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Abstract

Recent advancements in multimodal large language mod-
els (MLLMs) have broadened the scope of vision-language
tasks, excelling in applications like image captioning and
interactive question-answering. However, these models
struggle with accurately processing visual data, particu-
larly in tasks requiring precise object recognition and fine
visual details. Stringent token limits often result in the omis-
sion of critical information, hampering performance. To
address these limitations, we introduce Zoomer, a novel vi-
sual prompting mechanism designed to enhance MLLM per-
formance while preserving essential visual details within
token limits. Zoomer features three key innovations: a
prompt-aware strategy that dynamically highlights relevant
image regions, a spatial-preserving orchestration schema
that maintains object integrity, and a budget-aware prompt-
ing method that balances global context with crucial vi-
sual details. Comprehensive evaluations across multiple
datasets demonstrate that Zoomer consistently outperforms
baseline methods, achieving up to a 26.9% improvement in
accuracy while significantly reducing token consumption.

1. Introduction

Vision-language understanding has witnessed remarkable
progress with multimodal large language models (MLLMs)
such as GPT-40, Gemini Pro, and Claude 3.5 [8, 13]. While
these black-box MLLMs have demonstrated impressive ca-
pabilities in controlled settings—even being touted as hav-
ing PhD-level skills—our large-scale investigation reveals
a critical hallucination problem: their inherent small object
blindness and limited visibility lead to catastrophic failures
in real-world visual reasoning tasks.

Through systematic analysis, we identify two fundamen-
tal limitations that create this problem. First, despite their
sophisticated architectures, current black-box MLLMs pro-
cess images with uniform attention, lacking the human-like
ability to focus on relevant regions while maintaining spa-
tial awareness. As shown in Figure 1, this limitation leads
to surprising failures in entry-level tasks like object count-
ing—a problem that persists across different models and

prompting strategies. Our investigation reveals that this is
not merely an implementation issue but a fundamental lim-
itation of how these models process visual information.

Second, we identify a critical tension between token bud-
gets and visual fidelity in black-box MLLMs. While com-
modity black-box MLLM has treated token limitations, typ-
ically fixed token counts, as a simple engineering constraint
to ensure computational efficiency and user fairness [4],
our analysis reveals it as a fundamental resource allocation
problem. As demonstrated in Figure 2, the standard ap-
proach of uniform downsampling leads to catastrophic loss
of fine details—a problem that cannot be solved by better
downsampling algorithms or prompt engineering alone.

This investigation leads us to formulate a novel problem
in visual prompting: How can we achieve region-aware vi-
sual processing within the strict token constraints of black-
box MLLMs? This question challenges the conventional
view that visual prompting is merely a simple input format-
ting task. Instead, we show that effective visual prompting
requires solving three interconnected challenges: Region
Selection: How to identify and prioritize task-relevant re-
gions without access to model internals; Spatial Preserva-
tion: How to maintain structural relationships while maxi-
mizing detail preservation; Budget Optimization: How to
allocate limited tokens between global context and local de-
tails.

Based on these insights, we propose Zoomer, a vi-
sual prompting framework that addresses these challenges
through three technical innovations:

* A prompt-aware visual emphasis mechanism that enables
selective attention without modifying model architecture

* A spatial-preserving orchestration schema that maintains
global context while preserving local details

* A budget-aware region selection strategy that optimally
allocates tokens across image regions

In a comprehensive evaluation across datasets such as
Vstar [28], CVBench [24], and RealworldQA [29], Zoomer
consistently outperformed baseline methods. Notably, in
the Vstar dataset, Zoomer-Patches achieved a 26.9% ac-
curacy improvement over the baseline, while in Real-
WorldQA, Zoomer-Adaptive outperformed the baseline by
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Figure 1. Illustration of a black-box MLLM’s approach to counting cacti in an image. The model identifies two small cacti on the left side
and overlooks the single cactus on the right side of the image, arriving at a total of three cacti. The processed prompt highlights specific

regions of interest to facilitate the correct object count.
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Figure 2. Illustration of information loss during image processing in black-box MLLMSs. The original high-resolution image (4240x2832)
is downscaled to meet token limits (1536x1026), leading to the loss of critical details. Cropping to focus on a region of interest (146x246)
allows the model to correctly identify the book title as “Webster’s I1”.

12.1%. Alongside these accuracy gains, Zoomer signif-
icantly reduced token usage. For example, on the Ter-
ralncognita dataset, Zoomer achieved 6.4% higher accu-
racy with a 67% reduction in token consumption com-
pared to the baseline. These results confirm that Zoomer
not only addresses the limitations of visual processing in
black-box MLLMs but also enhances efficiency. Moreover,
across APIs like GPT-40!, Gemini-1.5Pro?, and Claude-
3.5-Sonnet’, Zoomer demonstrated consistent improve-
ments in both accuracy and token efficiency, solidifying
its potential to optimize MLLM performance in real-world,
high-resolution applications.

The contribution of this work can be summarized as fol-
lows: (1) We conduct a detailed investigation of GPT-40’s
image prompting strategy, exposing key limitations in its
handling of visual inputs. (2) We introduce Zoomer, a
novel mechanism that addresses the challenge of preserv-

Uhttps://platform.openai.com/
Zhttps://gemini.google.com/
3https://anthropic.com/

ing visual detail in black-box MLLMs while adhering to
token constraints. (3) We present extensive experimental
results across multiple datasets, demonstrating that Zoomer
achieves significant improvements in both accuracy and to-
ken efficiency, offering valuable insights into enhancing
multimodal processing in constrained environments.

2. Pilot Experiments

One of the primary challenges faced by black-box MLLMs
is their inability to process visual inputs efficiently, leading
to diminished accuracy in fine-grained visual tasks. Mod-
els like GPT-40 often struggle with recognizing detailed or
occluded objects, particularly when dealing with complex
images. These limitations are compounded by token con-
straints, which restrict the amount of image data that can be
processed in a single prompt. Furthermore, according to the
Vision pricing calculator*, GPT handle images by resizing
and splitting them into basic units of 512x512 pixels. Each
of these units corresponds to 170 tokens. This method of

“https://openai.com/api/pricing/



Method Accuracy ?gl)(r:fst
Unaltered Input | 57% 955
Image Crop ‘ 58% 270
Zoomed Crop |  64% 270

Table 1. Performance of different methods on Image from Vstar.

processing not only imposes a strict limit on the image res-
olution but also increases the computational overhead due to
the additional tokens generated from splitting. As a result,
vital visual details may be lost when images are downsam-
pled or resized to fit within the token limits, leading to poor
performance on tasks that require precise visual grounding.

To evaluate this issue, we conducted a series of pilot ex-
periments using GPT-40-0513 on the Vstar-Bench dataset.
This dataset challenges MLLMs to accurately identify de-
tailed objects within high-resolution images, making it an
ideal test for the model’s capacity to handle fine-grained vi-
sual information. The experiments compared three differ-
ent image processing strategies: (1) an unprocessed prompt
(Unaltered Input), where the image is fed to the model in
its original form; (2) a prompt where the image is cropped to
focus on the target object (Image Crop); and (3) a prompt
where the cropped image is further enlarged to emphasize
the most relevant visual features (Zoomed Crop). Both the
Image Crop and Zoomed Crop methods were constrained to
fit within GPT-40’s patch size limit of 512x512 pixels.

As shown in Table 1, the Zoomed Crop method signif-
icantly outperformed the others, achieving an accuracy of
0.76 with a token usage of 270. In comparison, the Unal-
tered Input method, despite processing the entire image,
only achieved an accuracy of 0.64 while consuming 955 to-
kens. Similarly, the Image Crop method, although reduc-
ing the token count to 270, did not yield any improvement
in accuracy compared to the unprocessed input.

These results highlight a fundamental problem in cur-
rent black-box MLLMs: they fail to efficiently manage the
trade-off between image resolution and token constraints.
In cases like those presented by the Vstar-Bench dataset,
where fine-grained visual information is critical, processing
unaltered high-resolution images leads to excessive token
consumption without improving accuracy. While the Image
Crop method reduces token usage, it fails to improve per-
formance because simply cropping an image without em-
phasizing key details does not provide sufficient context for
the model to interpret the visual input accurately.

The superior performance of the Zoomed Crop method
underscores the importance of vision enhancement tech-
niques in black-box MLLMs. By focusing on the most rel-
evant portions of the image, Zoomed Crop preserves criti-

cal details while remaining within token limits, enabling the
model to interpret detailed visual inputs more effectively.
This approach resolves a common issue faced by black-box
MLLMs, where downscaling or cropping images to meet
token requirements often leads to a loss of essential infor-
mation, reducing the overall effectiveness of the model.

Our experiments reveal that without adaptive techniques
like Zoomed Crop, black-box MLLMs struggle to pro-
cess high-resolution images efficiently, limiting their per-
formance on tasks that require precise visual recognition.
These findings demonstrate the necessity of vision enhance-
ment strategies to address the inherent limitations of token-
constrained MLLMs.

3. Related Work

3.1. Multimodal LLMs: Open-Source and Black-
Box Models

The integration of visual and textual modalities in large
language models (LLMs) has led to significant advance-
ments in multimodal models (MLLMs) like GPT-40, Gem-
ini Pro and Claude3-Sonnet. These models rely on effec-
tive visual encoding strategies to bridge the gap between
language and vision. Approaches such as CLIP [31] align
visual and language embeddings through contrastive learn-
ing, while models like Flamingo [1] and BLIP-2 [6] use
cross-attention mechanisms or pretraining modules to link
vision encoders with LLMs. However, these methods often
rely on fixed low-resolution inputs (e.g., 224x224), limit-
ing their ability to process high-resolution images or non-
standard aspect ratios [16], which hampers performance on
fine-grained tasks such as OCR and small object detection

In contrast, open-source multimodal models [12, 15, 30,
36, 37] allow for architectural modifications and fine-tuning
to accommodate any-resolution inputs. However, black-box
MLLMs such as GPT-40 and Gemini Pro, which impose
strict token limits for computational efficiency, require al-
ternative solutions. The need to downsample or crop im-
ages to meet these constraints often results in the loss of
crucial visual details, particularly in tasks requiring detailed
visual understanding. While position embedding interpo-
lation [2, 5, 9, 19, 26] and patch-based cropping [12, 30]
widely adpoted in open-soure models offer promising di-
rections for any aspect ratio and any-resolution image pro-
cessing, they are not applicable to black-box models, where
architectural changes and extra training/fine-tuning are not
permitted.

3.2. Object Detection

Traditional object detection models, such as Faster R-
CNN [22] and YOLO [21], effectively identify and localize
objects within predefined categories. However, they strug-
gle with open-set scenarios, where novel objects not seen
during training need to be detected.



Recent advances address this limitation through open-
set detection models that leverage natural language process-
ing. For instance, OV-DETR [34] integrates CLIP with ob-
ject detection to generate category-specific bounding boxes
from textual prompts, enabling detection in open-world set-
tings. Similarly, GLIP [14] reframes detection as a ground-
ing problem, improving alignment between visual regions
and textual descriptions. DetCLIP [32] extends this further
using pseudo labels from large-scale captioning datasets,
enhancing generalization. Grounding DINO [17], built on
the DETR framework [3], also advances open-set detection
through natural language integration.

In addition, SAM [11] and SAM-2 [20] offer zero-
prompt or minimal-prompt segmentation for arbitrary ob-
jects but lack robust text-prompt handling. EVF-SAM [35]
overcomes this by extending SAM’s capabilities to better
manage complex text-based object segmentation.

By incorporating these models, Zoomer enhances its
ability to dynamically detect and emphasize regions of in-
terest (Rols), enabling black-box MLLMs to focus on the
most relevant visual content without losing critical details,
which is essential for maintaining high performance across
varied resolutions.

4. Method Overview

Inspired by the observation derived from our pilot ex-
periments, we propose Zoomer, a comprehensive visual
prompting mechanism designed to effectively address the
loss of detail in images that occurs during the naive resiz-
ing process in current black box multimodal LLMs, such
as GPT-4 and Gemini 1.5. As illustrated in Figure 3, our
mechanism comprises three key components: (1) A prompt-
aware visual emphasizer that allocates high-fidelity image
slices based on prompt texts to facilitate efficient and fo-
cused visual encoding; (2) A spatial-preserving encoding
schema that consolidates the collected image slices while
maintaining their relative spatial positions to create a con-
densed visual input; (3) A budget-aware prompting strategy
that maximizes the accuracy of results obtained from the
black box models while fits the budget requirement from
users.

4.1. Prompt-aware Visual Emphasizer

The prompt-aware visual emphasizer utilizes a multi-scale
emphasizing strategy to prioritize image slices that are most
relevant to the input prompts. By analyzing the semantic
content of the prompts, this component dynamically selects
and enhances specific regions of the image at varying res-
olutions. This approach not only enriches the contextual
information available to the model but also mitigates the
adverse effects of losing critical details during the resizing
process.

Prompt Tokenization Prompt tokenization is a critical first

step in which input prompts are parsed into meaningful to-
kens. This process segments the prompt into components
that can be easily analyzed for semantic relevance. Specifi-
cally, the prompt is divided into structural components, and
our focus is on processing the relevant sections that con-
tribute directly to visual emphasis.

To enhance the extraction of semantically relevant to-
kens, we apply advanced natural language processing
(NLP) techniques. First, we use the NLTK library® to
remove stopwords, reducing noise and ensuring that the
model’s attention remains on the most critical visual ele-
ments. By eliminating these non-essential words, we con-
centrate on key terms that directly influence the visual em-
phasis.

In addition to basic stopword removal, we utilize depen-
dency parsing [7, 23] to analyze the syntactic structure of
the prompt. This deeper analysis identifies core entities and
relationships, such as subject-object pairs and action verbs,
which are crucial for interpreting the user’s intent. By fo-
cusing on these core semantic elements, we ensure that the
visual emphasis aligns precisely with the underlying mean-
ing of the prompt.

Finally, we strip away any irrelevant formatting or non-
content-related details, allowing the visual emphatizer to fo-
cus solely on the essential information. This multi-layered
tokenization approach ensures an optimal match between
the tokenized prompt and the image features selected for
emphasis.

Multi-Scale Emphasizing Algorithm: Given a key object
term extracted from the text prompt, the Multi-Scale Em-
phasizing Algorithm 1 utilizes a state-of-the-art object de-
tection model to localize the corresponding object in the
image prompt. In our experiments, we primarily employ
GroundingDINO [17] as our localization model.

The encoder in such models typically downsamples the
input image to a resolution of 224 x 224 or 336 x 336, po-
tentially resulting in information loss when localizing the
target object at a coarse granularity. To address this limita-
tion, we propose a Multi-Scale Emphasizing Algorithm that
processes the original image at multiple resolutions. The
algorithm divides the input image into patches at various
granularities, e.g. 2 X 2, 3 x 3, and beyond. For each gen-
erated patch, we apply the object detection model to local-
ize the target object. The algorithm retains bounding boxes
returned by the model that exceed a predefined confidence
threshold. These high-confidence bounding boxes collec-
tively form the output of our algorithm, providing a com-
prehensive multi-scale representation of the target object’s
location.

Shttps://www.nltk.org/
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Figure 3. The Zoomer framework. Left: Raw Input image (®) and text prompt are processed by Zoomer and then fed into a black-box
LLM (e.g., GPT-40) for analysis, resulting in more accurate and detailed responses compared to standard input methods with even token
saving. Right: Zoomer processes the text to extract key terms and uses a multi-scale emphasizer(§4.1) with an off-the-shelf object detection
model to identify regions of interest (ROIs). The identified ROIs (®) are then processed through a spatial preserving orchestration schema
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within the specified budget. A scaled global view (®) is also generated for potential prompting.

Algorithm 1 Multi-Scale Emphasizing Algorithm

Require: [: input image, k: key object term, M: object
detection model, T": confidence threshold
Ensure: B: set of bounding boxes
1: B+
S+ {2,3,...,Smax}
for each s € S'do
P; <~ DivideIntoPatches(],s X s)
for each patch p € P; do
b,c+ M(p,k)
confidence
if ¢ > T then
: B+ BU{b}

9: end if
10: end for
11: end for
12: return B

> Set of scaling factors

AR

> Get bounding box and

® X3

4.2. Spatial-preserving Orchestration Schema

Building upon the Multi-Scale Emphasizing Algorithm,
we introduce a Spatial-preserving Orchestration Schema to
maintain the structural integrity of the image during the en-
coding process. This schema filters the bounding boxes ob-
tained from the Multi-Scale Emphasizing Algorithm and
ensures that the relative positions of the selected image
slices are preserved, facilitating a more faithful represen-

tation of the original image layout and enabling coherent
reconstruction when processed by the multimodal LLM.
To refine the selection of bounding boxes, we implement
a Non-Maximum Suppression (NMS) based slice filtering
method. NMS is employed to eliminate redundant and over-
lapping slices, retaining only the most salient features that
align with the prompt. The process works as described in
Algorithm 2.

By setting an appropriate threshold 7" for the Intersection
of Union (IoU) of bounding boxes around the selected re-
gions, we ensure that only the highest-quality slices are re-
tained for the encoding process. This filtering step enhances
computational efficiency by reducing the number of slices
to be processed and improves the clarity and relevance of
the visual information provided to subsequent stages of the
model.

The resulting set of filtered slices are then orchestrated to
preserve their original relative positions within the image.
This orchestration process involves the following steps:
Slice Extraction: For each bounding box b; in the filtered
set F', we extract the corresponding image slice from the
original image. Blank Image Creation: We create a new
blank image with the same dimensions as the original im-
age. Slice Placement: We place each extracted slice onto
the blank image at its original position, leaving the rest of
the image blank. Image Shrinking: The resulting image,
containing only the selected slices in their original positions



with the rest left blank, is then shrunk to a predetermined
size while maintaining its aspect ratio.

4.3. Budget-aware Prompting Strategy:

Our approach incorporates a sophisticated budget-aware
prompting strategy that optimizes the allocation of token
budget for image processing. This strategy begins with a
user-specified total token budget By, allowing for cus-
tomization based on specific task requirements or computa-
tional constraints. We propose four varieties of Zoomer to
accommodate different budget scenarios and task require-
ments:

e Zoomer-Local(®): This variant utilizes only the spatial-
preserving schema to consolidate all focused image slices
into a single image patch(® in Figure 3). It is optimal for
scenarios with very limited token budgets, prioritizing the
most relevant visual information.

e Zoomer-Adaptive (® + ¢ @ ): This approach dynam-
ically includes a global view of the original image if the
cropped portion falls below a certain threshold T4. This al-
lows the MLLM to better understand the overall scene con-
text when the budget permits, while still focusing on key
areas of interest.

e Zoomer-Global (® + ®): This variant assigns a global
view to all images, regardless of the specific regions of in-
terest. It is suitable for tasks that require consistent overall
context and when the token budget is sufficient to include
both global and local information.

e Zoomer-Patches(® + ®): This is the most token-
intensive approach, assigning each image slice its own patch
without spatial preservation, along with a global view. It
provides the most detailed information but requires the
largest token budget.

The selection among these varieties depends on the user-
specified budget and the nature of the task. For each vari-
ant, the number of high-resolution slices or patches N is
calculated based on the available budget and the token cost
per slice or patch. These slices are selected from the out-
put of our Multi-Scale Emphasizing Algorithm, prioritizing
based on their relevance to the key term of text prompts.
To present the methods more clearly and vividly, we refer
to Figure 4, which outlines the methodology, and Figure 5,
which showcases a specific case study.

5. Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the performance of Zoomer
through a series of experiments designed to test its ability to
improve token efficiency and preserve visual fidelity across
different black-box MLLM. Specifically, we aim to answer
the following questions: (i) Accuuracy: Does Zoomer
improve accuracy across different black-box MLLMs on
image-related tasks? (ii) Efficiency: How does Zoomer
perform compared to baseline methods in terms of both ac-

curacy and token efficiency? (iii) Component Contribu-
tion: What is the impact of key components in Zoomer,
such as multi-scale vision emphasize and the budget-aware
prompt strategy?

5.1. Setup

Assessment and Datasets We evaluated our system on a
series of challenging multimodal tasks, using commercial
black-box MLLMs for applications ranging from visual-
language reasoning to image understanding and question
answering. The experiments were conducted on a variety
of different public datasets, including:

1) Vstar [28]: A benchmark dataset focused on image
classification, used to evaluate fine-grained visual recogni-
tion capabilities in object detection and classification tasks.

2) CVBench [24] Contains 2 sub-category,
CV Benchap and CV Benchsp, respectively, repre-
senting two-dimensional and three-dimensional visual
image, respectively, to evaluate the performance of the
model when processing images of different dimensions,
especially the understanding ability in complex scenes.

3) RealworldQA [29]: Used to test the multimodal ques-
tion answering performance of the model in real-world sce-
narios, involving cross-language and cross-image informa-
tion processing.

4) MMVP [25]: A validation set for multimodal visual
processing, designed to evaluate the comprehensive under-
standing of models for complex visual scenes.

5) ScienceQA [18]: A multimodal scientific question-
answering dataset featuring multiple-choice questions
across a diverse range of science topics.

6) MMMU [33]: The validation part of a new bench-
mark, which designed to evaluate the performance of
multimodal models on multidisciplinary tasks that require
university-level subject knowledge and deliberate reason-
ing.

7) HR [27]: A high-resolution multimodal benchmark
consisting of 4K and 8K images and corresponding ques-
tions.

Models We employed three black-box MLLMs—GPT-
40-0513, Claude-v3-Sonnet, and Gemini-Pro—accessed
via their respective APIs (OpenAl, Claude, Google). Across
all experiments, we set the temperature to 0 and used greedy
decoding for consistency, optimizing the stability of out-
puts. NMS was applied with a confidence score threshold
of 0.8 to filter irrelevant regions from high-resolution im-
ages.

Metrics We used classification accuracy across all ex-
amples as the primary evaluation metric. Additionally, we
compared token usage for each model configuration to eval-
uate the efficiency improvements offered by Zoomer.

Baselines We compare Zoomer against the following
baseline methods:



Acc./Tokens Bench
Vstar CVBench-2D CVBench-3D RealworldQA SQA-1 MMVP MMMU HR-4K HR-8K
Method

Raw 56.5%/955  68.5%/428 78.2%1895 67.6%/998  87.3%/353 83.3% /270 68.4%/608 50.6%/1105 46.8%/1105
Resize 41.9%/270  66.3%/270 75.2%/270 61.1%/270  86.8%/270 83.3%/270 62.9%/270 35.8%/270 33.4%/270
Zoomer-Local 67.1%/270  72.4%/270 86.2%/270 72.4%/270  88.3%/270 87.1%/270 59.8%/270 58.8%/270 57.7%/270
Zoomer-Adaptive 67.5%/419  72.9%/374 87.9%/408 74.7%/362  91.1%/308 88.7%/351 61.6%/312 60.8%/331 59.3%/324
Zoomer-Global 67.6%/540  73.1%/540  88.3%/540 75.3%/540  92.3%/540 88.9%/540 67.3%/540 61.3%/540 59.8%/540
Zoomer-Patches 71.7%/1029  74.6%/709  85.8%/1113  75.8%/997 92.8%/727 88.4%/726 68.9%/841 60.4%/713  58.9%/875

Table 2. Performance of GPT-4o0 across different datasets using various image prompt processing methods, focusing on accuracy and token
consumption. Among these approaches: Local: Only the extracted Rols are used. Adaptive: Selectively provides the MLLM with a global
view of the image based on the prompt strategy. Global: Every request includes the global view of the image. Patches: Does not use the
Spatial-Preserving Orchestration Schema; instead, each possible Rol is independently provided to the MLLM, including the global view.

Method Accuracy Tokens Latency Money Cost($10-e3)
Zero-Shot  15-Shot | Zero-Shot 15-Shot | Zero-Shot 15-Shot | Zero-Shot 15-Shot
Raw 78% 84% 963 13488 4.8s 18.7s 4815 67.44
Resize 61% 74% 255 4080 2.9s 7.5s 1.275 20.4
Low-Detail 60% 70% 85 1360 2.1s 6.5s 0.425 6.8
Zoomer-Adaptive 83% 88% 315 5112 3.1s 9.8s 1.575 25.56

Table 3. Performance in terms of accuracy, latency, and image token cost on Terralncognita under ICL conditions—specifically with 15

examples per question—and under zero-shot conditions.

API Method  Vstar  CVBench-2D  RealworldQDA  MMVP
Raw 56.5% 68.5% 67.6% 83.3%

GPT40 7 omer  71.7% 74.6% 75.8% 88.9%
Gemini- Raw 53.1% 65.4% 64.0% 79.8%
1.5Pro Zoomer  70.4% 73.2% 73.9% 87.8%
Claude- Raw 51.8% 66.7% 61.0% 80.2%
3.5-Sonnet  Zoomer  69.7% 72.8% 74.1% 87.2%

Table 4. Accuracy of Different Black-box MLLM APIs. For Vs-
tar, CVBench-2D, and RealworldQA, we used the Patches version
of SysName. For MMVP, inspired by Table 2, we employed the

Global version.

Method Model

Prompt Strategy Vstar CVBench-2D CVBench-3D RealworldQA SQA-I MMVP MMMU

Local 57.1% 67.6% 79.9% 68.5% 87.8% 84.0% 553%

EVE-SAM Adaptive 57.5% 71.3% 82.5% 72.1% 88.3% 85.3% 55.9%

Global 57.8% 72.1% 83.0% 72.4% 88.8% 87.3% 56.8%

Default Patches 57.1% 72.7% 83.8% 72.1% 86.8% 84.7% 56.1%
Local 58.1% 70.6% 82.5% 71.5% 853% 84.3% 55.6%

Ground Dino Adaptive 58.3% 71.5% 83.9% 73.1% 90.1% 85.6% 56.3%

Global 58.3% 71.8% 84.8% 73.4% 90.3% 87.8% 57.0%

Patches 58.8% 70.6% 83.1% 72.6% 90.9% 87.7% 56.6%

Local 58.4% 69.2% 84.0% 72.5% 88.3% 84.7% 57.1%

EVE-SAM Adaptive 58.5% 71.3% 85.3% 73.1% 91.1% 86.8% 58.7%

Global 58.4% 72.1% 85.8% 73.4% 91.8% 87.8% 59.6%

Multi- Patches 60.2% 71.3% 85.7% 73.1% 91.3% 86.8% 59.2%
Resolution Local 63.6% 71.8% 82.6% 70.2% 88.8% 85.1% 56.8%
Ground Dino Adaptive 64.4% 71.8% 84.3% 70.6% 90.3% 86.5% 58.5%

Global 66.4% 72.2% 84.7% 71.4% 91.8% 86.9% 59.3%

Patches 66.2% 72.6% 83.6% 70.2% 92.1% 86.9% 58.8%

Local 63.7% 72.1% 85.2% 70.4% 853% 85.7% 57.5%

EVE-SAM Adaptive 64.3% 72.4% 86.1% 70.6% 90.1% 87.6% 58.5%

Global 64.3% 72.8% 87.9% T1.7% 90.3% 88.8% 59.9%

Multi-Scale Patches 67.2% 73.7% 87.1% 73.0% 90.9% 88.0% 59.7%
Local 67.1% 72.4% 86.2% 72.4% 883% 87.1% 57.7%

Ground Dino Adaptive 67.5% 72.9% 87.9% 74.7% 91.1% 88.7% 59.3%

Global 67.6% 73.1% 88.3% 75.3% 923% 88.9% 59.8%

Patches 71.7% 74.6% 85.8% 75.8% 92.8% 88.4% 58.9%

Table 5. Performance of Zoomer Across Datasets for Different
Emphasis Methods, Models, and Prompt Strategies.

1) Raw: This baseline feeds MLLM the unmodified

prompt, with no adjustments made to the image.

2) Resize: Here, images larger than 512x512 pixels are
resized to fit within the GPT-40’s patch limit, while smaller
images remain unchanged.

5.2. Main results

Table 2 compares the performance of Zoomer against base-
line methods across various datasets using GPT-40. The
results show that Zoomer, particularly in its Patches and
Adaptive versions, consistently outperformed baseline ap-
proaches in terms of accuracy while maintaining lower to-
ken usage than the Raw method. Zoomer consistently out-
performed baseline methods, showing accuracy improve-
ments up to 26% across multiple tasks. For example, in
the Vstar dataset, Zoomer-Patches achieved an accuracy of
0.717, compared to 0.565 using the Raw baseline, mark-
ing a 26.9% improvement. In RealworldQA, which de-
mands complex multimodal reasoning, Zoomer-Adaptive
achieved 0.758 accuracy, outperforming the 0.676 accu-
racy of the Raw method by 12.1%. These results high-
light that Zoomer effectively preserves fine-grained visual
details, enabling improved object recognition and image un-
derstanding across real-world tasks, where precise detail re-
tention is crucial.

We further evaluated Zoomer on Claude-3.5-Sonnet and
Gemini-1.5Pro to assess its generalizability across dif-
ferent black-box MLLMs. Table 4 shows that Zoomer
demonstrated robust performance across different black-
box MLLMs, for example, Zoomer achieved an accuracy
of 0.704 on Vstar, compared to 0.531 with the Raw base-
line, marking a 32.6% improvement. Similarly, in Claude-



3.5-Sonnet, Zoomer outperformed the baseline by 34.5%
on RealworldQA, improving from 0.610 to 0.741. These
results suggest that Zoomer can consistently enhance per-
formance across different architectures, making it a versa-
tile tool for various MLLM-based applications.

A key contribution of Zoomer is its ability to reduce to-
ken consumption while maintaining or improving accuracy.
As shown in Table 3, Zoomer consistently delivers both to-
ken efficiency and performance improvements across vari-
ous benchmark datasets. For instance, on the Terralncog-
nita dataset, guided by ManyICL [10], Zoomer achieves
0.83 accuracy using 315 tokens, compared to the Raw base-
line’s 0.78 accuracy with 963 tokens—a 67% reduction in
token usage while improving performance by 6.4%. Ad-
ditionally, Zoomer reduces latency, making it practical for
real-time applications. In the Terralncognita zero-shot set-
ting, Zoomer lowered latency from 4.8s to 3.1s, a 35.4%
reduction without sacrificing accuracy. This makes Zoomer
highly suitable for tasks like autonomous driving, and real-
time visual analytics, where both token efficiency and re-
duced latency are critical.

5.3. Findings

Here we analyze why the Zoomer-Patches version under-
performs compared to Zoomer-Global and even the Lo-
cal version on certain datasets. For example, on the
CV Benchsp dataset, the accuracy of the Patches version is
0.025 lower than the Global version and 0.04 lower than the
Local version. Similarly, on the MM VP dataset, the Patches
version falls short by 0.005 compared to the Global version
and by 0.003 compared to the Adaptive version. Given that
these results are averaged over multiple measurements, and
accounting for model fluctuations, we hypothesize that this
performance drop occurs because the Patches version treats
each Rol as an independent image and provides them sep-
arately to the MLLM. When there are too many Rols, the
model may fail to capture or integrate some of them, lead-
ing to a drop in accuracy.

5.4. Ablation study

To further understand the impact of the individual compo-
nents within Zoomer, we conducted an ablation study fo-
cusing on two key variants: 1) Zoomer with multi-scale
emphasize: Compared with the commonly used multi-
resolution and directly use, multi-scale visual emphasis is
used to identify and emphasize Rol in the image. 2) Zoomer
with different models.

To further investigate the contributions of Zoomer’s
components, we conducted an ablation study (Table 5).
The results demonstrate that the combination of multi-
scale visual emphasis and Patches prompt strategies de-
livers the best performance across all most datasets.
Comparing different vision emphasis models, such as
EVF-SAM and Ground Dino, further highlights the ef-

fectiveness of Zoomer. Despite differences in model
capabilities, both show accuracy improvements across
datasets.  Additionally, when comparing different em-
phasis methods—Default, Multi-Resolution, and Multi-
Scale—the Multi-Scale method consistently outperformed
Multi-Resolution. We hypothesize that, while Multi-Scale
crops images and may split objects, its pyramid-shaped
multi-recall strategy compensates for this by enhancing re-
call. In contrast, although Multi-Resolution maintains ob-
ject integrity, adjusting resolution disrupts the model’s per-
formance, likely because most models are trained on fixed-
size inputs, and changing the resolution weakens their in-
herent capabilities.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced Zoomer, a novel visual prompt-
ing mechanism designed to overcome the limitations of
black-box MLLMs in processing images while adhering to
token constraints. Our approach effectively balances the
need to capture essential visual details without exceeding
token budgets, a challenge commonly encountered in exist-
ing models like GPT-40 and Gemini Pro.

Through a comprehensive evaluation across datasets
such as Vstar and RealWorldQA, Zoomer demonstrated
significant improvements, particularly in fine-grained visual
tasks. Our results show that Zoomer-Patches achieved a
26.9% accuracy gain over baseline methods in Vstar, and
Zoomer-Adaptive provided a 12.1% improvement in Real-
WorldQA. These gains were achieved while drastically re-
ducing token usage, with Zoomer delivering 6.4% higher
accuracy in the Terralncognita using 67% fewer tokens.

Although this work primarily focuses on improving the
efficiency of visual processing in black-box MLLMs, an-
other potential issue that arises in real-world applications
is communication cost. For example, transferring large im-
ages from edge devices (e.g., wearable cameras or glasses)
to cloud servers can be expensive in terms of bandwidth, la-
tency, and energy consumption. While Zoomer is designed
to reduce token usage, its application in minimizing data
transmission costs is an area that could be explored in fu-
ture work.

As part of future research, we plan to investigate how
Zoomer could be adapted for edge ML applications, en-
abling local processing on devices such as wearable cam-
eras. This would allow for more efficient handling of vi-
sual inputs at the edge, reducing the need for extensive
data transfers to the cloud. We aim to measure latency,
power consumption, and the overall impact on system per-
formance to assess the feasibility of applying Zoomer in
these scenarios.

In summary, Zoomer offers a practical solution for
enhancing visual processing in constrained MLLMs and
opens up new directions for future exploration.
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7. Appendix
7.1. Details of the method

Figure 4 is an example of the Zoomer, and Figure 5 is the
output of various versions of the Zoomer.

[Question: How many cactus in the image’ N
Text of Interest: cactus image
Zoomer

Figure 4. The example of applying Zoomer

Zoomer .
- Local

Zoomer
- Adaptive

Zoomer
- Global

Zoomer
- Patches

Figure 5. The example of different settings of Zoomer

7.2. Algorithm of the NMS

Algorithm 2 NMS-based Slice Filtering

Require: B: set of bounding boxes, T": IoU threshold
Ensure: F': set of filtered bounding boxes

1 F«0

2: Sort B in descending order of confidence scores

3: while B # () do

4: bmax ¢ argmax g score(b)

5 F < F Ubpax

6: B + B\ bmax

7 for each b € B do

8 if IoU(byax, b) > T then
9

: B+ B\b
10: end if
11: end for
12: end while

13: return F'
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