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Abstract

A key frontier for Multimodal Large Language Models
(MLLMs) is the ability to perform deep mathematical and
spatial reasoning directly from images, moving beyond their
established success in semantic description. Mathematical
surface plots provide a rigorous testbed for this capabil-
ity, as they isolate the task of reasoning from the seman-
tic noise common in natural images. To measure progress
on this frontier, we introduce MaRVL-QA (Mathematical
Reasoning over Visual Landscapes), a new benchmark de-
signed to quantitatively evaluate these core reasoning skills.
The benchmark comprises two novel tasks: Topological
Counting, identifying and enumerating features like lo-
cal maxima; and Transformation Recognition, recogniz-
ing applied geometric transformations. Generated from a
curated library of functions with rigorous ambiguity filter-
ing, our evaluation on MaRVL-QA reveals that even state-
of-the-art MLLMs struggle significantly, often resorting to
superficial heuristics instead of robust spatial reasoning.
MaRVL-QA provides a challenging new tool for the re-
search community to measure progress, expose model lim-
itations, and guide the development of MLLMs with more
profound reasoning abilities.
Dataset: MaRVL-OA on Hugging Face
Code: MaRVL-0OA on Github

1. Introduction

The fusion of large language models with visual data has
unlocked powerful new capabilities in artificial intelligence.
These Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) can
interpret the visual world with remarkable fluency, moving
far beyond simple object labeling. They excel at generating
rich, detailed descriptions for complex scenes, answering
nuanced questions about the relationships and interactions
between objects, and even engaging in multi-turn, contex-
tual dialogue about what they see [0, 17, 27]. At its core,
this success comes from their ability to create a strong cor-
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respondence between natural language and the high-level

semantic content of an image [14, 28].

However, this strength with high-level semantics stands
in stark contrast to a fundamental limitation: a difficulty
with precise spatial and structural reasoning. This deficit
is readily observed in natural image contexts, where these
models often fail to accurately count objects, determine spe-
cific positional relationships, or interpret complex spatial
arrangements [7, 9, 15, 30]. Isolating this reasoning deficit
within natural scenes is inherently challenging, as the rich
semantic context of an image often confounds a pure assess-
ment of a model’s spatial computation [12].

Concurrently, mathematical reasoning has been estab-
lished as a key evaluation axis for language models, with
benchmarks such as GSMS8K [5] and MATH [10] driv-
ing progress on complex, text-based quantitative problems.
This body of work, however, has focused predominantly on
reasoning from symbolic and textual representations. Con-
sequently, the capacity of MLLMs to comprehend mathe-
matical concepts from visual data, for instance, inferring
a function’s properties from its plot, remains largely unad-
dressed [20]. Such a task is fundamentally one of spatial
cognition, requiring the interpretation of topological and ge-
ometric features of the visualized surface.

To bridge this gap between visual perception and math-
ematical abstraction, we introduce MaRVL-QA: Mathe-
matical Reasoning over Visual Landscapes. We posit that
visualizations of mathematical functions serve as an effec-
tive, semantically-sparse testbed for an unconfounded eval-
uation of these skills. Accordingly, MaRVL-QA is designed
as a principled framework for assessing foundational rea-
soning. It comprises two task categories, each targeting a
distinct facet of this competence: Topological Counting,
which assesses the identification of critical structural fea-
tures; and Transformation Recognition, which evaluates
holistic reasoning about geometric manipulations.

This work makes the following primary contributions:

* We introduce a novel benchmark with two tasks specif-
ically designed to deconstruct and test core faculties
of spatial and mathematical reasoning in a controlled,
semantically-sparse environment.


https://huggingface.co/datasets/sahitiy51/MaRVL-QA
https://github.com/sahitiy/MaRVL-QA
https://arxiv.org/abs/2508.17180v1
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Figure 1. Illustration of the core MaRVL-QA tasks, showcasing the visual and textual prompts presented to the models. (a) Topological
Counting: A single plot is shown, and the model must answer a direct question about the number of a specific topological feature, such
as local maxima. (b) Transformation Recognition: An original plot and its transformed version are presented, and the model must select

the correct transformation from a list of choices.

* We provide a new methodology for benchmark creation,
founded on a diverse, curated library of mathematical
functions. Our pipeline programmatically generates over
80,000 QA pairs and employs rigorous, multi-stage filter-
ing to remove perceptual ambiguities, ensuring that each
question has a single, objective ground truth.

* We construct and release MaRVL-QA-Mini, a high-
quality, 2,748-item test set strategically sampled for bal-
ance across function families, transformation types, and
visual styles, providing a robust and efficient tool for
model evaluation.

* Through extensive experiments, we use MaRVL-QA to
demonstrate the profound limitations of even state-of-the-
art MLLMs in these reasoning domains, analyzing their
failure modes in a way that real-world scenes do not per-
mit.

2. Related Work
2.1. Chart and Plot Comprehension

A primary focus of multimodal research is reasoning over
visual data representations. Foundational Visual Question
Answering (VQA) benchmarks established tasks on natural
images [2, 8]. More specialized work has focused on data

visualizations. Early benchmarks like FigureQA [13] and
PlotQA [22] tested basic data extraction from plots. More
recently, ChartQA [21] and others [11] have increased task
complexity, often requiring synthesis with accompanying
text. Another line of work focuses on chart-to-table transla-
tion, deconstructing plots back into their source data [16].

While these benchmarks have driven progress in vi-
sual data extraction and semantic labeling, their scope does
not extend to conceptual comprehension of the underlying
mathematical phenomena. MaRVL-QA is designed specif-
ically to address this gap, shifting the evaluation from data
point retrieval to an assessment of abstract surface under-
standing.

2.2. Evaluation of Spatial Reasoning

Evaluating the spatial reasoning of MLLMs is a critical
challenge, with a body of research documenting their lim-
itations [29]. Early work like the CLEVR dataset [12] es-
tablished benchmarks for reasoning about the relative posi-
tions of discrete objects in synthetic scenes. This paradigm
of evaluating extrinsic relationships between objects con-
tinues in more recent work, which may use more realistic
scenes or probe for specific failures like distinguishing rel-
ative directions [19].



MaRVL-QA provides a complementary evaluation ap-
proach. Rather than assessing reasoning over collections
of discrete objects, our tasks require reasoning about the
intrinsic properties of a single, continuous surface. The
evaluation of understanding topology, geometric transfor-
mations, and representational equivalence of a visualized
surface constitutes a novel and more abstract spatial reason-
ing challenge.

2.3. Mathematical Reasoning Benchmarks

Existing mathematical reasoning benchmarks for language
models, such as GSM8K [5] and MATH [10], focus on solv-
ing text-based word problems. Even when visuals are in-
cluded, as in UniGeo [4], the problem is primarily defined
by text.

MaRVL-QA differs by presenting problems where the
visualization itself is the definition. This approach measures
a model’s ability to ground mathematical concepts directly
in rich visual data, a capability not tested by existing bench-
marks.

3. Benchmark Generation Pipeline

The MaRVL-QA benchmark is systematically generated
through a multi-stage pipeline. The process begins with a
curated library of mathematical functions, which are then
programmatically rendered into plots. Finally, these plots
are assembled into specific tasks designed to test distinct
reasoning capabilities. This methodology ensures that ev-
ery task is grounded in objective mathematical truth while
allowing for the scalable production of a diverse set of eval-
uation examples.

Table 1. Distribution of function instances across 32 families.

Function Count Family

20 Lattice of Gaussian Peaks, Inverted Lattice of Valleys
17 Windowed Waves

13 Gaussian Mixture, Inverted Gaussian Mixture

12 Crossed Tunnels

10 Plane, Elliptic Paraboloid, Hyperbolic Paraboloid,

Parabolic Cylinder Wave Surface, Circular Ripples,
Gabor Function, Checkerboard, Cone, Cusp, Monkey
Saddle, Step Function, Sharp Ridge, Astroidal Bowl,
Logarithmic Singularity, Ring Singularity, Modulated
Wave, Damped Oscillator, Volcano, Spiraling Surface,
Mixed-Sign Gaussian Mixture, Contained Symmetric
Lobes,Beaded Rings, Inverted Beaded Rings, Hyper-
boloid of One Sheet, Extruded Witch of Agnesi

The foundation of the MaRVL-QA benchmark is a com-
prehensive library of three-dimensional functions, z =
f(z,y), that have been explicitly hand-selected to ensure
mathematical diversity and analytical rigor. Rather than re-
lying on random procedural generation, we have curated a
multi-tiered collection of function families. This approach
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Figure 2. Distribution of correct answers in the 1548-item Topo-
logical Counting task.

guarantees that the benchmark systematically covers a wide
spectrum of geometric and topological challenges, and that
every task is grounded in an objective, provable truth de-
rived from the function’s known properties. The function
families along with the number of functions per family are
specified in table 1. Furthermore, the plotting domain for
each function was individually selected to ensure its most
significant visual features are centered and prominent, mak-
ing any applied transformations clearly observable.

3.1. Plot Rendering

Each function from the library is programmatically ren-
dered into a high-resolution image. To generate the plot
data, the function is first sampled over a 400x400 grid. This
data is then rendered to create the final image.

To test for robustness against superficial visual features,
we generate several distinct plot types, including heatmaps,
contour plots, and combined heatmap-contour plots. The
rendering pipeline also varies cosmetic properties by uti-
lizing several Matplotlib color maps, including viridis,
plasma, inferno, and magma.

A critical design choice is that all plots are rendered with
their corresponding axes and numerical labels. This fram-
ing requires a model to synthesize the visual information
of the plotted surface with the symbolic information of the
coordinate system. As detailed in the following sections,
additional measures are taken during the generation of each
specific task to ensure the problems demand genuine spatial
reasoning rather than simple text extraction.

3.2. Task Specific Pipelines

3.2.1. Topological Counting

The Topological Counting task is designed to directly evalu-
ate a model’s ability to identify and enumerate fundamental
topological features of a surface. The task is framed as a
question-answering problem where the model is presented



with a single image and asked a question like, “How many
local maxima are visible in this plot?”

The generation of ground truth for this task is a multi-
stage process designed to ensure absolute precision and
eliminate ambiguity.

1. High-Precision Numerical Analysis. To identify ex-
trema, we employ a hybrid coarse-to-fine strategy that com-
bines image processing with formal numerical analysis.
Initially, we generate an efficient, approximate localiza-
tion by treating the densely sampled 2000x2000 data grid
as an image and applying a standard peak detection algo-
rithm. These initial estimates then serve as seeds for a high-
precision numerical optimization routine, which refines the
locations by operating directly on the underlying continu-
ous function to determine the precise coordinates of the ex-
trema.

Countable Features
Maxima & Minima
Maxima only
Minima only
Maxima & Minima
Minima only
Maxima only
Minima only
Maxima & Minima

Family Name

Wave Surface

Lattice of Gaussian Peaks
Inverted Lattice of Valleys
Gabor Function

Crossed Tunnels

Gaussian Mixture

Inverted Gaussian Mixture
Mixed-Sign Gaussian Mixture

Windowed Waves Maxima & Minima
Contained Symmetric Lobes Maxima & Minima
Beaded Rings Maxima only
Inverted Beaded Rings Minima only

Table 2. Function families selected for the Topological Counting
task and the specific features (maxima, minima, or both) certified
for unambiguous counting.

2. Manual Curation for Unambiguity. A purely auto-
mated analysis can produce results that are visually confus-
ing. To create a benchmark that is fair and unambiguous,
we performed a critical, multi-step curation process. First,
we hand-selected a subset of function families suitable for
counting tasks, as detailed in Table 2. Within this subset, we
designated which feature type - maxima, minima, or both -
could be unambiguously counted for each function family.
Finally, the we manually reviewed every plot in these fam-
ilies to certify that the number of programmatically iden-
tified extrema exactly matched the number of clearly vis-
ible features. We also filtered out any function instances
where the identified extrema were located too close to the
plot boundary.

Through this hybrid analytical and manual pipeline,
we generated a total of 1548 high-confidence question-
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Figure 3. Distribution of transformation types in the complete gen-
erated dataset ( 80k examples) prior to balanced sampling.

answering pairs for the Topological Counting task.

3.2.2. Transformation Recognition

The Transformation Recognition task evaluates a model’s
holistic spatial reasoning by testing its ability to identify
global geometric transformations. The task is structured
as a multiple-choice problem where the model must iden-
tify the transformation that maps an original function plot
to a transformed one. The set of transformations is fo-
cused on two core geometric operations: rotations (by 90
and 180 degrees clockwise) and single-axis translations. A
“no change” option is also included to test whether models
do not identify a transformation due to superficial pattern
matching.
A core design principle of this task is to compel genuine
spatial reasoning by preventing solutions based on simple
heuristics or OCR. We use a specific rendering strategy for
each transformation type:
 For rotations, we first define a unified, expanded view-
ing domain. This domain is a square, [—d, d] x [—d,d],
where d is the maximum absolute value of the original
function’s coordinate range. Critically, both the original
and the rotated plots are rendered within this same, ex-
panded domain. This ensures their axis labels are identi-
cal, making it impossible for a model to use changes in
the axis values as a shortcut. The model must rely solely
on identifying the reorientation of the shape within this
shared coordinate frame.

¢ For translations, the function’s surface is shifted by 15-
25% of the viewing range along either the x- or y-axis
(but never both simultaneously). This shift occurs within
a fixed domain window, meaning the axes and their nu-
merical labels remain identical between the original and
transformed plots, again forcing the model to recognize
the shape’s movement relative to its static frame.

Beyond this, we perform a rigorous, two-way ambiguity
filtering process, as detailed in Algorithm 1.



* To validate a rotation, the pipeline first discards any func-
tion with rotational symmetry. It then ensures the rotation
is not visually confusable with a translation by calculat-
ing the displacement of the plot’s centroid and rejecting
the rotation if a pure translation by that same vector pro-
duces a visually similar result to the rotated plot.

 To validate a translation, the pipeline programmatically
searches for a “pure” translation. First, to ensure a trans-
lation is visually meaningful, we filter out functions that
lack prominent features (e.g., Planes, Step Function). For
the remaining functions, the pipeline tests multiple can-
didate translation distances to find one that satisfies two
strict conditions: (1) the translation must produce a sig-
nificant change, avoiding cases of translational symme-
try, and (2) the resulting plot must be numerically distinct
from the plot that would be produced by either a 90 or
180-degree rotation.

For each unambiguous (function, transformation) pair
that passes these filters, we generate a comprehensive set
of 81 visually distinct QA pairs by creating all combina-
tions of our plot types (e.g., heatmap vs. contour, contour
vs. heatmap-contour, etc.). This combinatorial expansion
ensures the benchmark tests for a robust understanding in-
dependent of presentation style. Through this multi-stage
pipeline, we generated a total of 79,542 high-confidence
QA pairs.

3.3. The MaRVL-QA-Mini Test Set

To provide a focused, high-quality, and computationally
tractable standard for evaluation, the final stage of our
pipeline involves constructing the canonical MaRVL-QA-
Mini test set. This set is composed of the complete,
manually-curated Topological Counting task, and a strate-
gically sampled subset of the Transformation Recognition
task.

The final MaRVL-QA-Mini test set contains:

1. All 1548 QA pairs from the Topological Counting task.
2. A high-quality subset of 1200 QA pairs from the Trans-
formation Analysis task, sampled from the full set of

79,542 generated examples.

To create the Transformation Recognition subset, we im-
plemented a goal-oriented sampling algorithm that stratifies
the selection across multiple axes to ensure diversity and
prevent confounding biases. The sampling hierarchy is as
follows:

First, the dataset is split evenly based on visual style
consistency, with 600 pairs where the original and trans-
formed plots share the same visual style (e.g., both are
‘viridis‘ heatmaps) and 600 pairs where their styles differ.

Within each of these two style groups, the data is fur-
ther balanced by transformation type. Each group con-
tains exactly 150 examples for each of the four transfor-
mation types (90-degree rotation, 180-degree rotation, x-

Algorithm 1 Unambiguous Transformation Generation

Input: A function f, a candidate transformation 7.
Output: An unambiguous QA pair, or fail-
ure.

1: if T is a rotation then

2:  if IsSymmetric(f, T) then

3: return failure {Reject symmetric rotation}

4:  endif

5. Tequiv < FindEquivalentTranslation(f,T)

6:  if IsSimilar(f, T, Tequiv) then

7: return failure {Reject if rotation resembles trans-
lation}

8: endif

9: else if 7" is a translation then
10:  if not HasProminentFeatures(f) then
11 return failure {Reject featureless surfaces}
122 end if
13:  found_pure_translation < false
14:  for each candidate distance d do

15: Let Ty be a translation by d.

16: if IsSimilar(f, f,T,;) then

17: continue {Skip if translation is symmetric}

18: end if

19: if IsSimilarToAnyRotation( f, T;) then

20: continue {Skip if translation resembles a rota-
tion}

21: end if

22: T+ T,

23: found_pure_translation < true

24: break

25 end for
26:  if not found_pure_translation then

27: return failure
28:  end if
29: end if

30: Generate QA pair for (f, T').
31: return QA pair

translation, and y-translation).

Finally, within each of these smaller blocks, a round-
robin sampling strategy ensures the distribution across
function families is as uniform as possible. Perfect bal-
ance is not always achievable because some function fam-
ilies are necessarily excluded from certain transformation
types by our ambiguity filters (e.g., functions with 180-
degree rotational symmetry are never used for the 180-
degree rotation task).

4. Results and Analysis

We evaluated the performance of ten distinct Multimodal
Large Language Models (MLLMs) on the Topological



Counting and Transformation Recognition tasks. We used
an LLM judge, GPT-4.1, to match the model’s generated
response with the ground truth answer.

The specific format of the ground truth was tailored to
each task. For the Topological Counting task, the ground
truth was an integer value representing the total count of
maxima or minima. In the case of the Transformation
Recognition task, presented as a five-option multiple-choice
question (MCQ) labeled 1 through 5, the ground truth was
the integer of the correct option.

4.1. Topological Counting

The results, detailed in Table 3, reveal a significant deficit in
this capability across all tested MLLMs. Even the highest-
performing model, o4-mini, achieved an accuracy of only
58.91%, indicating that most current models struggle on
this task. There is a wide variance in performance; models
like Qwen-VL-Max achieved moderate scores, while some
models in the LLaVA family performed near zero. This
widespread difficulty suggests that models lack robust, gen-
eralizable mechanisms for systematic visual counting.

Table 3. Performance on the Topological Counting task. We re-
port overall accuracy and accuracy by feature type. Models con-
sistently perform better at identifying maxima than minima.

Overall Maxima Minima

Model Acc. (%) Ace. (%) Ace. (%)
od-mini [26] 5891 6091  57.14
Claude Sonnet-4 [1] 54.01 59.95 48.72

03 [26] 50.52 51.85 49.33
Qwen-VL-Max [3] 41.86 45.13 38.95
Pixtral-Large [25] 38.37 43.21 34.07
Mistral-Small-3.1 [24]  38.37 42.66 34.55
Mistral-Medium [23] 34.88 40.05 30.28

LLaVA-13b [18] 6.91 8.50 5.49
LLaVA-7b [18] 0.65 1.37 0.00
LLaVA-34b [18] 0.19 0.41 0.00

4.1.1. Analysis by Colormap

To evaluate model robustness against superficial visual fea-
tures, we analyzed performance across four different col-
ormaps. As illustrated in Figure 4, the results show that
the top-performing models are largely robust to these stylis-
tic variations, suggesting they do not rely on simple color-
based heuristics. Overall performance is remarkably con-
sistent across all four colormaps. For instance, the highest-
scoring model, o4-mini, maintained an accuracy between
58.72% and 61.92% regardless of the style. Similarly,
Claude Sonnet-4’s accuracy remained stable within a tight
4-point range.

However, some models exhibited minor sensitivity.

Pixtral-Large’s score varied by over 8 percentage points,
from a high of 44.19% on ‘inferno’ to a low of 35.76% on
‘viridis’. This performance variance suggests these mod-
els may be relying on fragile, color-dependent heuristics
rather than a robust, style-agnostic method for identifying
features.
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Figure 4. Model performance on the Topological Counting task,
broken down by colormap. Most models show consistent accu-
racy, while a few exhibit minor sensitivity to the visual style.

4.1.2. Analysis by Count Type

As detailed in Table 3, all models are less accurate at count-
ing minima than maxima. This performance gap is not due
to task difficulty; a weighted average calculated from our
ground-truth frequencies shows that maxima-counting tasks
require counting slightly more items (a mean of 7.53) than
minima tasks (a mean of 7.15). This suggests the gap stems
from the lower visual salience of minima (dark valleys)
compared to maxima (bright peaks). The models’ varying
abilities to overcome this bias reveal distinct failure modes:

* Robust Models: The most capable models, 04-mini and
03, show only a minimal performance drop (under 4 and
3 points, respectively). This suggests they have a more
abstract reasoning ability that is less reliant on the bright-
ness of a feature and can identify peaks and valleys almost
equally well.

* Sensitive Models: A second tier is highly sensitive to fea-
ture type, with Claude Sonnet-4’s accuracy dropping 11
points and Pixtral-Large’s over 9. Their failure modes
show a clear divide: for minima, they consistently under-
count (errors of -1, -2, -3), suggesting they fail to perceive
less-salient dark features. For maxima, however, their er-
rors are more varied and include frequent overcounting
(+1 errors for Claude Sonnet-4 and Mistral-Medium),
indicating a different failure mode related to confusion
with highly salient features.

4.1.3. Analysis by Feature Count

The most significant factor impacting performance is the
number of features to be counted. As illustrated in Figure
5, all competent models show a steep decline in accuracy as



the ground-truth count increases. This scalability failure is
a critical limitation of current MLLM:s on this task.

This performance collapse is dramatic. For instance, 04-
mini, the top-performing model, achieves 71.22% accuracy
when counting fewer than 7 features, but its performance
plummets to just 14.81% on tasks requiring a count of 13
or more. Similarly, 03’s accuracy drops from 65.46% to
15.34% under the same conditions. No model surpasses
22% accuracy in the highest-count bucket.

This inability to generalize beyond small quantities sug-
gests that the models’ internal logic for this task is not algo-
rithmic in nature. They may be able to subitize - instantly
recognize small quantities of objects - but they fail when a
procedural approach of scanning, identifying, and tallying
is required for more complex scenes. This inability to scale
beyond small numbers reveals a shallow form of spatial rea-
soning.

Model x Expected Count Bucket Pass Percentage

Expected Count Bucket
W count < 7
7 <=count <13
N 13 <= count <= 19 (max count)

Figure 5. Model performance on Topological Counting as a func-
tion of the number of features. All models show a sharp decline in
accuracy as the complexity of the scene increases.

4.2. Transformation Recognition

Table 4 presents the overall performance of the evaluated
models on the Transformation Recognition task. The re-
sults reveal a clear performance hierarchy. Similar to the
Topological Counting task, OpenAI’s models achieved the
highest scores, with 04-mini leading at 67.92% accuracy,
followed by 03 at 67.0%.

A substantial performance gap of nearly 38 percentage
points separates these top models from other counterparts,
highlighting the significant difficulty of the task. Models
such as Claude Sonnet-4 and Mistral delivered moderate
results, occupying a middle performance tier. Notably, the
LLaVA family of models demonstrated markedly superior
performance compared to both Qwen-VL-Max and Pixtral,
which lagged in this evaluation.

4.2.1. Analysis by Transformation Types

The analysis of model performance across the two transfor-
mation types reveals divergent trends (Table 4). The top-
performing models, 04-mini and 03, are exceptionally good

at the Translation task, with accuracies exceeding 78%.

This suggests the task primarily relies on robust feature

recognition and matching to detect the object’s positional

shift - a capability that is highly developed in top-tier mod-
els but lacking in many others.

In stark contrast, the Rotation task proves to be more
challenging for all models. While most models perform
similarly for this task, the performance is capped at around
50-54%. This performance ceiling indicates that the ab-
stract 3D modeling required for rotational invariance re-
mains a key difficulty for current MLLMs.

More strikingly, the results expose inconsistencies
within model families, particularly LLaVA. This erratic
performance underscores that larger parameter counts do
not guarantee consistent or comprehensive spatial reason-
ing abilities.

e LLaVA-13b achieves 42.67% on Translation but only
7.0% on Rotation.

» The larger LLaVA-34b variant scores 49.33% on Rota-
tion but is completely unable to perform the Translation
task (0% accuracy). This suggests the model may have
learned a shortcut to identify object shapes while ignor-
ing positional information.

* The smaller LLaVA-7b variant fails at both tasks, scoring
below 7% on each.

Table 4. Overall model accuracy (%) with a breakdown by trans-
formation type: Rotation and Translation.

Model Overall Translation Rotation
Acc. (%) Acc. (%) Acc. (%)
04-mini 67.92 81.5 54.33
03 67.0 83.0 51.0
Claude Sonnet-4 29.0 16.83 41.17
Mistral-Small-3.1 26.83 1.0 52.67
LLaVA-13b 24.83 42.67 7.0
LLaVA-34b 24.67 0.0 49.33
Pixtral-Large 16.58 7.5 25.67
Mistral-Medium 14.5 2.17 26.83
Qwen-VL-Max 10.0 13.0 7.0
LLaVA-7b 3.67 0.67 6.67

4.2.2. Analysis by Plot Variation

An analysis of performance based on visualization char-
acteristics reveals that, as expected, most models achieve
higher accuracy when both plots in a pair are of the same
type. This preference for uniformity generally extends to
color maps as well.

In stark contrast to this trend, LLaVA-13b and LLaVA-
34b exhibit anomalous behavior. These models achieve
equal or even slightly higher accuracy on pairs with dif-
ferent plot types and color maps. This counter-intuitive re-



sult reinforces previous analyses, suggesting their reasoning
is guided by arbitrary, shortcut-based heuristics rather than
systematic visual processing.

Table 5. Accuracy (%) of models across plot variations.

Plot Type Color Map
Model Same Different Same Different
04-mini 72.31 59.2 72.4 66.16
03 71.55 57.96 69.32 67.93

Claude Sonnet-4 35.71 16.17 33.28 29.55
Mistral-Small-3.1  27.57 25.37 29.38 23.99

LLaVA-13b 24.81 24.88 25.49 26.26
LLaVA-34b 24.56 24.88 23.38 25.25
Pixtral-Large 19.17 11.44 18.34 16.16

Mistral-Medium 18.3 6.97 16.88 13.13
Qwen-VL-Max 11.9 6.22 10.88 10.86
LLaVA-7b 4.26 2.49 3.9 2.78

4.2.3. Analysis by Transformation Options

In Figure 6, the highest-performing models, 04-mini, 03,
and Sonnet-4, exhibit a relatively balanced performance dis-
tribution across the different transformation types, aligning
with their strong, generalized capabilities noted in the pre-
vious analysis.

In stark contrast, other model families display strong,
systematic biases. Models from the Mistral and Pixtral fam-
ilies, for instance, show a clear aptitude for the “Rotate
180 Degrees” option, often achieving their highest scores
on this specific transformation. Conversely, the LLaVA
family exhibits an opposing preference, consistently favor-
ing the “Rotate 90 Degrees Clockwise” option. The emer-
gence of these distinct, family-specific preferences suggests
that models are developing narrow, heuristic-based strate-
gies rather than learning generalized principles of spatial
transformation.

Finally, a more subtle but widespread trend is observ-
able in translation tasks, where most models demonstrate
higher accuracy for “Translation in X”’ over “Translation in
Y,” indicating another layer of inherent bias in their spatial
reasoning.

4.2.4. Failure Analysis

An analysis of the models’ failure modes provides deeper

insight into their reasoning processes, corroborating the be-

havioral trends shown in Figure 7. Two distinct failure pat-
terns emerge:

1. Defaulting to “No Change”: A common failure mode
for many models, including the high-performing 03 and
o4-mini, is to incorrectly select the "No Change” option.
This suggests that when these models fail to confidently
identify a specific transformation, their default assump-
tion is that none occurred.

Model x Expected Transformation Option Pass Percentage

Expected Transformation Option
BN Rotate 180 Degrees

mmm Rotate 90 Degrees Clockwise
mmm Translation in X

= Translation in Y

Mean Pass Percentage

Figure 6. Model performance on Transformation Recognition
across different transformation options.

Top 3 Most Common Failure Options by Model

1000

g

Number of Failed Cases.
g

Models

Figure 7. Model-wise top 3 failure options.

2. Adherence to a Single Preferred Option: A more
rigid failure pattern is seen in models like LLaVA-
13b, LLaVA-34b, and Mistral-Small-3.1. These mod-
els do not fall into the “No Change” trap. Instead, their
most frequent incorrect choice for any given question is
the very same option on which they demonstrate near-
perfect success. This behavior strongly indicates a de-
generate, non-reasoning strategy. The model has effec-
tively abandoned processing the input and has instead
collapsed into outputting a single, predetermined an-
swer, confirming that its high accuracy on one option
is not a sign of competence but an artifact of this flawed
heuristic.

5. Conclusion and Future Work

We introduced MaRVL-QA, a benchmark that tests a crit-
ical, often-overlooked dimension of Al: its capacity for
mathematical and spatial reasoning. By using semanti-
cally sparse mathematical plots, we remove all familiar,
real-world objects, compelling models to reason about pure
structure. Our findings reveal a fragility in even the most
advanced models. When faced with these abstract chal-
lenges, their reasoning often breaks down in specific and
predictable ways. Future work should proceed along two



primary tracks: first, the development of new model archi-
tectures and training paradigms specifically aimed at im-
proving systematic, procedural reasoning to address the
weaknesses identified by MaRVL-QA. Second, the bench-
mark can be extended with more complex mathematical
concepts and transformations, providing a challenging en-
vironment to measure future visual reasoning capabili-

ties.
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A. Appendix

A.l. Function Family Tiers

The library is organized into five distinct tiers of complex-
ity:

L]

Tier 1: Foundational & Quadric Surfaces This tier es-
tablishes a baseline with the most fundamental geometric
forms. Key examples include the Plane and the Elliptic
Paraboloid.

Tier 2: Periodic & Wave-like Surfaces This tier intro-
duces functions with regular, repeating structures to test
reasoning over periodic patterns. Examples include the
Wave Surface and the Ripple function.

Tier 3: Singularities, Boundaries, & Discontinuities
This tier is designed to probe model robustness by pre-
senting challenging edge cases. It contains functions like
the Cone and the Step Function .

Tier 4: Composite & Modulated Surfaces This tier fea-
tures more complex topologies created by combining or
modifying simpler forms. One example is the Gaussian
Mixture, which allows for the precise placement of multi-
ple, varied local extrema.

Tier 5: Advanced & Special Surfaces The final tier in-
cludes advanced functions that represent highly complex
geometric forms. Examples include the Hyperboloid of
One Sheet and the Extruded Witch of Agnesi.

This tiered curation is a cornerstone of our methodology.

It ensures that MaRVL-QA provides a rich, structured, and

challenging environment for evaluating the visual reasoning
capabilities of MLLMs.

A.2. Ambiguous Cases


https://mistral.ai/news/mistral-small-3-1
https://mistral.ai/news/mistral-small-3-1
https://mistral.ai/news/pixtral-large
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Table 6. Examples of ambiguous transformation cases identified by our rigorous ambiguity detection algorithm. Each row displays an
image with its corresponding question, actual answer, and the possible options that create the ambiguity.

Image Question Actual Answer Possible Options

Section A: Symmetric Rotations

Which single transformation has
been applied to plot A to produce
plot B?

Rotation 90 degrees Riation 180 degrees
clockwise No Change

Which single transformation has
been applied to plot A to produce Rotation 180 degrees No Change
plot B?

Section B: Symmetric Translations

Which single transformation has
| been applied to plot A to produce Translation in X No Change
plot B?

Which single transformation has
| been applied to plot A to produce TranslationinY No Change
plot B?

Section C: Rotations Appearing as Translations

Which single transformation has
been applied to plot A to produce Rotation 180 degrees Translation in X
plot B?

Which sm.gle transformation  has Rotation 90 degrees ..
been applied to plot A to produce X Translation in Y
plot B? clockwise

Section D: Undetectable Translations for Featureless Functions

Which single transformation has
been applied to plot A to produce TranslationinY No Change
plot B?

Which single transformation has
been applied to plot A to produce Translation in X No Change
plot B?




A.3. Additional Analysis Data

Table 7. Detailed accuracy (%) on the Topological Counting task

by model and colormap.

Model Inferno Magma Plasma Viridis
04-mini 58.72 60.17 61.92 59.30
Sonnet-4 54.94 55.52 5291 56.69
03 5291 49.13 47.97 54.36
Qwen-VL-Max 46.22 44.48 40.99 40.12
Pixtral-Large 44.19 39.83 38.66 35.76
Mistral-Small-3.1  40.12 41.86 34.59 36.92
Mistral-Medium 38.08 36.34 34.30 3547
LLaVA-13b 5.23 6.98 6.15 8.43
LLaVA-7b 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58
LLaVA-34b 0.07 0.08 0.29 0.29

Model x Count Type Pass Percentage

Count Type
m maxima

minima

Figure 8. Model performance on the Topological Counting task,
comparing accuracy on maxima versus minima. All models per-
form better on maxima, but the gap varies significantly.

Table 8. Detailed accuracy (%) by feature count bucket.

count <7 7 <= count < 13 count >=13

Model (%) (%) (%)
o4-mini 71.22 57.52 14.81
Claude Sonnet-4 60.51 55.88 21.69
03 64.93 42.65 15.34
Qwen-VL-Max 53.41 38.40 6.88
Pixtral-Large 48.46 32.68 10.58
Mistral-Small-3.1  45.11 37.09 14.29
Mistral-Medium 49.00 27.12 4.23
LLaVA-34b 0.27 4.25 0.00
LLaVA-13b 0.27 2.61 1.06
LLaVA-7b 1.34 0.00 0.00
A 4. System Prompts

We specify the exact system prompts used for every task to

evaluate model responses.

Counting System Prompt

You are an expert in analyzing the topology of mathematical
surfaces. Your primary function is to act as a feature counter
for 2D plots of 3D functions, which will be presented as either
heatmaps or contour plots. You will be asked to count the num-
ber of local maxima or local minima. When performing this
task, you must adhere strictly to the following four rules for
every plot you analyze:

1. Definition Rule: A feature must be a distinct peak (for a
maximum) or valley (for a minimum).

2. Boundary Rule: Do not count a feature if its highest point
(peak) or lowest point (valley) lies on the exact boundary of the
plot area.

3. Plateau Rule: A single, continuous flat region (a plateau at
a high value or a flat-bottomed basin at a low value) must be
counted as exactly one feature.

4. Saddle Point Rule: You must not count saddle points. A
saddle point is a location that appears to be a peak from some
directions and a valley from others, and is not a true local ex-
tremum.

Your final answer for any task must be a single integer number
(e.g., 0, 1, 2, etc.) in this format on a new line:

<final_ answer>count</final_answer>

Here, <final_answer> and </final_answer> are
XML tags and “count” is the integer number you counted. Do
not provide any additional text, explanation, or justification.

Transformation System Prompt

You are an expert at comparing mathematical plots. You will
be given a single input image containing two 2D plots of 3D
functions - Plot A on the left and Plot B on the right.

Each plot can either be a heatmap or a contour plot. Your task
is to determine the transformation that has been applied to Plot
A (the left plot) to obtain Plot B (the right plot).

For transformations that include translation, the shift in any di-
rection will not exceed 25% of the corresponding axis range
(i.e. at most one-quarter of the plot’s width or height).

You will also be given a set of numbered transformation options
(labeled 1 ... N). Exactly one option is correct. Identify which
single option describes the transformation applied to Plot A to
obtain Plot B. If uncertain, pick the single closest option.
Output only one line in this exact format:

<final_answer>option_number</final_ answer>

Here, <final_answer> and </final_answer> are
XML tags and “option_number” is the number of the option
you think is correct. Do not provide any additional text, expla-
nation, or justification.
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