2504.12597v1 [cs.CL] 17 Apr 2025

arxXiv

GeoSense: Evaluating Identification and Application of
Geometric Principles in Multimodal Reasoning

Liangyu Xu*

Alibaba Group

Beijing, China
xuliangyu.xly@taobao.com

Yingyao Wang
Alibaba Group
Beijing, China
wangyingyao.wyy@taobao.com

Mingliang Zhang
Alibaba Group
Beijing, China

luxing.zml@taobao.com

Xiaoyong Zhu
Alibaba Group
Beijing, China

xiaoyong.z@taobao.com

CSF

Line Segments USF
Angles TMPF
Trapezoid CPF
Triangle UPF
Rhombus cs
Parallelogram PRL

Genmini-2.0-Pro-Flash | 6PT-40  Deepseek-VL2
Llama-3.2-90B-Vision-Instruct = QVQ-72B-Preview
Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct
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Figure 1: The performance of MLLMs in different subjects across (a) GPI, (b) GPA, and (c) ACC.

Abstract

Geometry problem-solving (GPS), a challenging task requiring both
visual comprehension and symbolic reasoning, effectively measures
the reasoning capabilities of multimodal large language models
(MLLMs). Humans exhibit strong reasoning ability in this task
through accurate identification and adaptive application of geomet-
ric principles within visual contexts. However, existing benchmarks
fail to jointly assess both dimensions of the human-like geometric
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reasoning mechanism in MLLMs, remaining a critical gap in assess-
ing their ability to tackle GPS. To this end, we introduce GeoSense,
the first comprehensive bilingual benchmark designed to systemat-
ically evaluate the geometric reasoning abilities of MLLMs through
the lens of geometric principles. GeoSense features a five-level
hierarchical framework of geometric principles spanning plane
and solid geometry, an intricately annotated dataset of 1,789 prob-
lems, and an innovative evaluation strategy. Through extensive
experiments on GeoSense with various open-source and closed-
source MLLMs, we observe that Gemini-2.0-pro-flash performs best,
achieving an overall score of 65.3. Our in-depth analysis reveals that



the identification and application of geometric principles remain
a bottleneck for leading MLLMs, jointly hindering their reason-
ing abilities. These findings underscore GeoSense’s potential to
guide future advancements in MLLMs’ geometric reasoning capa-
bilities, paving the way for more robust and human-like reasoning
in artificial intelligence.

CCS Concepts

« Theory of computation — Computational geometry.

Keywords
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1 Introduction

Geometry Problem-Solving (GPS) involves understanding spatial
relationships and employing symbolic reasoning to arrive at logical
solutions within complex visual contexts[6, 17, 26, 31, 51]. When
faced with geometry problems, humans exhibit exceptional skills
by correctly identifying geometric principles' and then adaptively
applying them to derive solutions, as illustrated in Fig. 2.
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Figure 2: Humans solve geometric problems by first identi-
fying the relevant geometric principles and then applying
them to derive solutions.

With the rise of multimodal large language models (MLLMs) [1,
24, 29, 36, 40], GPS emerges as a crucial testbed for evaluating the
reasoning capabilities of MLLMs. Numerous benchmarks are de-
veloped to assess MLLMs’ performance on GPS, with most prior
studies [6, 25, 26, 34] primarily focusing on the correctness of final
answers. Recent researches shift attention to the reasoning process
of MLLMs in GPS [4, 31, 51]. Despite progress, challenges persist.
For instance, studies like MathVerse [51] and MathFlow [4] point
out that MLLMs’ imprecise perception and interpretation of geo-
metric diagrams can impede subsequent reasoning. Nonetheless,
through extensive experiments and analysis, we further reveal that
even when MLLMs demonstrate accurate visual perception and
logical reasoning steps, their lack of essential geometric principles

Geometric principles include foundational geometric concepts such as definitions,
theorems, and formulas. See details in Section 2.1.
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Question:
“» A AB is tangent to the circle. Find the value of AB.
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(b) GPT-40

Based on property of tangent to a circle,

(a) Qwen2-VL-7B
According to the property of the
AB is perpendicular to the radius BC at
point B, which means ZACB = 90°.

tangent, AB is perpendicular to BC,
and ZABC=90°.
According to the Pythagorean

theorem, AB? + BC? = AC?.
Thus, AB? = AC? — 36.

£CAB = 30°, triangle ABC is thus a 30°-
60°-90° right triangle.

According to properties of a 30°-60°-90°
triangle, AB=2 * BC=12.

Since AC is unknown, AB cannot be
determined.

Figure 3: MLLMs encounter failures in GPS: Qwen2-VL-7B
fails to identify the correct principle and GPT-4o0 struggles
to apply principles to solve questions.

often leads to failure, as shown in Fig. 3 (a). Moreover, while We-
Math [31] acknowledges the importance of underlying principles,
it falls short of evaluating whether MLLMs correctly apply them
within the visual context. For example, even with correct retrieval
of geometric principles, incorrect application can still result in rea-
soning failures, as shown in Fig. 3 (b). These underscore a critical
gap in current research: There is a lack of comprehensive evaluation
framework to assess simultaneously both the accurate identifica-
tion of geometric principles and their proper contextual application
within complicated visual scenarios.

In light of these limitations, we propose two key questions for
evaluating MLLMs in GPS tasks:

Q1: Could MLLMs accurately identify the required geometric
principles when solving geometric problems?

Q2: Are MLLMs capable of adaptively applying geometric princi-
ples to visual geometric diagrams?

To address these questions, we propose GeoSense, the first com-
prehensive bilingual benchmark designed to systematically assess
the reasoning abilities of MLLMs through the perspective of geomet-
ric principles. GeoSense features a hierarchical system of geometric
principles, an intricately structured and finely annotated dataset,
and an innovative evaluation strategy. It supports both English
and Chinese, bridging human intuition and MLLMs’ reasoning.
Specifically, we first organize geometric principles into a multi-
level framework consisting of 148 unique principles, spanning from
plane geometry to solid geometry. This framework encompasses
graphical computation, conceptual understanding, and detailed def-
initions, theorems, and formulas. Next, we curate a dataset of 1,789
geometric math problems sourced from existing benchmarks and
the IXL website?. To ensure precise annotation, we employ 23 ex-
pert annotators and develop a semi-automated annotation pipeline,
ultimately generating 5,556 geometric principles and their aligned
application within geometric diagrams. Furthermore, we propose a
novel evaluation strategy with two key evaluation metrics: Geome-
try Principle Identification (GPI), which assesses MLLMs’ ability to
identify the most relevant geometric principles for a given problem;
and Geometry Principle Application (GPA), which evaluates their

https://www.ixl.com/math/geometry



skills in aligning and applying these principles to specific elements
in geometric diagrams. Additionally, we use answer accuracy (ACC)
as a holistic measure of a model’s overall performance. Table 1 com-
pares GeoSense with other GPS-related reasoning benchmarks.

Extensive experiments on GeoSense are performed with various
popular open-source and closed-source MLLMs, yielding several
key insights. As shown in Fig. 1, while MLLMs excel in computa-
tion tasks, they struggle with understanding tasks, which can be
proven by lower GPI scores in plane geometry. Notably, though
Gemini-2.0-Pro-Flash outperforms others by final answer accuracy,
its GPA scores, representing the capability of adaptively applying
geometric principles within visual contexts, are still limited. Such a
result further verifies that our proposed GeoSense points out new
pathways for MLLMs’ future advancements in GPS.

In summary, our contributions are outlined as follows:

o We develop GeoSense, the first comprehensive bilingual bench-
mark that systematically evaluates the reasoning abilities of
MLLMs rooted in geometric principles.

e We establish a holistic framework for geometric principles, pro-
viding a structured hierarchy for geometric reasoning.

e We design an innovative evaluation strategy to thoroughly assess
the MLLMs’ ability to identify and effectively apply them within
visual diagrams.

e Our extensive experiments and analysis yield valuable insights
for enhancing MLLMs reasoning abilities for solving geometry
problems.

2 The GeoSense Dataset

We first give a clear definition of geometric principles in Section 2.1.
Then, in Section 2.2, we provide an overview of the dataset, includ-
ing its composition, categorization, and detailed statistical informa-
tion. We also construct a fine-grained hierarchical framework of
geometric principles. Furthermore, in Section 2.3, we introduce a
pipeline for the annotation of essential geometric principles and
their application in visual contexts for our collected data.

2.1 Definition of Geometric Principles

"Euclid’s elements3"

provides a foundational classification of
geometric propositions, including definitions, theorems, postulates,
and axioms. Drawing inspiration from Euclid’s systematic approach,
we focus on the most commonly utilized categories and define
geometric principles as fundamental concepts in geometry. These
principles encapsulate definitions, theorems, and formulas, with
the latter specifically representing mathematical expressions for
calculations, such as the calculation of length, area, and volume.

2.2 Data Collection and Statistics

We present the statistical information of our proposed GeoSense
dataset in Table 2. GeoSense consists of 1,789 geometric math prob-
lems: 1,116 problems from existing benchmarks [6, 26, 34, 51] and
666 problems from the IXL website *. With these geometric math
problems, we annotate 5,556 necessary geometric principles (3,235
definitions, 1,714 theorems, and 607 formulas), and their contextual

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Euclid%27s_Elements
https://www.ixl.com/math/geometry
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Figure 4: Diagram of the top-3 levels of geometric principles
(5 levels in total). See details in Appendix 4.1.

applications. Furthermore, all geometric principles are categorized
into five hierarchical levels, forming a comprehensive framework
for geometric knowledge (see Fig. 4 and details in Appendix 4.1).
We initially categorize these principles into plane and solid geom-
etry, and then progressively refine the classification from various
perspectives, such as graphical computation and understanding.
This process ultimately leads to detailed definitions, theorems, and
formulas. With this framework, we could evaluate the MLLMs’
mastery of geometric knowledge across different dimensions and
granularities for GPS tasks.

2.3 Data Annotation and Review

We develop a rigorous and meticulous semi-automated annota-
tion pipeline to label the necessary geometric principles and their
contextual applications within visual geometric images for each
problem. Initially, we prompt GPT-40 to generate a detailed geo-
metric problem-solving process for each question, which explicitly
specifies the names of the geometric principles and their appli-
cation. Human annotation experts then review and correct any
errors in the responses provided by GPT-4o. After obtaining a stan-
dardized reasoning process, we prompt GPT-40 again to extract the
geometric principles and their specific application®. Human annota-
tion experts then standardize the names of the extracted geometric
principles and their applications within the problems, ensuring
accuracy and consistency. Finally, human annotation experts use
<note></note> tags to mark the key points in the application pro-
cess of geometric principles, providing references for subsequent
evaluations. Notably, our annotation team consists of 23 expert an-
notators, each holding at least a bachelor’s degree. To ensure data
quality, the annotation results are cross-validated a minimum of two
times. The complete annotation training and the entire annotation
process together spanned a period of 4 weeks.

All prompts used during the annotation process are listed in the Supplementary
Material.



BenchMark Size Language Category Level CoT-E. PI P.A. Metric
GeoS [34] 186 EN - SAT X X X Rule-based
Geometry3K [26] | 601 EN 4 Middle School X X Rule-based
GeoQA [6] 754 EN&CH 3 Middle School X X Rule-based
GeoQA+ [3] 755 EN&CH 3 Middle School X X Rule-based
PGPS9K [49] 1,000 EN 30 Middle School X X Rule-based
GeoEval [48] 2,000 EN&CH 7 Middle&High School X X Rule-based
GeomVerse [17] 2,000 EN 5 Synthetic X X Rule-based
MathVision [51] | 2,612 EN 12 Competitions X X LLM-as-a-judge
MathVista [25] 5,487 EN 19 SAT&Middle School X X X LLM-as-a-judge
MathVerse [51] 2,612 EN 12 High School X X  LLM-as-a-judge
WeMath [31] 1,674 EN 67 Middle&High School X X Rule-based
GeoSense 1,789  EN&CH 148 Middle&High School LLM-as-a-judge

Table 1: Comparisons between our GeoSense and other GPS-related benchmarks. CoT-E., P.I. and P.A. are short for CoT
evaluation, principle identification, and principle application, respectively.

Statistic

Number

Total questions

- Multiple-choice questions
- Free-form question

- Newly collected questions
- Existing-dataset questions

1,789

231 (12.9%)
1,558 (87.1%)
673 (37.6 %)
1,116 (62.4 %)

Annotated geometric principles
- Definitions

5,556
3,235 (58.2%)

- Theorems 1,714 (30.8%)
- Formula 607 (10.9%)
Unique geometric principle 148
- Unique Definitions 65 (43.9%)
- Unique Theorems 47 (31.8%)
- Unique Formula 36 (24.3%)
Average question length 234
Average answer length 23

Table 2: Key Statistics of our GeoSense.

3 Evaluation Strategy

Geometry problem-solving (GPS) serves as an effective measure-
ment of MLLMs’ reasoning capability, requiring both appropriate
identification of geometric principles and correct application within
complex visual context. However, existing benchmarks fail to evalu-
ate both aspects, limiting a systematic evaluation of MLLMs on GPS.
In this section, we propose a new evaluation system, consisting of
Geometric Principles Identification (GPI) score (Section 3.1) and
Geometric Principles Application (GPA) score (Section 3.2), to fully
evaluate human-like reasoning mechanism of MLLMs in GPS. Fig. 5
illustrates the overall evaluation framework of GeoSense.

3.1 Geometric Principles Identification

In this section, we propose a Geometric Principles Identification
(GPI) score to assess a MLLM’s geometric principle identification
ability, i.e., whether the MLLM can accurately identify necessary
geometric principles to solve the problem. As shown in Figure 5,

given a geometric problem g;, its corresponding annotation in our
dataset explicitly presents the set of necessary geometric principles
P; = {p},p?, ..., pl'}. For each principle p{, we prompt GPT-40 to
determine whether it appears in the MLLM’s response. The GPI
score S{ is defined by:

J
S =1 F(p})

i 1)
n

where F (p{ ) € {0, 1} indicates whether the principle p{ is applied
in the MLLM’s response. The score SIR reflects whether the MLLM
can correctly retrieve the appropriate geometric principles when
resolving geometric problems. However, the GPI score alone can
not reveal whether the model applies these principles appropriately
within the visual context. Such a challenge mirrors the limitations
in human geometric reasoning, wherein we may grasp accurate
principles such as similar triangles yet still struggle to correctly
apply it within the geometric diagram.

3.2 Geometric Principles Application

To evaluate and understand more granularly whether MLLMs can
proficiently apply geometric principles to solve problems in geomet-
ric reasoning, we further analyze the model’s accuracy in applying
these principles within a visual context. In our benchmark, we an-
notate not only the set of geometric principles required for each
problem P; = {pl.l,piz, ..., pI'}, but also their corresponding repre-
sentations in the geometric diagrams C; = {c}, cl.z, el clf‘}.

We use <note> tags to mark the key elements essential for cor-
rect problem-solving, as shown in Figure 1. The key elements within
each geometric principle clj. are denoted as m{ . When F (p{ ) =1,
we use GPT-4o to extract content related to this principle from the
model’s response §;, denoted as é{ , with its key elements repre-

sented as 7?1{ . Next, we compare the key elements in m{ and rh{
to calculate precision and recall for each geometric principle and
subsequently compute the F1 score. Based on this, we aggregate
the results to obtain the overall knowledge application evaluation
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Therefore, the length of DB is 24.

Figure 5: Illustration of GenSense evaluation strategy. MLLMs are assessed through three aspects: identification (i.e., GPI),
applications (i.e., GPA) of geometric principles, and final answer accuracy.

measure 5;4:

n jiy | 2xIm]om]|
o j:1F(pi) -Irﬁ{|+|m{| )
i = n j . ( )
j=1 F(py)

This measure allows us to effectively evaluate the model’s ability to
apply geometric principles appropriately within a visual context.

3.3 Final Answer Evaluation

We also evaluate the correctness of the final answers. Specifically,
given a problem g; and its corresponding geometric image x;, the
final answer generated by the model is denoted as ¢j;. We compare
; with the ground truth y; and define the final answer score SiF as
follows:

oF _ L gi=yi
! 0, otherwise

®)

This metric quantifies the overall performance of MLLMs on GPS.

4 Experiments

In this section, we systematically evaluate existing MLLMs on
GeoSense. First, we introduce the experimental setup in Section 4.1.
Then, we detail the experimental results and analysis in Section 4.2,
and present the error analysis in Section 4.4.

4.1 Experimental Setup

Evaluation Models. We evaluate the geometric reasoning ca-
pabilities of three categories of MLLMs on GeoSense: 1) closed-
source MLLMs, including Claude35_Sonnet®, Claude37 Sonnet’,
Gemini—Z,O—pro—ﬂashS, and GPT-40?; 2) open-source MLLMs, includ-
ing the InternVL2.5 series [9], Deepseek-VL2 [43] series, Qwen2-
VL series [40], QwenZ.S—VLlO series, Llama-vision-11B/90B!!, and
LLaVA-onevision-0.6B/72B [19]; and 3) reasoning MLLMs, includ-
ing InternVL2.5-38B-MPO [41], QVQ-72B-Preview'?.

Implementation Details. All our evaluations adopt CoT prompt-
ing technique[42]. Additionally, the models are further required
to explicitly identify and apply the necessary geometric principles
during the reasoning steps. All experiments are conducted in a
zero-shot setting to reveal the models’ general reasoning abilities.
Open-source model reasoning is performed on NVIDIA A100 GPUs,
while closed-source model reasoning is conducted via their offi-
cial API calls. The temperature and sampling parameters are set to
the official default settings for each model. For evaluation, we use
“GPT-40-0513” as the judge.

https://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-3-5-sonnet
https://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-3-7-sonnet
https://deepmind.google/technologies/gemini/flash/

https://openai.com/index/
https://help.aliyun.com/zh/model-studio/developer-reference/use-qwen-by-calling-
api

https://ollama.com/library/llama3.2-vision
https://qwenlm.github.io/zh/blog/qvq-72b-preview/



‘ Definitions ‘ Theorems ‘ Formulas ‘ ALL
Model | GPI GPA ACC.| GPI GPA ACC | GPI GPA ACC | GPL GPA ACC AVG.
Closed-Sourced MLLMs
Claude35_Sonnet 56.5 41.2 41.9 549 46.8 33.8 | 82.8 525 529 | 63.2 408 46.1 50.0
Claude37_Sonnet 62.0 46.7 54.3 60.2 50.0 46.5 924 56.1 67.9 68.7 452 57.6 57.2
Gemini-1.5-pro-flash 60.2 438 53.0 58.7 515 456 | 8.9 553 56.1 | 679 449 557 56.2
Gemini-2.0-pro-flash 64.2 47.0 73.3 727 59.0 724 | 874 60.0 779 72.1 49.7 741 65.3
GPT-40 56.3  46.3 48.0 541 493 374 | 90.8 583 611 64.4 453 517 53.8
Open-Soured MLLMs

InternVL2.5-8B 43.7  40.7 21.2 38.2 393 200 | 67.6 247 13.7 | 467 273 21.1 31.7
InternVL2.5-38B 48.7  40.6 28.9 445 439 298 748 264 16.0 52.7 311 27.3 37.0
InternVL2.5-38B-MPO' | 50.7  44.6 29.7 48.2 464  30.0 75.6 293 16.0 53.9 33.6 27.7 38.4
InternVL2.5-78B 49.0 45.2 29.8 48.6 468 32.0 80.2  30.5 18.3 53.7 329  28.7 38.4
Deepseek-VL2-small 25.6  35.7 233 26.7  36.1 195 | 679 48.1 30.2 | 342 238 263 281
Deepseek-VL2 40.1 37.8 33.1 40.6 396  26.0 763 528 424 | 484 334 357 39.2
Llama-vision-11B 43.2  36.1 22.6 379  35.6 18.7 748 375 298 479 292 248 34.0
Llama-vision-90B 49.1 39.2 27.3 420 360 21.2 782 43.6  37.0 529 314 298 38.0
LLaVA-onevison-7B 363  38.0 22.7 392 392 227 729 40.6 42.6 414 260 228 30.1
LLaVA-onevison-72B 479  39.0 33.7 496 448 364 | 683 559 431 525 332 372 41.0
Qwen2-VL-72B 57.2 442 46.6 57.7 442 46.6 | 8.5 520 504 | 64.0 434 492 522
Qwen2.5-VL-3B 50.5 399 33.5 48.8 47.0  27.7 748 450 41.2 55.2 36,5 349 422
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 57.7  45.6 43.6 574 51.2 375 859 60.4 531 63.1 44.6 463 513
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 615 475 61.5 65.1 548 57.5 89.7 615 63.8 685 481 63.8 60.1
Q\’Q-72B-P1‘evieWJr 68.2  56.0 53.1 63.6 583 49.6 85.1 58.4 54.2 723 53,5 543 60.0

Table 3: Mathematical Evaluation on Different Types of Geometric Principles in GeoSense. GPI refers to Geometric Principles
Identification, GPA means Geometric Principles Application. MLLMs with f are particularly adept at reasoning tasks.

4.2 Experimental results 7 Ex| « EF
To systematically examine the multimodal reasoning capabilities E 6: E s

grounded in geometric principles, we report the evaluation results £ g

of various models on GeoSense for three attributes (i.e., definitions, - S

theorems, and formulas) as depicted in Table 3. Additionally, we . 5 3 - 5 5 L

Number of Geometric Principles Number of Geometric Principles

measure five detailed topics namely, calculation of solid figures
(CSF), understanding of solid figures (USF), transformation and
motion of plane figures (TMPF), calculation of plane figures (CPF),
and understanding of plane figures (UPF) as illustrated in Table 4.

From the results, we notice that closed-sourced models generally

(a) Closed-sourced MLLMs. (b) Open-sourced MLLMs.
Figure 6: The performance of (a) Closed-sourced and (b) Open-

sourced MLLMs on problems with different number of geo-
metric principles.

outperform open-source models. Among them, Gemini-2.0-Pro-
Flash performs the best, with an average score of 65.3. MLLMs
trained specifically for reasoning tasks show significant improve-
ments in reasoning abilities; for example, InternVL2.5-38B-MPO
exhibits a 9.1% average performance improvement (AVG) compared
to InternVL2.5-38B. QVQ-72B-Preview performs well in GPI and
GPA but has a lower ACC than Gemini-2.0-Pro-Flash, primarily due
to overthinking leading to incorrect answers. Additionally, larger
model sizes contribute to performance enhancements, as seen in
the Qwen2.5-VL series, where overall performance improves with
increasing model size.

From the results across different subjects in Table 4 and Fig. 1, we
observe that models perform better in solid geometry than in plane

geometry, and understanding plane geometric figures is a common
weakness among all MLLMs. This is due to the large number of
geometric principles involved in plane geometry, which includes
many easily confused concepts (such as determining the similarity
and congruence of triangles). These factors pose greater challenges
to MLLMs in processing visual information and reasoning about
spatial relationships.

4.3 Experimental Analysis

We primarily analyze performance of MLLMs on GeoSense, and
have the following observations:

GPI and GPA jointly affect MLLMs’ reasoning abilities.
MLLMs’ ACC scores on GeoSense are concurrently determined by



CSF \ USF TMPF \ CPF \ UPF
Model GPI GPA ACC | GPI GPA ACC | GPI GPA ACC | GPI GPA ACC| GPI GPA ACC
Closed-Sourced MLLMs
Claude35_Sonnet 850 535 538 | 80.9 347 546 | 659 325 27.2 | 684 605 561 | 451 387 407
Claude37_Sonnet 911 625 768 | 80.8 365 735 | 827 394 473 | 705 635 685 | 541 448 520
Gemini-1.5-pro-flash | 87.3 626 621 | 86.0 335 642 | 839 441 484 | 731 654 648 | 507 435 493
Gemini-2.0-pro-flash | 88.1 588 89.9 | 724 351 89.9 | 846 472 621 | 777 695 77.0 | 603 512 709
GPT-40 913 668 723 | 737 370 751 | 835 37.0 347 | 727 731 661 | 494 448 442
Open-Soured MLLMs

InterVL2.5-8B 743 287 142 | 550 285 212 | 736 319 170 | 559 363 291 | 350 353 215
InterVL2.5-38B 824 353 171 | 670 329 241 | 827 280 232 | 57.5 433 374 | 398 367 286
InterVL25-38B-MPO' | 840 348 164 | 621 335 233 | 879 357 261 | 563 428 356 | 419 397 301
InterVL2.5-78B 90.1 345 174 | 650 354 225 | 860 348 276 | 61.5 460 362 | 40.2 417 308
Deepseek-VL2-small | 663 51.8 341 | 520 253 389 | 537 223 163 | 470 597 401 | 219 288 200
Deepseek-VL2 794 550 492 | 537 403 517 | 490 336 304 | 586 560 483 | 336 356 286
Llama-vision-11B 779 410 339 | 550 334 373 | 589 191 148 | 526 464 427 | 322 337 207
Llama-vision-90B 834 523 458 | 705 327 451 | 682 215 197 | 588 523 443 | 375 348 241
LLaVA-onevison-7B | 79.3 426 328 | 57.3 262 353 | 523 224 160 | 516 438 322 | 286 336 217
LLaVA-onevison-72B | 657 655 500 | 481 353 563 | 714 193 248 | 655 542 433 | 391 377 350
Qwen2-VL-72B 825 578 574 | 707 412 671 | 786 298 222 | 721 610 671 | 491 432 437
Qwen2.5-VL-3B 776 489 487 | 684 343 600 | 734 268 174 | 661 571 531 | 406 395 295
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 859 639 596 | 729 431 679 | 823 360 263 | 67.2 711 603 | 489 445 406
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 882 644 741 | 739 366 787 | 897 376 420 | 761 697 776 | 552 473 567
QVQ-72B-Preview’ | 873 711 662 | 767 458 679 | 825 421 474 | 740 712 653 | 585 529 482

Table 4: Mathematical Evaluation on Different Subjects in GeoSense. GPI = Geometric Principles Identification, GPA= Geometric
Principles Application, Calculation of Solid Figures = CSF, Understanding of Solid Figures = USF, Transformation and Motion
of Plane Figures = TMPF, Calculation of Plane Figures = CPF and Understanding of Plane Figures = UPF. MLLMs with | are

typically trained for reasoning tasks.

both GPI and GPA scores. In Table 3, InternVL-2.5-8B and InternVL-
2.5-38B achieve similar GPA scores for retrieving geometric princi-
ples. However, InternVL-2.5-38B achieves ACC 7.7% higher than
InternVL-2.5-8B because of its 5% higher GPI score. Additionally,
more examples, such as Claude37_Sonnet and Qwen2.5-VL-72B,
further demonstrate that a decrease in GPA also impedes model
performance under full-scale evaluation. Across different subjects
in Table 4, most MLLMs show minimal variation in GPI scores
between CPF and TMPF tasks. However, the ACC scores of MLLMs
tend to decrease in TMPF due to lower GPA scores. Moreover, most
existing MLLMs show relatively limited GPI and GPA scores on
GeoSense, indicating that the identification accuracy and applica-
tion correctness of geometric principles jointly limit the reasoning
ability of MLLMs on GPS.

Why MLLMs perform worse on complex problems. Intu-
itively, more complex geometric problems require more geometric
principles. In Figure 6, we exhibit how our proposed metrics vary
with the complexity of geometric problems. We utilize the average
scores of open-sourced and closed-sourced models to represent
MLLMs’ performance and the numbers of geometric principles to
represent the complexity. We observe that both GPI and ACC scores
decrease as the complexity increases, while GPA scores show a neg-
ligible impact. Such a trend is even more evident in closed-source

MLLMs. These observations suggest that MLLMs’ worse perfor-
mances on complex problems are mainly caused by the failure to
accurately identify essential geometric principles. This experiment
highlights the importance of improving the MLLMs’ ability to iden-
tify geometric principles more accurately to further enhance their
reasoning capabilities.

MLLM:s excel in computation but fail in understanding.
From the results in Table 3, the performance of the three metrics
for MLLMs under Formulas is significantly higher than under Defi-
nitions and Theorems, especially for GPI metric. This indicates that
MLLMs can more clearly identify the required geometric principles
when faced with computational problems. In contrast, definitions
and theorems often contain abstract properties and relationships
of geometric elements, which MLLMs struggle to understand.

GPI limits MLLMs’ performance in plane geometry. Fig. 7
illustrates the differences in various metrics for several models on
USF and UPF. In terms of the GPI metric, we find that most models
perform better on the USF subject compared to UPF. However,
for the GPA metric, the performance difference between the two
subjects is not significant, with models, except for Deepseek-VL,
even being stronger in the UPF domain. Nonetheless, regarding
the ACC metric, most models still perform better on USF. These
observations suggest that the key factor limiting the models’ ability
to solve plane geometry problems is GPL, i.e., the difficulty models
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Figure 7: The (a) GPI, (b) GPA, (c) ACC performance of MLLMs on USF and UPF.

face in accurately identifying the necessary geometric principles.
This is due to the numerous and easily confusable principles in plane
geometry, such as determining similar and congruent triangles. This
highlights the need for models to accurately identify necessary
principles to enhance their understanding of plane geometry.

4.4 Error Analysis
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(a) Gemini-2.0-Pro-Flash. (b) Qwen2.5-VL-72B.
Figure 8: Error Analysis of Leading Closed-Source and Open-
Source MLLMs.

To gain a deeper insight into the performance bottlenecks of
state-of-the-art MLLMs on GPS tasks, we analyze the error dis-
tribution of the leading closed-source and open-source models:
Gemini-2.0-Pro-Flash and Qwen2.5-VL-72B. For each problem, we
identify the critical errors in their reasoning process and catego-
rize these errors into four types: geometric principles identification
errors, geometric principles application errors, calculation errors,
and hallucinations.

As illustrated in Fig. 8, the primary source of errors for the SOTA
models is GPA, which involves incorrectly applying geometric prin-
ciples within visual geometric contexts. Errors in perception and
the inability to align geometric principles with visual elements lead
to GPA errors. Secondly, GPI represents the second major source of
errors, with Gemini-2.0-Pro-Flash and Qwen2.5-VL-72B exhibiting
23.5% and 38.2% of errors due to GPI, respectively. This indicates
that enhancing the models’ ability to recognize geometric princi-
ples could further improve their reasoning capabilities. Additionally,
a small number of errors are attributed to calculation errors and
model hallucinations, and addressing these issues is crucial for
optimizing overall model performance.

5 Related Work

5.1 Multi-modal Large Language Models

The synergistic evolution of Large Language Models (LLMs)[2, 16,
28, 37, 38] and vision foundation models[18, 32, 50, 52, 53] has
formed the core driving force behind the development of MLLMs.
Building upon breakthroughs in text-based models [2, 37] and vi-
sion frameworks [18, 32], researchers have progressively estab-
lished fundamental cross-modal interaction capabilities. MLLMs
have achieved performance breakthroughs through massive-scale
data training, where closed-source models like OpenAI's GPT-
4V[29] and Google’s Gemini[36] have set benchmarks in complex
visual reasoning tasks. Concurrently, open-source community ini-
tiatives such as LLaVA[22-24] and MiniGPT-4[7, 55] employ frozen
CLIP[32] models for image encoding while injecting visual prompts
into LLaMA[37] for multimodal instruction tuning. As technol-
ogy iterates, multimodal architectures continue to evolve: mPLUG-
Owl[44, 45] proposes cross-modal collaborative training mecha-
nisms, Qwen-VL[1] enhances fine-grained understanding through
spatial-aware modules, and InternLM-XComposer[12] along with
SPHINX[20, 21] adopt mixture-of-experts architectures to boost
multi-task performance. Recent advancements in large reasoning
LLMs like OpenAI 01[30] and DeepSeekR1[11], which demonstrate
remarkable progress in complex problem-solving, have spurred nu-
merous explorations to enhance MLLMs’ reasoning capabilities[8,
35]. Specialized algorithms have also been developed to strengthen
MLLMs’ mathematical and geometric reasoning capacities. In this
paper, we introduce the GeoSense benchmark to comprehensively
evaluate MLLMs’ ability to solve geometric problems by leveraging
geometric principles.

5.2 Geometry Benchmarks

Mathematical reasoning has become a pivotal area within con-
temporary Al research, posing significant challenges for LLMs
and MLLMs. Initially, datasets in this domain targeted elementary
algebra[15] and arithmetic word problems[33], which were rela-
tively limited in scope and number. Subsequent efforts expanded
to more complex and diversified mathematical problem sets, ex-
emplified by datasets like MATH[15], GSM8K[10], and MMLU[14].
These datasets notably enhanced the difficulty and breadth of math-
ematical questions, thereby establishing robust benchmarks for
evaluating general-purpose and math-specific language models[13,
27, 39, 47, 54]. Moreover, the rapid advancement of MLLMs has
spurred the need for high-quality multimodal benchmarks to assess



the models’ capabilities in solving mathematical problems within
visually enriched contexts. For instance, datasets such as GeoQA[6],
UniGeo[5], and Geometry3K[26] focus specifically on geometry-
related queries. In addition, initiatives like MathVista[25] have
broadened the scope to incorporate a range of multimodal tasks
involving mathematical reasoning, while MMMU[46] addresses
college-level problems requiring intricate domain-specific knowl-
edge. These multimodal benchmarks significantly advance the eval-
uation of models in complex mathematical reasoning and their
application across modalities. Nonetheless, current benchmarks in
the geometry problem-solving domain still exhibit notable short-
comings, particularly in systematically evaluating the cross-modal
application of geometric principles. Thus, developing comprehen-
sive and systematic benchmarks that fully assess cross-modal ca-
pabilities in geometric reasoning remains an imperative research
direction.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce GeoSense, the first comprehensive bilin-
gual benchmark to systematically evaluate the reasoning abilities
of MLLMs with a focus on identifying and applying geometric
principles. We first establish a comprehensive framework that in-
cludes 148 unique geometric principles. Additionally, we curate a
dataset that comprises 1,789 geometric math problems, annotate
5,556 geometric principles and their application within geometric
images. Moreover, we introduce two novel evaluation metrics GPI
and GPA to assess MLLMs’ ability to identify correct geometric
principles and apply them to specific elements within geometric
diagrams, respectively. Extensive experiments reveal insights into
the performance of different MLLMs, highlighting their limitations
in applying geometric principles within visual contexts.
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