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Abstract. Large vision-language models (LVLMs) have shown promis-
ing performance on a variety of vision-language tasks. However, they
remain susceptible to hallucinations, generating outputs misaligned with
visual content or instructions. While various mitigation strategies have
been proposed, they often neglect a key contributor to hallucinations:
lack of fine-grained reasoning supervision during training. Without in-
termediate reasoning steps, models may establish superficial shortcuts
between instructions and responses, failing to internalize the inherent
reasoning logic. To address this challenge, we propose reflective instruc-
tion tuning, which integrates rationale learning into visual instruction
tuning. Unlike previous methods that learning from responses only, our
approach entails the model predicting rationales justifying why responses
are correct or incorrect. This fosters a deeper engagement with the fine-
grained reasoning underlying each response, thus enhancing the model’s
reasoning proficiency. To facilitate this approach, we propose REVERIE,
the first large-scale instruction-tuning dataset with ReflEctiVE RatIo-
nalE annotations. REVERIE comprises 115k machine-generated rea-
soning instructions, each meticulously annotated with a corresponding
pair of correct and confusing responses, alongside comprehensive ratio-
nales elucidating the justification behind the correctness or erroneousness
of each response. Experimental results on multiple LVLM benchmarks
reveal that reflective instruction tuning with the REVERIE dataset
yields noticeable performance gain over the baseline model, demonstrat-
ing the effectiveness of reflecting from the rationales. Project page is at
https://zjr2000.github.io/projects/reverie

Keywords: Large Vision Language Models · Visual Instruction Tuning
· Hallucination Mitigation

1 Introduction

Recently, large vision-language models (LVLMs) [1, 5, 10, 32, 33, 54, 63, 68] have
garnered significant interest within the research community. By leveraging large
⋆ Corresponding author.
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Vanilla Instruction Tuning Reflective Instruction Tuning

LVLM

Instruction: What 
type of animal is 
seen in the image?

Response: The image shows a cow.

LVLM

Instruction: What 
type of animals are 
shown in the image?

Response: Wild horses   Reflective Rationale

Positive Rationale: … dry, hilly field, 
The animals have long manes and 
tails, and they are standing …

Negative Response: Cattle

Negative Rationale: … Cattle have a 
different body structure... They have 
a hump on their back, and their 
head is longer and thinner than a 
horse's head. … their head is shorter 
and thicker than a cow's head.

Positive Response: Wild horses 

Fig. 1: Difference between vanilla instruction tuning and the proposed re-
flective instruction tuning. Vanilla instruction tuning only trains LVLMs solely for
response generation, lacking of supervising the learning of fine-grained reasoning de-
tails. Reflective instruction tuning additionally trains the model to reflect the rationale
underlying the response, which provides more fine-grained supervision (e.g ., the key
visual evidence and facts to reach the response, highlighted in red), facilitating the
model learning to capture more critical information.

language models (LLMs) [8,9,37,46,47,67] as a unified task interface and employ-
ing visual instruction tuning [33] for enhanced task-level generalization, LVLMs
have showcased remarkable reasoning performance and robustness in following
user instructions. These breakthroughs offer substantial promise for the evolu-
tion of artificial general intelligence. Despite these advancements, LVLMs con-
tinue to be impeded by the phenomenon of hallucination [13, 27], wherein the
models generate outputs that are inconsistent with visual content, established
world knowledge, or the instructions provided. This significantly undermines the
reliability of such models in real-world scenarios. Extensive research has inves-
tigated the origins of hallucinations in LVLMs, identifying factors such as noisy
and biased training data [14, 17, 31], limited visual perception [1, 7], misalign-
ment between vision and language modalities [21], and linguistic bias [13, 24].
To mitigate these hallucination sources, various mitigation methods have been
proposed. These include: creating clean and balanced datasets [31, 60], scaling
up visual resolution [1,32] or utilizing additional perceptual models [55], employ-
ing alignment modules with increased parameters [7,32], and designing decoding
strategies that reduce over-reliance on language priors [24].

Despite significant progress, existing approaches often overlook a crucial fac-
tor contributing to hallucinations: the lack of fine-grained reasoning supervision.
When learning to solve problems, humans often improve themselves by con-
tinuously reflecting on each step involved in the reasoning process. However,
most previous LVLMs perform instruction tuning on datasets containing only
instructions and direct responses, omitting access to the underlying rationale,
i.e., intermediate reasoning steps. Specifically, Fig. 1 (left) shows the training
paradigm of vanilla instruction tuning applied to a recognition task. The model is
trained solely to predict the animal category name, without explicit supervision
on the reasoning details from the discriminating information (e.g., the defining
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attributes of the animal) to the judgment. This strategy risks training the model
to establish superficial shortcuts between instructions and responses, rather than
understanding the tasks and internalizing the underlying logic of the reasoning
process. Consequently, the model becomes susceptible to producing incorrect
inferences and hallucinatory content misaligned with visual content.

Inspired by the human ability to improve reasoning through reflection on
intermediate steps [2,42], we propose reflective instruction tuning to address the
aforementioned issue. Unlike vanilla instruction tuning, which only trains the
model to predict the response, we incorporate the learning of underlying ratio-
nales, providing the model with fine-grained reasoning supervision. Specifically,
reflective instruction tuning trains the model to generate positive rationales (jus-
tifying correct responses) and negative rationales (explaining errors in incorrect
responses). The positive rationale explicitly provides more fine-grained visual
content, the relationship between multiple visual concepts, and step-by-step rea-
soning. This facilitates the model to capture finer visual details and better under-
stand the task definition underlying instruction. The negative rationale provides
more illustration of the core characteristics linked to the erroneous categorization
of negative answers, helping the model concentrate on crucial concepts within
the decision-making process. This improves the model’s ability to discriminate
between correct and potential hallucinatory responses. Fig. 1 (right) presents
an example of positive and negative rationale, the positive rationale provides a
more detailed justification of the correct answer, and the negative rationale high-
lights errors in the incorrect answer, aiding discrimination. Reflective instruction
tuning mirrors the human cognitive process of reflection, in which individuals
analyze step-by-step reasoning and errors to gain a deeper understanding. Train-
ing the model with both positive and negative rationales enhances several core
cognitive capabilities: it improves visual perception through more visual infor-
mation, facilitates instruction understanding with coherent reasoning logic, and
promotes error awareness by highlighting critical information. Consequently, this
training paradigm mitigates hallucinatory outputs.

While various visual instruction tuning datasets [4,31,33,48,56,65] exist, most
of them consist solely of instruction-response pairs, omitting the annotation of
rationales. To facilitate reflective instruction tuning that learns from both posi-
tive and negative rationales, we introduce REVERIE, the first large-scale visual
instruction tuning dataset with ReflEctiVE ratIonalE annotations. REVERIE
builds upon existing VQA datasets [35,43], and is further extended with natural
images from Visual Genome [22]. The positive and negative rationales are an-
notated by Gemini family multimodal models [45]. REVERIE comprises 115k
instructions encompassing four task types. Each instruction includes a positive
response, an average of 1.2 negative responses, and accompanying rationales that
justify the correctness or incorrectness of each response. This yields a total of
254k training instances, i.e., (instruction, response, rationale) tuples.

To enhance the adaptability of reflective instruction tuning to diverse tasks,
we formulate the rationale data as a conversation format and position rationale
learning subsequent to the model’s prediction of responses, thereby decoupling
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rationale generation from the context of response prediction. We perform re-
flective instruction tuning on two LVLMs with the proposed REVERIE dataset
and further conduct experiments on multiple commonly used LVLM evalua-
tion benchmarks. The results show that the proposed reflective tuning with
REVERIE could yield substantial performance gain over the baselines. We also
observed that utilizing the negative rationale could bring additional improve-
ment than merely using the positive rationale. In summary, our contributions
are three-fold: (a) We propose reflective instruction tuning, a novel approach
that incorporates learning from both positive and negative rationales into vi-
sual instruction tuning to mitigate hallucination. (b) We propose REVERIE,
the first large-scale instruction tuning dataset with both positive and negative
fine-grained rationales. We hope this dataset could facilitate future research on
rationale learning in LVLMs. (c) Extensive experiments show that reflective in-
struction tuning with the proposed dataset could bring substantial performance
gain across multiple LVLM evaluation benchmarks, demonstrating the effective-
ness of incorporating reflective rationales for mitigating hallucinations.

2 Related Work

Large vision-language models. The remarkable generalization capabilities of
LLMs [8,9,37,39,46,47,62,67] have inspired the LVLMs [1,5,10,32,33,54,63,68].
LVLMs aim to extend the reasoning abilities of LLMs into the visual domain,
potentially enabling more sophisticated and multimodal understanding. Typi-
cally, the architecture of previous LVLMs incorporates three fundamental com-
ponents: a pre-trained visual encoder (e.g ., CLIP [38]) for visual perception,
a pre-trained LLM (e.g ., LLaMA [46]) serving as a language understanding
and generation interface, and a connector (e.g ., Q-former [10, 26], linear pro-
jector [32, 33, 68]) facilitating vision-language alignment. A common training
paradigm for these models involves vision-language pre-training using large-scale
vision-text datasets [30,33,41,68] and visual instruction tuning [33] with various
visual task datasets [15,32,33,63]. To enhance the generalization capabilities of
models, previous methods have explored several techniques, such as: 1) employ-
ing stronger perception models [20, 69] or LLMs [40, 61]; 2) designing improved
connectors [3, 7, 23]; 3) utilizing a mixture-of-expert design [6, 29]. Given the
importance of visual instruction tuning in building general-purpose visual as-
sistants, many studies have also focused on improving performance through the
creation of high-quality instruction tuning datasets. These datasets target a wide
range of visual understanding capabilities, encompassing text-rich image compre-
hension [63], region-level analysis [66], chart interpretation [15], and multi-image
reasoning [18]. The proposed REVIRIE dataset also aims to improve the model
performance during visual instruction tuning, but we focus on enhancing the
reasoning capability by offering fine-grained reasoning supervision.
Learning from reasoning steps. Several studies [12, 28, 35, 50–52] highlight
the effectiveness of learning from detailed reasoning steps. Wei et al. [52] pro-
pose chain-of-thought prompting, where LLMs are explicitly prompted to think
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step-by-step during inference, leading to substantial gains on reasoning tasks.
Furthermore, recent work suggests that training with explicit rationales can im-
prove model reasoning capabilities [36, 59]. Additionally, learning from answer
explanations has shown promise in enhancing performance on vision-language
reasoning tasks [35, 53, 64]. Despite these advancements, learning from reason-
ing steps in visual instruction tuning remains under-explored due to the scarcity
of large-scale rationale-annotated visual instruction tuning datasets. LLaVA-
Instruct-158k [33] contains a portion of annotations for complex reasoning tasks,
and the responses have step-by-step reasoning process annotation that is sim-
ilar to the concept of rationale. However, certain limitations remain: 1) these
rationales are all positive coupled with correct responses, neglecting negative
rationales crucial for discerning incorrect responses, and 2) they are restricted
to open-ended reasoning tasks, offering limited benefits to the diverse range of
tasks. We address these gaps by proposing REVERIE, the first large-scale visual
instruction tuning dataset that contains both positive and negative rationales
on various visual tasks, facilitating the future research on rationale learning in
visual instruction tuning.
Hallucination in LVLMs. Previous research on hallucination in LVLMs has
focused on two key areas: 1) the development of benchmarks for evaluating
hallucinations [13, 27, 31, 44], and 2) the exploration of techniques to mitigate
hallucinations [21,25,31,49]. Li et al. [27] identify the object hallucination issue
in LVLMs, and they propose the POPE benchmark for its evaluation. Guan et
al. [13] divide the hallucination into language hallucination and visual hallucina-
tion and further introduce HALLUSIONBENCH to evaluate and diagnose each
hallucination. Various studies address hallucination mitigation. Liu et al. [31]
reduce hallucinations with a balanced visual instruction tuning dataset to bet-
ter handle negative instructions. Jiang et al. [21] employ contrastive learning
to distinguish hallucinated and non-hallucinated representations in latent space.
Wang et al. [49] and Leng et al. [25] design contrastive decoding strategies in
inference to mitigate the hallucination caused by language bias. Similar to [31],
our work also focuses on mitigating hallucinations through improved visual in-
struction datasets. However, we emphasize fine-grained reasoning supervision to
enhance consistency throughout the reasoning process.

3 The REVERIE Dataset

Despite previous works have provided many diverse visual instruction tuning
datasets (e.g ., LLaVA-Instruct-158k [33], LRV-Instruction [31]), only a small
fraction of samples possess rationale annotations for positive responses. Further-
more, these datasets often omit annotations for hard negative responses and
their underlying rationales, rendering them hard to provide fine-grained and
discriminative supervision for addressing hallucinations. To facilitate model “re-
flect” from both positive and negative responses, we propose REVERIE, the first
large-scale visual instruction tuning dataset with detailed reflective rationale an-
notation, serving as a basis of the proposed reflective instruction tuning strategy
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Step1: Instruction-Response Generation Step2: Reflective Rationale Generation

Step3: Consistency-Based Data Filtering

Gemini-
Vision-Pro

Instruction-response 
Generation Prompt

Instruction: What is the purpose of the vase?
Positive Response: To decorate
Negative Response:  To store liquids

... The room is decorated with colorful 
artwork and appears to be a museum or 
gallery. The vase is likely a decorative …

… a wide mouth and a narrow 
base, making it unsuitable for 
holding liquids without spilling...

Positive Rationale: Negative Rationale:

Gemini-
Vision-Pro

Instruction

Neg Response
+

Neg Rationale 
Generation 

Prompt

Gemini-
Vision-Pro

Instruction

Pos Response
+

Pos Rationale 
Generation 

Prompt

Gemini-Pro
Positive/Negative Rationale REVERIEDROP

… Identify specific instances where the 
analyses directly contradict each other 
beyond their natural stance of opposition…

Fig. 2: Overview of the REVERIE dataset’s data collection pipeline. We first
employ Gemini-Vision-Pro to annotate the instructions, responses, and rationales for
each image. Gemini-Pro is then used to check the consistency between positive and
negative rationales. Inconsistent samples are filtered to maintain dataset quality.

(introduced in Sec. 4). As shown in Table 1, REVERIE provides hard negative re-
sponse annotation and contains more extensive rationale annotations compared
with the existing datasets. Fig. 2 shows the overall pipeline of our data collection
strategy, we first annotate instructions, responses, and positive/negative ratio-
nales for each collected image, followed by filtering out noisy samples by the
consistency-based filtering strategy. The details are as follows (The prompts for
data generation are available in supplementary materials).

Table 1: Comparison of the REVERIE with the data used by other LVLMs.

REVERIE LLaVA-1.5 InstructBLIP MiniGPT-4 LRV-Instruction

# Training Instances 254k 665k 1.2M 3.5k 400k
Hard Negative Responses? ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

# Positive Rationales 115k 77k 77k ✘ ✘

# Negative Rationales 138k ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Data collection and annotation. To ensure the dataset encompasses diverse
visual concepts and broad domain coverage, we sample a subset of images from
the Visual Genome dataset [22]. Subsequently, we annotate these images with in-
structions and corresponding responses. Given the high cost of manual labelling,
we leverage a strong LVLM, Gemini-Vision-Pro, as our annotator. Considering
that the rationale for addressing simple query instruction may contain limited
intermediate steps and benefit less to learning fine-grained reasoning, we explic-
itly prompt Gemini to generate instructions that need multi-step to solve and
avoid generating simple queries. Additionally, it is prompted to generate both
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positive and negative responses in conjunction with each instruction. Intuitively,
a more confusing negative response demands more discriminative information to
distinguish it from the positive answer. Thus, we explicitly prompt Gemini to
generate negative responses that are easy to confuse.

After generating the instructions and responses, we prompt Gemini-Vision-
Pro to generate rationales underlying the responses. Considering that positive
and negative rationales have different emphases, we design two prompts and gen-
erate them separately. The positive rationales are expected to help the model
learn the inherent knowledge and visual concepts underlying each problem-
solving step, thereby facilitating fine-grained vision-language alignment and un-
derstanding of task definitions. It should include 1) analysis of visual content and
instructions, 2) identification of core visual concepts relevant to the instructions,
and 3) step-by-step reasoning grounded on the visual information and required
knowledge. This is achieved by explicitly incorporating words such as “explana-
tion”, “details”, and “knowledge” into the prompt to facilitate Gemini-Vision-Pro
to include key image details and necessary outside knowledge in the rationale.
The negative rationales are expected to provide discriminative information that
aids in distinguishing between valid and hallucinatory outputs. Thus, we let
Gemini-Vision-Pro highlight discriminative details in the negative rationale.

Consider A-OK-VQA [43] and ScienceQA [35] already have some human
annotated QA pairs and positive rationales, we include them into the REVERIE
dataset to increase task diversity. Since both datasets provide questions in a
multiple-choice format, we incorporate all incorrect answer choices and generate
an additional negative rationale for each of them with the same pipeline.
Consistency-based data filtering. While Gemini-Vision-Pro demonstrates
impressive capabilities, it can still generate hallucinatory content when tasked
to generate responses and rationales. Previous work [57] has shown that noise
training data is one of the sources of the hallucinations. To guarantee the quality
of generated data, we propose a method that leverages the consistency between
positive and negative rationales to filter out noisy examples. Since both positive
and negative rationales explicate the reasoning process behind the instruction
but emphasize different aspects, they should contain information that is mu-
tually consistent. When one rationale includes noisy information, this inherent
consistency will be disrupted. Inspired by that, we employ a large language
model, i.e., Gemini-Pro, to detect inconsistencies between these two types of
rationales and only keep the samples that contain intra-consistent information
(See supplementary materials for detailed prompt).
Data statistics. After the removal of noisy samples, the REVERIE dataset
comprises 71,558 natural images. This includes 50,938 images sourced from Vi-
sual Genome [22], 15,706 from the COCO [30] and 4,914 images from Sci-
enceQA [35]. REVERIE contains 115,280 instructions paired with correspond-
ing positive responses and 138,897 negative responses, where each response is
supplemented with a reflective rationale, rendering a total of 254,177 train-
ing instances. According to the output formats, REVERIE covers four types
of vision-language tasks, including multiple-choice QA, short-answer QA, open-
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ended QA, and Yes/No questions, and their distributions are visualized in Fig. 3
(a). We also analyzed the distribution of rationale length and the frequency of
noun occurrence. As shown in Fig. 3 (b) and (c), over 50% of rationales exceed
25 words in length and contain more than 8 nouns, suggesting that rationales
provide a substantial amount of information and knowledge.

N
u

m
.

(0-8] (8-16] (16-24] (24, +) # nouns.

59k

101k

57k

35k

(0-25] (25-50] (50-75] (75, +) Len.
N

u
m

.

44k

89k

69k

51k

(a) Distribution of Different Task (b) Distribution of Rationale Length (c) Distribution of noun occurrence

15%

62%

20%

3%

Multiple-Choice

Short-Answer QA

Open-Ended QA

Yes/No

Fig. 3: Statistics of the REVERIE dataset.

4 Reflective Instruction Tuning

Reflection plays a crucial role in the human learning process, allowing individu-
als to extract meaningful insights, learn from their mistakes, and make informed
choices in the future. However, vanilla instruction tuning solely focuses on train-
ing models to predict responses, thus omitting access to the underlying rationale.
This limitation impedes the model’s ability to effectively internalize and logi-
cally process instruction-relevant information, increasing the likelihood of gen-
erating hallucinatory outputs. Inspired by humans’ ability to improve problem-
solving skills through reflection on explanations for both correct and incorrect
answers [2,42], we propose reflective instruction tuning. This approach facilitates
learning from the rationale behind responses, extending the training process to
predict both positive and negative rationales rather than merely generating cor-
rect responses to instructions.
Overall architecture. The objective of visual instruction tuning is to improve
the instruction-following capability of the LVLM by leveraging diverse visual task
data. Typically, LVLMs consist of a visual encoder, a vision-language connector,
and an LLM. Given an image sample I and user instruction X, the visual encoder
extracts image token features, which are then projected into the language space
by the modality connector. The projected visual tokens, along with the textual
instructions, serve as the prefix in the LLM. An auto-regressive LLM is trained
to generate response A that aligns with both the instructions and the image.
Multi-turn conversation. Directly training a model to concurrently predict
rationales alongside responses in a single-turn prediction might hinder inference
results. This is because some tasks do not necessitate explicit rationale genera-
tion, limiting its real-world applicability. To address this, we decouple rationale
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learning from response prediction to improve the adaptability of reflective in-
struction tuning to diverse tasks. We achieve this by formulating the rationale
data in a multi-turn conversational format. The first turn incorporates I and X
as inputs, prompting the model to generate A. Subsequently, the second turn
introduces rationale generation prompts to let the model predict rationale. By
putting the rationale learning behind, response prediction relies solely on the
context of I and X, mitigating interference to the inference results. To make the
model understand this rationale generation task, we explicitly prompt the model
to generate knowledge and facts that are related to instruction. Specifically, in
positive rationale learning, the model receives the prompt “Explain why. In-
cluding any necessary facts or knowledge” following its response. In negative
rationale learning, an incorrect answer is provided, followed by the prompt “Ex-
plain why this answer is wrong: {incorrect answer}. Including any necessary
facts or knowledge.”

5 Experiments

We demonstrate the effectiveness of learning from rationales by applying reflec-
tive instruction tuning with the REVERIE dataset to two baseline LVLMs: (1)
LLaVA-1.0-7b-lora [33]: We initialize the model pre-trained with LAION-CC-
SBU-558k, and perform instruction tuning with the combination of REVERIE
and LLaVA-Instruct-80k. (2) LLaVA-1.5-7b-lora [32]: Similar to LLaVA-1.0, we
perform instruction tuning with the combination of REVERIE and the original
665k instructions. The resulting models are denoted as REVERIE-1.0-7b-lora
and REVERIE-1.5-7b-lora, respectively. Implementation details are provided in
the supplementary materials.

5.1 Main Results

Performance comparison with baselines on six benchmarks. We com-
pare the performance of the model reflective tuned with the proposed REVERIE
dataset. As shown in Table 2, training with REVERIE yields clear performance
gain on most of the benchmarks across 2 baselines. Notably, we achieve a score
of 83.8 on the POPE benchmark, reflecting a significant improvement of 12.7
points over the baseline LLaVA-1.0-7b-lora. This suggests that the REVERIE
dataset provides more fine-grained supervision, enabling the model to make more
accurate judgments regarding object existence and significantly alleviating hal-
lucination issues. Additionally, we observe substantial performance gains on two
comprehensive LVLM evaluation benchmarks, MME and MMBench. Specifically,
REVERIE-1.0-7b-lora achieves improvements of 321.2 and 27.2 points on MME
and MMBench, respectively, compared to the baseline. This suggests that 1) the
REVERIE dataset encompasses a wider range of visual concepts and knowledge
compared to the original LLaVA-Instruct-80k dataset, demonstrably benefiting
performance on diverse visual perception tasks evaluated in MME; 2) incorpo-
rating rationales during training empowers the model to develop a deeper un-
derstanding of task definitions and effectively distinguish positive answers from
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Table 2: Comparison with baselines on six benchmarks. ∗ means training im-
ages of the dataset are used during training. † means rerun using their released code.

Method ScienceQAI POPE MME MMBench MM-Vet GQA

InstructBLIP (vicuna-7b) 60.5 – – 36 26.2 49.2
Qwen-VL-7b 67.1 – – 38.2 – 59.3
Qwen-VL-Chat-7b 68.2 – 1487.5 60.6 – 57.5∗

LLaVA-1.5-7b 66.8 85.9 1510.7 64.3 30.5 62.0∗

LLaVA-1.5-7b-lora 68.4 86.4 1476.9 66.1 30.2 63.0∗

LLaVA-1.5-7b-lora† 67.7 86.1 1471.0 65.1 32.5 62.8∗

LLaVA-1.0-7b-lora† 42.7 71.1 819.8 27.2 30.0 7.10
REVERIE-1.0-7b-lora 70.1∗ 83.8 1168.1 55.4 27.8 36.5

LLaVA-1.5-7b-lora (w/ ScienceQA)† 76.3∗ 86.6 1439.2 67.9 31.1 60.7∗

REVERIE-1.5-7b-lora 80.5∗ 86.4 1474.9 67.3 30.8 61.8∗

Table 3: Results of using different rationales on POPE.

Subset Model Accuracy Precision Recall F1 Score

Random

Response only 86.87 89.42 84.53 86.90
w/ pos rationales 85.60 87.93 83.53 85.68
w/ neg rationales 86.25 87.98 84.93 86.43
w/ pos + neg rationales 87.15 90.21 84.20 87.10

Popular

Response only 82.57 81.33 84.53 82.90
w/ pos rationales 81.80 80.73 83.53 82.11
w/ neg rationales 83.30 82.25 84.93 83.57
w/ pos + neg rationales 84.00 83.86 84.20 84.03

Adversarial

Response only 76.83 73.25 84.53 78.49
w/ pos rationales 77.23 74.19 83.53 78.58
w/ neg rationales 77.73 74.24 84.93 79.23
w/ pos + neg rationales 79.37 76.78 84.20 80.31

provided negative answers, thereby achieving superior performance on multiple-
choice question benchmarks like MMBench. Notably, for a fair comparison, we
trained the baseline, LLaVA-1.5-7b-lora, using the combination of its original
instruction tuning data and the VQA data from ScienceQA (only data with im-
age context). We observed that simply introducing the ScienceQA QA data led
to a performance decline on MME and GQA. This suggests that learning from
response data alone may establish unintended shortcuts between instructions
and responses, particularly for the complex reasoning instructions in ScienceQA.
Our REVERIE-1.5-7b-lora demonstrates significant performance gains over its
baseline on ScienceQA, MME, and GQA. Meanwhile, it achieves competitive
performance on other benchmarks. This suggests that the rationale from our
dataset may help alleviate the shortcut issue.
Effectiveness of positive/negative rationale. We conduct experiments to
analyze the role of different rationales used in reflective instruction tuning. Ta-
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Table 4: Results of using different rationales on MMBench. We report L2-
ability performance, where AR, CP, FP-S, FP-C, LR, and RR denote attribute reason-
ing, coarse perception, fine-grained perception (single-instance), fine-grained perception
(cross-instance), logic reasoning, and relation reasoning, respectively.

Model AR CP FP-S FP-C LR RR Accuracy

Response only 61.69 60.09 50.51 42.76 26.67 42.61 51.70
w/ pos rationales 63.18 67.11 44.14 49.16 24.17 40.87 52.13
w/ neg rationales 64.68 64.43 50.84 44.83 22.50 43.48 52.30
w/ pos + neg rationales 65.14 68.46 57.24 51.52 19.17 50.43 55.44

Table 5: Results of using different rationales on GQA. We report the semantic-
level accuracy to analyze the impact of rationale on questions with different subjects.

Model Attribute Object Relation Global Category Accuracy

Response only 47.17 59.90 22.21 31.21 19.67 34.71
w/ pos rationales 46.78 57.46 23.44 29.30 22.89 35.19
w/ neg rationales 48.01 56.68 24.77 31.85 28.63 36.77
w/ pos + neg rationales 47.32 58.35 24.76 31.85 28.11 36.53

ble 3, Table 4 and Table 5 show the results of using different rationales on POPE,
MMBench, and GQA, respectively. The results show that using both positive and
negative rationale yields the best performance on most metrics. The results on
POPE show that using both two rationales brings the highest F1 score, suggest-
ing that training with rationale may alleviate the instruction-response shortcut
and further alleviate the object hallucination issue. The results on MMBench
show that training exclusively with positive rationales yields higher perception
scores (in terms of CP and FP-C). This indicates that positive rationales enhance
the capture of visual details. Conversely, training solely with negative rationales
results in superior reasoning performance (in terms of AR and RR), suggesting
that negative rationales provide critical clues that improve discriminative ability.
We also infer that training with negative rationales could help the model bet-
ter distinguish the correct answer from the negative response, benefiting more
to the task with candidate answers provided, e.g ., multiple choice. Our results
on GQA further show that both positive and negative rationales contribute to
performance gains in questions with category as their subject. This suggests
that rationales provide more fine-grained information that enables the model to
better understand the defining characteristics of a category.

5.2 Ablation Studies

We investigate several key designs of reflective instruction tuning and REVERIE :
1) the design of rationale generation prompt; 2) the effectiveness of consistency-
based data filtering; 3) the design of conversational context; All experiments are
conducted with REVERIE-1.0-7b-lora.
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Table 6: Performance comparison of different rationale prompts.

Explicit Guidance Type-Specific Length Control MMB POPE GQA MME

(a) 55.4 83.8 36.8 1128.6
(b) ✓ ✓ 55.2 83.2 36.0 1111.9
(c) ✓ ✓ ✓ 54.3 83.8 35.8 1141.0
(d) ✓ 55.4 83.8 36.5 1168.1

Rationale generation prompt. We conducted ablation studies to analyze
the design of the rationale generation prompt employed in reflective instruction
tuning. Specifically, we test the variants of rationale generation prompt from
three perspectives: (1) the use of explicit guidance, e.g ., “Including any nec-
essary facts or knowledge”; 2) the utilization of separate prompts for positive
and negative rationales; 3) the use of length-specific prompts. Table 6 summa-
rizes the performance of these prompt variants. Our final choice, represented by
Line (d), includes only explicit guidance and yields the best overall performance
across four benchmarks. Line (a) demonstrates that using the prompt without
explicit guidance leads to a significant performance drop on the MME bench-
mark. This suggests that providing clear guidance for clarifying the rationale
generation task is crucial for aligning rationales with visual content. Moreover,
Lines (c) and (d) indicate that overly complex prompts containing excessive con-
straints may impede the model’s understanding of the rationale generation task,
adversely affecting performance across most benchmarks.
Consistency-based data filtering. We conducted experiments on the noise-
infused rationale data to investigate the effectiveness of the proposed consistency-
based data filtering strategy. Specifically, we train the model with the rationale
data before filtering. As shown in Table 7, training with noised data that are not
intra-consistent resulted in performance degradation across most benchmarks,
suggesting that using the consistency-based filter strategy to maintain data qual-
ity is necessary for learning from rationale.

Table 7: Effect of rationale data fil-
tering on model performance.

Model MMB POPE GQA MME

w/o filtering 55.2 83.5 36.3 1132.3
w/ filtering 55.4 83.8 36.5 1168.1

Table 8: Performance comparison of
different conversational contexts.

Model MMB POPE GQA MME

pos rationale first 49.3 79.5 36.2 1144.7
neg rationale first 48.6 82.4 36.4 1160.2
separate context 55.4 83.8 36.5 1168.1

Conversational context of reflective instruction tuning. We conducted
ablation studies on several training data format variants, each incorporating
different conversational contexts. We test the performance of three variants: 1)
positive rationale first, where all negative rationales are learned to predict after
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positive rationale turns; 2) negative rationale first, the inverse order of the pre-
vious one; 3) separate context, where the positive and negative rationales are
separate into two distinct samples. The previous two variants put the positive
and negative rationales for one instruction into a single conversation, making
the model see previous rationales when learning to predict the current one. Ta-
ble 8 shows the performance of these three variants. Our final choice that using
separate contexts consistently outperforms the other two variants across four
benchmarks. This suggests that providing the model with access to additional
rationales during the current rationale generation step might lead to information
leakage. In such a scenario, the model may tend to leverage pre-existing infor-
mation from other rationales rather than learning to reason according to visual
information and acquired knowledge. This hinders the model benefited from the
fine-grained supervision from rationales.

5.3 Qualitative Analysis

LLaVA

The relationship between the two creatures in the image is a 
competitive relationship. The zebra and the cheetah are both running, 
and they are both trying to outrun each other. This suggests that they 
are competing for resources, such as food or territory, and that their 
interactions are not necessarily harmonious or mutually beneficial.

REVERIE
(w/o R) C

REVERIE C

USER Explain

REVERIE 
(w/o R)

In the image, there are two animals running side by side: a zebra and a cheetah. The 
relationship between these two creatures is competitive, as they both belong to the same 
ecosystem and share the same prey. The cheetah is a predator, and the zebra is a prey 
species. In this competitive relationship, the cheetah aims to catch and eat the zebra, while 
the zebra tries to evade the cheetah's pursuit. This relationship is an example of a predator-
prey relationship, which is common in many ecosystems.

REVERIE

In the image, there are two animals: a zebra and a cheetah. The zebra is running away from the 
cheetah, which is a predator. The cheetah is a carnivorous animal that preys on other animals, 
including zebras. The zebra is a herbivorous animal that eats plants. The relationship between 
these two creatures is predatory, as the cheetah is a predator and the zebra is its prey.

USER

In nature, what's the relationship between these two 
creatures?
A. Parasitic relationships B. Symbiotic relationship
C. Predatory relationships D. Competitive relationships

Fig. 4: Visualization of the generation of positive rationales.

We conducted a case analysis to assess whether reflective instruction tuning
improves fine-grained reasoning and mitigates hallucination. We compared base-
line models with our proposed approach by prompting both to generate explicit
rationales for their responses, aiming to verify if the models’ logic aligns with cor-
rect reasoning. Fig. 4 visualizes the output rationales of different models. LLaVA
directly generates rationale along with the response. However, the response is
incorrect, and the rationale contains hallucinated content (highlighted in red).
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USER
Which image is more colorful?
A. The first image
B. The second image

LLaVA
The second image is more colorful, as it features a 
brightly colored bird sitting on a branch.

REVERIE
(w/o R) B REVERIE B

USER Explain why this answer is wrong: A

LLaVA

The answer is wrong because it is not possible to determine which image is more colorful 
without seeing both images. The first image is described as a close-up of a bird, but it is 
not possible to compare the colorfulness of the bird in the image to the colorfulness of 
the bird in the second image.

REVERIE 
(w/o R)

The answer is wrong because the first image is more colorful than the second image. In the 
first image, there is a red and pink bird sitting on a branch, while in the second image, there 
is a bird sitting on a branch with a red and pink hat. The bird in the first image is more 
vibrant and colorful than the bird in the second image, which has a red and pink hat.

REVERIE

The answer is incorrect because the second image is more colorful. The first image is 
primarily composed of a single color, while the second image features a variety of colors, 
including red, yellow, green, and blue. The second image also has a more vibrant and dynamic 
composition, with the bird's feathers and the background creating a visually striking contrast.

Fig. 5: Visualization of the generation of negative rationales.

REVERIE (w/o R) (i.e., the model trained without rationales) and REVERIE
both predicted the correct answer. However, REVERIE (w/o R) generates a
rationale inconsistent with the response, suggesting that training without fine-
grained supervision may lead to the shortcut between instruction and response
rather than solving the problem from the correct reasoning paths. In contrast,
the rationale generated by REVERIE presents more information that is neces-
sary (highlighted in green) for addressing the instruction. We further evaluate the
models’ capability to generate negative rationales. As shown in Fig. 5, REVERIE
correctly identifies crucial information (e.g ., all presented colors) from images,
while the other two models are misled by the context of two sub-images. This
suggests that incorporating rationale as supervision enhances the model’s fine-
grained understanding of visual context, reducing hallucination.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we identify a key contributor to hallucinations in existing LVLMs:
the lack of fine-grained reasoning supervision during visual instruction tuning. To
address this, we introduce reflective instruction tuning, which draws inspiration
from human reflective learning processes by training the model on the ratio-
nales of positive and negative answers. Additionally, we propose REVERIE, the
first large-scale visual instruction tuning dataset featuring comprehensive an-
notations for both positive and negative rationales. Experiments demonstrate
that reflective instruction tuning with REVERIE significantly enhances LVLM
performance, emphasizing the importance of fine-grained reasoning supervision
in mitigating hallucinations.
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A Prompts for Dataset Annotation

This section presents the prompts employed for annotating the REVERIE dataset.
Fig. A1 shows the prompt for the generation of instruction and response, we ask
Gemini [45] vision model to generate instructions that require multi-step rea-
soning, span diverse domains and encompass various task types. Additionally,
for each instruction, we prompt the model to generate both a positive and a
negative response. Fig. A2 and Fig A3 present the prompt for positive rationale
and negative rationale generation, respectively. We instruct the model to show
the reasoning underlying answer prediction and also include key image details
and related outside knowledge in the rationale. Fig. A4 shows the prompt for
consistency-based data filtering. We instruct the model to check whether there
is a contradiction between positive and negative rationale (e.g ., conflict facts).

As an image-based question-answer generator, your task is to create 3 challenging questions 
related to a given image, each accompanied by one correct and one misleading answer. Ensure 
adherence to these guidelines:

1. Formulate questions that can be definitively answered using the image and general knowledge
2. The questions should require multi-step analysis to solve, avoiding overly simple queries
3. Draw inspiration from diverse fields such as daily life, mathematics, sciences or programming, 
focusing on visual elements within the image like objects, symbols, or text.
4. Employ a diverse array of question formats, such as open-ended, multiple-choice, yes/no, and 
short-answer types.
5. Provide one accurate answer and one plausible but incorrect answer for each question
6. Keep questions clear and concise
7. Present your output in JSON format, structured as follows: [{question1, correct answer1, 
confusing answer1}, {question2, correct answer2, confusing answer2}, ...]. Refrain from including 
extraneous content

Fig.A1: Prompt for instruction-response generation

https://zjr2000.github.io/projects/reverie
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You are an image-based question-answer analyst. Given an image and an image-based question-
answer pair, your task is to generate rationale that leading to the correct answer. 
Ensure adherence to these guidelines:

1. Analyze the provided image carefully, focusing on key details relevant to the question.
2. The rationale should be concise and logic coherent.
3. Ensure that each reasoning in the rationale is clear, and directly contributes to reaching the
answer. Where appropriate, bring in external knowledge to provide context or clarify connections.
4. Do not repeat the correct answer. Output the rationale only. Refrain from including extraneous 
content

Question: {}
Answer: {}
Rationale:

Fig.A2: Prompt for positive rationale generation

B Implementation Details

Evaluation Benchmarks We perform evaluation on 6 benchmarks: POPE [27],
which assesses object hallucination in LVLMs by querying object existence on
the COCO dataset; GQA [19], a visual question answering benchmark featuring
open-ended questions; ScienceQA [35], a multiple-choice question benchmark
focused on scientific domains; MMBench [34], a comprehensive LVLM evaluation
benchmark with various multiple-choice questions; MME [11], a comprehensive
LVLM evaluation benchmark with diverse Yes/No questions; MM-Vet [58], a
benchmark designed to examine LVLMs on complex multimodal tasks.
Training. We follow the same training recipe as the official implementations [33]
of LLaVA-1.0-7b-lora and LLaVA-1.5-7b-lora to train our models. For REVERIE-
1.0-7b-lora, we select the model with CLIP-ViT-Large-336px [38] as encoder and
Vicuna-1.3-7b [67] as LLM, and using LoRA [16] to train the LLM and linear
projector adhering to lighting training instructions from the LLaVA’s codebase.
For REVERIE-1.5-7b-lora, we train the MLP connector and LLM with LoRA.
Both REVERIE-1.0-7b-lora and REVERIE-1.5-7b-lora employ a linear warmup
for the first 3% of training steps followed by cosine decay scheduling. We use a
learning rate of 2e-5 for REVERIE-1.0-7b-lora. For REVERIE-1.5-7b-lora, the
MLP connector learning rate is 2e-5, while all other parameters use a learning
rate of 2e-4. Both models use a global batch size of 128, train for one epoch, and
utilize a LoRA attention dimension of 128 with an alpha of 256.
Ablation of rationale generation prompt. Table 6 shows the results with
different rationale generation prompts. The prompts used for each variant are
shown in Table I. Line (a) shows the prompt that contains only a simple query.
Line (d) shows our final rationale generation prompt that only includes explicit
guidance. Line (b) shows the type-specific prompt. The positive rationale gen-
eration prompt emphasizes the reasoning from visual or outside evidence to
answers, while the negative rationale generation prompt emphasizes the cru-
cial details that indicate the inaccuracy of the answers. Line (c) additionally
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Table I: Variants of rationale generation prompts.

Line Positive rationale generation prompt Negative rationale generation prompt

(a) Explain why. Explain why this answer is wrong : {incorrect
answer}.

(b)

Explain why this answer is correct. Analyze the
image, identifying key details and explaining how
they lead to the answer. If necessary, use external
knowledge to clarify your reasoning.

Explain why this answer is wrong : {incorrect
answer}.Analysis the image, highlighting specific
details that demonstrate the inaccuracy of the
answer. If necessary, use external knowledge to
clarify your reasoning.

(c)

1. Explain why this answer is correct in one to two
simple sentences, including any necessary facts or
knowledge.
2. Explain why this answer is correct, including
any necessary facts or knowledge.
3. Explain why this answer is correct. Analyze the
image, identifying key details and explaining how
they lead to the answer. If necessary, use external
knowledge to clarify your reasoning.

Explain why this answer is wrong : {incorrect
answer}. Analysis the image, highlighting spe-
cific details that demonstrate the inaccuracy of
the answer. If necessary, use external knowledge
to clarify your reasoning.

(d) Explain why. Including any necessary facts or
knowledge

Explain why this answer is wrong: {incorrect an-
swer}. Including any necessary facts or knowl-
edge.

adds prompts for length control. Specifically, the positive rationale from Sci-
enceQA [35] and A-OK-VQA [43] are shorter than the rationale generated from
Gemini. The rationales from A-OK-VQA are concise (1-2 sentences), and the
rationale from ScienceQA are shorter because they usually omit description to
image details. Thus, we design specific prompts (i.e., the first two prompts in
Line(c)) that are more suitable for their lengths.

Table II: Performance comparison on more LVLMs.

Date POPE MMBench ScienceQA Average

MOE-LLaVA-1.6Bx4 [29] 24/01 85.9 63.3 63.9 71.0
MOE-REVERIE-1.6Bx4 - 86.7 64.5 77.1 76.1

LLaVA-Phi3-LoRA [40] 24/04 85.6 68.2 73.8 76.2
REVERIE-Phi3-LoRA - 86.3 69.0 86.7 80.7

C Additional Results

Results on additional LVLMs. To further justify the effectiveness of re-
flective instruction tuning, we conduct experiments on two additional models:
MoE-LLaVA [29], employing a mixture-of-experts design, and LLaVA-Phi3 [40],
incorporating a stronger LLM. As shown in Table II, two stronger baselines with
reflective tuning using our data show consistently improved performance.
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Table III: Results on MMHal-Bench. We use gpt-4-turbo-2024-04-09 as the eval-
uator. The term “lora" has been omitted to save space.

LLaVA-1.0-7b REVERIE-1.0-7b LLaVA-1.5-7b REVERIE-1.5-7b

Avg. Score(↑) 1.39 1.43 (+2.9%) 2.23 2.36 (+5.8%)
Halluc. Rate (↓) 0.76 0.73 (−3.9%) 0.55 0.50 (−9.1%)

You are tasked with analyzing an image in relation to a specific question and an incorrect answer 
provided for that question. Your main objective is to identify and explain why the answer is 
incorrect by closely examining the image and focusing on the crucial elements related to the 
question. Your analysis should

1. Analyze the provided image carefully, focusing on key details relevant to the question.
2. Craft a comprehensive rationale that explicates the reasons why the provided answer to the 
question is incorrect. This should involve a meticulous breakdown of the image's details, 
highlighting specific aspects that demonstrate the inaccuracy of the answer.
3. Ensure that each point in your rationale is clear, concise, and directly contributes to explaining 
why the answer is incorrect. The rationale should be logically structured, with each argument 
clearly supporting the conclusion that the answer is incorrect. Where appropriate, bring in 
external knowledge to provide context or clarify connections. 
4. Output the rationale only. Refrain from including extraneous content

Question: {}
Incorrect Answer: {}
Rationale: 

Fig.A3: Prompt for negative rationale generation

Results on MMHal-Bench. We conduct experiments on the MMHal-Bench [44]
to further show the effectiveness of reflective instruction tuning on hallucination
mitigation. As shown in Table III, ours consistently outperforms the baselines
in terms of both hallucination rate and average score.

D Visualizations

Fig. A5 and Fig. A6 present examples from the REVERIE dataset. The ratio-
nales contain rich visual information, outside knowledge and underlying logic,
providing fine-grained reasoning supervision that helps address hallucinations.
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Your task is to review a set of materials related to a specific question. These materials include a 
question, a positive answer with its analysis, and a negative answer with its analysis. Your 
primary goal is to determine whether there is a contradiction between the positive answer 
analysis and the negative answer analysis.

Materials Provided:

Question: The main question being addressed.
Positive Answer: The answer that correctly addresses the question.
Positive Answer Analysis: Explanation of why the positive answer is correct.
Negative Answer: A confusing and incorrect answer to the question.
Negative Answer Analysis: Analysis of why the negative answer is incorrect.

Steps to Follow:

1. Understand the question being asked.
2. Read the answer considered correct. Understand the explanation provided for why this answer 
is correct.
3. Read the answer considered incorrect. Understand the explanation provided for why this 
answer is incorrect.
4. Compare the reasons provided in both analyses. Identify specific instances where the analyses 
directly contradict each other beyond their natural stance of opposition. A contradiction exists if 
the rationale in the negative answer analysis conflicts with the postive answer analysis/postive 
answer. Contradictions may include conflicting facts or incompatible conclusions drawn from the 
same premise.
5. Note that the positive analysis aims to justify the correctness of the positive answer, while the 
negative analysis focuses on highlighting the flaws in the negative answer. This natural dichotomy 
is not the contradiction of interest.
6. Decide if a contradiction is present: Respond 'No' if there is no contradiction. Respond 'Yes' if 
there is a contradiction between the analyses.
7. Only output 'Yes' or 'No'. Refrain from including extraneous content

Question: {}
Positive Answer: {}
Positive Answer Analysis: {}
Negative Answer: {}
Negative Answer Analysis: {}

Fig.A4: Prompt for consistency-based data filtering
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Instruction: What is the primary function of 
the object at the center? Offer a short answer.

Positive Response: To hold and drain dishes.

Negative Response: To store food items.

Positive Rationale: The object at the center has several slots and a draining board. This design is 
commonly found in dish racks, which are used to hold and drain dishes after they have been washed.

Negative Rationale: The primary function of the object at the center is not to store food items. It 
is a dish rack, which is designed to hold and drain dishes after they have been washed. The 
presence of various dishes, cutlery, and other kitchen utensils on and around the rack further 
supports this function. Moreover, the rack's open design allows for air circulation, facilitating the 
drying process. It is also placed near the sink, which is a typical location for dish racks in kitchens.

Instruction: What type of aircraft is shown in 
the image? Give a concise reply.

Positive Response: Seaplane.

Negative Response: Helicopter.

Positive Rationale: The image shows an aircraft with floats instead of wheels. Floats are used to 
enable an aircraft to land on water. Therefore, the aircraft in the image is a seaplane.

Negative Rationale: The image shows a seaplane, not a helicopter. A seaplane is a fixed-wing 
aircraft that can take off and land on water. It has floats or a hull instead of wheels. The aircraft in 
the image has floats, which are visible in the image. The aircraft also has a long, narrow fuselage 
and a single wing, which are both characteristic of seaplanes. In contrast, a helicopter is a type of 
aircraft that uses rotors to generate lift and can take off and land vertically. Helicopters do not 
have floats or a hull, and they have a distinctive fuselage and rotor system. Therefore, the answer 
is incorrect because the aircraft in the image is a seaplane, not a helicopter.

Instruction: What is the purpose of the large ship 
in the background? Answer this question concisely.

Positive Response: Transportation.

Negative Response: Storage.

Positive Rationale: The large ship in the background is a passenger ferry. It is designed to transport 
people and vehicles across bodies of water. Ferries typically operate on a regular schedule, and they 
can carry a large number of passengers and vehicles.

Negative Rationale: The incorrect answer of "storage" is incorrect because the details visible in 
the image suggest otherwise. Firstly, the ship has the words "LUNG CHUAN 2" emblazoned on its 
side, indicating it is likely a passenger or cargo ship rather than a storage vessel. Furthermore, 
there are no visible signs of cargo or storage containers on the ship, which one would expect to 
see if it were used for storage purposes. Lastly, the ship is docked at a passenger terminal, which 
further supports the conclusion that it is not used for storage but rather for transportation.

Fig.A5: Examples of the REVERIE dataset
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Instruction: What is the likely reason for the presence 
of so many boats in one place? Offer a short answer.

Positive Response: It is a popular tourist destination.

Negative Response: There is a fishing competition.

Positive Rationale: The image shows a large number of boats moored in a harbor. There are 
sailboats, motorboats, and even a few kayaks. The boats are likely owned by people who live in the 
area or who are visiting the area on vacation. The presence of so many boats in one place suggests 
that this is a popular tourist destination.

Negative Rationale: The answer is incorrect because there are no people or fishing equipment 
visible in the image. Additionally, the boats are not anchored in a way that would suggest they are 
being used for fishing. Instead, they are docked neatly and closely together, suggesting they are 
stored or not in use. Furthermore, there are no signs or other indications of a fishing competition 
taking place.

Instruction: What type of material is the sheep rubbing 
against?\nA. wood\nB. stucco\nC. metal\nD. brick\nAnswer 
with the option's letter from the given choices directly.

Positive Response: D.

Negative Response: C.

Positive Rationale: The wall is made of red brick.

Negative Rationale: The answer is incorrect because the sheep are not rubbing against metal. The 
image shows the sheep rubbing against a brick wall. The brick wall is painted white, but the 
material is still brick. The sheep are rubbing against the brick because it is a hard surface that can 
help them to scratch their itchy skin.

Instruction: Thorny devils are lizards that live in the deserts of 
Australia. The  is adapted to be camouflaged in a sandy 
desert.\nFigure: thorny devil.\nWhich animal is also adapted to be 
camouflaged in a sandy desert? Select the correct answer from 
the following choices: \nA. Namaqua chameleon\nB. polar bear.

Positive Response: A

Negative Response: B

Positive Rationale: Look at the picture of the thorny devil.\nThe thorny devil has a yellow-and-
brown body. It is adapted to be camouflaged in a sandy desert. The word camouflage means to 
blend in.\nNow look at each animal. Figure out which animal has a similar adaptation.\nThe 
Namaqua chameleon has sand-colored scales covering its body. It is adapted to be camouflaged in a 
sandy desert.\nThe polar bear has white fur covering its body. It is not adapted to be camouflaged in 
a sandy desert.

Negative Rationale: The polar bear is not adapted to be camouflaged in a sandy desert. Its white 
fur is effective camouflage in snowy environments, but it would stand out in a desert. The polar 
bear's fur is white to help it blend in with the snow and ice of its Arctic habitat. In contrast, the 
thorny devil's body is covered in spikes and has a sandy color, which helps it blend in with the sand 
of its desert habitat.

Fig.A6: Examples of the REVERIE dataset
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