relative pose transforma-
tion: TAB = T−1

A TB . Finally, we determine the transla-
tion distance and rotation angle of the viewpoint based on
the relative pose transformation matrix and designed rules.

Camera pose The camera pose task aims to estimate the
relative camera motion and generate questions about the 2D
coordinate and depth information.

We select distinct frames IA, IB containing the same ob-
ject o to ensure there is an overlap between them. Firstly,
we project the camera position of image IB in the world
coordinate into the coordinate system of image IA. Ac-
cording to Eq. 5, the projected point coordinate is given
by pB|A = K(RA · pB + tA), where RA and tA are the ro-
tation matrix and the translation vector of IA, K is camera
intrinsic parameters. Then we calculate 2D image coordi-
nates (u, v) and normalize to 0-1000:

u =
pB|A[0]

pB|A[2]
· 1000

width
v =

pB|A[1]

pB|A[2]
· 1000

height
(9)

If the projected point lies within the bounds of the image
IA, we compute the depth as: dB|A = (RA · pB + tA)[2]

Obj frame location We introduce the object frame loca-
tion task to identify the frames in which a given object ap-
pears. We select a reference frame and determine in which

other frames the object is present. This process enables the
automatic generation of question-answer pairs related to ob-
ject appearance across frames.

For an object o, we extract the set of frames: Io =
{I1, I2, ..., In} in which it appears. To generate questions
and answers for the object frame localization task, we ran-
domly select one frame Is as the reference frame. We also
add some irrelevant frames as wrong options, and the an-
swer consists of the list of other frame indices Io \ {Is}
where the object appears.

Obj frame location This task infers the chronological
order in which multiple objects appear within a sequence
of frames. By selecting a subset of objects and analyzing
their first occurrence across frames, we generate structured
question-answer pairs that facilitate the temporal reasoning
ability of LLMs.

Given object set O = {o1, o2, ..., oN} and associated im-
age set L = {I1, I2, ..., IN}, where Ii means the set of
frames that object oi appears, we extract the first appear-
ance frame of each object as Fi = min(f | f ∈ Ii). Fi

represents the first appearance frame of object oi. Then we
sort the first appearance frames of all objects to determine
the order of appearance:

S = sort({(o1, F1), (o2, F2), (o3, F3)...(oN , FN )}) (10)

where S is the ordered sequence of objects based on their
first appearance. For sentence QA type, the ordered se-
quence and corresponding frame indices are embedded into
a sentence. For fill-in-the-blank QA type, the question is to
instruct the user to input the ordered sequence as a comma-
separated list.

Obj count The object counting task estimates the number
of object instances for each label category in the scene and
generates structured question-answer pairs to facilitate the
numerical reasoning ability of LLMs.

For each label l ∈ L, the total number of object instances
is computed as: N(l) = |L(l)|, where N(l) represents the
number of object instances associated with label l. We will
exclude labels with fewer than two object instances.

Room size This task is designed for estimating the size of
a room and generating corresponding question-answer pairs
to facilitate the spatial reasoning ability of LLMs.

Given the room scene with 3D mesh M = (V,F), where
V is the set of vertices and F is the set of faces, we first
downsample the points by quantizing them into a grid with
a specified voxel size δ = 0.1. The quantized points are
computed as: Q = ⌊V/δ⌋. We then retain only the unique
voxels and obtain voxel centers: Pd = (unique(Q)+0.5)·δ.
If the downsampled set contains fewer than 100 points, we



revert to the original point cloud. To estimate the room area,
we construct a concave hull using the α-shape algorithm:

H = AlphaShape(Pd[:, 0 : 2], α) (11)

where α = 0.1 controls the concavity of the shape. The
final room area is calculated as:

A =
∑
h∈H

area(h) (12)

To ensure valid QA generation, If the room area is below
the threshold Ath = 5, no QA pairs will be generated.

Navigation We construct visual navigation data based on
Matterport3D [9] and Room Across Room (RxR) [32]
Dataset. For the navigation instructions and image se-
quences in RxR, we take the image sequence as input and
construct question-answer pairs. We expect the LLM model
to complete the absent key action information in the instruc-
tions, such as left turn, straight ahead, on the right side, and
other keywords.

6.5. More visualization
We visualize the detailed QA of different tasks from our
proposed SPAR-7M in Tab. 9 - 14.



Table 9. Detailed QA of the Depth Prediction Object-Camera Multi-view Task

Task Question Answer

Depth-OC-MV (fill) The table (red point) is located at a depth of 1.5 meters. Estimate
the depth of the food container (blue point). Calculate or judge
based on the 3D center points of these objects. Ensure your answer
contains only one number.

1.7

Depth-OC-MV (select) Given the refrigerator (red point) is located at a depth of 0.9 meters
in the Z-axis of the camera coordinate system, how far in depth is
the dish soap bottle (blue point) at its center? Calculate or judge
based on the 3D center points of these objects. Please select the
correct option from the choices provided. A. 2.2; B. 2.3; C. 2.1; D.
1.4. Your answer can only include one of options A, B, C or D.

D

Depth-OC-MV (sentence) The wardrobe (red point) at a depth of 1.0 meters serves as a ref-
erence. How deep is the power socket (blue point)? Calculate or
judge based on the 3D center points of these objects.

With a central
depth of 1.2 me-
ters, power socket
is referenced here.



Table 10. Detailed QA of the Distance Inference Object-Object Task

Task Question Answer

DistI-OO (fill) Between cooking pan (green point) and plastic bag (blue point), which
object is positioned closer to coat (red point)? Calculate or judge based
on the 3D center points of these objects. Submit your response as the
name of one object exclusively.

Cooking pan

DistI-OO (choice) Which object lies at a closer distance from backpack (red point): duffel
bag (green point) or light switch (blue point)? Calculate or judge based
on the 3D center points of these objects. Pick the appropriate answer from
the options given. A. duffel bag; B. light switch. Your answer can only
include one of options A, B.

A

DistI-OO (sentence) Compare the positions of bed (green point) and chair (blue point).
Which is farer to the heater (red point)? Calculate or judge based on
the 3D center points of these objects.

The proximity of
heater to bed is
2.0 meters, and
to chair, it is 0.6
meters. Hence,
the bed is farer to
heater.



Table 11. Detailed QA of the Object Spatial Relation Object-Camera Multi-view Task

Task Question Answer

ObjRel-OC-MV (choice) What is the direction of object chair (bbox) relative to the ob-
server’s primary angle? Calculate or judge based on the 3D center
points of these objects. We use the first image to reflect the main
perspective, which aligns with the observer’s viewpoint. The op-
tions describe the spatial relationship between object and observer
in terms of left-right (left, right, or empty if indistinguishable),
above-below (above, below, or empty if indistinguishable), and
front-behind (front, behind, or empty if indistinguishable). Select
the correct response from the given choices. A. left, above, front;
B. left, above, behind; C. right, below, front; D. right, above,
front. Your answer can only include one of options A, B, C or D.

C

ObjRel-OC-MV (sentence) Describe the spatial orientation of object bag (bbox) relative to
the observer. Calculate or judge based on the 3D center points of
these objects. The first image is positioned to serve as the main
viewpoint for the observer.

Relative to the
observer’s place-
ment, the bag (red
bbox) appears to
the right below. It
seems to the front.



Table 12. Detailed QA of the Object Spatial Imagination Object-Camera Multi-view Task

Task Question Answer

SpImag-OC-MV (choice) How does the positional relationship of refrigerator (red bbox) to
the observer evolve once the observer shifts to the 3D center of
map poster (green bbox) and faces trash can (blue bbox)? Cal-
culate or judge based on the 3D center points of these objects.
Base your response on the observer’s perspective, with the first
image defined as the primary view before movement begins. For
multiple-choice questions, consider only the state after the ob-
server has moved. The options describe the spatial relationship
between object and observer in terms of left-right (left, right, or
empty if indistinguishable), above-below (above, below, or empty
if indistinguishable), and front-behind (front, behind, or empty if
indistinguishable). Select the appropriate option from the given
choices. A. left, , behind; B. right, below, ; C. right, above, ;
D. right, below, behind. Your answer can only include one of
options A, B, C or D.

D

SpImag-OC-MV (sentence) How does the observer’s shift to the 3D center of wardrobe (green
bbox) and orientation toward rug (blue bbox) affect the position-
ing of bread packet (red bbox)? Calculate or judge based on the
3D center points of these objects. Frame your answer with the
observer’s perspective, assigning the first image as the main view
before any motion.

Initially, the po-
sition of bread
packet appears to
the left below to
the observer. It is
also to the front.
After moving to
wardrobe and
orienting toward
rug, bread packet
changes to to the
right below. It is
now to the behind.



Table 13. Detailed QA of the View Change Infer Task

Task Question Answer

ViewChgI (fill) If starting from the first image, how would the observer’s camera need
to move to recreate the second image? Provide the camera movement
and rotation in the following format: move (right or left):(meters),
move (down or up):(meters), move (forward or back):(meters), rotate
(down or up):(degrees), rotate (right or left):(degrees) - The first three
values are in meters. - The last two values are in degrees. - Use
commas to separate each parameter. - Do not include any additional
text. Example: move left: 2.6, move down: 0.1, move forward: 0.2,
rotate up: 10, rotate left: 0.

move right: 1.2,
move up: 0.4, move
forward: 1.4, rotate
up: 5, rotate left: 90

ViewChgI (sentence) What changes in position or angle would the camera need to make to
transition from the first image to the second?

In the initial frame,
suitcase is located in
the bottom-right and
moves left and up to
the bottom-left in the
next image. Observ-
ing these changes, it
appears the camera
movement is as fol-
lows: To realign the
second image: Move
0.6 meters forward.
Shift sideways by 0.2
meters right. Rotate
down by 10 degrees.
Turn right by 10 de-
grees.



Table 14. Detailed QA of the Camera Pose Task

Task Question Answer

CamPos (fill) Estimate the image-plane location and depth in meters of the second
image’s observer as it appears in the first image’s coordinate space.
Please ensure your answer is limited to a 2D coordinate and a depth,
for instance: (200, 500), 1.2.

(113, 182), 3.8

CamPos (choice) Where would the second image’s observer be seen in the first im-
age’s space? Provide 2D image-plane coordinates and depth in me-
ters. Choose the correct response from the given choices. A. Image
Coor: (514, 95), Depth:4.8 meters; B. Image Coor: (258, 537),
Depth: 6.9 meters; C. Image Coor: (108, 214), Depth: 6.3 meters;
D. Image Coor: (921, 261), Depth: 4.6 meters. Your answer can
only include one of options A, B, C or D.

A

ViewChgI (sentence) How does the camera’s movement between the two images affect its
position in the first image? Provide (X,Y ) image-plane coordinates
and depth in meters.

Relative to the first
image, the second
image’s observer oc-
cupies the position
(650, 457), at a depth
of 4.4 meters.
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