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Abstract

Large vision-language models (LVLMs) augment lan-
guage models with visual understanding, enabling multi-
modal reasoning. However, due to the modality gap be-
tween textual and visual data, they often face significant
challenges, such as over-reliance on text priors, halluci-
nations, and limited capacity for complex visual reason-
ing. Existing benchmarks to evaluate visual reasoning in
LVLMs often rely on schematic or synthetic images and on
imprecise machine-generated explanations. To bridge the
modality gap, we present DRIVINGV QA, a new benchmark
derived from driving theory tests to evaluate visual chain-
of-thought reasoning in complex real-world scenarios. It
offers 3,931 expert-crafted multiple-choice problems and
interleaved explanations grounded with entities relevant to
the reasoning process. We leverage this dataset to perform
an extensive study of LVLMs’ ability to reason about com-
plex visual scenarios. Our experiments reveal that open-
source and proprietary LVLMs struggle with visual chain-
of-thought reasoning under zero-shot settings. We inves-
tigate training strategies that leverage relevant entities to
improve visual reasoning. Notably, we observe a perfor-
mance boost up to 7% when reasoning over image tokens of
cropped regions tied to these entities.

1. Introduction

Building on the strong textual processing capabilities of
large language models (LLMs) [4, 15, 37], large vision-
language models (LVLMs) [2, 7, 19, 21, 28, 38] extend
LLMs to handle visual inputs. LVLMs brought significant
improvements to multi-modal tasks such as visual question
answering (VQA) [3, 12] and image captioning [30]. In
particular, they paved the way for tasks involving complex
visual reasoning [24]. Despite improvements in textual rea-

*Equal contribution, with order determined alphabetically.

Can I overtake the truck ?
A - Yes
B - No

( I am driving of a ene-way street with N
two lanes, as cc;pfirmed by the solid
line on the leftqf Ip my rear-view
mirror, I see a car. that has already
indicated its intention to overtake me
by using its turn signal. If I initiate
such a maneuver, I risk surprising it
and increasing the 1ikelihood of an
accident. Therefordy I will refrain from
overtaking the truck for now. I will
wait until the left lane is completely
clear behind me.

Answer(s): B.

wer (s)

Figure 1. Example from DRIVINGVQA, illustrating visual
chain-of-thought reasoning. Successfully answering the ques-
tion requires detecting relevant entities (e.g., the truck, the car in
the rear-view mirror), recognizing their attributes (e.g., the car sig-
naling to overtake), and reasoning spatially to determine whether
overtaking is safe. The interleaved explanation provides step-by-
step reasoning aligned with visual content.

soning achieved through model scaling and the introduction
of dedicated prompting strategies, such as chain-of-thought
prompting [42], their transferability to visual reasoning in
LVLMs remains limited [33, 47]. This limitation is par-
ticularly evident in tasks requiring multi-object reasoning
and relational understanding [6, 34], akin to the continu-
ous analysis of their environment humans perform in com-



plex situations. This is typically the case in the field of au-
tonomous driving, through tasks such as open-loop plan-
ning for end-to-end driving [35].

In this work, we explore the ability of LVLMs to address
these complex reasoning tasks by drawing inspiration from
cognitive research on human reasoning. Humans naturally
engage in visual reasoning to navigate and interact with
their surroundings [29], leveraging core cognitive abilities
such as perception, spatial reasoning, and decision-making.
Inspired by these mechanisms, we implement visual chain-
of-thought reasoning as a structured reasoning process that
involves 4 steps: detecting relevant entities in the scene,
identifying their attributes, modeling spatial relationships,
and performing reasoning to determine appropriate actions.
This definition serves as a framework to guide and evalu-
ate the visual reasoning of Al systems.

However, existing datasets for VQA fall short in eval-
uating such capabilities. They often rely on synthetic or
schematic visuals [8], have no grounding annotations [23,
24] or only include simplified scenarios [33] with a sin-
gle region of interest, reducing the need for multi-object
recognition and spatial reasoning. Besides, many datasets
employ LLM-generated explanations [8, 26, 33], which are
repetitive and prone to errors and biases, limiting their re-
liability as training signals. These shortcomings highlight
the need for datasets grounded in real-world contexts with
richer annotations to enable proper visual reasoning in real-
world scenarios.

To address these shortcomings, we introduce DRIV-
INGVQA, a new dataset designed to evaluate and improve
LVLMSs’ capabilities across all stages of visual chain-of-
thought reasoning. Derived from publicly available driv-
ing theory exams, DRIVINGVQA comprises 3,931 sam-
ples covering a wide range of driving scenarios. Each sam-
ple includes one or two questions with multiple-choice an-
swers, human-expert annotations of relevant entities with
their bounding boxes coordinates, and interleaved explana-
tions aligned with visual content (see Fig. 1). By framing
real-world driving scenarios into a VQA task that involves
complex visual reasoning, DRIVINGVQA offers a bench-
mark that allows to assess perception, spatial reasoning, and
decision-making abilities of LVLMs.

Building on DRIVINGVQA, we propose to guide an
LVLM’s reasoning path to follow this visual chain-of-
thought process, using different types of additional infor-
mation relevant to the visual question: (1) names of enti-
ties in the image relevant to the question; (2) cropped re-
gions of the image around the relevant entities, to capture
visual information about their attributes; (3) coordinates of
the relevant entities, to encode spatial information; (4) rea-
soning interleaved with relevant entities. We explore two
fine-tuning strategies to guide the model through the rea-
soning steps. First, we supply the model with inputs (1) to

(3) and train it to generate (4); allowing us to investigate the
LVLM’s ability to reason using this type of input. Second,
we directly train the model to predict and utilize the various
information types; enabling the investigation of the model’s
ability to identify relevant entities and locate them in the
image.

Our contributions are the following:

* We introduce DRIVINGVQA, a real-world VQA dataset
to benchmark and fine-tune LVLMs for visual chain-of-
thought reasoning (Sec. 3).

* When benchmarking open-sourced and closed-sourced
popular LVLMs in zero-shot settings, our findings reveal
that such models fail to accurately answer to driving sce-
narios involving complex visual reasoning (Sec. 4.2).

* We demonstrate that providing relevant entity informa-
tion to LVLMs —or training to predict such entities— sig-
nificantly improves visual reasoning, especially through
visual patches (Sec. 4.3 and Sec. 4.4).

* We highlight that current LVLMs fail to fully leverage the
localization information provided by the bounding boxes
of relevant entities (Sec. 4.3).

2. Related Work

2.1. Visual Reasoning Capabilities

Prior studies demonstrate that LLMs performances greatly
benefit from in-context learning by leveraging human writ-
ten explanations [4, 43]. However, LVLMs fail to in-
herit this reasoning capability with images. This setback
is largely attributed to the domain gap between vision and
text data. Significant research efforts have been made to im-
prove multi-modal reasoning capabilities by focusing on the
training procedure and new prompting techniques. Among
them, VILA [19] investigates several pre-training regimes
that favor the emergence of chain-of-thought reasoning in
VLMs. Similarly, Flamingo [2] shows the benefits of large
pre-training on interleaved visual and textual data. Shikra
[7] utilized ChatGPT-generated dialogues to guide mod-
els toward relevant regions of the input image, improv-
ing localization-based reasoning. CogCOM [31] uses a set
of predefined image manipulations to solve problems with
grounded evidence. More recently, Visual-CoT [33] intro-
duces a two-step procedure that first samples parts of the
input image and then selects the appropriate answer.

Despite these advancements, existing methods rely on
indirect guidance or synthetic explanations, limiting their
applicability to real-world, domain-specific scenarios. In
our experiments, we propose a novel framework that trains
VLMs to first detect relevant entities within images, then
generate interleaved explanations that incorporate these en-
tities directly, enabling more grounded and interpretable
visual-chain-of-thought reasoning (see Section 4.4).



Dataset Real Explanations BBoxes Relevant entities Interleaved expl. #Images #QAs
Causal-VidQA [18] v human-annotated v X X 27K 107K
ScienceQA [24] ~ human-annotated X X X 10K 21K
PuzzleQA [8] X LLM-generated X X X 2K 2K
GQA-CoT [33] v LLM-generated v single X 88K 88K
NuScenesQA [32] v X v X X 34K 460K
DriveLM-nuScenes [35] v X v X X 30K 443K
BDD-X [16] v human-annotated X X X 7K 26K
LingoQA [26] v LLM-generated X X X 28K 420K
DRIVINGVQA (Ours) v human-annotated v multiple v 4K 4K

Table 1. Comparison of existing VQA datasets with explanations and/or for autonomous driving. Real designed real-word images
datasets. DRIVINGV QA uniquely combines real-world images from driving scenarios with (1) human-annotated, interleaved explanations

and (2) multiple relevant entity annotations.

2.2. Visual Reasoning Datasets

Following the seminal work of Antol et al. [3], visual
question answering (VQA) datasets [11, 12, 27, 36] have
flourished over the past decade. Vision Language Mod-
els (VLMs) trained on these datasets often rely on spuri-
ous correlations between inputs [10], exploit language bi-
ases [5, 25], and lack genuine reasoning [1, 14].

With the advent of LVLMSs, recent benchmarks [8, 24,
33, 45], were designed to evaluate deeper reasoning capabil-
ities, particularly across multiple disciplines with domain-
specific knowledge. Among datasets that provide explana-
tions aimed at enhancing the visual reasoning of LVLMs,
most comprise synthetic images with human-annotated ex-
planations or real-world images paired with synthetically
generated explanations. For instance, ScienceQA [24],
sourced from elementary and high school science exams,
offers human-annotated explanations but primarily relies
on figures, puzzles, or synthetic visuals. Similarly, Puz-
zleQA [8] generates synthetic visual puzzles, questions and
explanation by using a finite set of pre-defined templates.
Causal-VidQA [18] presents video-based questions that re-
quire causal reasoning to be answered. Although, accompa-
nied by human-written explanations, it lacks the extensive
entity annotations needed to ground reasoning in visual el-
ements. GQA-CoT [33] includes real-world images paired
with their corresponding relevant entities but relies on syn-
thetic explanations and restricts annotations to a single rel-
evant entity per image.

More specifically, in the domain of autonomous driv-
ing, the need for generating explainable driving behavior
for control planning [40, 44] as well as designing end-
to-end driving [13, 41] led to the creation of many VQA
datasets [16], sometimes building on existing object detec-
tion datasets [32, 35] to exploit their rich annotations. For
example, NuScenesQA [32] provides simple, single-word
language outputs per question but fall short at addressing

more complex reasoning tasks. The recent LingoQA bench-
mark [26] comes closest to our work, featuring QA pairs an-
notated on an in-house dataset with textual descriptions of
driver actions, justifications, and road observations. How-
ever, its questions and answers are synthetically generated
by GPT-4 [9] and do not include any bounding boxes or
relevant entities to visually ground explanations. In con-
trast, while smaller in size (see Tab. 1), DRIVINGVQA of-
fers grounded visual reasoning with human-annotated ex-
planations extracted from real-world driving theory tests.

Unlike these datasets, DRIVINGVQA offers real-world
samples enriched with human-expert annotations of rele-
vant entities and, crucially, interleaved text-relevant entities
explanations. The exhaustive annotations in DRIVINGVQA
not only allow us to analyze the bottlenecks in state-of-
the-art VLMs (Sec. 4.2) but also provide guidance to train
VLMs towards proper visual-chain-of-thought in real-world
scenarios (Sec. 4.4).

3. DRIVINGVQA Dataset

To evaluate the visual reasoning capabilities of LVLMs
in real-world situations, we construct DRIVINGVQA, a
dataset derived from the driving theory test. The dataset
construction involves three phases: data collection focused
on challenging real-world driving scenarios (Sec. 3.1),
human-expert annotation of relevant entities (Sec. 3.2), and
generation of interleaved explanations that explicitly tie rea-
soning steps to visual elements (Sec. 3.3). This structured
pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 3.

3.1. Data Collection

In France, obtaining a driver’s license requires passing two
examinations: the theoretical test, known as the “Code de
la Route,” and a practical driving test. The theoretical exam
comprises 40 multiple-choice questions (MCQs) covering
traffic laws, road signs, and safe driving practices. Candi-
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Figure 2. Overview of DRIVINGVQA dataset statistics: The top row presents (a) the distribution of possible answers, (b) the distribution
of correct answers, and (c) the distribution of words in explanations. The bottom row focuses on relevant entities with (d) the distribution
of the number of entities per image, (e) the percentage of image area covered by entities’ bounding boxes (log-scale), and (f) the top 10

most frequent entities across the dataset.

dates must answer at least 35 questions correctly to pass.

Collection. To help candidates prepare for this exam, on-
line platforms offer practice driving theory problems. These
resources are often freely accessible and do not require reg-
istration, providing a convenient way to study. For our
dataset, we curate MCQs from several such platforms. Each
collected sample includes questions with two to four possi-
ble answers; where multiple answers may be correct. Some
questions include two sub-questions, each with two possi-
ble answers. After collection, we standardized the format
to include the question text (Q), the list of possible answers
(P), the correct answer(s) (A), an an expert-annotated ex-
planation (E).

Filtering. Some driving theory questions do not necessi-
tate visual reasoning about driving scenes, and/or the im-
age provided is only illustrative. Collected data is fil-
tered to retain only samples whose questions cannot be an-
swered without the image. We employ GPT4o0-mini for
this initial filtering, and manually review all excluded im-
ages for potential misclassifications. Given 60 randomly
selected samples, three expert annotators achieve 0.95 inter-
annotator agreement scores (Krippendorff’s Alpha, Fleiss’
Kappa, and Cohen’s Kappa). After filtering, the final DRIV-
INGVQA dataset consists of 3,931 samples, which is fur-
ther split into train-test set, the latter being composed of 789
samples (~20%). An overview of the full dataset’s ques-
tions and format statistics can be found in the top row of

Fig. 2.

Translation. All questions, options, and explanations were
translated from French to English using GPT40-mini. The
translated content for the test set underwent manual review
and corrections to ensure accuracy and clarity

3.2. Relevant Entities

We augment our dataset with a list of entities relevant to an-
swering the question, along with their location in the image.

Automated extraction. To ease this large-scale annota-
tion step, we develop a pipeline that first identifies possi-
ble entities and their locations within images. This process
begins by leveraging human explanations to extract an ini-
tial list of domain-specific key entities found in our dataset.
Using GPT40-mini, we process each sample to extract en-
tities referenced in the question, options, and explanation
that are visible in the image. Subsequently, we use Ground-
ingDINO [22] to localize each of these entities within the
image, generating (entity label, bounding box coordinates)
pairs. Finally, we apply heuristics to refine these outputs,
such as grouping similar labels under unified entity names.
Details of this pipeline are provided in Appendix A.2.

Manual annotation. Human experts refine the pseudo-
annotated data by removing irrelevant entities, correcting
inaccurate labels, and adding missing entities. In total,
5,657 entities (spanning 256 unique labels) were annotated
with precise bounding boxes, averaging 1.4 entities per im-



Can I overtake the truck ?
A - Yes
B - No

seen in the rear-
view mirror. You
cannot overtake the

A vehicle is about to
overtake you. You camnot A vehicle is about
overtake N 2 to overtake you, as
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Figure 3. Dataset creation pipeline for DRIVINGVQA. Starting
with a question (1) and human-written explanation (2), a set of key
entities (3) relevant to answering the question. These annotations
are then integrated into an interleaved explanation (4) to model
visual chain-of-thought reasoning.

age. The bottom row of Fig. 2 illustrates the entity dis-
tribution across images, the most frequent entities, and the
proportion of image area covered by bounding boxes.

3.3. Interleaved Explanations

To ground explanations with visual cues, we integrate rele-
vant entities into human-crafted explanations using GPT4o-
mini, creating interleaved explanations. Our approach com-
bines few-shot prompting, self-verification, and heuristics
to embed each entity label, along with its bounding box co-
ordinates or visual patch extracted from the image. If an
annotated entity is missing from the explanation, a brief
sentence is prepended to the interleaved explanation men-
tioning the presence of this entity in the image. This in-
terleaving mechanism is central to DRIVINGVQA, linking
relevant entities with explanations to model the four stages
of visual-chain-of-thought reasoning introduced in Sec. 1
and enabling detailed analysis of LVLM capabilities.

3.4. Reasoning type

In the context of driving, decision-making often depends
on combining environmental cues, object detection, and
spatial relationships. Inspired by previous works [23], we
define a simple taxonomy of reasoning types:

¢ Environment: Reasoning based on global elements in the
image, such as road type, weather, lighting, or urban ver-

750 7 - Labels
500 No
I Yes

250 A

Count

Spatial
Relation

Environ-  Multiple  Attribute

ment objects

Figure 4. Distribution of reasoning types in the test set.

sus rural settings. It may also involve static entities oc-
cupying a significant portion of the image, like a tunnel,
bridge, or roundabout.

* Multiple objects: Requires identifying and reasoning
about more than one object or region of interest to answer
the question. For example, recognizing the presence of
vehicles in conjunction with traffic signs and pedestrians.

» Physical attribute: Focuses on recognizing physical at-
tributes or actions of entities, such as a car’s turn signal,
the color of a sign, or a cyclist’s motion.

 Spatial relation: Involves understanding the spatial posi-
tioning of objects relative to each other or the ego vehicle.

Questions can be associated with multiple reasoning types.
For instance, some may combine environmental recogni-
tion with multi-object interactions, while others may require
linking physical attributes to spatial reasoning. Fig. 4 shows
the distribution of reasoning types in the test set. Note that
the environmental reasoning is a minority (only 61 sam-
ples). Detailed annotation guidelines can be found in sup-
plementary material Appendix A.3.

4. Experiments

We investigate LVLLMs’ ability to perform visual reasoning
to answer correctly DRIVINGVQA’s questions, tackling the
following research questions:

1. How well do popular LVLMs perform in real-world sce-
narios involving complex visual reasoning? (4.2)

2. What type of information about relevant entities (name,
localization, visual content) is the most useful for en-
hancing LVLMs’ visual reasoning? (4.3)

3. Can LVLMs learn how to predict the relevant entities to
generate visual-chain-of-thought reasoning? (4.4)

4. What is the impact of learning to predict entities ex-
tracted automatically from an external detector? (4.4)

4.1. Experimental Setup

Evaluation Metrics. We implement a metric that mimics
the French driving theory exam score: all correct answers
have to be selected for each question. We also report the
F1-Score. All results reported in Section 4 can be found in
Appendix C with precision and recall.



Model Training. We adopt the 7B version of LLaVA-
OneVision (LLaVA-OV) [17] as our base model for our ex-
periments. It integrates SigL.IP [46] as image encoder and
uses Qwen?2 [39] as language model. To ensure robust re-
sults, each training run is repeated with three different ran-
dom seeds to account for stochasticity in the fine-tuning
process. All results are reported along with standard de-
viation. Training is conducted over 10 epochs. We refer
to LLaVA-OV’s recommendations [17] regarding hyperpa-
rameters selection.

In this situation:

- A: I slow down

- B: I stop

- C: I pass

The relevant entities are:

61.58] <img> y,

54, 101.28] <img>

We can see a traffic light.
The traffic light is green, so
automatically, the pedestrian
light is red. This pedestrian
seems unaware of my presence, I
slow down to avoid approaching
the pedestrian too quickly, and
I pass. Answer(s): A, C.

Figure 5. Prompt format for relevant entities prompting strate-
gies: QPR, QPRB and QPRV-EA. The model is being fed an
image, question and answer choices; along with relevant entities
labels (QPR), labels + bounding box coordinates (QPRB), or label
+ image crops (QPRV).

4.2. Zero-Shot Evaluation

We evaluate the visual reasoning ability of popular VLMs
in zero-shot settings to answer our first research question.
We define a random baseline for comparison, running 100
times a random generator that selects responses from all
answer combinations for each sample. We aggregate the
mean exam score as well as the Fl-score with their asso-
ciated standard deviations. Furthermore, we estimate the
human performance by recruiting participants with vary-

Model Conv. Image Scores (%)
Format
Exam F1-Score
Random baseline - - 19.8 (+13) 474 (=12
LLaVA-OV-0.5B QP-A v 29.0 39.2
QP-EA v 28.8 394
LLaVA-OV-7B QP-A v 33.5 46.9
QP-EA v 32.6 46.6
LLaVA-OV-72B  QP-A v 455 56.2
GPT-40 QP-A 33.1 53.7
QP-A v 59.1 70.2
QP-EA v 60.7 71.5
Human baseline* QP-A v 71.7 80.7

Table 2. Performance metrics for zero-shot evaluation and
baselines. * The human baseline is measured on 240 samples in-
stead of 789.

ing levels of driving experience to capture a diverse range
of human performance. We ask them to answer batches of
40 samples randomly selected from the test set. Each batch
must be solved in less than 20 minutes to mimic the op-
erational conditions of the driving theory test. In total, 6
annotators participated in the study and answered 240 ques-
tions. Their average exam score is 71.7%. The official pass-
ing score is 35/40, which corresponds to an exam score of
87.5%. However, as described in Section 3.1, we filtered the
driving tests to keep only the questions that require visual
reasoning, which tend to be the hardest.

We report the performance on the DRIVINGVQA test
set in Tab. 2 for three variants of the open-sourced model,
LLaVA-OV (0.5B, 7B, 72B) and the closed-sourced model
GPT-40. For each model, we use two prompting strategies:
direct answer (noted QP-A) and reasoning before answer-
ing (QP-EA). We use this notation format in the remainder
of the paper, with the model input (QP = question and op-
tions) before the dash, and the model output (A = answer,
E = explanation) after the dash. The bigger LLaVA-OV,
the better the performance. GPT-40 achieves the best re-
sults in our benchmark, reaching a 60.7% exam score when
prompted in a chain-of-thought fashion (QP-EA). Neverthe-
less, it remains far from the human baseline, with 71.7%. It
demonstrates that DRIVINGVQA is a challenging bench-
mark for general vision-language models, in particular due
to the complexity of the involved visual reasoning and its
domain-specific images.

We also verify the impact of the image in DRIV-
INGVQA. We observe a significant drop in performance in
every model, with a decrease of 26 pts for GPT-40 (QP-



A). It confirms that images are absolutely necessary to ac-
curately answer DRIVINGVQA, and knowledge shortcuts
models often use are not sufficient to achieve good results.

4.3. Relevant Entities Prompting

In this section, we tackle our second research question:

what type of information about relevant entities (name, lo-

calization, visual content) is the most effective in enhancing

VLMs’ visual reasoning? To do so, we fine-tune LLaVA-

OV-7B with different prompting strategies on the DRIV-

INGVQA train set and evaluate the downstream perfor-

mance on the test set, following the setup described in Fig-

ure 5):

* QPR-EA: The model is fed the question, list of options,
and list of relevant entity names. It reasons before an-
swering the questions.

¢ QPRB-EA: On top of the previous strategy, the model is
being fed the bounding box coordinates of the entities in
the images.

¢ QPRV-EA: Instead of the coordinates, the model is di-
rectly fed with the image crops around the relevant enti-
ties.

We refer the reader to Appendix C for the implementation

details of each prompting strategy.

Conv. Expl. Entity Format Scores (%)
Format

Name BBox Vis. Exam  F1-Score
QP-A 53.7 (0.6) 63.3 (+0.4)
QP-EA v 55.5 (+18) 66.3 (+1.7)
QPR-EA v v 58.7 (+0.8) 68.2 (+0.7)
QPR-EAT v v 59.0 (+0.5) 68.6 (+0.6)
QPRB-EA vV v v 59.1 (+12) 68.4 (+0.9)
QPRV-EA Vv v v 604 +12) 69.5 1)
Table 3. Performance metrics for fine-tuning with entity

prompting. Vis. stands for “visual crops”. t indicates a model
trained with AnyRes-4 visual patches.

The comparative results for each prompting strategy are
reported in Tab. 3. As a preliminary observation, we show
that prompting LLaVA-OV with chain-of-thought (QP-EA)
during fine-tuning allows the model to generate better an-
swers than predicting answers directly. This is opposite to
the zero-shot reasoning results, demonstrating the quality of
our human-annotated explanations used for training.

When fine-tuned with a list of relevant entities in the
prompt and then asked to reason (QP-REA), as expected,
LLaVA-OV performance significantly increases, reaching
up to 58.7% exam score (+3.2 pts over QP-EA). Adding
the entity coordinates (QP-RBEA) only leads to a slight
improvement, but prompting with visual crops (QPRV-EA)

Conv. Image Expl. Entity Format Scores (%)
Format

Name BBox Vis. Exam  F1-Score
QP-A v 53.7 (+0.6) 63.3 (+0.4)
QP-EA v v 55.5 (+1.8) 66.3 (+1.7)
QP-REA v v v 56.6 (+07) 67.6(+0.5)
QP-RBEA v v v v 56.2 (+16) 67.3 (+09)
QP-RB-RV-EA v v v v v 575 +12) 67.2 (+09)

Table 4. Performance metrics for fine-tuning LLaVA-OV-7B
without entity prompting.

reaches the best score (+1.7 pts over QPR-EA). It demon-
strates that prompting relevant entities with visual patches
is the most efficient way to enhance LVLMs reasoning abil-
ities. It also highlights that LVLMs make limited use of lo-
calization information from the coordinates of relevant en-
tities.

To further investigate whether the improvement comes
from the actual relevancy of visual patches, we compare
LLaVA-OV fine-tuned with QRPRV-EA prompting with
LLaVA-OV fine-tuned with the list of relevant entities in
the prompt and a multi-scale image patches strategy (QPR-
EATY) called AnyRes [20]. It consists of splitting the original
image into N sub-patches and concatenating all their rep-
resentations. As the maximum number of entities per sam-
ple in DRIVINGVQA is five, we chose to fix N = 5 for
a fair comparison. Results in Tab. 3 show that QPR-EA'
only achieve 59.0% exam score. It validates the importance
of incorporating visual patches that correspond to relevant
entities in the image.

4.4. Learning to Generate Relevant Entities

We investigate whether a vision-language model can be
fine-tuned to learn how to generate relevant entities to per-
form visual-chain-of-thought reasoning.

We adapt the previously introduced relevant entities
prompting format to the generative case: QP-REA (the
model generates the list of relevant entities before reason-
ing) and QP-RBEA (the model also generates the relevant
entities coordinates before reasoning). To experiment with
reasoning using entities’ visual patches, we adopt a two-step
conversational structure, as illustrated Fig. 6. The model
is first asked to predict the list of relevant entities along-
side their normalized bounding box coordinates in the im-
age (QP-RB). Then, visual patches are automatically ex-
tracted from the full image based on these predicted bound-
ing boxes. The model finally provides its reasoning before
answering the question. Following our conversation format
typography, we refer to this approach as QP-RB-RV-EA.

In Tab. 4, although each fine-tuning method achieves
lower performances compared to their oracle counterpart
(Tab. 3), all variants improve over simply fine-tuning with



oP Unless explicitly stated otherwise,
assume you are driving in France. List
all relevant entities from the scene
that are necessary to answer the
following question, such as road
signs, markings, signals or other
vehicles in the image.
In this situation:

A: I slow down

B: I stop

C: I pass

The relevant e_htities for this
problem are: T

’

Thei ‘ ding image ¥ are:
<image>, <image>.
Then select all correct answers to the
following question from the available
options. Detail your reasoning step by step
based on these entities and relevant driving
rules. Provide the letters corresponding to
you answer in the form A'Answer(s):<letters>.

I can see a green traffic
light. The pedestrian must wait
to pass. But pedestrians
behaviour are often
unpredictable.

Answer(s): A, C.

Figure 6. Multi-steps prompting pipeline for QP-RB-RV-EA:
First, the model is being fed the image along with the question and
answer choices, and extract relevant entities and their coordinates
in the image. Then, the model takes as input the entity labels and
the corresponding image patches, and uses them to generate a rea-
soning and the final answer.

chain-of-thought prompting (QP-EA). Generating bonding
boxes alongside the list of named entities (QP-RBEA) does
not bring any advantage over simply generating the name
of relevant entities (QP-REA). However, the improvement
culminates at +2.0 points (57.5%) when reasoning using vi-
sual patches following the two-step conversation (QP-RB-
RV-EA).

Human-annotated vs. automatically-extracted entities.
While the relevant entities provided with DRIVINGVQA

are of high quality due to the human expert annotations,
what is the impact of using automatically extracted entities
instead? We use a variant of our automated relevant entity
extraction pipeline introduced in Sec. 3.2 to generate these
entities. We ask GPT4o-mini to extract relevant entity la-
bels for each question, such as road signs, road markings,
traffic control devices, vehicles, and other road users. Then,
we use the open-set object detector GroundingDINO to lo-
calize them in the image. We keep only the 5 entities with
highest detection confidence according to GroundingDINO.

Conv. Ent.
Format

Entity Format Scores (%)

Name BBox Vis. Exam F1-Score

QP-RBEA @ v v 54.8 (+£06) 65.9 (+10)
20 v v 56.2 (+1.5 66.4 (+0.3)
QP-RB-RV-EA & vV Vv 563 @22 66.3 *1.9)
20 v v v 57515 67.2 (+19)
QPRV-EA @ v V' 589 (+1.4) 68.2 (£10)
20 v V' 604 +12) 69.5 (+1.1)

Table 5. Filtered performance metrics for selected LLaVA-OV-
7B models with and without entity prompting.

In Tab. 5, we compare fine-tuning with human-annotated
relevant entities (£2) with automatically-extracted entities
(&) both in the oracle-entity prompting format (QPRV-EA)
and in the predicted-entity prompting formats (QP-RBEA,
QP-RV-RB-EA). As expected, using extracted entities in-
stead of human-annotated entities during fine-tuning in-
duced a drop in performance for all formats. But when us-
ing relevant entity visual patches (QP-RB-RV-EA, QPRV-
EA), the trained model still improves its performances over
the chain-of-thought prompting baseline (QP-EA, 55.5%
exam score). In Appendix C, we show the limited perfor-
mance of the entity detectors and how it impacts the model’s
downstream performance.

4.5. Analysis per number of entity

As a proxy of sample complexity, we consider the number
of entities per sample to further analyze the performance
of our models. We split the test set of DRIVINGVQA into
chunks depending on the number of annotated relevant enti-
ties. We consider the QP-EA setting as baseline: prompting
the model to reason before answering. Figure 7 shows the
average exam score across all runs for three systems tak-
ing entities as input in the prompt (oracle, top part), and 4
systems learning to generate entities before answering the
question (bottom part). In both cases, the performance gap
between visual-crops-based methods (QPRV-EA, QP-RB-
RV-EA) and the baseline widens as the number of entities



in the samples grows. This gap is also clear for methods
using only entity names (in orange) and entities along with
coordinates (in green). Hence, complex samples involving
reasoning over more than one entity benefit the most from
our visual reasoning systems.
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Figure 7. Comparison of model performance based on the
number of entities per sample, for prompting with relevant enti-
ties (top) or learning to generate them (bottom). Average across 3
training runs (faded areas show standard deviation). The distribu-
tion of entity count in the test set is the following:

0 entity: 22, 1: 472, 2: 231, 3: 44,4 and 5: 20.

4.6. Analysis per reasoning type

Average Exam Score

Attribute

Environment Multiobject

Spatial

Figure 8. Performance gap for each annotated reasoning type
for the baseline (QP-EA). ‘1’ indicates samples requiring the rea-
soning type, ‘0’ means it is not required.

We explore the models’ performance depending on the
reasoning type annotations described in Sec. 3.4: environ-
ment, multi-object, attribute, and spatial reasoning.
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Figure 9. Performance gap between samples with and without
attribute reasoning (top) and with and without multi-object
reasoning (bottom). Bars in orange represent the subset of ques-
tions with reasoning. The legend shows the number of samples in
each subset.

Fig. 8 shows the average results over all seeds for QP-
EA, splitting the test set into two subsets for each reason-
ing type, depending on whether that reasoning is needed for
each sample (1, in orange) or not (0, in blue). While en-
vironment and spatial reasoning do not show a significant
gap in performance between the two subsets, samples with
multi-object or attribute reasoning show much lower perfor-
mance than their vanilla counterpart, signaling much more
difficult questions.

Hence, we focus on these two reasoning types. We in-
vestigate the impact of our various fine-tuning strategies on
the gap in performance between the two subsets of the test
set (Fig. 9, see full results in Appendix C.5). For attribute
reasoning (top part), only adding the visual patches (QPRV-
EA) lowers the performance gap between hard and easy
questions, demonstrating the need for explicit visual infor-
mation for the model to identify detailed physical elements
in the image. For multi-object reasoning (bottom part), all
fine-tuning strategies lower the gap with the baseline, with
a significant performance increase even for the simplest set-
ting (QPR-EA, with only entity names being provided); val-
idating the importance of identifying key entities for this
type of complex reasoning.

5. Conclusion

We introduce DRIVINGVQA, a visual reasoning dataset
based on driving theory exam questions. This dataset con-
tains multiple-choice questions on real-world images along
with human-written explanations interleaved with multiple
relevant entities, identified by their label and bounding box



coordinates. These unique and exhaustive features allow us
to explore the ability of vision-language models (VLMs) to
reason by leveraging relevant entities. We first show that
popular LLMs display poor performances on the challeng-
ing visual scenes from DRIVINGVQA. We then demon-
strate that prompting the relevant entities as visual patches
works best to enhance VLMs visual reasoning even in the
challenging case where entities are predicted by the VLM.
We also highlight that current VLMs poorly leverage the
localization information provided by the bounding boxes of
relevant entities. This observation paves the way for future
investigations on how to better encode and make use of spa-
tial information in VLMs architectures.
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DRIVINGVQA: Analyzing Visual Chain-of-Thought Reasoning of Vision
Language Models in Real-World Scenarios with Driving Theory Tests

Supplementary Material

This supplementary material contains the following sec-

tions:

* A description of our pipeline to generate the interleaved
explanations in our dataset (Appendix A.1),

* A description of our pipeline to annotate relevant entities
(Appendix A.2),

» Examples showcasing representative samples and inter-
leaved explanations (Appendix B),

¢ Detail of the prompts used for training our models (Ap-
pendix C.1)

¢ Implementation details and hyperparameter configura-
tions for model training (Appendix C.2),

* Examples comparing various model outputs, showcasing
the strengths and limits of our methods (Appendix C.3);

* Entity detection performance (Appendix C.4).

A. Dataset Specifications

This section details the methodologies employed for the
generation of interleaved explanation and the annotations
of relevant entities.

A.1. Pipeline for Generating Interleaved Explana-
tions

As described in Sec. 3.2, for each visual question in our
dataset, human experts use the explanations to identify and
localize the key entities in the image that are required for
answering the question. This leads to an average of 1.5 en-
tities per image, and up to 5 entities. Then, as explained in
Sec. 3.3, we use GPT40-mini to match this list of relevant
entities back with the explanation to obtain an interleaved
explanation. In practice, we want to interleave each key
entity — whether it is the entity label, its bounding box co-
ordinates, or the corresponding image tokens — inside the
explanation. In the rest of the section, we represent the
interleaved explanation with bounding box coordinates ap-
pended next to the name of the entity referred to in the ex-
planation.

To generate the interleaved explanations, we em-
ploy a strategy that combines few-shot prompting, self-
verification, and human annotation.

Initial interleaved explanation generation. First, we
feed GPT40-mini with each sample: the image, question,
list of options, explanation, and the list of manually anno-
tated entities along with bounding box coordinates. Fol-
lowing two demonstrations and a strict set of instructions,
it is asked to interleave the bounding boxes of the entities

inside the explanation, with minimal change to the expla-
nation. Here, we provide the full instructions and the two
hand-crafted demonstrations fed to the model.

System prompt

You are an expert at driving theory. You are tasked
with helping a student answering questions about
driving scenes.

Instructions

You are given an image of the driving theory test, a

question about this image, a list of options, and the

reasoning leading to the correct answer. I also give
you a list of entities along with bounding box coor-

dinates that are relevant to answering the question. I

need you to improve the reasoning by finding where

the entities are referred to in the sentence, and inter-
leaving it with the coordinates of these entities. Add
the coordinates immediately after the entity name,
in the format: **entity_name** [x, y, width, height].

Instructions:

¢ Make sure to include all entities in the list, look-
ing for them in the image to include their coordi-
nates at the right place in the reasoning.

* Make sure to replicate the bounding box coordi-
nates exactly as they are given in the list.

* Make as few changes as possible to the original
reasoning. If the entity is not mentioned any-
where in the reasoning, you can augment the rea-
soning with a very short sentence.

* Make as few changes as possible to the entities’
labels.




Demonstration 1

Question: [’I am turning right at the next intersec-
tion. My attention is focused on: pedestrians”, I
am turning right at the next intersection. My atten-
tion is focused on: cyclists”]

Options: {A: Yes, B: No, C: Yes, D: No}
Answers: A, C

Reasoning: Before turning right, I will approach a
crosswalk. My attention is therefore on the arrival
of pedestrians. As I am alongside a bike lane, I will
check my right blind spot before turning my wheels
to ensure that no cyclist is next to me.

Entities:

 pedestrian crossing: [457.51, 595.61, 499.56,
62.67]

e bike lane marking: [893.4, 597.64, 196.2,
202.08]

Interleaved Reasoning

Before turning right at the next intersection, I will
approach a pedestrian crossing [359.5, 337.11,
259.48, 22.09]. My attention is therefore on the
arrival of pedestrians. As I am alongside a bike
lane marking [893.4, 597.64, 196.2, 202.08], I will
check my right blind spot before turning my wheels
to ensure that no cyclist is next to me.

Demonstration 2

Question: By taking this exit

Options: {A: I can slow down right now, B: T must

wait to brake}

Answers: A

Reasoning: A deceleration lane allows me to exit

without disrupting the flow of traffic behind me.

The vehicle behind is far away, so I can start slow-

ing down right now.

Entities:

¢ deceleration lane:
249.17]

* exit sign: [904.6, 413.47, 57.03, 36.02]

¢ vehicle: [1206.9, 156.54, 44.8, 28.56]

e rear-view mirror: [952.52, 82.74, 544.27,
181.17]

Interleaved Reasoning

A deceleration lane [933.62, 522.54, 537.35,
249.17] allows me to exit without disrupting the
flow of traffic behind me. An exit sign [904.6,
413.47, 57.03, 36.02] indicates the upcoming exit.
The vehicle [1206.9, 156.54, 44.8, 28.56] behind
is far away, as I can see in the rear-view mirror
[952.52, 82.74,544.27, 181.17]. So I can start slow-
ing down right now.

[933.62, 522.54, 537.35,




Explanations filtering and cleaning. We perform heavy
cleaning of the generated interleaved explanations using
regular expressions and heuristics.

* We remove any hallucinated set of coordinates that is ab-
sent from the provided list of entities.

* When an annotated bounding box was used twice in the
interleaved explanation with different entity labels; if we
can automatically identify the correct entity label, we re-
move the duplicated bounding box coordinates. Other-
wise, we remove all instances of this set of coordinates.

Then, we identify all entities the model failed to include
in the explanation. The reasons for such omissions are di-
verse, one of the most common being that there are two
relevant entities with the same label but different bounding
box coordinates, and only one was added to the interleaved
explanation (for example, two different cars need to be iden-
tified in the image). Another frequent type of omission hap-
pens when the entity is absent from the explanation, but was
deemed important by the human expert; or is referred to too
implicitly in the original explanation to be identified by the
model during the generation. This is often the case for rear-
view and side-view mirrors, which are often not explicitly
mentioned in the explanations.

Automated self-correction. All the samples where at
least one entity failed to be included in the interleaved ex-
planation are passed through a self-correction step, where
we provide the faulty interleaved explanation to GPT4o-
mini and ask it to correct it by adding the missing enti-
ties. We repeat the original set of instructions without the
demonstrations. Then, we provide the faulty interleaved ex-
planation and the new set of instructions. The exact prompt
formulation can be found below.

*same as step 1*

Wrong Interleaved Reasoning

Before turning right at the next intersection, I will
approach a pedestrian crossing [359.5, 337.11,
259.48, 22.09]. My attention is therefore on the ar-
rival of pedestrians. As I am alongside a bike lane,
I will check my right blind spot before turning my
wheels to ensure that no cyclist is next to me.

Self-Correction Instruction

This is incorrect. Not all the entities are included
in the interleaved reasoning. You can slightly up-
date the reasoning to include the missing entities
and their bounding box coordinates. If any noun
of the explanation refers to this entity, add the coor-
dinates next to it. If the entity is never mentioned in
the explanation, add a very short, minimalistic sen-
tence. You should absolutely not change the mean-
ing of the explanation. Try again.

Reasoning: Before turning right, I will approach a
crosswalk. My attention is therefore on the arrival
of pedestrians. As I am alongside a bike lane, I will
check my right blind spot before turning my wheels
to ensure that no cyclist is next to me.

Entities:

¢ pedestrian crossing: [457.51, 595.61, 499.56,
62.67],

e bike lane marking: [893.4, 597.64, 196.2,
202.08]

y

Manual correction. This second automated annotation
round solves most of the remaining issues with the inter-
leaved explanations. The remaining ones are either added at
the beginning of the explanation with a boilerplate sentence
“We can see a ...”, or manually written by human experts.
The latter is done if several entities have the same label for a
given image (e.§g., localizing several distinct cars is required
to answer the question). In that case, the model is often un-
able to identify which entity is referred to at which point
in the explanation, and this can only be solved by manually
checking the location of the entities in the image.

To conclude, this iterative approach ensures that all enti-
ties are correctly identified and included in the explanations.
By combining automated annotation with manual verifica-
tion, we produce high-quality interleaved explanations that
accurately reflect the reasoning process of a human.

A.2. Pipeline for Annotating Relevant Entities

To enrich the collected dataset with relevant entities for each
sample, we developed a semi-automated entity extraction
and localization pipeline that helped to accelerate the anno-
tation process. This pipeline comprises three steps, detailed
below.



Category Entities

Road Signs speed limit sign, end of speed limit sign, yield sign, directional sign, stop sign, intersection sign,

mandatory right turn sign, mandatory left turn sign, mandatory straight ahead sign, no entry sign,
no right turn sign, no left turn sign, no u-turn sign, no overtaking sign, end of overtaking prohibi-
tion sign, danger sign, priority sign, exit sign, dead end road sign, merge lane sign, level crossing
sign, two-way traffic sign, emergency phone sign, handicapped accessible sign, parking prohibi-
tion sign, end of restrictions sign, dimension restriction sign, road narrowing sign, one-way street
sign, construction detour sign, pedestrian crossing sign, pedestrian underpass sign, school cross-
ing sign, town entry sign, town exit sign, direction sign, wild animal crossing sign, construction
sign, toll road sign, weather-related sign, camping zone sign, chevron alignment marker

Road Markings solid line, dashed line, pedestrian crossing, directional arrow, merge lane arrow, bike lane mark-

ing, stop line marking, loading zone line marking, traffic cones, temporary barrier

Road Features speed bump, roundabout, tunnel, bridge, construction zone, accident, emergency phone, toll

booth, parking lane, bus lane, bus stop area, bicycle lane, emergency lane, entry lane, exit lane

Vehicles car, truck, motorcycle, bus, cyclist, van, motorhome, agricultural vehicle, public service vehicle,

emergency vehicle

People and Animals pedestrian, police officer, construction worker, horse rider, animal

Vehicle Parts rear-view mirror, side-view mirror, turn signals, brake lights

Table 6. Categorized taxonomy of relevant entities for driving scenarios.

/

\

You are a driving theory expert, and your role is to extract entities from a driving scenario. These entities will be
passed to an object detector for recognition.

All the possible entities are:

* road signs: (See listed entities in Tab. 6)

» road markings: (See listed entities in Tab. 6)

¢ road features: (See listed entities in Tab. 6)

« vehicles: (See listed entities in Tab. 6)

* people and animals: (See listed entities in Tab. 6)
* vehicle parts: (See listed entities in Tab. 6)

Instructions

Extract all entities from the scenes that are relevant to the following explanation and return them as a list. The
output format should be only a list of entities, such as [cyclist, oncoming vehicle, solid line,
pedestrian crossing]. Prioritize visible signs, markings, and vehicles directly affecting the scenario. If
present in the image, always include any rear-view mirror or side-view mirror. For help, you can also refer to the
questions, possible answers and true answer below, as well as the provided image attached.

Question(s): <questions_text>

Possible answers: <answers_text>

Correct answer: <correct_answer_letters>
Explanation: <explanation_text>

Figure 10. Prompt for relevant entity extraction.

Initial entity extraction. We define a taxonomy of po- ios, organized into six groups (see Tab. 6). This taxon-
tential entities commonly encountered in driving scenar-



omy includes categories such as road signs, road markings,
vehicles, people and other objects. Given this taxonomy,
a multi-modal language model, such as GPT-4o0-mini, is
prompted with instructions to extract for each sample an ini-
tial list of entities relevant to the human-expert explanation.
The prompt also integrates textual cues from questions, pos-
sible answers, and correct answer along with the associ-
ated image. The prompt, illustrated in Fig. 10, is designed
to guide the model to prioritize visible and contextually
significant entities. The extracted entities are returned in
a structured list format, e.g., [cyclist, pedestrian
crossing, solid linel].

Relevant entities localization. After generating the list
of relevant entities, we use a pre-trained object detection
model, such as GroundingDINO [22], to localize these en-
tities within the images. This step provides a bounding box
for each detected entity. Detected entities undergo refine-
ment such as grouping semantically similar labels under
unified category and filtering out irrelevant or erroneous de-
tections that deviate from the predefined taxonomy.

Manual validation. The output of the automated pipeline
is validated and refined by human annotators. Irrelevant
entities are removed, inaccurate labels are corrected, and
missing entities are added to ensure dataset consistency and
accuracy.

A.3. Reasoning Type Annotation Guidelines

The annotators are given, for each sample, the image along
with the question, answer choices, true answer, list of anno-
tated relevant entities, and explanation. They are asked to
answer two successive questions about the sample. Below
are the annotation guidelines provided to the annotators.

A/ What is the granularity of information needed to
identify in the image to answer the question?

1. Environment: To answer the question, one needs to
identify a “global” element in the image and reason
based on that. It can be either an environmental ele-
ment, e.g., road type, weather, lighting, urban or rural
setting; Or an environment-specific entity covering more
than half of the image, e.g., a tunnel, a bridge, a round-
about, a specific lane.

2. Single object / Region of Interest: To answer the ques-
tion, one needs to identify the presence of a single ob-
ject: traffic sign, car, pedestrian, etc., and its location
in the image. Note: a mirror and the reflected element
inside count as a single object.

3. Multiple objects / Regions of Interests are necessary to
answer the question.

If you answered 2 or 3 to the previous question, i.e., if
object recognition is needed for that sample, then the anno-
tator needs to answer the following second question:

B/ What is the granularity of information needed re-
garding the relevant object(s)?

1. Object recognition: Identifying the object.

2. Physical attribute recognition: Identifying a physical
attribute of the object, its function, the text it contains,
its action. For example, a car’s blinker, the color of a
sign, or a cyclist’s action.

3. Spatial relation: Identifying where the object(s) are in
the image (relative to other objects or the ego vehicle) is
necessary to answer the question. In practice, it means
that the question could not be answered using only image
patches of the relevant objects.

B. Examples

This section presents four representative examples from
DRIVINGVQA dataset. Each example includes an egocen-
tric image, one or two questions, a set of 2 to 4 answer
options, the correct answers, a list of entities critical for
answering the questions, and a reasoning explanation in-
terleaved with the relevant entities. We also provide the
original non-interleaved reasoning to enable a direct com-
parison.

The first two examples showcase where different entities
have the same label, making the matching more challeng-
ing. Note that these two examples have question pairs, the
first one associated with answer choices A and B, the sec-
ond one having answer choices C and D.



Dataset Example 1

Question: [’Can I drive at 50 km/h:”, 70 km/h’’]
Options: {A: Yes, B: No, C: Yes, D: No}
Answers: A, C

Entities:

* speed limit sign: [429.54, 50.63, 38.06, 35.67]

* speed limit sign: [431.53, 86.7, 33.9, 49.8]
Reasoning: The 2 speed limit signs are indepen-
dent. The lower one limits the speed to 50 km/h
only for vehicles designated for the transport of
goods, as indicated by the category sign. The 70
km/h speed limit sign applies to all other categories
of vehicles. I am not driving a goods transport ve-
hicle, so I can drive at any speed not exceeding 70
km/h.

Interleaved Reasoning: The two speed limit signs
are independent. The lower speed limit sign
[429.54, 50.63, 38.06, 35.67] limits the speed to 50
km/h only for vehicles designated for the transport
of goods, as indicated by the category sign. The
speed limit sign [431.53, 86.7, 33.9, 49.8] applies
to all other categories of vehicles. I am not driving a
goods transport vehicle, so I can drive at any speed
not exceeding 70 km/h.

Dataset Example 2

Question: [’I monitor the pedestrian’s intention:”,

I prepare to stop:”’]

Options: {A: from the left, B: from the right, C:

Yes, D: No}

Answers: A, B, C

Entities:

o pedestrian: [284.17, 274.3, 31.37, 84.98]

e pedestrian crossing: [359.5, 337.11, 259.48,
22.09]

 pedestrian: [757.46, 252.83, 37.6, 99.3]

Reasoning: The pedestrian on the left is very close

to the crosswalk and is therefore preparing to cross.

The pedestrian on the right is leaning over his phone

and his attention is significantly diminished, so I am

also monitoring him. I prepare to stop to let these

two pedestrians cross.

Interleaved Reasoning: The pedestrian [284.17,

274.3, 31.37, 84.98] on the left is very close to the

pedestrian crossing [359.5, 337.11, 259.48, 22.09]

and is therefore preparing to cross. The pedestrian

[757.46, 252.83, 37.6, 99.3] on the right is leaning

over his phone, and his attention is significantly di-

minished, so I am also monitoring him. I prepare to

stop to let these two pedestrians cross.




The following example shows a case where the explana- This final example shows a case with 5 annotated rel-
tion had to be modified, adding an extra sentence to include evant entities, which is the maximal number that can be
the relevant entity dashed line that was manually annotated found in our dataset.

by the human experts but wasn’t mentioned in the original
explanation. Dataset Example 4

Dataset Example 3

Question: Do the tradespeople run a risk if they
park their van in the same way these police vans are
parked?

Options: {A: Yes, B: No}

Answer: A

Entities:

* police vehicle: [372.0, 235.7, 1562.24, 1043.57]
* bus lane: [14.46, 755.5, 393.74, 996.79]

¢ dashed line: [320.34, 747.66, 214.84, 998.63]
Reasoning: These vans are not parked properly:
they overflow so much from the spaces that road
users have to move onto the bus lane, which is re-
served for buses. We advise an average tradesperson
against parking their van in this manner.
Interleaved Reasoning: These police vehicles
[372.0, 235.7, 1562.24, 1043.57] are not parked
properly: they overflow so much from the spaces
that road users have to move onto the bus lane
[14.46, 755.5, 393.74, 996.79], which is reserved
for buses. The dashed line [320.34, 747.66, 214.84,
998.63] indicates the boundary of the lane. We ad-
vise an average tradesperson against parking their
van in this manner.

Question: ["The vehicle in front can still take the

next exit”, ”’I can follow this vehicle to overtake”]

Options: {A: Yes, B: No, C: Yes, D: No}

Answers: B, D

Entities:

¢ dashed line: [317.36, 423.1, 394.94, 188.64]

* exit sign: [819.58, 272.31, 75.71, 51.58]

e car: [1101.09, 77.8, 93.61, 49.79]

e rear-view mirror: [873.99, 9.21, 623.74,
196.48]

e car: [394.01, 371.19, 211.56, 119.92]

Reasoning: The marking in the middle of the two

lanes of traffic only prohibits vehicles in the left lane

from merging to take the exit. However, vehicles are

approaching from behind, so I must give up overtak-

ing.

Interleaved Reasoning: The dashed line [317.36,

423.1, 394.94, 188.64] in the middle of the two

lanes of traffic only prohibits vehicles in the left

lane [394.01, 371.19, 211.56, 119.92] from merg-

ing to take the exit indicated by the exit sign

[819.58, 272.31, 75.71, 51.58]. However, vehicles

[1101.09, 77.8, 93.61, 49.79] are approaching from

behind, as seen in the rear-view mirror [873.99,

9.21, 623.74, 196.48], so I must give up overtaking.




C. Experiments Details

C.1. Format-Specific Prompt Templates

We begin by providing the detailed prompting format
for each variant (QPR-EA, QPRB-EA, QPRV-EA) from
Sec. 4.3 to analyze which signal is the most relevant to
enhance visual-chain-of-thought reasoning. Note that the
bounding boxes are represented in the format (z,y,w, h),
where (x, y) specifies the coordinates of the top-left corner,
and w and h denote the width and height of the bounding
box. Similarly to [7] we normalize the bounding boxes be-
tween 0 and 1 during training and generation. The following
example illustrates the QPR-EA and the QPRB-EA prompt-
ing strategies:

QPRB-EA

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are
driving a car in France.

Select all correct answers to the following question
from the available options. Detail your reasoning
step by step based on road signs, markings, signals,
and relevant driving rules. Then, provide the letters
corresponding to your answer in the format: ’An-
swer(s): <letters>’

Question: As I approach this intersection, I position
my foot above the brake Options: {A: Yes, B No.}
The relevant entities for this problem are: car
[0.715, 0.665, 0.908, 0.830].

VLM:

Reasoning: At the level of this intersection, there
is a car on the right. I don’t know if the driver has
seen me since he is not looking at me. Therefore, I
position my foot in a safe position above the brake
so that I can stop if the driver decides to proceed.
Answer(s): A.

For QPRV-EA, we use a prompting strategy with visual
tokens denoted <image> that is the features of the relevant
entity’s bounding box from the SigLIP visual encoder. It
corresponds to:

QPRV-EA

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are
driving a car in France.

Select all correct answers to the following question
from the available options. Detail your reasoning
step by step based on road signs, markings, signals,
and relevant driving rules. Then, provide the letters
corresponding to your answer in the format: ’An-
swer(s): <letters>’

Question: As I approach this intersection, I position
my foot above the brake:

Options: {A: Yes, B No.}

The relevant entities for this problem are: car <
image>.

VLM:

Reasoning: At the level of this intersection, there
is a car on the right. I don’t know if the driver has
seen me since he is not looking at me. Therefore, I
position my foot in a safe position above the brake
so that I can stop if the driver decides to proceed.
Answer(s): A.




Then, we provide the prompts used for the two-step pro-
cedure outlined in Sec. 4.4 to evaluate the ability of VLMs
to predict relevant entities under different formats (name:
QP-REA, localization: QP-RBEA, visual content: QP-RB-
RV-EA). The following illustrates QR-REA and QP-RBEA:

QP-RBEA

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are
driving a car in France. List all relevant entities
from the scene that are necessary to answer the fol-
lowing question, such as road signs, markings, sig-
nals, or other vehicles in the image, along with their
bounding boxes. Then, select all correct answers to
the following question from the available options.
Detail your reasoning step by step based on these
entities and relevant driving rules. Provide the let-
ters corresponding to your answer in the format:
’Answer(s): <letters>’

Question: As I approach this intersection, I position
my foot above the brake:

Options: {A: Yes, B No.}

VLM:

The relevant entities for this problem are: car
[0.715, 0.665, 0.908, 0.830].

Reasoning: At the level of this intersection, there
is a car on the right. I don’t know if the driver has
seen me since he is not looking at me. Therefore, I
position my foot in a safe position above the brake
so that I can stop if the driver decides to proceed.
Answer(s): A.

Finally, the example below shows how to prompt the
two-step procedure for QP-RB-RV-EA.

QP-RB-RV-EA

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are

driving a car in France.

List all relevant entities from the scene that are nec-

essary to answer the following questions, such as

road signs, markings, signals, or other vehicles in

the image

Question: As I approach this intersection, I position

my foot above the brake:

Options: {A: Yes, B No.}

VLM:

The relevant entities for this problem are: car

[0.715, 0.665, 0.908, 0.830].

Human:

Their corresponding image patches are: car
= e

<image>.
Then, select all correct answers to the following
questions from the available options. choose at least
one answer per question. Detail your reasoning step
by step based on these entities and relevant driving
rules. Provide the letters corresponding to your an-
swer in the format: *Answer(s): <letters>’.

VLM:

Reasoning: At the level of this intersection, there
is a car on the right. I don’t know if the driver has
seen me since he is not looking at me. Therefore, I
position my foot in a safe position above the brake
so that I can stop if the driver decides to proceed.
Answer(s): A.




C.2. Implementation Details

In Sec. 4.3 and subsequent sections, we fine-tune various
LLaVA-OneVision models using different prompt formats
on the DRIVINGVQA train set. All models are initialized
from the pre-trained weights obtained after the final OneVi-
sion training stage.

The fine-tuning experiments are conducted using 2
NVIDIA A100 GPUs, except for experiments involving vi-
sual patches (’V’) where 4 NVIDIA A100 GPUs were re-
quired. We employ the following configuration and hyper-
parameters:

Hyperparameter Value
Epochs 10
Batch Size 2
Max Seq. Length 32768

Vision Tower SigLIP-SO400M-Patch14-384

Language Model Qwen2-7B
Projector MLP2x_GELU
Trainable Parts Ovision> Oproj> LM

Learning Rate 0y, Oy le™
Learning Rate ¢.on 2e~6
Weight Decay 0

LR Scheduler cosine
Warm-Up Ratio 0.03

Table 7. Hyper-parameter configuration for fine-tuning LLaVA-
OneVision on the DRIVINGV QA dataset

C.3. Result Qutput Examples

In this section, we present test samples alongside selected
model outputs to highlight their capabilities and their limita-
tions. For each sample, we provide the question and answer
choices based on the QP-EA prompt (blue box), followed
by the reasoning and answers from two models, along with
their prompt-specific formats where applicable (red boxes).
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Question Example 1

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are
driving a car in France.

Select all correct answers to the following question
from the available options. Detail your reasoning
step by step based on road signs, markings, signals,

and relevant driving rules. Then, provide the
letters corresponding to your answer in the format:
’Answer(s): <letters>’

Question: To go straight, can I stay in this lane?
Options: {A: Yes, B No.}

Question Ouput 1: QP-EA

| r
\

QP-EA:

Reasoning: If I want to go straight, the road mark-
ings indicate that I am correctly positioned, as I can
either continue straight or turn right. The left lane is
the lane for turning left. Therefore, I will not need
to change lanes.

Answer(s): A.

Question Ouput 1: QP* -EA

| \

Human:

The relevant entities for this problem are: direc-
=S

=

tional arrow I

QPRV-EA:

Reasoning: The lane I am in is intended for users
wishing to turn right. This is indicated by the di-
rectional arrow on the road markings. Therefore,
I cannot stay in this lane if my intention is to go
straight.

Answer(s): B.

J

In Example 1 above, the simple chain-of-thought model
(QP-EA) acknowledges the existence of a directional arrow
as road marking, but incorrectly hallucinates its direction,
leading to the wrong answer. The “Oracle” model QPRV-
EA, being fed with an image patch showing the arrow, is



able to identify its direction and correctly answer the ques-
tion. The ground truth explanation is the following:

“The road markings indicate that the right lane can only be
used for turning right. Therefore, I must position myself in
the left lane to go straight or to the left.”

Question Example 2

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are
driving a car in France.

Select all correct answers to the following question
from the available options. Detail your reasoning
step by step based on road signs, markings, signals,

and relevant driving rules. Then, provide the
letters corresponding to your answer in the format:
’Answer(s): <letters>’

Question: This light is flashing, I must yield to this
car:

Options: {A: Yes, B No.}

Question Output 1: QP-1 EA

QP-RBEA:

The relevant entities for this problem are: car
[0.617, 0.664, 0.754, 0.798], traffic light [0.652,
0.398, 0.679, 0.521]. Reasoning: This car is
stopped at the traffic light, so it does not have the
right of way. Therefore, I do not need to yield to it
while waiting for the light to turn green.
Answer(s): B.

Question Output 2: QP'© -EA

Human:

The relevant entities for this problem are: traffic
light [0.682, 0.344, 0.717, 0.662], vehicle [0.623,
0.640, 0.805, 0.784], stop line marking [0.616,
0.721, 0.655, 0.804], stop sign [0.640, 0.585, 0.661,
0.628], traffic light [0.555, 0.603, 0.564, 0.635].
QPRB-EA:

Reasoning: The traffic light is malfunctioning, and
the vehicle that wants to turn left must stop at the
stop line marking. It is not a priority, so I do not
have to yield to it. The stop sign is also present.
Answer(s): B.

In example 2, we compare providing the entities and

bounding box coordinates as input (QPRB-EA), or letting
the model detect them itself (QP-RBEA). Both models
reach the same answer, but the second one’s reasoning is
wrong: it fails to identify a key entity (the stop line mark-
ing or the stop sign), leading to an incorrect reasoning even
though the answer is correct. This highlights the impor-
tance of accurate entity detection in the reasoning process.
The ground truth explanation is the following:
“This traffic light is flashing, and there is no sign under the
light. However, I can see that the vehicle on the right has
a stop line marking and a stop sign. There is also another
traffic light visible. Therefore, I do not have to yield to the
right.””

Question Example 3

Human:

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, assume you are
driving a car in France.

Select all correct answers to the following question
from the available options. Detail your reasoning
step by step based on road signs, markings, signals,
and relevant driving rules. Then, provide the
letters corresponding to your answer in the format:
’Answer(s): <letters>’

Question: After these signs, will I be able to
overtake this truck:

Options: {A: Yes, B No.}
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Question Ouput 1: QP-EA

QP-EA:

Reasoning: The left lane is a storage lane that al-
lows for left turns. It is strictly prohibited to use
this type of lane for overtaking the truck. I there-
fore give up on making this maneuver.

Answer(s): B.

Question Ouput 2: QP- -EA

QP-RB-RV-EA: The relevant entities for this prob-
lem are: speed limit sign [0.508, 0.294, 0.547,
0.401], truck [0.367, 0.304, 0.461, 0.546].

Human:

The relevant entities for this problem are: speed

, truck %
QP-RB-RV-EA:

Reasoning: The prohibition signs must be read sep-
arately. The speed limit sign of 90 km/h applies to
all road users. The second sign prohibits overtak-
ing for vehicles transporting goods over 3.5 tons.
Therefore, I will be able to overtake this truck.
Answer(s): A.

limit sign &

Example 3 shows a case where despite an imperfect en-
tity detection (“speed limit sign” instead of “no overtaking
sign”, adding the image patches allows the model to cor-
rectly identify the important sign to answer the question.
This is enables by our cropping strategy that adds 70% of
the image patch to increase the context and account for im-
perfect entity detection. On the contrary, the baseline QP-
EA hallucinates the presence of a storage lane for turning
left and answers incorrectly.

The ground truth explanation is: This no overtaking sign
prohibits goods transport vehicles from overtaking. It does
not apply to me. Furthermore, I am driving on a one-way
road with 2 lanes, so I can use the left lane to overtake. It is
clear, as confirmed by a quick glance in the rearview mirror.
I can therefore proceed with my maneuver while ensuring
that I respect the speed limit of 90 km/h.

C.4. Detection Metrics

In Tab. 8, we report the detection performance for models
fine-tuned to predict bounding boxes (QP-RBEA and QP-
RB-RV-EA) alongside results for automatically-generated
entities presented in the end of Sec. 4.4. Detection is eval-
uated using the Average Precision metric at an Intersection
over Union (IoU) threshold of 50% (AP @0.50), and results
are segmented into three categories: all samples, samples
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with correct predictions, and samples with incorrect predic-
tions.

Model AP@0.50 (%)

All Correct Incorrect
QP-RBEA 35.7 (+14) 358 (+21) 345 (+13)
QP-RB-RV-EA  34.1 (=13 35.1(+16 32.6 (+14
@ entities 35.0 - -

Table 8. Detection metrics results for QP-RB-RV-EA, QP-RBEA,
and automatically-generated (&) entities across all samples, cor-
rectly predicted samples, and incorrectly predicted samples.

For samples where the final answers were correct, both
models showed marginally higher AP scores compared to
their performance on all samples. As expected, perfor-
mance degraded on samples with erroneous final answers.
For instance, QP-RB-RV-EA dropped to 32.6%, suggesting
that detection errors might play a larger role in its reasoning
failures.

C.5. Analysis per reasoning type
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Figure 11. Performance gap between samples with and without a specific reasoning type, for all models. Bars in orange represent the
subset of questions with reasoning. The legend shows the number of samples in each subset. QP-EA is the baseline.
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