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Abstract

Aligning the recent large language models (LLMs) with
computer vision models leads to large vision-language
models (LVLMs), which have paved the way for zero-
shot image reasoning tasks. However, LVLMs are usu-
ally trained on short high-level captions only referring to
sparse focus regions in images. Such a “tunnel vision” lim-
its LVLMs to exploring other relevant contexts in complex
scenes. To address this challenge, we introduce Question-
Driven Visual Exploration (QVix), a novel prompting strat-
egy that enhances the exploratory capabilities of LVLMs
in zero-shot reasoning tasks. QVix leverages LLMs’ strong
language prior to generate input-exploratory questions with
more details than the original query, guiding LVLMs to
explore visual content more comprehensively and uncover
subtle or peripheral details. QVix enables a wider explo-
ration of visual scenes, improving the LVLMs’ reasoning
accuracy and depth in tasks such as visual question answer-
ing and visual entailment. Our evaluations on various chal-
lenging zero-shot vision-language benchmarks, including
ScienceQA and fine-grained visual classification, demon-
strate that QVix significantly outperforms existing methods,
highlighting its effectiveness in bridging the gap between
complex visual data and LVLMs’ exploratory abilities.

1. Introduction

In the last two years, large language models (LLMs), e.g.,
GPT4 [16], LLaMA [20], have been showing extraordinary
capability in natural language processing and understand-
ing tasks, such as question answering [1], machine rea-
soning [6], math solving [37], code programming [28], as
well as open-ended response generation. Beyond natural
language, it is more than exciting to adapt more modali-
ties into large language models, upon an inspiration that an
LLM pre-trained on trillions of language tokens serves as a
reasoning brain while other modalities aligned to the LLM
make the best of the reasoning ability. Among this, com-

Pre-questions

Are there any visible cracks or 
damages on the ground or roads in 
the image?

Are there any visible signs of debris 
or rubble in the image?

Are there any fallen or collapsed 
structures in the image?

Do the houses in the image appear to 
be leaning or tilting?

Query

Question: What evidence of an 
earthquake does this picture show?
Options: 
Some of the houses have broken roofs 
and walls.
The houses have windows.

QVix+InstructBLIP
Answer:

Some of the houses have 
broken roofs and walls.

InstructBLIP
Answer: The houses have windows.

Figure 1. Cross-attention map between an image and QVix pre-questions
vs. the original query. QVix pre-questions help LVLMs explore contextual
regions related to the original query. The attention is generated by the Q-
former in InstructBLIP [5].

puter vision, e.g., the modality of images, is particularly
intriguing due to its extensive range of applications and the
richness of aligned vision-language (VL) data, leading to
large vision language models (LVLMs) [5, 8, 10, 11, 36].
Built upon a well-trained visual encoder and an LLM, they
are trained on large-scale image-text dataset to align the out-
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put of a visual model to the input space of a Large Language
Model (LLM), and lastly, fine-tuned on a relatively small-
scale instruction-following image-text dataset to enable the
model to understand and execute task-specific instructions.

The integration of computer vision with LLMs opens
up new frontiers in zero-shot image reasoning tasks, e.g.,
Visual Question Answering (VQA) [1] and Visual Entail-
ment (VE) [27], where the model is expected to understand
and reason about images without explicit prior training on
them. Intuitively, solving these tasks requires an LVLM to
not only understand the content of images but also to ef-
fectively integrate this understanding with its natural lan-
guage reasoning capabilities. However, except for close-
source LVLMs like GPT-4V [30], most open-source ones,
e.g., InstructBLIP [5] and MiniGPT-4 [36], adapt the visual
encoder to the LLM usually by aligning an informative im-
age with a sparse caption. Such an asymmetric alignment
makes the resulting LVLM prone to focus only on the im-
age regions that can be grounded into the associated natu-
ral language question, regardless of other relevant contexts.
This behavior, which we named “tunnel vision”, could be
beneficial in tasks where the image-text alignment is clear
and direct. It, however, becomes a limitation in scenarios
where the visual data contains nuances or information that
could elicit rich prior knowledge from LLMs, such as Sci-
enceQA [13] and fine-grained image classification [17, 21].

For example, as shown in Fig. 1, given just the original
query, the LVLM only focuses on limited areas in the im-
age that are related to several words contained in the input
query, such as trees, and fails to pay attention to other ar-
eas potentially relevant to the query. Consequently, these
LVLMs often overlook the deeper, context-driven insights
that could be gleaned from a more holistic interpretation of
the visual content, limiting their effectiveness in complex
image reasoning tasks.

Previous reasoning methods focus on decomposing the
original question either implicitly (e.g., chain-of-thought
(CoT) [22, 24]) or explicitly (e.g., least-to-most [25, 34]).
Nonetheless, these methods still fall short in addressing the
tunnel vision issue, as they largely depend on the initial
framing of the question, which often biases the exploration
towards certain aspects of the image while neglecting other
relevant contexts. Additionally, question decomposition ap-
proaches usually fail to adaptively explore the visual scene
based on the evolving context, thereby limiting their abil-
ity to uncover nuanced or peripheral details that are not di-
rectly hinted at in the original question. This results in a
constrained understanding of the visual content, impeding
the LVLMs’ ability to fully leverage their language reason-
ing capabilities in diverse and complex visual scenarios.

This challenge motivates us to propose a new prompt-
ing framework, while an open research question is how to
make the best of input-related prior knowledge in paramet-

ric LLMs, which can guide LVLMs to perform a more nu-
anced and comprehensive analysis of the visual data. To
this end, we present a framework, dubbed Question-Driven
Visual Exploration (QVix), for the purpose of enlarging vi-
sion scope in LVLMs for zero-shot image reasoning. With
an inspiration that question-asking is a powerful tool for
widening attention, this approach relies on the hypothe-
sis that well-crafted questions can stimulate the LVLM to
delve beyond surface-level details, enriching more subtle or
peripheral visual cues that might otherwise be neglected.
QVix is to elicit prior knowledge from LLMs by allowing
them to ask good input-exploratory questions that drive the
LVLM to explore visual information more comprehensively
when performing reasoning. As a result, such a comprehen-
sive image exploration can help the model understand the
image-associating input query more thoroughly and answer
it more precisely. Note that “good” doesn’t mean the asked
questions are optimal but just good to provide extra prompts
to guide the LVLM towards a more thorough examination
of the visual data.

For instance, as shown in Fig. 1, the main question posed
to the LVLM is “What evidence of an earthquake does this
picture show? ”. By referring to the main question directly,
the LVLM might focus solely on the most prominent ob-
jects in the main question, such as “houses”, neglecting key
elements. In contrast, with QVix, the LLM generates addi-
tional, insightful pre-questions that prompt a more thorough
exploration. Questions like “Are there any fallen or col-
lapsed structures in the image? ” or “Are there any visible
cracks or damages on the ground or roads in the image? ”
guide the LVLM to consider parts of the image it might have
otherwise ignored. As a result, the LVLM attends to “bro-
ken roofs” and “walls” of the house, which is the strongest
evidence of an earthquake.

Hence, by engaging the LVLM in a more exhaustive vi-
sual exploration, QVix is able to enhance its interpretative
depth and accuracy in zero-shot image reasoning tasks. This
brand-new prompting method effectively bridges the gap
between the visual data’s complexity and the LVLM’s in-
terpretative capabilities, ensuring more comprehensive and
contextually aware image analysis.

Empirically, we evaluate our method on several chal-
lenging VL tasks in a zero-shot setting in both quantita-
tive and qualitative ways, including ScienceQA [13], im-
age classification, and Visual Entailment (SNLIVE) [26].
In contrast to our competitors, our method can outperform
the best on all the tasks. On the challenging ScienceQA, our
method outperforms the baseline by 5.7% average accuracy.

2. Related Work
Large Visual-language Models (LVLMs). In order to
leverage the rich prior knowledge and complex reasoning
ability of the recent well-established LLMs [19, 20], an in-
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creasing number of studies have been proposed to make vi-
sual modality available to pre-trained LLMs [10, 11, 36].
Typically, these LVLMs follow a two-stage training man-
ner. In the first stage, these LVLMs introduce a projec-
tion layer [11] or a Q-former network [10, 36] and train
it on large-scale image-text pairs dataset to align the visual
feature to the input space of LLM. In the second stage, in
order to enable LVLMs to follow users’ order to general-
ize to unseen tasks, some methods finetune LVLMs using
extra instruction-following data. LLaVA [11] constructs a
vision-language conversational dataset called LLaVA-150k
generated by GPT-4 [16] and finetune the projection layer
on this dataset. MiniGPT4 [36] performs stage-2 train-
ing using image captions generated by ChatGPT, which
are longer than the data used in the first stage. Instruct-
BLIP [10] uses a much wider range of vision-language in-
struction data, covering both template-based converted data
and LLM-generated data. Cheetah [9] generates synthetic
interleaved image-text data and finetunes LVLM on these
data to enhance the instruction-following ability of LVLM.
However, this direct application of LVLMs to image rea-
soning tasks often results in suboptimal performance due to
their inherent limitations in capturing the full context and
nuanced details present in complex visual scenes.

Multi-modal CoT Reasoning. A brute-force attempt to
solve zero-shot image reasoning is adopting the recent com-
mon practice in machine reasoning, i.e., chain-of-thought
(CoT) prompting technique [13, 24, 32, 33], to zero-shot
image reasoning. It employs a step-by-step exploitation, al-
lowing the model to mimic human-like reasoning processes
by breaking down complex tasks into simpler thought
chains, however unable to harness the LVLM to explore
visual nuances for prior knowledge elicitation. What’s
worse, CoT reasoning is usually regarded as an emergent
ability [12, 23] when LLMs are scaled up, but an open-
source LVLM is usually built upon on 10B-scale LLM (e.g.,
LLaMA-13B [20]), thus limiting its capacity to fully realize
the potential of this technique in the context of diverse and
intricate visual reasoning challenges [7]. By comparison, in
this work we propose QVix as an innovative approach that
addresses these challenges, fostering a more holistic and nu-
anced information of visual data in LVLMs.

GPT-assisted Image Reasoning. LLMs such as
GPT [16] contain massive prior knowledge and strong
reasoning ability as they are pre-trained on huge corpora.
These methods enable collaboration between LLM and
LVLMs to solve vision-language tasks. IdealGPT [31] uses
an LLM to generate sub-questions, an LVLM to answer the
sub-questions, and an LLM to perform the final reasoning.
Chen et al. [3] utilize a detection model and an LVLM to
generate the caption for each visual concept in the image,

an LLM to attend to the key concepts and generate an
answer, and finally, an LLM to generate the supporting
rationale to the answer and verify the generated rationale.
However, existing methodologies predominantly engage
the LLM primarily for final reasoning [3, 25, 31, 33],
relegating the LVLM to a subsidiary role in accomplishing
sub-tasks. Consequently, the full reasoning potential of
LVLMs remains underutilized in these frameworks. In
contrast, our work focuses on unlocking and amplifying
the intrinsic reasoning capabilities of LVLMs. By doing
so, we aim to more thoroughly harness their power in
complex vision-language tasks, ensuring a more integrated
and effective utilization of their joint strengths in reasoning
and visual comprehension.

3. Question-Driven Visual Exploration
We will elaborate on our proposed prompting framework,
Question-driven Visual Exploration (QVix), for zero-shot
image reasoning tasks.

3.1. LVLM as Zero-shot Task Solver

Task Definition. In general, given an image x and an as-
sociated query1 q in a task t, zero-shot image reasoning
aims to predict an answer a without having seen exam-
ples of the specific task t during training. This requires the
model to not only analyze the visual content in x but also
understand and relate it to the textual query q. Therefore,
we need to find a mapping function f t from a pair of the
image x ∈ X and the query q ∈ Q to an answer y ∈ Y .
That is,

f t : X ×Q → Y. (1)

This applies to most computer vision or vision language
tasks, no matter its output type (i.e., discriminative and gen-
erative), category (e.g., fine-grained image classification,
visual question answering), dataset (e.g., ImageNet, Sci-
enceQA).

Traditionally, we need to train a model θ(t) over super-
vised data in the image reasoning task t, and perform the
inference upon

y ∼ P (y|x, q; θt). (2)

Attributed to recently advanced LVLM, it’s possible to
define a unified mapping function applicable to a wide range
of tasks [29], ∀t ∈ T , which can be parameterized by θ(vl):

f : X × T → Y, (3)

y ∼ P (y| c(t, x, q); θ(vl)), (4)

where c(·) denotes combining the task instruction t with
the inputs (x, q) by using a template in line with prompt
heuristics of θ(vl).

1We use the term ‘query’ to represent the original question in an exam-
ple, distinguished with the generated ‘question’ in the later literature.
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Question: Which material is this box made of? 
Options: wood, brick

Pre-question 1: What is the color of the box?

Pre-question 2: Does the box have a smooth or rough texture? 

Pre-question 3: Are there any visible grains or patterns on the 
surface of the box? 

Pre-question 4: Does the box appear to be heavy or lightweight? 

Query

LLM

Pre-question generation prompt

Pre-questions

LVLM

Answer: The material is made of wood.

Answer

Image

Task Instruction

Answer the following science question about 
an image. 

Question: Which material is this box made of? 
Options: wood, brick

Task Instruction

Answer the following science question about 
an image. 

Query

Figure 2. Question-driven Visual Exploration (QVix) prompting for zero-shot image reasoning. Pre-question generation prompt can be found in Fig. 3.

Despite the impressive capabilities of LVLMs in han-
dling diverse vision-language tasks, the vision encoder is
adapted to the LLM by a coarse-grained alignment, result-
ing in a primary challenge that LVLMs tend to focus pre-
dominantly on the explicit elements of the image that are
directly referenced in the text prompt, i.e., a form of tunnel
vision. This tunnel vision narrows the scope of visual ex-
ploration, causing LVLMs to overlook subtler but equally
important visual cues and context.

To alleviate this problem, we propose QVix composed
of two sequential prompting processes, i.e., good question
exploring (§3.2) and question-conditioned reasoning (§3.3).

3.2. Good Pre-Question Exploration

This good pre-question exploring process aims to system-
atically expand the observational scope of LVLMs beyond
the initially presented visual-textual context. By generat-
ing a set of contextual task-aware pre-questions by a model,
this approach intends to direct the LVLM’s attention toward
previously unexplored or underexplored areas of the visual
input. This is based on the premise that the divergent ques-
tions can drive the LVLM to explore broad regions of an
image and uncover deeper layers of meaning and informa-
tion in the image, which would otherwise remain untapped
using conventional methods.

To achieve this, we leverage a generative model to pro-
duce a set of pre-questions. We generate the pre-questions
based on the task t and the input query q) regardless of the
image x for two reasons: i) without the constraints of the
input image x, it can improve the openness of the resulting
questions and thus increase the diversity of our visual ex-
ploration, and ii) without the modality of images, all other
inputs (i.e., t and q), as well as the output, is in natural
language, expanding model options, either open- or close-

source, either pure LLM or LVLM. As such, we can define

Q(gd)
t ={q(gd)

t |q(gd)
t ∼P (q(gd)

t |GoodQ(t, q); θ(gen)}M1 , (5)

where M denotes the number of generated ‘good’
exploratory pre-questions, and GoodQ(t, q) denotes a
prompting template to generate exploratory pre-questions
for the given task instruction t and the text original query q.
Please refer to the prompt in Fig. 3 for an implementation
of GoodQ(·).

Note that i) although this process is based on a model
θ(gen) operating on pure texts, the model can be an arbitrary
generative model, no matter an LLM θ(llm) or LVLM θ(vl),
and ii) again, ‘good’ doesn’t mean the asked questions are
optimal but just good to provide extra prompts for the down-
stream LVLM to guide the LVLM towards a more thorough
examination of the visual data.

Remark. The inspiration for this approach comes from
the way expert human analysts approach visual data: by
asking probing, insightful questions to uncover hidden de-
tails and meanings. This motivates us to harness the natural
language understanding capabilities of LLMs to formulate
these questions, thereby enabling LVLMs to break free from
the confines of their initial visual-textual alignment and em-
bark on a wide-ranging visual exploration.

3.3. Question-conditioned Reasoning

The aim of question-conditioned reasoning is to integrate
the additional context and insights gained from the Good
Pre-Question Exploring phase into the LVLM’s reasoning
process. This approach seeks to utilize the newly generated
pre-questions as a means to refine, redirect, or expand the
LVLM’s interpretive focus. The intuition behind this is that
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I need to answer the following main question about
an image:

{Task Instruction}

{Query}

Your goal is to design 4 pre-questions. Pre-questions
should focus on important contextual information in
the image useful for answering the main question.

Here are the rules you should follow when listing the
pre-questions:
Each pre-question should be short and easy to under-
stand.
Pre-questions should focus on context visual clues of
the image.
Pre-questions should provide clues to answer the
main question.

Format Example:
Pre-question 1: xxxx
Pre-question 2: xxxx
Pre-question 3: xxxx
Pre-question 4: xxxx

Figure 3. Pre-question generation prompt in QVix.

the LVLM, equipped with new pre-questions and perspec-
tives, can reassess and reinterpret the visual data in a more
nuanced and informed manner. This method mirrors the dy-
namic and adaptive nature of human reasoning, where new
information leads to the reevaluation and enrichment of ex-
isting understanding.

To implement this, we simply inject Q(gd)
t into reasoning

formulation shown in Eq.(4), i.e.,

y ∼ P (y|CondQ(t, x, q,Q(gd)
t ); θ(vl)). (6)

Here, CondQ(· · · ) denotes a simple prompt template for
this question-conditioned reasoning, where we directly con-
catenate image x, pre-questions Q(gd)

t , task instruction t and
query q as shown in Fig. 2.

4. Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the proposed QVix in three
vision-language tasks: ScienceQA, fine-grained image clas-
sification, and Visual Entailment. We show that QVix
achieves superior zero-shot performance on these tasks gen-
erally compared to other existing baselines. We apply QVix
to different LVLMs to show its generality. We conduct a
case study to illustrate how QVix attends to important vi-
sual areas. Finally, We conduct a thorough analysis of key
components of QVix.

5 10 15 20 25
Question length

0

200

400

600

800

1000 Self-generated Question
GPT-generated Question

Figure 4. Histograms of the length of the self(VLM)-generated and GPT-
generated pre-questions using the prompt in Fig. 3.

Datasets. We evaluate our proposal on 5 datasets from
three categories of reasoning tasks: Visual Question An-
swering, fine-grained image classification and Visual En-
tailment. For Visual Question Answering, we use Sci-
enceQA [13] which represents a multimodal benchmark en-
compassing multiple-choice questions across a wide range
of scientific subjects. For our evaluation purposes, we ex-
clusively utilized those samples from the test set that are
accompanied by images, obtaining a total of 2017 image-
question pairs. For fine-grained image classification, we
use three popular datasets: Flowers102 [15], Oxford-IIIT
Pet [17] and FGVCAircraft [14] which require detailed dif-
ferentiation of the species of flowers, breeds of pets, and
models of cars respectively. For Visual Entailment, we use
SNLI-VE which is derived from the Stanford Natural Lan-
guage Inference (SNLI) initiative by Bowman [2], which
is fundamentally a text entailment (TE) task built upon
Flicker30k [18] data. In our study, for each dataset, a ran-
dom selection of 1000 samples was made from the valida-
tion/test split. We then assessed our method in a zero-shot
context, using accuracy as the metric for evaluation.

Models. We employ two strategies for generating pre-
questions. Initially, we tap into GPT [35] for its advanced
reasoning and extensive knowledge, utilizing the ’GPT-
3.5-turbo’ API for question generation, denoted as “GPT-
generated questions”. However, due to the high cost and
speed limit of the GPT API, which is impractical for large-
scale use, we alternatively generate pre-questions using the
embedded LLM in open-source VLMs, greatly increasing
our method’s usability, denoted as “self-generated ques-
tions”. For compared baselines, we try three pretrained
LVLMs, LLaVA [11], MiniGPT [36], and InstructBLIP to
do zero-shot reasoning.

4.1. ScienceQA

ScienceQA aims to evaluate the model’s capacity to navi-
gate and interpret complex scientific information. Each in-
stance in this dataset encompasses a meticulously crafted
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Method Subject Grade Average
NAT SOC LAN G1-6 G7-12

LLaVA 37.0 61.5 33.3 52.3 30.5 46.2
MiniGPT 45.2 51.5 38.1 50.6 39.1 47.4
InstructBLIP 43.9 58.1 47.6 53.1 39.4 49.3

QVix (Self-generated questions) 47.8 62.9 47.6 58.9 39.4 53.5
QVix (GPT-generated questions) 48.0 67.1 38.1 60.6 40.5 55.0

Table 1. Zero-shot VQA accuracy (%) on ScienceQA. Question categories: NAT = natural science, SOC = social science, LAN = language science, G1-6
= grades 1-6, G7-12 = grades 7-12. QVix in the table is applied to InstructBLIP. The first and second-best methods for each category are highlighted.

Method Flowers102 Oxford-IIIT Pet FGVCAircraft

LLaVA 36.1 39.9 15.5
MiniGPT 51.5 63.9 14.8
InstructBLIP 59.5 69.8 25.1

QVix (Self-generated) 66.9 76.1 26.8
QVix (GPT-generated) 67.8 80.5 27.7

Table 2. Zero-shot image classification accuracy (%) on Fine-grained
Image Classification. QVix is applied to InstructBLIP.

Method Accuracy (%)

MiniGPT 35.1
LLaVA 40.3
InstructBLIP 34.5

QVix (Self-generated questions) 43.0
QVix (GPT-generated questions) 50.1

Table 3. Zero-shot accuracy (%) on Visual Entailment. QVix in the table
is applied to InstructBLIP.

scientific question, spanning diverse domains including nat-
ural science, social science, and language science. The rea-
soning process of the model may encompass a range of
complexities: from straightforward factual queries to intri-
cate problems, understanding of scientific processes, and
application of theoretical concepts. The performance of
various methods on the ScienceQA dataset is examined in
Table 1. From Table 1, it’s evident that the InstructBLIP
method outperforms both LLaVA and MiniGPT in every
subject and grade category. Notably, the proposed QVix,
whether using self-generated questions or GPT-generated
questions, demonstrates substantial improvement over base-
lines, particularly in the NAT and SOC subjects, reflecting
its strength in generating context-relevant queries. With
self-generated questions, QVix achieves a 53.5% average
accuracy, and outperforms the base model InstructBLIP by
4.2%. When equipped with GPT-generated questions, QVix
achieves the highest overall average score of 55.0%, outper-
forming that using self-generated questions, which demon-
strates that the richer prior knowledge of a more powerful
language model can provide better pre-questions.

4.2. Fine-grained Image Classification

Fine-grained Image Classification is a sophisticated task,
where the objective is to differentiate between highly

similar sub-categories within a broader category. Previ-
ous LVLMs performed poorly in fine-grained classifica-
tion [29]. Table 2 presents a comparative analysis of dif-
ferent computational methods applied to fine-grained im-
age classification tasks within three specific datasets: Flow-
ers101, Oxford-IIIT Pet, and FGVC-Aircraft. The table
highlights the superior performance of our method, QVix,
especially when utilizing GPT-generated questions. QVix
with GPT-generated questions outshines other methods by
achieving the highest accuracy scores across all datasets:
67.8% for Flowers101, 80.5% for Oxford-IIIT Pet, and
27.7% for FGVC-Aircraft. This performance underscores
the effectiveness of QVix’s strategy of integrating advanced
language models to understand and classify images with
high granularity. Comparatively, QVix with self-generated
questions also performs robustly, coming in a close second
to its GPT-enhanced counterpart, and still outperforms the
other listed methods in all datasets. The result indicates that
our self-generated questions method is highly competitive,
with only a marginal difference when compared to the GPT-
generated questions, suggesting that the underlying archi-
tecture of QVix is solid even without GPT’s assistance. The
success of QVix can be attributed to its ability to generate
more contextually relevant pre-questions that can guide the
model to focus on more detail-oriented information within
the image that is beneficial for fine-grained classification.

4.3. Visual Entailment

The task of Visual Entailment involves prompting the model
to ascertain if the text is semantically entailed by the image.
Each instance contains a coupled set composed of an im-
age and a corresponding text hypothesis, accompanied by
three potential answers: entailment, neutral, and contradic-
tion. Addressing this tri-category classification challenge in
a zero-shot framework is notably arduous. Table 3 presents
a striking demonstration of the effectiveness of our QVix
method in the task of Visual Entailment. Significantly, the
GPT-generated question variant of QVix achieves an accu-
racy of 50.1%, surpassing all other methods by a notable
margin. This highlights the advanced understanding and
synthesis capabilities of the GPT model when it comes to
generating contextually relevant and complex questions for
improving visual data understanding, a key component in
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Pre-questions

Are there any visible cracks or 
damages on the ground or roads in 
the image?

Are there any visible signs of 
debris or rubble in the image?

Are there any fallen or collapsed 
structures in the image?

Do the houses in the image appear 
to be leaning or tilting?

Question: What evidence of an 
earthquake does this picture show?
Options: 
Some of the houses have broken 
roofs and walls.
The houses have windows.

Query

Original Image

QVix+InstructBLIP
Answer:

Some of the houses have broken 
roofs and walls.

InstructBLIP
Answer: The houses have windows.

Sample A Sample B

What is the color and pattern of 
the pet's fur in the image?

Are there any distinctive 
markings or features on the 
pet's body?

Can you identify the pet's size 
and body shape in the image?

Are there any specific facial 
features or characteristics that 
stand out on the pet in the image?

Question: What breed is the pet in 
the image?
Options: Bengal, Persian, Egyptian 
Mau, Abyssinian, Maine Coon

The cat is Bengal.

The cat is Persian.

Figure 5. Case studies of QVix when applied to VQA tasks. The question-image attention maps are generated by the Q-former of InstructBLIP.

visual entailment. Equally important is the performance of
QVix with self-generated questions, which records a 43.0%
accuracy. This outstrips the MiniGPT, LLaVA, and Instruct-
BLIP methods by 7.9%, 2.7%, and 8.5%, respectively. The
success of QVix suggests that the questions with contex-
tual richness and diversity can guide the VLM to compre-
hensively understand the semantic information of the entire
image based on context and details, which is a key demand
for Visual Entailment.

4.4. Analysis

In this subsection, we conduct a thorough analysis of QVix.
We show the generality and stability of QVix, perform a

case study, and compare QVix with CoT. In all experiments,
we use the test split of ScienceQA, which in our findings is
enough to distinguish different model choices.

Generality of QVix. QVix is a general prompting frame-
work that can be applied to different LVLMs. Here we
mainly try three different LVLMs: MiniGPT, Cheetah, and
InstructBLIP. MiniGPT and InstructBLIP are two highly
popular LVLMs, while cheetah is the latest LVLM trained
on image-text interleaved data which has strong instruction-
following ability. The results are shown in Fig. 6(a). Across
the board, the implementation of QVix results in a con-
sistent improvement in accuracy over the baseline config-
urations for each of the LVLMs tested. Cheetah, as a
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(a) (b) (c)                                                         (d)

Figure 6. Analysis of QVix on ScienceQA. (a) QVix improves different LVLMs’ zero-shot reasoning performance. (b) QVix vs. zero-shot CoT. (c) QVix
with different numbers of pre-questions. (d) QVix with GPT4 re-written prompts (Fig. 12-14) paraphrased from the original prompt in Fig. 3. “Baseline”
refers to zero-shot reasoning without QVix or CoT. InstructBLIP is the LVLM for (b)-(d).

state-of-the-art LVLM, demonstrates its robust instruction-
following capabilities with a baseline accuracy of 50.0%.
With the integration of QVix, there is a further gain of 1.9%
in accuracy. This increment, while modest, is indicative of
QVix’s potential to augment even the latest LVLMs that are
already optimized for processing complex multimodal data.
InstructBLIP, another popular LVLM, shows the most sig-
nificant improvement with QVix, jumping from a baseline
accuracy of 49.3% to 55.0%. QVix can serve as a valu-
able addition to the LVLMs, offering a versatile approach
to boosting model performance across a variety of architec-
tures and training paradigms.

Case Study. To understand and explain how QVix ex-
plores visual information and makes the final reasoning,
we provide a case study for baseline and QVix in Fig. 5.
We visualize the cross-attention map between text and im-
age. Compared to the baseline, QVix can attend to impor-
tant visual areas through those pre-questions. In Sample
A, by asking “Are there any fallen or collapsed structures
in the image?”, the model successfully attends to “broken
roofs and walls” on the ground, which leads to the correct
final reasoning. While the baseline only attends to irrele-
vant areas such as “windows”. Similarly, Sample B’s cross-
attention maps show QVix’s attention to distinctive features
of the cat, e.g., “eyes” and “mouse”, correctly recognizing
its breed as Bengal, which is reflective of QVix’s ability to
parse finer details and patterns in the image. These cases
reveal how QVix prompts the model to scrutinize specific
visual details that are crucial for accurate image reasoning.
This contrasts sharply with the baseline approach, which
lacks this directed exploratory mechanism, resulting in at-
tention being cast toward areas that do not contribute to
solving the task at hand.

Comparison with Zero-Shot CoT. Here we compare
QVix with zero-shot CoT [24]. For zero-shot CoT, we use
the prompt “Let’s think step by step by looking at the im-

age.” to generate rationale and then condition on the ratio-
nale to perform the final reasoning. We find that LVLM fails
to generate reasonable rationales as the CoT reasoning is
usually regarded as an emergent ability but the open-source
LVLM is usually built upon 10B-scale LLM which lacks
CoT reasoning ability. As indicated in Fig. 6(b), CoT’s per-
formance falls short, not only relative to QVix but also when
compared to the baseline. In contrast, QVix actively steers
the LVLM to scrutinize critical visual regions, thereby sig-
nificantly bolstering the reasoning efficacy of open-source
LVLMs.

Number of Pre-Questions. A key parameter in QVix is
the number of pre-questions. Too few pre-questions may
fail to provide sufficient contextual information, while an
excess of pre-questions could render the model’s reasoning
overly challenging. We study the proper number of pre-
questions in Fig. 6(c). When two pre-questions are used,
there is a modest increase in accuracy to 51.1%, suggest-
ing that even a minimal addition of context can be benefi-
cial. However, the most notable improvement is observed
when the number of pre-questions is increased to four, with
accuracy peaking at 55.0%. This finding implies that four
pre-questions strike a delicate balance between providing
adequate context for the model to process the task effec-
tively and avoiding an information overload that could po-
tentially confuse the model. Interestingly, when the number
of pre-questions is further increased to six, accuracy drops
to 49.5%, which is marginally higher than the baseline but
lower than with two pre-questions. This decrease may in-
dicate that additional context does not translate into better
performance but may hinder the model by introducing un-
necessary complexity.

Prompt Stability Analysis. In order to analyze the stabil-
ity of our hand-written pre-question generation prompt, we
employ GPT to rewrite our manually designed prompts in
three different versions. The results are shown in Fig. 6(d).
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This analysis indicates that while there may be slight fluctu-
ations in outcomes with different prompt versions, the QVix
method contributes to stable and enhanced performance
compared to the baseline. The ability of QVix to consis-
tently outperform the baseline through various rewrites con-
firms its potential as a reliable and effective tool for improv-
ing the accuracy of vision-language tasks.

5. Conclusion
This paper proposes QVix, a novel framework for enhanc-
ing LVLMs’ zero-shot image reasoning by countering the
“tunnel vision” effect through a question-driven visual ex-
ploration strategy. Our approach leverages the inherent
natural language understanding and prior knowledge of
LLMs to generate input-exploratory pre-questions, guiding
LVLMs to explore visual content more comprehensively
and uncover subtle or peripheral details. Empirical evalu-
ations demonstrate that QVix markedly improves the per-
formance of various LVLMs on diverse vision-language
tasks, including ScienceQA, fine-grained image classifica-
tion, and Visual Entailment.
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Good Questions Help Zero-Shot Image Reasoning

Supplementary Material

6. More Implementation Details
6.1. Dataset Details

We evaluate QVix on 5 datasets from 3 tasks. For each
dataset, we randomly draw 1000 samples from its valida-
tion/test set for evaluation. The details of these datasets are
summarized in Table 4.

6.2. Model Details

We evaluated four LVLMs: LLaVA [11], MiniGPT [36],
InstructBLIP [5] and Cheetah [9]. For LLaVA, we employ
the model using MPT-7b as LLM. In MiniGPT and Chee-
tah, we employ Llama2-7b [20] as their LLM. For Instruct-
BLIP, we employ Vicuna-7b [4] as its LLM. Our choice of
InstructBLIP, LLaVA, and MiniGPT is based on their ex-
cellent overall performance [29] and their high popularity.
We choose Cheetah due to its state-of-the-art instruction-
following ability.

6.3. Prompts used in QVix

We generate pre-questions using the prompt template il-
lustrated in Fig. 3, where we need to incorporate the task
instruction and query into this template. For ScienceQA,
we generate pre-questions for each instance since the query
for each instance is unique in ScienceQA. For the other
four datasets, we generate a set of pre-questions for the
whole dataset since the query for different instances in these
datasets is the same. The detailed task instruction is shown
in Table 5. For ScienceQA, the task instruction is empty
and we use the query for each instance to generate pre-
questions. For the other four datasets, we use the task in-
struction in Table 5 to generate pre-questions. The GPT-
generated pre-questions for each dataset are given in Ta-
ble 6.

6.4. Fine-grained Image Classification

Previous LVLMs performed poorly in fine-grained classifi-
cation [29]. Owing to the large number of categories, typi-
cally in the hundreds, it becomes challenging for LVLM to
process when all categories are presented as input options.
Therefore, we first utilize CLIP model to select the top 5
categories and ask LVLM to predict the class from the 5
choices.

7. Additional Analysis of QVix
7.1. Detailed Case Study of QVix

QVix can utilize detailed information to better distinguish
between options that are easily confused, and achieve a

more comprehensive and systematic understanding of im-
ages through contextual information.

Detailed Information: Miniature Pinscher vs. Chi-
huahua The Miniature Pinscher and the Chihuahua are
two breeds of dogs that look very similar. As shown in
Fig. 7, the baseline InstructBLIP model often incorrectly
identifies the Miniature Pinscher as a Chihuahua. The er-
ror arises because, merely through the short query, LVLM
can not attend to the most crucial visual feature. On the
contrary, by asking pre-question “Are there any specific fa-
cial features or characteristics that stand out on the pet in
the image?”, QVix attends to the eyes of the dog and thus
correctly identifies the dog as Miniature Pinscher. This is
because the eyes are a crucial detail in distinguishing be-
tween a Chihuahua and a Miniature Pinscher: the eyes of a
Chihuahua are more protruding, while those of a Miniature
Pinscher are flatter.

Contextual Information: Describe the system depicted
in the image Contextual information can aid in a more
comprehensive and systematic understanding of images. As
illustrated in Fig. 8, the query is: which sentence better
describes the system depicted in the image. However, the
baseline model’s narrow focus on a restricted image region
constrains its comprehension, resulting in an incomplete
and partially correct response. On the contrary, by asking
“What is the color of the water in the image?” and “Is there
any evidence of saltwater in the image, such as waves or sea
spray?” for sample A, and “What types of organisms can
be seen in the image?” for sample B, QVix focuses on the
contextual information within the image, thereby achieving
a more comprehensive and holistic understanding of the im-
age, which enables it to output a complete answer.

7.2. QVix applied to GPT-4V

GPT-4V is one of the most powerful and recent LVLM.
However, since it is close-sourced, we are unable to con-
duct quantitative experiments and are limited to performing
qualitative experiments. The results are shown in Fig. 9 and
Fig. 10, where we highlight the wrong answer (red), correct
answer (green), and rationale (blue) leading to the correct
answer.

In Fig. 9, QVix effectively resolves the hallucination is-
sue of GPT-4V. Initially, GPT-4V incorrectly identifies the
image as “Air Jordan”. By asking GPT-4V the pre-questions
“Is there a distinctive wing-like design or element in the im-
age that could be associated with the Air Jordan brand?”
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Dataset Name Dataset Description Evaluation Data

ScienceQA ScienceQA [13] is a multimodal benchmark containing multi-choice questions
with a diverse set of science topics. In our evaluation, we only use the samples
with images in the test set.

1000 (test)

Flowers102 The Oxford 102 Flower dataset [15] includes 120 flower categories (Flow-
ers102 for short) with 40 to 258 images for each class and 8189 images in
total, namely 10 images per class for both train and val and the rest for a test.

1000 (test)

Oxford-IIIT Pet The Oxford-IIIT Pet dataset [17] comprises 37 categories with 25 dog breeds
and 12 cat ones and 200 images per class. There are 7349 images in total, 3680
train/val images, and 3669 test images.

1000 (test)

FGVC Aircraft The FGVC-Aircraft dataset contains 10,200 images of aircraft, with 100 im-
ages for each of 102 different aircraft model variants, most of which are air-
planes.

1000 (test)

SNLI-VE SNLI-VE [2] extends the text entailment (TE) task into the visual domain and
asks the model whether the image is semantically entailed, neutral, or contra-
dicted to the next hypothesis. It is a three-category classification task based on
Flicker30k [18].

1000 (dev)

Table 4. Details of the used datasets.

Dataset Task Instruction

ScienceQA /

Flowers102 What breed is the flower in the image?

Oxford-IIIT Pet What breed is the per in the image?

FGVCAircraft What is the aircraft in the image?

SNLI-VE Predict whether the image semantically entails the
textual hypothesis, choose the answer from entail-
ment, neutral, contradiction.

Table 5. Detailed task instruction for each dataset.

and “Are there any numbers or letters in the image that cor-
respond to a specific Air Jordan model or edition?” gener-
ated by QVix, GPT-4V confirms that there are no definitive
clues pointing to “Air Jordan” in the image, and thus pro-
vided the correct answer.

In Fig. 10, like InstructBLIP, GPT-4V fails to distinguish
between Miniature Pinscher and Chihuahua. However, By
asking GPT-4V the pre-questions “Are there any specific
facial features or characteristics that stand out on the pet
in the image”, GPT-4V generates the rationale “The muzzle
is relatively short with a well-defined stop, and the overall
facial structure is characteristic of breeds like the Miniature
Pinscher” which leads to the correct answer.

7.3. Cost Analysis

The additional cost of QVix comes from the generation of
pre-questions. For Fine-grained image classification and
Visual Entailment, since we generate a set of pre-questions
for each dataset and can reuse them across multiple in-
stances, the cost is neglectable. For ScienceQA, we need
to generate pre-questions for each instance first, and then
append these pre-questions to the original query to perform

the final reasoning. The cost in this case is close to the cost
of zero-shot CoT, given that both approaches require on-
the-fly generation of context-specific prompts or rationales
for each individual instance.

7.4. Randomness Analysis

The only randomness in our method stems from invoking
the GPT Api to generate pre-questions. We analyze the ran-
domness of QVix in Table 7. We can see that the random-
ness in QVix is very low, with a small standard deviation,
indicating that the improvements it brings are stable and ro-
bust.

8. Analysis of Zero-shot CoT

We analyze zero-shot CoT for LVLM. The prompt used to
generate rationales is “Let’s think step by step by looking
at the image”. In the experiments, LVLM fails to generate
meaningful and informative rationales. As shown in Fig. 11,
the rationales generated by LVLM can be categorized into
three types: the first yields empty responses; the second
comprises incoherent rationales that contribute no valuable

2



Dataset Pre-questions

ScienceQA Example 1: What is the shape and color of the marker indicating a city on the map? Are there any labels or
names written near the marker on the map? Are there any geographical features or landmarks near the marked
city on the map? Is the marked city located on the coast or inland on the map?
Example 2: What is the color of the water in the image? Are there any visible coral reefs in the image? Are
there any fish or other marine organisms visible in the image? Is there any evidence of saltwater in the image,
such as waves or sea spray?

Flowers102 What colors are present in the flower? Are there any distinctive markings or patterns on the flower? What is
the shape and size of the flower compared to other elements in the image? Are there any similar flowers in the
image that could provide clues to the breed of the flower?

Oxford-IIIT Pet What is the color and pattern of the pet’s fur in the image? Are there any distinctive markings or features on
the pet’s body? Can you identify the pet’s size and body shape in the image? Are there any specific facial
features or characteristics that stand out on the pet in the image?

FGVC Aircraft What is the color of the car in the image? Are there any visible logos or brand names on the car? Is the car
a sedan or an SUV? Are there any distinguishing features of the car, such as unique headlights or a special
design element?

SNLI-VE What objects or elements are prominently featured in the image? Are there any interactions or relationships
between the objects or elements in the image? What is the overall mood or atmosphere conveyed by the
image? Are there any specific visual cues, such as colors, lighting, or expressions on faces, that may indicate
the emotional tone of the image?

Table 6. The GPT-generated pre-questions for each dataset.

Method Subject Grade Average
NAT SOC LAN G1-6 G7-12

QVix (GPT-generated question) 49.56±0.51 66.4±0.45 42.86±3.89 60.98±0.65 42.29±0.29 55.8±0.54

Table 7. Randomness analysis of QVix (%) on ScienceQA. Error bars (mean and std) are computed over three random trails. QVix is applied to Instruct-
BLIP.

insight; and the third entirely bypasses the reasoning pro-
cess, attempting to answer the original question directly.

9. GPT-rewritten Pre-question Generation
Prompt

In section 4.4, we use GPT to rewrite our manully designed
prompt in Fig. 3. The different versions of GPT-rewritten
pre-question generation prompt are shown in Fig. 12 to
Fig. 14. We can observe that the GPT-rewritten prompts do
not alter the semantics of our manually designed prompts.
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Pre-questions

What is the color and pattern of 
the pet's fur in the image?

Are there any distinctive 
markings or features on the pet's 
body?

Can you identify the pet's size 
and body shape in the image?

Are there any specific facial 
features or characteristics that 
stand out on the pet in the image?

Question: What breed is the pet in 
the image?
Options: Miniature Pinscher, 
Chihuahua, Staffordshire Bull 
Terrier, American Pit Bull Terrier, 
Abyssinian

Query

Original Image

Answer: Miniature Pinscher

InstructBLIP
Answer: Answer: Chihuahua.

Sample A Sample B

What is the color and pattern of 
the pet's fur in the image?

Are there any distinctive 
markings or features on the pet's 
body?

Can you identify the pet's size 
and body shape in the image?

Are there any specific facial 
features or characteristics that 
stand out on the pet in the image?

Question: What breed is the pet in 
the image?
Options: Miniature Pinscher, 
Chihuahua, Staffordshire Bull 
Terrier, American Pit Bull Terrier, 
Abyssinian

Answer: Miniature Pinscher

Answer: Chihuahua.

QVix+InstructBLIP
Answer:

Figure 7. Case study of QVix better extracting detailed information. The attention map is generated by the Q-former of InstructBLIP.
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Pre-questions

What is the color of the water 
in the image?

Are there any visible coral 
reefs in the image?

Is there any evidence of 
saltwater in the image, such as 
waves or sea spray?

Are there any fish or other 
marine organisms visible in 
the image?

Question: Which better describes 
the Belize Barrier Reef ecosystem?
Options: 
It has salty water. It also has many 
different types of organisms.
It has water with not much salt. It 
also has many different types of 
organisms.

Query

Original Image

QVix+InstructBLIP
Answer: Answer: It has salty water. It also 

has many different types of 
organisms.

InstructBLIP
Answer: Answer: It has salty water

Sample A

What is the climate like in the 
image?

Are there any visible signs of 
winter in the image?

What types of organisms can 
be seen in the image?

Are there any visible signs of 
rain in the image?

Question: Which better 
describes the Amazon rain 
forest ecosystem?
Options: It has cold winters. It 
also has many different types of 
organisms.
It has year-round rain. It also 
has many different types of 
organisms.

Answer: It has year-round rain. 
It also has many different 
types of organisms.

Answer: It has year-round rain.

Sample B

Figure 8. Case study of QVix better extracting contextual information. The attention map is generated by the Q-former of InstructBLIP.

5



Original Image

Yes, the image you have uploaded appears to be the logo for Air Jordan, known as the 
"Jumpman," which features the silhouette of a basketball player leaping with a basketball. 
This logo is widely recognized and associated with the Air Jordan brand of basketball 
shoes and apparel.

Query

GPT-4V
Answer:

Is it the logo for air Jordan?

Pre-questions
+Query

GPT-4V
Answer:

Pre-question 1: Does the image prominently feature a silhouette of a basketball player, 
particularly in a jumping or dunking pose?
Pre-question 2: Is there a distinctive wing-like design or element in the image that could 

be associated with the Air Jordan brand?
Pre-question 3: Are there any numbers or letters in the image that correspond to a specific 

Air Jordan model or edition?
Pre-question 4: Does the image include the words "Air Jordan" or any recognizable 

typography typically used in the Air Jordan logo?
Is it the logo for air Jordan?

The image uploaded does feature a silhouette of a basketball player in a pose that is 
commonly associated with jumping or dunking, which is indicative of the Air Jordan 
brand's logo, known as the "Jumpman". The silhouette itself is a key element of the Air 
Jordan logo.
However, the image does not contain any wing-like design elements that are sometimes 
associated with Air Jordan branding, nor does it include any text, numbers, or letters
that would identify it as a specific Air Jordan model or edition. Additionally, there is no 
"Air Jordan" wording or recognizable typography in the image.
Without these additional elements, while the silhouette is reminiscent of the 
"Jumpman" logo, it cannot be definitively identified as the official Air Jordan logo solely 
based on this silhouette. The absence of other distinguishing features such as text or 
wing design means it cannot be confirmed with certainty from this image alone.

Figure 9. Case study of QVix applied to GPT-4V. We highlight the wrong answer (red), correct answer (green), and rationale (blue) leading to the correct
answer.

6



Original Image

The dog in the image appears to be a Chihuahua or a Chihuahua mix, characterized by its 
small size, large ears, and alert expression. Chihuahuas are known for their compact size 
and can come in a variety of coat colors and patterns. They are one of the smallest dog 
breeds and are known for their loyalty and spirited personality. However, without a more 
detailed view or information on the dog's traits and behavior, it's difficult to make a 
definitive breed identification.

Query

GPT-4V
Answer:

What breed is the pet in the image?

Pre-questions
+Query

GPT-4V
Answer:

Pre-question 1: What is the color and pattern of the pet's fur in the image? 
Pre-question 2: Are there any distinctive markings or features on the pet's body? 
Pre-question 3: Can you identify the pet's size and body shape in the image? 
Pre-question 4: Are there any specific facial features or characteristics that stand out on the 
pet in the image?
Main question: What breed is the pet in the image?

The pet in the image has a short coat with a reddish-brown or tan color. There are no 
distinct markings or patterns visible, apart from some subtle variations in the shading of the 
fur. The dog has a compact, sturdy body typical of small to medium-sized breeds. The size 
and body shape suggest it is neither a toy breed nor a large breed, but rather somewhere in 
between.
Facially, the dog has prominent, pointed ears that stand erect, indicative of alertness. The 
eyes are dark and round, giving the dog an attentive look. The muzzle is relatively short 
with a well-defined stop, and the overall facial structure is characteristic of breeds like the 
Miniature Pinscher or possibly a mix involving similar breeds.
Regarding the breed, the dog closely resembles a Miniature Pinscher, which is known for 
its short, smooth coat and coloring, as well as its erect ears and spirited demeanor. 
However, without genetic testing or pedigree information, it's not possible to definitively 
confirm the breed from an image. Mixed breeds can have physical characteristics from 
multiple breeds, making visual identification challenging.

Figure 10. Case study of QVix applied to GPT-4V. We highlight the wrong answer (red), correct answer (green), and rationale (blue) leading to the correct
answer.
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Original Image

Query

Output

Question: What is the capital of Indiana?
Options: Pierre, Springfield, Fort Wayne, Indianapolis
Answer: Let's think step by setp by looking at the image.

Case A: empty output

Original Image

Query

Output

Question: Which property do these two objects have in 
common?
Options: rough, stretchy
Answer: Let's think step by setp by looking at the image.

Case B: nonsense

Log is rough and pineapple is stretchy

Original Image

Query

Output

Question: Which country is highlighted?
Options: The Bahamas, Trinidad and Tobago, Cuba, Grenada
Answer: Let's think step by setp by looking at the image. 

Case C: direct answer

Trinidad and Tobago

Figure 11. Zero-shot CoT generated by InstructBLIP.
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I require assistance in formulating a response to a central inquiry regarding a specific image:

{Task Instruction}

{Query}

The task is to create 4 preliminary questions. These questions should zero in on crucial contextual details within
the image that are pertinent to addressing the main inquiry.

Guidelines for the preliminary questions:
Each question must be concise and easily comprehensible. They should concentrate on contextual visual ele-
ments present in the image. These questions ought to offer insights that aid in responding to the main question.

Proposed Format:
Preliminary Question 1: xxxx
Preliminary Question 2: xxxx
Preliminary Question 3: xxxx
Preliminary Question 4: xxxx

Figure 12. GPT-rewritten pre-question generation prompt version 1.

I am tasked with addressing a primary inquiry regarding a specific image:

{Task Instruction}

{Query}

My objective is to formulate 4 preliminary questions. These questions are aimed at eliciting critical contextual
details from the image, which are pivotal for comprehensively responding to the main inquiry.

Guidelines for crafting the preliminary questions:
Each question must be concise and easily comprehensible. The focus should be on discerning visual cues within
the image that offer context. These questions are intended to unearth insights that facilitate answering the main
question.

Formatted Example:
Preliminary Question 1: [Your Question Here]
Preliminary Question 2: [Your Question Here]
Preliminary Question 3: [Your Question Here]
Preliminary Question 4: [Your Question Here]

Figure 13. GPT-rewritten pre-question generation prompt version 2.
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I am required to address a primary inquiry related to a specific image:

{Task Instruction}

{Query}

The task is to formulate 4 preliminary questions. These questions are intended to extract key contextual details
from the image that are crucial for responding accurately to the primary inquiry.

Guidelines for creating the preliminary questions:
Each question should be concise and straightforward for ease of understanding. The focus should be on dis-
cernible contextual elements within the image. These questions should aid in gathering insights necessary to
address the primary inquiry.

Example of the format:
Preliminary Question 1: [Question text]
Preliminary Question 2: [Question text]
Preliminary Question 3: [Question text]
Preliminary Question 4: [Question text]

Figure 14. GPT-rewritten pre-question generation prompt version 3.
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