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Abstract

Recent multimodal large language models (MLLMs) have
advanced video understanding, yet most still ‘think about
videos’ i.e., once a video is encoded, reasoning unfolds en-
tirely in text, treating visual input as a static context. This
passive paradigm creates a semantic bottleneck: models
cannot rewatch, refocus, or verify evidence, leading to shal-
low visual reasoning on tasks requiring fine-grained spatio-
temporal understanding. In this work, we introduce Inter-
active Video Reasoning, a new paradigm that transforms
video into an active cognitive workspace, enabling mod-
els to ‘think with videos’. Our model, Video-CoM, reasons
through a Chain of Manipulations (CoM), performing itera-
tive visual actions to gather and refine evidence. To support
this behavior, we construct Video-CoM-Instruct, an 18K
instruction-tuning dataset curated for multi-step manipula-
tion reasoning. Beyond supervised learning, we further op-
timize the manipulation policy via reinforcement learning
with reasoning-aware Group Relative Policy Optimization
(GRPO). Unlike prior work that relies solely on sparse an-
swer rewards, our method introduces step-level reasoning
rewards, guiding the model toward grounded and consis-
tent reasoning. Video-CoM achieves strong results across
nine video reasoning benchmarks, improving average per-
formance by 3.6% over recent state-of-the-art models, while
training on only 25K SFT and 3K GRPO video samples, sig-
nificantly fewer than comparable large-scale models. Abla-
tion studies demonstrate that reasoning-aware rewards im-
prove both accuracy and interpretability.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) have substantially improved video understand-
ing, enabling models to describe, answer, and reason about
visual content [1, 4, 6, 63]. However, despite impressive
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scale and accuracy, most existing video reasoning mod-
els [7, 9, 20, 39] are driven by the paradigm of thinking
about videos rather than thinking with them. Once a video is
encoded, reasoning unfolds purely in text. The video acts as
a static context, compressed into a single feature represen-
tation, while the subsequent reasoning unfolds only in the
language space. This static treatment of perception creates
a semantic bottleneck: the model loses the ability to revisit,
verify, or refine visual evidence. As a result, current mod-
els [9, 20] often fail on tasks requiring fine-grained temporal
understanding, precise spatial reasoning, or multi-step evi-
dence aggregation. Specifically, their thinking tokens tend
to drift toward the world knowledge rather than the visual
evidence in the video (See Figure | and Figure 4).

Humans, in contrast, think with videos through an active
perceptual loop. Rather than passively encoding visual in-
put, we iteratively observe, pause, rewatch, and focus on
different regions to gather and verify evidence. Figure |
illustrates this behavior. In the first example, answering,
“what are the prices listed on the cups of ice?” requires lo-
cating the brief moment at the convenience store, pausing
on a frame where the prices are legible, and zooming into
the small text on the freezer door. Models that reason pri-
marily in text often miss such localized evidence, relying
instead on general associations or prior knowledge, which
leads to inconsistent and weakly grounded visual reasoning.

Motivated by this, we propose Interactive Video Reason-
ing, a paradigm that transforms video from a passive in-
put into a dynamic cognitive workspace. At the core of
our approach lies a chain of manipulations (CoM) mech-
anism that enables our model, Video-CoM, to actively in-
teract with the video throughout the reasoning process. In-
stead of producing an answer directly from a static encod-
ing, the model performs a sequence of informed visual ac-
tions. This notion of manipulation-based reasoning extends
ideas from thinking with images [27] and chain of image
manipulations [29] to the temporal domain. While prior
works [14, 27, 35, 37, 38, 59] have shown that visual rea-
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(0)) Question: What are the prices listed in Korean Won for the medium and large sized cups of ice at the convenience store?
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Options: A. M 500, L 700, B. M 600, L 800, C. M 700, L 1000, D. M 700, L 900, E. M 800, L 1000.
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[Thinking about Videos] Video-R1: <thinksLet me think about this for a moment. Convenience stores typically have standard pricing for different sizes

of drinks. The larger size usually costs more than the medium size. Looking at the options: A. M 500, L 700 is reasonable, the larger costs more. B. M
600, L 800 also makes sense, but the gap is smaller. C. M 700, L 1000, a bigger jump, less typical. D. M 700, L 900 has a fair difference, quite common.
E. M 800, L 1000 is a bit high, not as usual. Hmm, after considering all the options, option[A), seems reasonable and common pricing for medium and
large cups of ice. Let's verify one last time. Yes, op’rion, fits the typical pricing structure of convenience sfores.</+hink><answer</answer>

[Thinking with Videos] Video-CoM: I need to rewatch the part where the convenience store is shown. FIND-SEGMENT(person at convenience store) = 3.

for different sizes of cups.

FIND-FRAME(prices of the cups) = 2475. A
freezer contains cups of ice. On the glass
door, there is a price sticker with the cost

SPATIAL-Z0OOM(the blue and white sticker on the
freezer) = [452, 180, 827, 502]. Beside the M size
(O|E| ¥ 2), it shows 700¥; beside the L (2FX|Z), it
shows 9002 Final Answer: (D] M 700, L 900.
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Figure 1. Most existing video reasoning models think about videos rather than think with them. Once a video is encoded, reasoning
unfolds purely in text, causing thinking tokens to drift toward world knowledge rather than visual evidence. Moreover, these models are
typically trained with sparse accuracy rewards that supervise only the final answer, leading to inconsistencies between reasoning steps and
predictions (top, Video-R1 [9]). We address these limitations with Interactive Video Reasoning, where our model (bottom, Video-CoM)
reasons with videos through a coherent chain of manipulations, actively gathering and integrating visual evidence throughout reasoning.

soning improves when models can perform active percep-
tion, cropping or segmenting images during reasoning, our
setting introduces new challenges. Videos unfold over time,
and reasoning often depends on temporally localized events,
short-lived details, or subtle motions. To mimic how hu-
mans extract such information, we introduce three atomic
manipulations, i) find-segment to revisit short temporal win-
dows, ii) find-frame to isolate key frames for closer in-
spection, and iii) spatial-zoom to examine fine details (e.g.,
small text or objects). By composing these manipulations,
the model constructs an interpretable reasoning trajectory,
where each step produces concrete visual evidence.
Building such a capability requires data for com-
plex video reasoning that requires active manipulations.
Existing video-understanding datasets [2, 3, 9, 24, 25,
43, 55, 61] rarely demand this level of engagement.
To drive manipulation-based video reasoning, we con-
struct Video-CoM-Instruct, an 18K high-quality instruction-
tuning dataset designed to elicit the use of manipulations
for multi-step reasoning. Each sample is carefully curated
to require one or more visual operations, mirroring how hu-
mans extract localized evidence. The dataset teaches how to
perform manipulations and exposes the model to a diverse
set of reasoning trajectories, when to use each manipulation
and how to chain them effectively across video contexts.
While high-quality data provides the foundation, super-
vised fine-tuning alone is insufficient. The manipulation tra-
jectory is inherently task-dependent. The model must also
learn how to plan and execute the right sequence of manipu-
lations, conditioned on both the question and the video con-
tent. To achieve this, we adopt reinforcement learning with
group relative policy optimization (GRPO) [34] to directly
optimize the manipulation policy. Existing video reason-

ing models [9, 20, 39] are typically optimized with sparse
accuracy rewards that supervise only the final answer, pro-
viding no feedback on the intermediate reasoning process.
As shown in Figure 1, such text-based reasoning often lacks
grounding in visual evidence, and the final answer tokens
are sometimes inconsistent with the preceding reasoning.

We address this limitation through a step-level reason-
ing reward that evaluates intermediate actions i.e., tempo-
ral ToU for find-segment, frame recall for find-frame, and
spatial IoU for spatial-zoom. This step-level supervision
credits partial progress even when the final answer is in-
correct, encouraging grounded and consistent reasoning.
Empirically, Video-CoM demonstrates consistent improve-
ments on nine diverse video benchmarks, including generic,
long-form understanding as well as challenging reasoning
datasets. Trained on only 25K SFT and 3K GRPO video
samples, it matches or exceeds models trained on far larger
datasets [9, 47]. Our ablations further confirm that reason-
ing rewards enhance both accuracy and coherence, enabling
the model to think with videos, not just about them.

The main contributions of this work are:

* We present Video-CoM, a multimodal reasoning model
for interactive video reasoning that actively gathers vi-
sual evidence through a chain of manipulations (§3.1).

* We curate Video-CoM-Instruct, an 18K manipulation-
driven instruction-tuning dataset that captures diverse
reasoning trajectories for interactive reasoning (§3.2).

* We propose a reasoning-aware GRPO that directly opti-
mizes the manipulation policy using reasoning rewards
that shape optimal manipulation trajectories (§3.3).

* Despite using substantially less training data than prior
large-scale approaches, our approach achieves competi-
tive performance across nine video benchmarks (§4.3).



2. Related Work

Static Visual Reasoning. Early studies on chain-of-
thought (CoT) reasoning [18, 41] showed that prompting
LLMs to reason step by step improves performance on
multi-hop reasoning tasks. This concept was later extended
to the visual domain through visual CoT methods [21, 44,
56], enabling MLLMs to perform structured grounded rea-
soning. However, perception in these frameworks remains
static; visual features are encoded once and then consumed
as fixed context during reasoning. As noted by [37], this
limits the ability to iteratively verify or refine visual un-
derstanding. Recent works move beyond this paradigm,
from models that think about images to those that think
with them, where perception actively interacts with reason-
ing [5, 11, 14, 16, 19, 23, 29, 33, 35, 38, 42, 45, 49, 52, 57].
However, extending CoT frameworks to videos introduces
additional challenges in modeling temporal dependencies,
dynamic events, and fine-grained cues across frames.
Interactive Video Reasoning. Most video reasoning mod-
els [7, 9, 20, 39] still treat videos as static context, perform-
ing reasoning entirely in the language space once the video
is encoded. VideoChat-R1.5 [47] employs iterative percep-
tion with test-time scaling, repeatedly refining its spatio-
temporal focus. In contrast, interactive video reasoning
methods enable dynamic spatio-temporal interaction, al-
lowing models to gather new visual evidence during rea-
soning. More recent approaches integrate this, where mod-
els actively retrieve visual information through tool calls
as reasoning unfolds. VITAL [53] samples new frames
on demand and incorporates them into the CoT. VideoEx-
plorer [51] adopts a similar strategy, grounding relevant
video segments and integrating retrieved frames at each rea-
soning step. FrameMind [12] proposes interleaving reason-
ing and frames, allowing the model to pause and identify
missing visual evidence. These approaches mark an im-
portant step toward interactive reasoning, but they gener-
ally rely solely on temporal resampling or frame retrieval,
without incorporating any spatial operations, which restricts
their ability to reason jointly over time and space.

Unlike prior interactive video reasoning approaches,
which perform repetitive frame retrieval loops within a seg-
ment, our Chain of Manipulations (CoM) defines a struc-
tured and compositional reasoning process with temporal
and spatial grounding. Each manipulation in our case rep-
resents a distinct atomic visual action and chaining them
forms an interpretable trajectory that explicitly grounds
each reasoning step in localized evidence. In contrast,
prior methods typically employ a temporal manipulation
type, either temporal re-sampling or frame isolation, with-
out demonstrating how both temporal and spatial manip-
ulations can be composed to perform multi-level reason-
ing. Furthermore, our approach not only composes these
manipulations but also learns to refine reasoning trajecto-

ries through reasoning-aware reinforcement learning (RA-
GRPO), thereby enabling consistent visual grounding and
improved coherence across reasoning steps, an aspect not
addressed in prior “thinking with videos” frameworks.

3. Method

Our goal is to enable multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) to think with videos rather than merely think
about them. Existing video reasoning models typically
encode a video once to obtain a static representation, af-
ter which reasoning unfolds entirely in text. This static
formulation prevents the model from revisiting, refining,
or grounding its reasoning in visual evidence. To over-
come this limitation, we propose Interactive Video Reason-
ing, which carefully integrates three components that ad-
dress the key requirements of this capability: (1) a Chain
of Manipulations (CoM) mechanism (§3.1) that allows the
model to actively interact with the video through a se-
quence of visual actions; (2) a curated Dataset for Inter-
active Video Reasoning (§3.2) that provides the necessary
supervision to elicit such behavior through manipulation-
driven instruction tuning; and (3) Reasoning-Aware Group
Relative Policy Optimization objective (§3.3) that optimizes
the model to plan and execute effective manipulation trajec-
tories through step-level reasoning rewards.

3.1. Modeling the Chain of Manipulations

The core idea of our framework is to model reasoning as
a multi-turn interaction, where each step corresponds to an
informed visual manipulation. At every turn, the model se-
lects one of three atomic manipulations: find-segment, find-
frame, or spatial-zoom, to actively gather localized visual
evidence. At reasoning step ¢, given the textual context T;
and current visual input V;, the model generates an output,

O; = fuum(T5, Vi),

where O; includes both reasoning tokens and a predicted
manipulation m;. Each manipulation is then executed by g
to perform the corresponding visual action and the resulting
observation is fed back to the model for continued reason-
ing, Viv1 = g(Vs, my;). This process forms an iterative loop
that continues until the model produces a final answer or
reaches a predefined limit of N reasoning rounds, resulting
in a reasoning trajectory,

7 ={(T1,V1,m1), (T2, Va,m2),...,(Tn, VN, mn)}

Each video is pre-segmented into equal-length intervals,
with both segment and frame indices overlaid directly onto
the frames. This design makes temporal references explicit
and allows the model to learn manipulation-based reason-
ing naturally, without relying on explicit timestamp pre-
diction. Each manipulation represents a distinct mode of
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Figure 2. Overview of the Video-CoM-Instruct-18K dataset pipeline. The dataset is built through five stages: i) Curating videos
for active reasoning, combining information-dense videos from existing datasets and manually curated clips; ii) Designing chain-of-
manipulations, defining the atomic operations (find-segment, find-frame, spatial-zoom); iii) Interactive video reasoning data generation,
where Gemini-2.5-Pro produces manipulation-targeted QA pairs; iv) Data verification using model agreement filtering ensuring quality;
and v) Dense spatio-temporal annotation, which enables step-level reasoning rewards for GRPO. The resulting Video-CoM-Instruct dataset
contains 18K QA pairs (15K for SFT and 3K for GRPO), supporting interactive, manipulation-based video reasoning.

visual interaction that simulates how humans actively in-
spect videos. (i) Find-segment g retrieves a short tempo-
ral clip from the original video V) given a segment index
s,as Vg1 = gcnp(Vo, s). It enables the model to revisit
and rewatch rapid actions or critical moments essential for
understanding event order or temporal transitions. (i) Find-
Jframe @gane 1solates a single high-resolution frame from V),
given a frame index f, expressed as Viy1 = Ggrame Vo, f)-
This allows the model to pause on a specific moment for
spatial reasoning tasks such as object presence, counting, or
reading small text. (iii) Spatial-zoom g,om Operates on the
current frame, using a frame index f and a bounding box b,
expressed as V; 11 = gzoom(Vi, f,b). It enables the model to
crop or magnify a localized region to examine fine-grained
details such as license plates, prices, or distant objects. To-
gether, these manipulations emulate how humans pause, re-
watch, and focus to extract and verify evidence, ensuring
that each reasoning step remains grounded in concrete vi-
sual observations rather than unfolding purely in text.

3.2. Dataset for Interactive Video Reasoning

Training a model to reason through manipulations re-
quires data that explicitly elicits such behavior. Existing
instruction-tuning datasets [3, 24, 25, 55] fall short in two
key aspects. First, their question-answer (QA) pairs fo-
cus primarily on global video understanding, without en-
couraging localized evidence gathering across time and
space. Second, the underlying video sources are often con-
textually uniform, typically depicting a single continuous
scene [2, 43, 50, 61], limiting temporal and visual diversity.
In our setting, driving manipulation-based video reasoning
requires QAs that target complex, multi-step reasoning in-
volving active manipulations. However, constructing such
QAs in turn demands information-dense videos with di-
verse scenes, fine-grained details, and temporally localized
events. We therefore address both aspects through curated
video selection and manipulation-driven QA construction,
which together form the foundation of our dataset pipeline,
as illustrated in Figure 2.

Curating Videos for Active Reasoning. Our dataset builds
on two complementary video sources: large-scale exist-
ing datasets for SFT and a curated collection of high-
complexity videos for RL. For SFT, we sample videos from
Video-LLaVA-178K [55], which aggregates a diverse set of
videos from multiple datasets [2, 13, 17, 32, 36, 40, 46, 61,
62]. To identify videos suitable for manipulation-driven QA
generation, we estimate their information density, which re-
flects the richness of visual and temporal details available
for localized evidence gathering. Video captions are first
generated using Qwen2.5-VL-72B [1], and Qwen3-235B-
A22B [48] assigns an information-density score. We then
select approximately 9K videos with the highest scores, en-
suring diversity across data sources. Details on video distri-
bution and the scoring prompts are provided in Appendix A.
For RL, we carefully curate 70 high-quality, multi-
context videos from YouTube that exhibit rich temporal and
spatial complexity. We target clips featuring: (i) rapid or
sequential actions requiring precise temporal localization
and rewatching, (if) small or transient visual elements that
prompt frame-level reasoning, such as counting or read-
ing text, and (iii) fine-grained details that benefit from
spatial zooming, such as reading signs, license plates, or
prices. These characteristics make them particularly effec-
tive for constructing manipulation-driven questions, where
the model must decide when to revisit a segment, which
frame to inspect, and where to zoom. In total, our dataset
comprises approximately 9K videos, drawn from existing
datasets and our manually curated collection.
Designing Chain-of-Manipulations. To identify com-
mon reasoning trajectories required for manipulation-based
video reasoning, we manually study a set of representative
questions that exhibit multi-step reasoning. This analysis
reveals recurring reasoning patterns and the specific opera-
tions needed to gather visual evidence effectively. Based on
these findings, we define three atomic manipulations: find-
segment, find-frame, and spatial-zoom, and identify a set
of common chains of manipulations (CoM), such as find-
Sframe—spatial-zoom for reading small text (for e.g., prices



) Q: On the receipt visible at the restaurant, what is the price of ZMi%E (Scallion Oil Noodles)?

) To find the price I need to locate and rewatch the segment where the vlogger is havmg lunch, since thats when the

Reasoning-Aware GRPO (RA-GRPO)

Step-level
Policy Reasoning Reward ,/.!"il

Model
Accuracy Reward @

receipt would loglcally appear. FIND- SEGMENT(orderlng and eahng lunch at a restaurant) = 19.

@In this segmenf he orders fried pork chop, noodles, and soup dumplings. Around Frame 16340, I can see the bowl of | | Answer:30 @

Case #1: Correct reasoning and answer

s'=19 @

f'=16320 @
=[3,750,552,1503] @

Rreason = 1

Raccuracy = 1

Riotal = 2

noodles and a white receipt is seen beside it. FIND-FRAME(a white rece|p+ is visible next to a bowl of noodles) = 16349.

 with the white receipt visible on the left 5|de
of the noodles. The text is small, so I will I
zoom. SPATIAL-ZO0OM(the white receipt with !

- 1) After zooming, I can now the itemZii%

1/ (scallion oil noodles) listed with a quantity || s'=19 @ Rreason =
,/of 1 and price of 30, along with mXHE | f=16349 @

(soup dumplings) for price of 20 and YEf&EHE

itemized list and prices) = [3, 750, 552, 1503]. L@ /] (pork chop) for price of 30. Final answer: 30.

Case #2: Partial reasoning, Wrong answer

I win

=[9,500,382,907) @ @ Raccuracy =0
Answer: 28 @ Riotal = 0.67

Figure 3. Overview of Interactive Video Reasoning and the proposed Reasoning-Aware GRPO (RA-GRPO) framework. The model,
Video-CoM, reasons with videos through a Chain of Manipulations (CoM), iteratively applying visual operations to gather and refine visual
evidence. Each manipulation produces new observations that are fed back into the model for continued reasoning. Because multiple
manipulation trajectories can lead to the same correct answer, accuracy-only rewards cannot distinguish grounded from spurious reasoning
paths. RA-GRPO resolves this by introducing step-level reasoning rewards that explicitly evaluate each manipulation. The examples
illustrate how intermediate reasoning steps are verified, providing partial credit for correct intermediate actions and guiding the model

toward consistent, visually grounded reasoning trajectories.

on a label), as shown in Figure | or find-segment for count-
ing brief, repeated actions within a longer sequence. We
then design a systematic in-context learning prompt that de-
scribes the purpose, inputs, outputs, and typical use cases
of each manipulation, along with reasoning trajectories and
how intermediate states evolve as new evidence is gathered.

Interactive Video Reasoning Data Generation. With the
curated videos and defined chains of manipulations, we next
construct a high-quality dataset that elicits active video rea-
soning. Starting from 9K videos, we use Gemini-2.5-Pro [6]
to generate 3-5 QA pairs per video, producing 25K QA pairs
in total. Each question is designed to target a specific CoM.
To ensure quality, we re-evaluate every generated question
in two formats, multiple-choice and open-ended, which pro-
vides an effective mechanism for filtering ambiguous or
unanswerable samples. After this verification, roughly 75%
of the data are retained, resulting in 18K high-quality QA
pairs that include the question, answer, MCQ options, and
CoM reasoning trace. For spatial grounding, we find that
predicting bounding boxes directly from the full video is
unreliable. We therefore re-annotate all spatial localiza-
tions using the corresponding frame as input and keep only
those with high agreement between Gemini and InternVL3-
78B [63]. The prompts used for QA generation and verifi-
cation are provided in Appendix A Table 6 and 7.

Video-CoM-Instruct. Building on the above pipeline, we
construct Video-CoM-Instruct, a high-quality collection of
18K QA pairs designed to enable interactive, manipulation-
based video reasoning. Of these, 16.5K are generated from
videos sampled from existing datasets and 1.5K from the
manually curated collection. We use 15K QA pairs for SFT

and set aside 3K for GRPO. All samples from the curated
videos are included in the GRPO subset, along with an addi-
tional 1.5K selected from existing sources. To sample these,
we generate eight predictions per question using Qwen2.5-
VL-72B [1] and retain only examples that are neither triv-
ially solvable nor consistently failed across all predictions.

Dense Annotation Enabling Step-Level Reasoning Re-
wards. To enable reasoning-aware optimization through
GRPO, we enrich the 3K GRPO samples with dense tem-
poral and spatial annotations. Each manipulation step in the
target CoM is comprehensively labeled, allowing rewards
to be assigned at the step level rather than only for final
answers. For temporal reasoning, we annotate all valid seg-
ments and frames for each find-segment and find-frame op-
eration, since the same piece of evidence may appear across
multiple moments in a video. For spatial reasoning, we
manually annotate bounding boxes on representative frames
and track them using SAM?2.1 [31] to form tubelets that cap-
ture the full temporal span where the target object appears.
These dense annotations ensure consistent grounding of vi-
sual evidence across time, enabling the use of step-level re-
wards for interactive, manipulation-based reasoning.

Benchmark for Manipulation-Based Video Reasoning.
While existing benchmarks such as Video-MMMU [15]
and ScienceVid [8] emphasize compositional or scientific
reasoning, they do not explicitly assess the ability to per-
form manipulation-based reasoning. To rigorously evalu-
ate the effectiveness of interactive video reasoning, we con-
struct Video-CoM-Bench, a dedicated benchmark targeting
manipulation-centric reasoning. The data generation pro-
cess follows the same pipeline as the Video-CoM-Instruct



GRPO subset. Human annotators verify each QA pair,
multiple-choice options, reasoning trace and dense spatio-
temporal localization to ensure annotation quality. In total,
Video-CoM-Bench comprises 1K high-quality samples for
evaluating manipulation-based video reasoning.

3.3. Reasoning-Aware Group Relative Policy Opti-
mization (RA-GRPO)

Most existing video reasoning models are optimized
through outcome-based supervision, where rewards are as-
signed solely to the final answer. While this objective en-
forces correctness at the end of reasoning, it provides no
guidance for the intermediate reasoning steps. As a result,
the model’s reasoning trajectory often drifts away from the
visual evidence, relying on world knowledge rather than
the video, and may generate reasoning that are inconsistent
with the final prediction (see Figure | and Figure 4). In
contrast, our framework performs chain-of-manipulations-
based reasoning, where each step such as finding segments,
isolating frames, or zooming spatially produces new and
verifiable visual evidence. Since multiple valid manipula-
tion sequences can yield the same correct answer, accuracy-
only rewards cannot distinguish between grounded and spu-
rious reasoning paths.

To address this limitation, we introduce Reasoning-
Aware Group Relative Policy Optimization (RA-GRPO), an
extension of GRPO that incorporates step-level reasoning
rewards to explicitly evaluate the correctness of each visual
manipulation. For every video-question pair, we generate
a group of reasoning trajectories sampled from the current
policy. Each trajectory consists of a complete reasoning se-
quence, where at each step the model produces an output O;
containing both textual reasoning and a predicted manipula-
tion m,;. Chaining the intermediate outputs yields a chain of
manipulations CoM = {m,ms, ..., my—_1 }, while the fi-
nal output Oy concludes the reasoning process, from which
the answer ¢ is extracted from its textual content.

For each question, supervision is restricted to the ma-
nipulation types relevant to its annotated reasoning trajec-
tory. RA-GRPO evaluates correspondence within this sub-
set when computing the reasoning reward. Specifically, we
define the reasoning reward Rc,s,n, which measures the
proportion of correct manipulations within a reasoning tra-
jectory. For each predicted manipulation m/; among N pre-
dicted manipulations, correctness is defined as

s, e 8*,
L qfieF,
ToU(bL, b*) > 7,
0, otherwise.

for find-segment,
for find-frame,

. (1)
for spatial-zoom,

where S*, F*, and B* denote the sets of annotated valid
segments, frame indices, and bounding boxes, respectively,

and 73, is the IoU threshold with b* € B*. The reasoning
reward is then computed as the mean correctness over all
predicted manipulations:

1 N
Rreason = N Zl Cj. (2)

This step-level design enables dense supervision, re-
warding reasoning trajectories that perform correct manip-
ulations even when the final answer is wrong. In addition,
we define an accuracy reward R,.cuncy that evaluates the
final answer ¢ correctness against the ground truth y*:

L ify =y,

Raccuracy = . (3
0, otherwise.

R= Raccuracy + Rreason- 4

Together, these terms define the total reward for each tra-
jectory (See Figure 3). This design enables RA-GRPO to
assign partial credit to trajectories that follow correct rea-
soning even when the final answer is incorrect, while still
emphasizing trajectories that are both accurate and visually
grounded. By shaping the reward in this way, RA-GRPO
encourages the model to develop reasoning policies that in-
tegrate factual correctness with consistent visual grounding.

4. Experiments

4.1. Training Details

We adopt Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct [1] as the base MLLM
and train Video-CoM in two stages. Stage I (SFT). We
perform SFT on Video-CoM-Instruct, which provides 15K
high-quality samples for chain-of-manipulations reasoning.
To enhance temporal understanding, we add 9K Activ-
ityNet [2] samples trained without manipulations, offers
dense temporal supervision for improving frame localiza-
tion. We further include 180K Visual-CoT [33] samples fo-
cusing on image-based QA with spatial grounding, which
strengthen the model’s spatial-zoom capability. To balance
optimization across modalities, Visual-CoT data are trained
with proportionally larger batch sizes, ensuring comparable
update steps between image and video data. The final SFT
dataset comprises 25K video and 180K image samples.
Stage II (RA-GRPO). In the second stage, we apply
reasoning-aware GRPO (RA-GRPO) on the 3K GRPO sub-
set of Video-CoM-Instruct. Each sample includes dense
temporal and spatial annotations for every manipulation
step, allowing computation of both accuracy and step-level
reasoning rewards. RA-GRPO encourages the model to rea-
son with the video in an interactive manner through a co-
herent chain of manipulations, progressively gathering and
integrating visual evidence at each step.
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Table 1. Comparison across nine video understanding benchmarks. Video-CoM achieves the highest average score on five reasoning
benchmarks and remains competitive on generic ones. The largest gain is observed on Video-CoM-Bench, which requires multi-step
evidence gathering, highlighting that interactive video reasoning through chain-of-manipulations leads to stronger and grounded reasoning.

4.2. Implementation Details

During training, videos are uniformly sampled at 2 FPS, and
up to 32 frames are selected per video. Each frame is pro-
cessed at a resolution of 360x420 pixels, and frame as well
as segment indices are overlaid on the visual inputs to facil-
itate temporal localization. For find-segment, up to 8 frames
are uniformly sampled from the selected segment based on
its duration. The number of manipulation turns is capped at
5 during both training and evaluation. All evaluations are
conducted using the 1mms—-eval [54] framework, follow-
ing the same 2 FPS, 32 frame setting and employing the
official prompts specified by each benchmark.

We evaluate Video-CoM across nine video understanding
and QA benchmarks, including five video-reasoning bench-
marks, namely, VideoMMMU [15], MMV U-Val [58], Min-
erva [26], ScienceVideoBench [8], and VideoMathQA [30],
and three generic benchmarks (TempoCompass [22],
Video-MME [10], and MLVU [60]), where Video-MME
spans short, medium, and long duration videos, and MLVU
serves as a dedicated long-video benchmark. We fur-
ther evaluate on our manipulation-specific benchmark,
Video-CoM-Bench. We compare against four state-of-
the-art reasoning models [9, 20, 39, 47], all built upon
Qwen2.5-VL-7B and trained using two-stage SFT and
GRPO pipelines. Direct comparison with concurrent inter-
active video-reasoning works [12, 51, 53] is not included, as
their models and code are not publicly available at submis-
sion time. Additional implementation details, hyperparam-
eters and runtime comparison are provided in Appendix B.

4.3. Results

Main Results. Table | summarizes the performance of
Video-CoM across nine video understanding and reason-
ing benchmarks. On the five reasoning benchmarks,

Video-CoM achieves the highest average score of 40.5.
VideoChat-R1.5 follows with 39.3, while VideoRFT show
similar trends. These results demonstrates that while
RL optimization improves general reasoning, interactive,
manipulation-based reasoning further enhances the model’s
ability to identify and integrate relevant visual cues. On the
three generic video understanding benchmarks, Video-
CoM remains competitive, reaching an average score of
63.9, comparable to VideoRFT (63.4) and VideoChat-R1
(63.2). This shows that increasing interactivity with the
video does not compromise broader video understand-
ing capability. The most notable gain appears on the
manipulation-focused Video-CoM-Bench, where Video-
CoM achieves 68.7. This improvement highlights the
model’s ability to reason with the video iteratively, pro-
gressively integrating visual evidence. VideoRFT fol-
lows with 60.2, benefiting from semantic alignment, while
VideoChat-R1.5 reaches 59.9 through multi-round percep-
tion. Notably, Video-CoM attains these results using only
3K RL samples, significantly fewer than the 18K-310K
used by comparable models [9, 20, 39, 47], highlighting the
efficiency of our approach.

Effect of Reasoning-aware GRPO. We evaluate the im-
pact of the proposed reasoning-aware GRPO by comparing
three training stages: SFT, GRPO with accuracy-only re-
wards, and RA-GRPO with step-level reasoning rewards.
As shown in Table 2, SFT establishes the baseline for
manipulation-based reasoning, achieving 64.0 on Video-
CoM-Bench and 37.5 on average across the five reasoning
benchmarks. Incorporating GRPO improves performance
to 66.7 and 38.9. Introducing step-level reasoning rewards
in RA-GRPO leads to a consistent improvement, reaching
68.7 on Video-CoM-Bench and 40.5 on average. Accuracy-
only rewards cannot distinguish between trajectories that
are visually grounded and those that rely on spurious cor-
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SFT 64.0 473 26.7 23.8 59.4 30.1|375

GRPO 66.7|47.3 273 259 62.7 31.2|389
RA-GRPO | 68.7 | 50.2 27.6 27.8 65.4 31.7 | 40.5

Table 2. Ablation on reasoning-aware GRPO. Incorporating
step-level reasoning rewards leads to consistent improvements
across all benchmarks, indicating that refining intermediate rea-
soning steps enhances interactive video reasoning.

relations. These results demonstrate how step-level evalu-
ation addresses this limitation. RA-GRPO therefore pro-
motes reasoning with the video through a coherent chain of
manipulations, progressively gathering and integrating vi-
sual evidence across reasoning steps.

Effect of Visual Manipulations. Table 3 evaluates the ef-
fect of each manipulation. We ablate it in Video-CoM by
withholding new visual inputs for that manipulation during
training and inference. The text-only baseline performs rea-
soning without visual feedback. Introducing find-segment
shows the largest gain, highlighting the importance of tem-
poral rewatching for fine-grained localization. Adding find-
Jframe enhances spatial reasoning by allowing the model to
focus on key moments, while spatial-zoom enables detailed
inspection of small regions. Our analysis suggests that the
impact of each manipulation correlates with its localization
difficulty; temporal segments are easier to localize, whereas
precise spatial grounding remains more challenging. Com-
bining all three manipulations delivers the most consistent
performance across benchmarks, confirming that active vi-
sual interaction fundamentally strengthens video reasoning.
Evaluation of Reasoning Quality. Table 4 evaluates both
final answer accuracy and reasoning quality on Video-CoM-
Bench. Reasoning quality denotes the fraction of trajecto-
ries with manipulation accuracy > 0.3, Acc@IoU jointly
accounts for both reasoning precision and answer correct-
ness. Compared to SFT and GRPO, RA-GRPO achieves
consistent gains across all metrics, improving reasoning
precision and accuracy. These results confirm that step-
level supervision enhances the model’s ability to maintain
visual grounding while preserving answer correctness.
Analysis of Visual Attention. To examine how models
ground their reasoning, we analyze whether attention stays
anchored in visual evidence or drifts toward world knowl-
edge. As shown in Figure 4, Video-R1 [9] focuses primar-
ily on text tokens, indicating reliance on general associa-
tions rather than visual attention, consistent with models
that think about videos. In contrast, Video-CoM maintains
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vV |V | X | 676|487 27.5 27.8 644 58.1|45.3
vV | vV |V | 687|502 27.6 27.8 654 59.4 | 46.1

Table 3. Ablation on visual manipulations. Each row shows
which atomic manipulations (Find-Segment, Find-Frame, Spatial-
Zoom) are enabled. Incremental addition of these manipulations
demonstrates that temporal rewatching, frame inspection, and spa-
tial refinement collectively enhance interactive video reasoning.

Model Acc. Reason Acc@IoU
Video-R1 [9] 57.0 12.8 8.0
VideoChat-R1.5 [47] 59.9 35.1 28.0
Video-CoM SFT 64.0 49.2 38.1
Video-CoM GRPO 66.7 51.0 37.6

Video-CoM RA-GRPO 68.7 53.8 39.2

Table 4. Evaluation of reasoning quality on Video-CoM-Bench.
RA-GRPO improves both reasoning accuracy and joint Acc@loU,
demonstrating its effectiveness in grounding visual evidence and
maintaining answer correctness.
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Figure 4. Comparison of visual attention. Video-R1 [9] (top) fo-
cuses primarily on text tokens, indicating reliance on world knowl-
edge rather than visual evidence. Video-CoM (bottom) main-
tains dynamic attention to vision tokens across reasoning rounds,
demonstrating active visual reasoning.

dynamic attention to vision tokens across multiple reason-
ing rounds (shown in distinct colors), demonstrating that the
model re-engages perception at manipulation points, con-
tinually gathering and refining visual evidence. Attention
maps are computed as mean last-layer attention from gen-
erated tokens to text and vision, averaged across all heads.



5. Conclusion

This work advances the goal of interactive video reason-
ing, where models actively gather and refine visual evidence
rather than relying on fixed video representations. We in-
troduce Video-CoM, which achieves this through a chain
of manipulations, supported by Video-CoM-Instruct, a
manipulation-driven dataset, and a reasoning-aware GRPO
objective aligning learning with step-level rewards. Despite
using far less training data than prior large-scale models,
Video-CoM achieves competitive results across nine bench-
marks, demonstrating the effectiveness of interactive rea-
soning for evidence-driven video understanding.
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A. Additional Dataset Details

A.l. Video Selection from Existing Sources

We curate the video sources for the SFT subset of Video-
CoM-Instructfrom large-scale existing datasets aggregated
in Video-LLaVA-178K [55], which combines diverse video
sources spanning human activities, instructional content,
and egocentric scenes [2, 13, 28, 32, 36, 50, 61]. This pro-
vides a broad base of visually and temporally varied content
suitable for manipulation-driven reasoning.

Each video is accompanied by a descriptive caption used
to estimate its information density, a measure of how richly
a video encodes diverse visual and temporal cues that sup-
port localized evidence gathering. When available, we uti-
lize ground-truth or human-curated captions from the origi-
nal datasets, while for other sources, captions are automati-
cally generated using Qwen2.5-VL-72B [1].

We compute an information-density score for each video
using Qwen3-235B-A22B [48], following the prompt de-
scribed in Table 5. The scoring process evaluates the rich-
ness of visual entities, temporal diversity, and scene com-
plexity within each caption, assigning a score in the range

[0, 10]. Higher scores correspond to videos containing mul-
tiple temporally localized events, varied spatial layouts, and
fine-grained object interactions, characteristics critical for
manipulation-based reasoning.

Distribution of Videos Curated from Existing
Sources. Based on these scores, we select approxi-
mately 9K videos with the highest information density
across all sources. This filtering process ensures that the
resulting set captures both temporal diversity and spatial
detail while maintaining balanced coverage across content
domains. The final distribution of selected videos is
illustrated in Figure 5. The largest contributing sources are
ActivityNet [2] (28%), Charades [36] (19%), VidOR [32]
(17%), and YouCooKII [61] (14%), followed by YouTube
videos collected by LLaVA-178K [55], PerceptionTest [28],
CLEVRER [50], and Ego4D [13]. This diverse mixture
provides a comprehensive foundation for generating high-
quality, manipulation-centric question-answer pairs in the
Video-CoM-Instruct SFT subset.

LLaVA-178K
11%

Perception
6%

Figure 5. Proportion of videos selected from existing sources
for constructing Video-CoM-Instruct. The figure shows the fi-
nal composition of the 9K videos drawn from large-scale exist-
ing datasets used in the SFT stage of Video-CoM-Instruct, includ-
ing ActivityNet [2], Charades [36], VidOR [32], YouCooKII [61],
YouTube videos collected by LLaVA-178K [55], Perception-
Test [28], CLEVRER [50], and Ego4D [13].

A.2. Question-Answer Generation

Building upon the 9K videos sampled from existing sources
and the 70 manually curated high-complexity videos, we
generate the initial pool of question-answer (QA) pairs for
interactive video reasoning. Each video serves as a source
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Prompt for Scoring Video Information Density

You are an intelligent assistant for estimating the information density of a video based on its caption.

TASK: You will be given: a detailed text description (capt ion) summarizing the visual and temporal content of a video.
Your task is to assess how much visual and temporal information this video likely contains, in terms of scene diversity,
number of activities, object interactions, presence of text or small visual details, and changes over time. Higher scores
correspond to videos that include multiple actions, scene transitions, or visually rich environments with fine-grained
elements, while lower scores indicate static or uniform scenes with minimal variation or visual complexity.

Scoring Rubric:

* 9-10 (Extremely High Density): The caption describes complex, multi-context scenes with multiple entities and
sequential actions. Such videos likely contain numerous objects, fine-grained movements, and visual changes that
demand attention. Examples: “A person assembles a drone indoors, then flies it outside while checking telemetry on a
laptop”, “A reporter interviews several people while the camera pans across stalls showing different products”.

» 7-8 (High Density): The caption involves several actions or interactions within a single dynamic setting. It includes
diverse objects, moderate motion, and visible variations in activity or focus. Examples: “A mechanic changes a car
tire, checks pressure, and cleans the tools”, “A teacher explains a concept using diagrams while students take notes”.

* 5-6 (Moderate Density): The caption includes a short sequence of simple or familiar actions. Some motion and object
variation are present but limited, resulting in modest visual richness. Examples: “A person pours milk into coffee and
stirs”, “A dog chases a ball and returns it”.

* 3—4 (Low Density): The caption depicts a mostly static scene with limited activity or change, few objects or move-
ments. Examples: “A woman applying makeup facing the camera”, “Close-up shot of someone feeding a bird”.

* 1-2 (Very Low Density): The caption describes a nearly static or visually uniform scene with no significant motion,
object variation, or scene change. Examples: “A sunset over the mountains”, “A close-up of a flower”.

Evaluation Principles: Favor higher scores for captions describing multiple activities, diverse objects, visible text or
small details, noticeable scene transitions, and temporal changes. Favor lower scores for static or repetitive scenes with
minimal motion, uniform backgrounds, or limited visual elements. Base the assessment strictly on the caption without
inferring additional information.

Output Format
SCORE_CARD: {"critique":
diversity, activity variety, and visual-temporal richness>", "score":

.

"<2-3 sentence justification summarizing scene
<1-10>}

Table 5. Prompt for scoring video information density. Higher scores correspond to videos with greater scene diversity, multiple actions,
object interactions, and fine-grained visual details.

for 3-5 QA pairs, resulting in approximately 25K candidate
examples prior to filtering. The objective of this stage is to
construct questions that explicitly elicit manipulation-based
reasoning, requiring the model to actively explore the video
to gather visual evidence rather than rely on global context.

However, for the manually curated videos, we gener-
ate and retain up to 20 QA pairs per video. These videos
are intentionally selected to provide rich temporal and spa-
tial complexity, offering multiple opportunities to form
manipulation-specific questions.

The prompt used with Gemini-2.5-Pro [6] to generate
QA pairs is provided in Table 6. The prompt establishes a

structured framework for producing interactive video rea-
soning questions by explicitly defining the available ma-
nipulation tools, find-segment, find-frame and spatial-zoom,
and describing their appropriate use cases. It instructs the
model not only to create questions requiring these tools
but also to articulate reasoning paths that reflect deliberate
visual exploration. Each question must therefore demand
targeted inspection: identifying the correct segment, iso-
lating precise frames, or zooming into fine spatial details.
The prompt further specifies representative reasoning paths
(e.g., find-segment— find-frame— spatial-zoom) to encour-
age coverage across temporal, spatial, and fine-grained rea-
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Prompt for Question-Answer Generation in Video-CoM-Instruct

You are given a video. Your task is to create ten challenging question-answer pairs that require close inspection of the
visual content using the defined tools. These questions should not be easily answered by simply watching the video from
beginning to end one time. The solver should be required to rewatch specific portions, pause at precise frames, or zoom
into small regions to find the answer.

TARGET: Challenging or difficult questions can come from either of the following types:

* Locating the right segment in a long video and rewatching it to find the answer.

* Freezing the exact frame to observe objects, actions, or details (object presence, colour, counting, order, subtle actions).
* Zooming into small regions to check for clear text, logos, numbers, or tiny objects (text or any fine details).

» Combinations of the above three types.

TOOLS: The video is divided into equal-length segments. Segment and frame identifiers are overlaid in the top-left

corner. Audio is unavailable, so questions must not rely on names or spoken dialogue.

1. Find-Segment: The video is divided into segments. This tool lets the solver rewatch a specific segment of the video
in more detail. It is essential when the video is long (has multiple segments) or when events unfold over time. Unlike
a single-frame detail, segment-based questions depend on understanding the action that takes place in a segment or
progression of actions or the order in which events happen. For example, asking “Which object is picked up first
before the person leaves the room?” or “How many people does the man shake hands with?” forces the solver to locate
and carefully rewatch that segment. Such questions cannot be solved by only looking at one frame. A question targets
rewatching one or a maximum of two segments for such reasoning, never more, so that exploration remains focused
but still requires deliberate navigation. Indirectly this should test the ability to locate the most appropriate segment to
answer the question.

2. Find-Frame: This tool freezes the video at a specific frame. It is required when the answer depends on a clear visual
observation that can be made certain by looking at a specific frame: counting objects, identifying objects or outfits,
recognizing an attribute such as colour, or checking whether an object is present. Find-Frame can be used on its own
if it is easy to locate the frame, or after Find-Segment when the solver must first navigate to the correct part of the
video. The key purpose of this tool is to extract details more confidently that cannot be identified correctly by simply
skimming or recalling the overall video.

3. Spatial-Zoom: This tool zooms into a specific region of a frame to reveal small or distant details that are otherwise
unreadable or unclear. It is especially useful for text on signs, logos, numbers on jerseys, or small objects hidden
within cluttered scenes. Without zooming in, such details would remain either invisible or easily misinterpreted.
Spatial-Zoom is always used after Find-Frame (to first stop at the right moment). For example, to read text on a bottle
label or to check a tiny object in someone’s hand, the solver must freeze the correct frame and then zoom in on the
region of interest. This ensures that the answer comes from precise inspection, not broad guessing.

TASK: Write 10 questions that cannot be answered correctly without using the above tools. For each question: Write
the question, correct short answer, 5 multiple-choice options (A-E) with exactly one correct option and provide a brief
reasoning plan listing the sequence of tools.

Example Reasoning Paths

* Only Find-Segment: when the answer depends on actions or the order of events within a segment.

* Only Find-Frame: when the answer depends on a clear, stable visual detail or counting in a single frame.

* Find-Segment— Find-Frame: relevant detail is brief and requires zooming to a segment before freezing.

* Find-Frame— Spatial-Zoom: when the needed detail is small or distant and must be read or inspected after freezing.

* Find-Segment— Find-Frame— Spatial-Zoom: when the answer requires segment selection, precise frame selection,
and zooming for small details.

Examples: Insert the in-context examples here.

/

Table 6. Prompt for QA generation in Video-CoM-Instruct. The prompt defines a structured framework for creating interactive video
reasoning questions that require explicit use of manipulations. It instructs the intended purpose and use cases of each operation, guiding
the model to generate questions that demand targeted visual inspection and reasoning trajectories.



soning levels, ensuring that the generated QA pairs compre-
hensively span the manipulation space.

A.3. Reasoning Generation and Verification

After generating the initial QA pairs, we perform a two-
stage verification process to ensure both correctness and
reasoning quality. Each question is re-evaluated by Gemini-
2.5-Pro [6] in two complementary formats: multiple-choice
(MCQ) and open-ended. For each format, the model pro-
duces a reasoning trace followed by a final answer.

This process serves two primary purposes. First, the rea-
soning trace provides an explicit step-by-step solution de-
scribing the sequence of manipulations, thereby enriching
each sample with structured reasoning supervision. Sec-
ond, by comparing the model’s final prediction against the
ground-truth answer in both formats, we filter out ambigu-
ous, inconsistent, or incorrect samples. Only examples
where both predictions match the correct answer are re-
tained in the final dataset.

The prompt used for this step, shown in Table 7, pro-
vides a detailed framework for solution generation through
active video reasoning. It defines that each question must be
solved using the atomic manipulations and specifies when
and why each operation should be invoked. The prompt
further outlines the different reasoning trajectories, ensuring
that solutions follow interpretable and compositional chains
of manipulations rather than text-only reasoning.

A 4. Structured Reasoning

Importantly, the response format enforces a structured rea-
soning trace that interleaves three complementary reasoning
components.

* Exploratory-Reasoning performs textual reasoning con-
ditioned on the currently available visual information to
decide what manipulation to perform next and where to
focus within the video. It bridges perception and action
by hypothesizing the most relevant temporal or spatial re-
gion for evidence gathering.

* Visual-Manipulation executes the manipulation to per-
form the corresponding visual action to gather localized
evidence.

* Observation describes and uses the resulting new visual
observation for continued reasoning.

As a result, each reasoning trace in Video-CoM-Instruct
follows this structured progression, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 6. Each manipulation is therefore immediately followed
by an observation that reports what has been discovered,
verified, or localized. The format specifies clear localization
criteria, requiring the model to articulate distinct visual cues
(objects, motions, colors, text, or spatial arrangements) that
justify each step and distinguish the chosen segment, frame,
or region from neighboring contexts. This enforced alterna-
tion of “Exploratory-Reasoning — Visual-Manipulation

— Observation,” ensures that the reasoning trace unfolds
as a sequence of verifiable perception-action pairs, where
every claim in the textual reasoning is grounded in direct
visual evidence rather than abstract inference.

Finally, the prompt also requires the model to produce
dense spatio-temporal annotations in the form of Valid-
Segments and Valid-Frames, marking all temporally or spa-
tially valid regions where evidence supporting the answer
appears. These annotations are later leveraged during RA-
GRPO training to compute step-level reasoning rewards, di-
rectly aligning policy optimization with the annotated rea-
soning trajectories.

A.S. Limitations and Challenges

Despite the careful design of Video-CoM-Instruct, con-
structing high-quality data for manipulation-based video
reasoning presents several challenges.

Spatial Localization in Videos. The first and most sig-
nificant limitation lies in the accuracy of spatial localiza-
tions within videos. Generating realistic questions that re-
flect real-world use cases, such as identifying the price of
an item in Figure 3, often requires reasoning over textual
regions rather than clearly bounded objects. Two factors
contribute to this difficulty. (i) Spatial localization directly
within videos remains a persistent challenge even for state-
of-the-art multimodal LLMs such as Gemini-2.5-Pro [6]
and InternVL3-78B [63]. Accurately grounding a region in
the spatio-temporal domain of a video requires large-scale,
high-quality supervision, which is scarce at present. (ii) Lo-
calizing regions containing texts or numbers is inherently
more difficult than object localization. Even with static im-
age inputs, these targets fall outside the common segmenta-
tion or detection vocabularies used by current models, lead-
ing to frequent failures. Consequently, scaling high-quality
spatial localization data for videos is non-trivial. To ensure
reliable supervision for reinforcement learning, we there-
fore manually annotate spatial regions in the GRPO subset
of the dataset, but this limits the scalability of data.

Video Sources for Manipulation-Specific Data. A sec-
ond challenge arises from the dependence of manipulation-
specific data on video context. Videos with limited scene
diversity, such as a single-view recording of a person cook-
ing, offer little variation across time. In such cases, ques-
tions can often be answered without iterative visual interac-
tion, since relevant details persist throughout the clip. This
makes it difficult to construct samples that genuinely require
temporal revisitation, frame inspection, or spatial zoom-
ing. To address this, we manually curate videos that exhibit
richer contextual variation, ensuring the dataset includes
scenarios where interactive manipulation is both necessary
and beneficial for reasoning. However, this manual curation
also constrains large-scale data expansion, as sourcing di-
verse, information-dense videos with manipulation-relevant



Question: According to the on-screen graphic at the 50m turn, what is the time difference displayed for Williams, the swimmer
representing England? Options: A. +0.61, B. +0.34, C. +0.18, D. 25.14, E. 25.75

. —

JEFFCOAT

Step 1: In segment 2, the swimmers are in the middle of the first lap. In segment 3, they reach the far wall, execute their turn, and
a graphic showing the 50m split times is displayed on the screen. In segment 4, they are swimming the second lap towards the finish
line. FIND-SEGMENT(swimmers complete the first 50 meters and a graphic with split times appears) = 3.

Step 2: Segment 3 shows the swimmers turning at the 50-meter mark. As they push off the wall, a graphic appears on the right
side of the screen, listing the leaders and their split times or time differences from the leader.

Step 3: In frame 938, the graphic shows only the top two swimmers. By frame 963, the graphic has expanded to show the top three
swimmers, including one from England (ENG) named Williams. FIND-FRAME(the on-screen graphic with swimmer names and times is
fully visible) = 963.

Step 4: The frame shows a wide shot of the race after the turn. On the right, a graphic is displayed. The first entry is for a swimmer
from RSA named COETZE. The second is for a swimmer from NZL named JEFFCOAT. The third entry is for a swimmer from ENG
named WILLIAMS. A time difference is listed next to his name, but the text is small.

Step 5: SPATIAL-ZO0O0M(the third line of the on-screen graphic showing the swimmer from England) = [79, 165, 766, 234]. This region
isolates the entry for Williams, which includes the lane number, country flag, abbreviation, name, and time difference.

Step 6: The zoomed-in view of the graphic clearly shows the entry for the swimmer in lane 5: "5 ENG WILLIAMS +0.34". The time
difference displayed is "+0.34".

Step 7: Final-Answer: B. +0.34
Video-CoM-Instruct Reasoning Trace Interleaves Exploratory Reasoning, Visual Manipulation, and Observation

Exploratory-Reasoning: Temporal reasoning Visual-Manipulation: Selecting action Observation: Describing the observations and
video context to infer where evidence is likely to actively gather new visual evidence reasoning with the new visual evidence
located fo choose the moment to inspect. for the next reasoning step. obtained from the manipulation.

Question: During the sequence showing drilling and blasting, what action is performed immediately after the explosion is detonated
and the dust begins to clear? Options: A. A large loader immediately begins clearing rubble, B. Workers begin installing steel mesh, C.
A worker inspects the blast site using flashlights, D. A machine begins spraying shotcrete, E. The workers take a break

[

Temporally-zoomed segment (9) )

Step 1: Segment 8 shows various funnel construction scenes, including drilling and rock removal. Segment 9 begins with workers
preparing for a blast, followed by the explosion itself. Segment 10 shows different construction methods, including the use of a Tunnel
Boring Machine. FIND-SEGMENT (workers are preparing to detonate explosives in a tunnel) = 9.

Step 2: In segment 9, three workers are shown preparing and then detonating explosives at the tunnel face. A large explosion
occurs, filling the tunnel with dust and smoke. Immediately after the blast, as the dust is still thick in the air, a worker with a
headlamp and another powerful flashlight is shown inspecting the blast site. Only after this inspection does a large yellow loader
enter the area fo begin clearing the blasted rock and debris.

Step 3: Final-Answer: C. A worker inspects the blast site using flashlights

Figure 6. Reasoning traces in the Video-CoM-Instruct dataset interleave exploratory-reasoning, visual-manipulation, and observa-
tion. Top: Temporal zooming is applied to capture the brief moment when the on-screen timing graphic becomes fully visible, followed by
a spatial zoom to read the fine-grained split times. Bottom: A fleeting inspection during a tunnel explosion sequence, where the reasoning
trace focuses on the short temporal window and observes the worker inspecting the blast site with a flashlight. These examples illustrate
reasoning structured as exploratory-reasoning — visual-manipulation — observation.
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Prompt for Step-by-step Solution Generation and Verification

You are given a video and a multiple-choice question. Your task is to produce a clear, step-by-step solution for the
question using the defined tools, and then give the final answer that exactly matches one of the options. Your solutions
must involve active inspection of the visual content by locating segments, freezing frames, and zooming into regions.

TARGET: The questions are generated to target solutions that require active visual inspection in the following ways:

* Locating the right segment in a long video and rewatching it to find the answer.

» Freezing the exact frame to observe objects, actions, or details (object presence, colour, counting, order, subtle actions).
* Zooming into small regions to check for clear text, logos, numbers, or tiny objects (text or any fine details).

» Combinations of the above three types.

TOOLS: The video is divided into equal-length segments. Segment and frame IDs are overlaid in the top-left corner. The
following tools allow you to actively explore and inspect the video to find the answer, instead of passively watching.

1. Find-Segment: The video is divided into segments. This tool lets the model rewatch a specific segment of the video

in more detail. It is essential when the video is long (has multiple segments) or when events unfold over time. Unlike a
single-frame detail, segment-based answers depend on understanding the progression of actions and the order in which
events happen. For example, solving “Which object is picked up first before the person leaves the room?” requires
locating and carefully rewatching that segment. Such answers cannot be derived by only looking at one frame. Use one
or a maximum of two segments for such reasoning, never more, so that exploration remains focused but still requires
deliberate navigation. Indirectly this proves the ability to locate the most appropriate segment to solve the question.

. Find-Frame: This tool freezes the video at a specific frame. It is required when the answer depends on a clear visual

observation that can be made certain by looking at a specific frame: counting people sitting on a bench, identifying
which object is being held or an outfit, recognizing an attribute such as colour, or checking whether an object is present.
Find-Frame can be used on its own if it is easy to locate the frame, or after Find-Segment when the model must first
navigate to the correct part of the video. The key purpose of this tool is to extract details that cannot be identified
correctly by simply skimming or recalling the overall video, ensuring the answer comes from precise inspection.

. Spatial-Zoom: This tool zooms into a specific region of a frame to reveal small or distant details that are otherwise

unreadable or unclear. It is especially useful for text on signs, logos, numbers on jerseys, or small objects hidden
within cluttered scenes. Without zooming in, such details would remain either invisible or easily misinterpreted.
Spatial-Zoom is always used after Find-Frame (to first stop at the right moment). For example, to find the solution to
“What is written on a bottle label?”” the model must freeze the correct frame and then zoom in on the region of interest.
This ensures that the answer comes from precise inspection, not broad guessing.

Possible Reasoning Paths:

1.

2.

(Continued...)
_

Only Find-Segment: used when the answer depends on actions within a segment, such as what someone does or the
order in which two things happen. Usually only one or two segments need to be rewatched.

Only Find-Frame: used when a clear detail can be seen long enough to freeze the video at the right moment. This
can include checking what object someone is holding, counting how many people or items are present, identifying the
color or pattern of clothing, reading large or clearly visible text, or locating the position of an object in the scene. The
key idea is that the answer comes from careful attention to one frame rather than following the whole sequence.
Find-Segment — Find-Frame: used when the detail is short in duration, so the model first needs to narrow down to the
correct segment, then carefully look at its frames to freeze the exact moment.

. Find-Frame — Spatial-Zoom: used when the detail is visible in a frame but too small or distant to be read or recognized

without zooming. This includes reading fine print on a sign, checking a small logo on clothing, identifying a small
object, or inspecting a distant detail in the background. The model must first stop at the right frame and then zoom into
the specific region.

. Find-Segment — Find-Frame — Spatial-Zoom: used when the model has a rough idea that the answer lies within

a segment but must then pause on the exact frame and zoom in to uncover the detail. This is useful when an event
happens within a known segment, but the detail itself is small or not visible without zooming.

/
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Prompt for Step-by-step Solution Generation and Verification (Cont.)

TASK: For each question:

* Read the question and options, follow the most appropriate reasoning path (or the suggested one if suitable), record
brief observations after each tool use, and conclude with a final answer that exactly matches one of the option texts.

* Provide Valid-Segments and Valid-Frames when segment or frame tools are used.

Important Reasoning Rules

* Do not use timestamps; instead, navigate by events, visual cues, segments, and frames.

* For Spatial-Zoom, the phrase must be clear and descriptive enough to uniquely ground the target object or region based
only on the current frame.

* Valid-Segments and Valid-Frames must densely list every possible location where the decisive evidence is clearly
visible. If any portion of a segment contains the evidence, include the entire segment ID. For frames, include the full
continuous range where the evidence remains visible and stable (expand a few frames before and after the chosen one),
but do not include frames where the evidence disappears or is obstructed. Only include Valid-Segments if a segment
was used, and Valid-Frames if a frame was used.

OUTPUT FORMAT

Example for Find-Segment — Find-Frame — Spatial-Zoom

* Step 1: Find-Segment(<brief cue>) = [s] or [s1, s2]. Provide 2-3 concrete visual cues (actions, objects, outfits,
background, text, or positions; choose a mix of the most contrastive visual details) that clearly distinguish this segment
from nearby ones, proving correct temporal localization. The segment number is overlaid in the top-left corner and
must be precisely accurate. Localize the correct segment required to extract the answer.

» Step 2: List clear observations from rewatching the chosen segment(s): what is happening, who or what, where, and
key cues. (Mandatory to include if Find-Segment is used.)

 Step 3: Find-Frame(<what you freeze for or why>) = [f] (or a small set like [f1, .., fo] if helpful). Provide 2-3
concrete visual cues (actions, objects, outfits, background, text, or positions; choose a mix of the most contrastive
visual details) that clearly distinguish this frame from nearby ones, proving correct frame localization. The frame
number is overlaid in the top-left corner and must be precisely accurate.

 Step 4: List precise visual information that is visible in the selected frame. (MUST include if Find-Frame is used.)

o Step 5: Spatial-Zoom(<region or what detail you want>) = [x1,y1,Z2,y2]. Provide 2-3 concrete visual cues that
clearly describe the location of this region in the frame, proving correct spatial localization.

» Step 6: Write clear observations from the zoomed region: exact text, logo, number, or object you can now read or
identify. (Mandatory to include if Spatial-Zoom is used.)

 Step 7: Final-Answer: <exact option text>

Valid-Segments: [s1, s2| (All possible segments that can lead to the correct answer)
Valid-Frames: [fystart — fiend; fastart — foend] (All possible ranges of frames that can lead to the correct answer)

\EXAMPLES: Insert the in-context examples here

J

Table 7. Prompt for reasoning generation and verification in Video-CoM-Bench. The prompt provides a structured template for
generating reasoning traces through active video interaction. It enforces the use of defined manipulations and specifies when and why each
should be applied, producing interpretable reasoning trajectories that integrate exploratory reasoning, visual-manipulation, and observation.

context remains resource-intensive.

B. Additional Implementation Details

B.1. Video Processing.

All videos are uniformly sampled at 2 FPS. A maximum
of 32 frames are used during both supervised fine-tuning

(SFT) and GRPO training, and evaluation likewise operates
with up to 32 frames for all reasoning models. Each frame
is resized to a maximum resolution of 60x420px during
both training and inference.

To support temporal reasoning, explicit segment and
frame indices are overlaid onto every frame. Videos are par-
titioned into uniform temporal segments whose durations



are dynamically adjusted to fall within an adaptive range
of approximately 10-30 seconds, ensuring consistent gran-
ularity across videos of varying length. Each frame is anno-
tated in the format Segment—1i and Frame-J, indicating
its segment and frame positions within the overall timeline.
The annotations are consistently positioned on each frame,
with font size scaled relative to resolution and color adapted
to local background to ensure readability.

B.2. Stage I - Supervised Fine-Tuning

SFT is performed using DeepSpeed ZeRO-3 optimization,
adopting bf16 precision and a maximum context length of
32K tokens. We use a global batch size of 32, and opti-
mize with a learning rate of 1 x 10~° under a cosine decay
schedule with a 3% warm-up ratio.The maximum number
of reasoning turns is five, corresponding to the longest rea-
soning trajectory in the dataset.

Data-Mix: The base model, Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct [1],
is fine-tuned using three datasets: 9K samples from Activ-
ityNet [2] for temporal reasoning, 15K samples from the
Video-CoM-Instruct-SFT subset (concatenated twice, yield-
ing 30K effective samples) for manipulation reasoning, and
180K samples from Visual-CoT [33] for spatial understand-
ing. To maintain comparable update counts between modal-
ities despite dataset size differences, video datasets (Activi-
tyNet and Video-CoM-Instruct) are trained with a batch size
of 4, while Visual-CoT is trained with a larger batch size of
16, ensuring balanced iteration frequencies between image
and video streams within the same training schedule.
ActivityNet for Temporal Localization: For the Activi-
tyNet temporal reasoning subset, timestamp-based annota-
tions are converted into frame-level supervision to enable
fine-grained temporal localization. Each training instance
consists of a natural-language question referring to a spe-
cific event and an answer grounded in explicit frame in-
dices. For example: Q: When do the man and woman
stop their individual performances and come together in
applause? A: Frame 314 to 348, The man and woman
stop their individual performances and come together in ap-
plause between Frame 314 and 348. During this period, the
woman stops dancing and begins clapping, while the man
stops playing the bongos and gives a final clap. This con-
version provides dense frame-level reasoning supervision,
enhancing the model’s ability to align textual cues with pre-
cise temporal boundaries throughout video sequences.

B.3. Stage II - Reasoning Aware GRPO

In the second stage, we fine-tune the model using
Reasoning-Aware GRPO (RA-GRPO) on the 3K GRPO
subset of Video-CoM-Instruct. Training is performed on
8 GPUs with a global batch size of 64, using a learning
rate of 1 x 10~% and the ZeRO-3 optimizer in b£16 preci-
sion. Each input prompt produces 8 candidate generations

Stage Setting Value / Notes
FPS 2 (uniform sampling)
Frame Sampling 32 (train / eval)
Resolution 360x420 px

Video Setup

Segment duration
Segment Sampling

10-30s adaptive
8 (sampled uniformly)

Model Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct
Learning rate 1 x 1075 (cosine)
Global batch 32

SFT Epochs 1
Context length 32K tokens
Max turns <5
Batch ratio 4 (video) / 16 (image)
Global batch 64
Learning rate 1x1076
Group size 8

RA-GRPO KL coeff 0.04
Rewards Accuracy + Reasoning
IoU thresh (73) 0.3 (spatial)
Max turns <5

Table 8. Summary of key hyperparameters used in training Video-
CoM. The table reports core configuration settings for video pre-
processing, supervised fine-tuning (SFT), and reasoning-aware
GRPO (RA-GRPO) training, including frame sampling, learning
rates, batch sizes, and reward-related parameters.

per sample to estimate group-based policy gradients. A KL-
anchor regularization coefficient of 0.04 is applied to stabi-
lize optimization around the supervised policy. The total re-
ward combines two components: an accuracy reward mea-
suring the correctness of the final answer and a reasoning
reward capturing step-level alignment between generated
reasoning chains and annotated manipulation steps. For
spatial localization in spatial-zoom manipulation, we define
a correctness threshold 7, = 0.3 based on the intersection-
over-union (IoU) between predicted and ground-truth re-
gions. During GRPO, the maximum number of reasoning
turns is capped at five. Reasoning is terminated early if the
model reaches this limit without producing a final answer.
For find-segment manipulations, we uniformly sample 8 ad-
ditional frames from the selected segment to provide suffi-
cient temporal context for subsequent reasoning steps. A
detailed summary of all key hyperparameters for both the
training stages and the evaluation is provided in Table 8.

Training Tricks for Learning Manipulations. To ensure
that the model effectively learns to perform and localize
manipulations, we design a targeted sampling strategy dur-
ing GRPO optimization. For find-segment and find-frame,
where dense ground-truth annotations are available, at least
4 frames are sampled from within the valid temporal or
frame ranges. When a find-segment operation is immedi-
ately followed by a find-frame, we explicitly exclude the
target frame from the segment-level sampling so that the



model learns the intended manipulation trajectory, first lo-
cating the correct segment, then identifying the key frame.
For find-frame manipulations, we likewise ensure that
at least four frames are drawn from the valid frame-level
ground-truth region to guarantee the model observes the
relevant evidence. When find-frame follows find-segment,
its sampled frames are restricted to those obtained from the
corresponding segment; otherwise, frames are drawn from
the initial 32 globally sampled frames. This controlled sam-
pling procedure ensures that the model is consistently ex-
posed to the relevant visual evidence required to identify
correct manipulations, while maximizing the effective uti-
lization of each training sample during GRPO optimization.

B.4. Inference Efficiency and Latency

To assess the computational efficiency of our approach,
we measure the average inference latency of Video-CoM
and recent baselines during evaluation on VCoM-Bench.
All models are evaluated on a single AMD Instinct™
MI210 GPU with 64 GB memory under the same 2 FPS,
32-frame setting described in the main text. Latency is de-
fined as the wall-clock time per iteration, averaged over the
complete benchmark evaluation.

Although our Video-CoM uses up to five reasoning turns,
its latency increases only moderately compared with single-
turn Video-R1 and three-iteration VideoChat-R1.5. This is
because Video-CoM reuses encoded visual features across
turns rather than re-encoding the video at each step. Fur-
ther, Video-R1 tends to produce longer reasoning sequences
within a single iteration, resulting in higher overall latency
despite single turn. The results indicate that interactive
multi-turn reasoning achieves reasonable accuracy gains
while maintaining practical inference efficiency.

Model Frames Latency (s) Accuracy (%)
Video-R1 [9] 32 19.04 57.1
VideoChat-R1.5 [47] 32 20.27 59.9
Video-CoM (Ours) 32 25.90 68.7

Table 9. Inference efficiency comparison on VCoM-Bench. La-
tency is measured as the average wall-clock time per iteration on a
single AMD Instinct™ MI210 GPU with 64 GB memory. All
models use a maximum of 32 frames. Video-R1 uses single turn,
VideoChat-R1.5 uses up to three iterations and our VVideo-CoM
uses up to 5 iterative turns during evaluation.

C. Additional Benchmark Details

C.1. Need for Video-CoM-Bench

Existing video understanding benchmarks [10, 22, 58, 60]
are not designed for interactive video reasoning. As shown
in Figure 7, their main emphasis is on holistic, global video

understanding and they do not require the model to itera-
tively gather and validate visual evidence during the rea-
soning process. These datasets typically evaluate how well
models can reason about videos once visual features are
encoded, without requiring iterative perceptual interaction.
Consequently, models can often answer questions by rely-
ing on static context. In contrast, Video-CoM-Bench intro-
duces questions that necessitate thinking with videos, ac-
tively gathering and refining evidence through a Chain of
Manipulations, making it possible to assess how well mod-
els can engage in interactive reasoning.

C.2. Benchmark Statistics

The benchmark comprises 1, 000 high-quality questions de-
rived from 282 unique videos spanning a diverse range of
real-world scenes, activities, and durations. The videos
vary from short to long formats, with the majority falling
within the mid-range. Specifically, 19% of the videos are
short (2-4 minutes), 51% are medium-length (4-8 minutes),
and the remaining 30% are long videos (8-30 minutes).
This variation directly supports manipulation-specific rea-
soning. Short videos often require precise spatial opera-
tions such as frame localization or zooming into transient
details, while longer sequences encourage multi-step rea-
soning across temporally dispersed events, where the model
must revisit or compare distant moments.

Each benchmark sample includes a video, a question,
five multiple-choice options, the correct answer, and a struc-
tured reasoning trace following the exploratory-reasoning
— visual-manipulation — observation structure. Each ex-
ample is annotated with all valid temporal segments, valid
frames, and spatial localization tubelets capturing the full
temporal span where the target object appears. All anno-
tations and reasoning traces are human-verified to ensure
accuracy and consistency.

D. Qualitative Analysis
D.1. GRPO vs RA-GRPO

Building on the quantitative analysis in Table 2, we further
provide qualitative comparisons in Figure 8. GRPO with
accuracy-only rewards often yields weakly grounded ma-
nipulations. In contrast, RA-GRPO introduces step-level
supervision that refines temporal and spatial focus across
reasoning steps (See Figure 8).

D.2. Analysis of Visual Attention

We provide additional examples in Figure 9 and Figure 10
for analyzing how Video-CoM grounds its reasoning in vi-
sual evidence. The model consistently maintains high atten-
tion to vision tokens during manipulation steps, reflecting
active engagement with the visual content. These examples
further demonstrate that Video-CoM preserves localized vi-
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foreign language in a short period of time

[ Video-CoM-Bench: A Benchmark for Active Video Reasoning J

Question: In the taco shop, what are the prices listed for "AGUA FRESCA" and "BOTTLED SODA"?
Options: A. Agua Fresca is $4.00 and Bottled Soda is $3.00, B. Agua Fresca is $4.50 and Bottled Soda is $3.75, C. Agua Fresca is $4.25 and Bottled Soda is $3.25, D. Agua Fresca is $4.25

and Bottled Soda is $3.50, E. Agua Fresca is $3.75 and Bottled Soda is $4.00.

[ Temporally zoom segment and freeze frame

Question: When the chef at the food stall prepares the tripe sandwich, what is the correct order of the final four steps he takes after placing the meat on the bottom half of the bun?
Options: A. He chops the meat, sprinkles salt, sprinkles pepper, and dips the fop bun in broth., B. He dips the top bun in broth, sprinkles salt, sprinkles pepper, and then chops the meat.,
C. He sprinkles salt, sprinkles pepper, dips the top bun in broth, and then chops the meat., D. He chops the meat, dips the top bun in broth, sprinkles salf, and then sprinkles pepper.,

E. He adds sauce, chops the meat, sprinkles salt, and then sprinkles pepper.

Y

(_Temporally-zoom segment

Question: In the static shot of the team looking at the schedule on the whiteboard, what time is
displayed on the computer monitor?
Options: A. 7:30, B. 7:53, C. 7:45, D. 7:53, E. 8:00

Question: When the Japanese player hits a home run in the 2nd inning, what is
the pitch speed displayed on the scoreboard at the moment of impact?
Options: A. 88 MPH, B. 95 MPH, C. 92 MPH, D. 101 MPH, E. 90 MPH

T n = =
, 3 i

(_Freeze frame and spatially zoom

[ Freeze frame and spatially zoom

Figure 7. Benchmarking the Ability to Think with Videos. Existing benchmarks [10, 22, 58, 60] (top) primarily focus on holistic video
understanding and are largely limited to evaluating the ability of models to reason about videos, where questions can often be answered
without iterative visual interaction. In contrast, Video-CoM-Bench (bottom) introduces questions that require active evidence gathering
through a Chain of Manipulations, enabling systematic evaluation of interactive, manipulation-based video reasoning.

sual grounding throughout reasoning, reinforcing its abil-
ity to dynamically align perception with evolving reasoning
trajectories.



Question: How many rolled tortillas are ultimately placed side-by-side in the air fryer basket?
Options: A. 3, B. 4, C.5,D. 6, E. 7

( Valid-Frames: [2387, 2410] |
Video-CoM (GRPO) V. -

FIND-SEGMENT(a person is placing rolled tortillas into an air fryer basket) = 7. .

In segment 8, the person is adding shredded cheese. In segment 7, the person is seen placing rolled tortillas into the air fryer

basket. The camera provides a clear top-down view of the basket, allowing for an accurate count of the tortillas. FIND-FRAME(the

rolled tfortillas are placed in the basket) = 2310. From this frame, the rolled tortillas are arranged in two rows. Counting the tortillas

in the first row, there are 3. Counting the tortillas in the second row, there are also 3. In total, there are 6 rolled tortillas placed

side-by-side in the air fryer basket. Final-Answer: D. 6

Video-CoM (RA-GRPO) " x >
The video shows the process of making air-fried tortillas. FIND-SEGMENT(tortillas are placed in the air fryer) = 7. .
After the tortillas are rolled, they are placed in the air fryer basket. The text "Grease with tomato sauce" appears on the screen. In
this segment, the tortillas are placed in the air fryer basket. FIND-FRAME(all tortillas are visible in the basket) = 2388. This frame
shows the final arrangement just after the last tortilla is placed. I can count the tortillas to determine the total number By
observing the frame, I can confirm there are five rolled tortillas placed side-by-side in the air fryer basket. Final-Answer : C. 5

Question: In the scene of the team looking at the schedule on the whiteboard, what time is displayed on the computer monitor?
Options: A. 7:30, B. 7:53, C. 7:45, D. 7:03, E. 8:00

Onaverage, radilogists
S-earn about $128,000

Valid-Segments: [2],
Valid-Frames: [1068, 1108]

Video-CoM (GRPO) m

FIND_SEGMENT(a team of radiologists are gathered around a whiteboard in a meeting room) = 2.

In this segment, a team of radiologists is seen in a meeting room. They are standing around a whiteboard with a schedule written on
it. On the desk in front of them, there are two computer monitors. The question asks for the time on the monitor on the right. FIND-
FRAME(the radiologists are looking at the schedule on the whiteboard) = 1203. In this frame, the radiologists are standing in front of
a whiteboard. The monitor on the right is not visible. The displayed time is "7:30". Final-Answer: A. 7:30

Video-CoM (RA-GRPO) M

FIND_SEGMENT(a team of radiologists is gathered around a whiteboard discussing a schedule) = 2.

The video starts with a shot of a man in a blue surgical gown in an operating room, then cuts to a woman in a blue scrub top in a
hospital room, and then to a static shot of a team of radiologists in blue scrubs gathered around a whiteboard. In this segment, the
camera remains static, showing the team looking at a whiteboard with a schedule written on it. FIND-FRAME(the computer monitor on
the right is clearly visible) = 1095. The frame shows the team looking at the whiteboard. On the right, a computer monitor is visible,
and on the left, another monitor displays a graph. In this frame, the computer monitor on the right displays the time "7:53". Final-
Answer: B. 7:53

Figure 8. Qualitative Comparison between Video-CoM with accuracy-only GRPO and reasoning-aware RA-GRPO. The examples
illustrates how rewarding only the final answer (GRPO) often leads to incomplete or weakly grounded manipulations, resulting in incorrect
predictions. In contrast, RA-GRPO explicitly evaluates intermediate manipulations. As shown in the examples (monitor showing the
correct time), small variations in frame selection can significantly affect correctness, and step-level reasoning rewards better guide the
model toward more accurate reasoning trajectories.



Question: During the "Expectation” segment showing the start of the workday at 8:00 AM, what are the first two applications that are
shown loading in sequence after the man logs into his laptop? Options: A. Visual Studio, followed by Microsoft Teams., B. Microsoft Outlook,
followed by Microsoft Teams., C. Microsoft Word, followed by Microsoft Excel., D. Google Chrome, followed by Slack., E. Microsoft Edge,
followed by Microsoft Outlook.
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Video-R1: <think>Let me think about this carefully. The question asks about the first two applications that load during the "Expectation”
segment of the workday at 8:00 AM. Firstly, let's consider the context. The man logs into his laptop, and we need to identify the first two
applications that load. The options provided are quite specific, so we should focus on the most common practices. Wait, let's break it down
step by step. Typically, when someone starts their workday, they usually open their email first. This is often Microsoft Outlook. After
that, they might open a collaboration tool like Microsoft Teams to check messages and updates. Hmm, now let's look at the options: A.
Visual Studio, followed by Microsoft Teams. B. Microsoft Outlook, followed by Microsoft Teams. C. Microsoft Word, followed by Microsoft
Excel. D. Google Chrome, followed by Slack. E. Microsoft Edge, followed by Microsoft Outlook. Oh, I see. The most logical sequence based
on common practices would be o open Microsoft Outlook first, as it's essential for checking emails, and then Microsoft Teams for
collaboration. This aligns with option B. Let's verify this one more time. Yes, it makes sense. The man would likely open Microsoft Outlook
first to check his emails, and then Microsoft Teams to stay updated on work-related messages. So, the correct answer should be B. Let's
double-check the other options. Option A has Visual Studio first, which is less common for a typical workday start. Options C, D, and E
don't fit the typical workflow either. Final answer: B Let's confirm one last time. Yes, B is the correct
choice.</think>\n<answer>B</answer>
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Video-CoM: FIND_SEGMENT(the man logs into his laptop at 8:00 AM) = [4]. The question asks to identify the first two applications that
load after the man logs into his laptop. I will first locate the moment he logs in. Now I need to observe the sequence of events that follow
his login to see which applications load first. The first application that loads on the laptop . Immediately after, the second application,
Microsoft Teams, begins to load. Final-Answer: B. Microsoft Outlook, followed by Microsoft Teams.

Figure 9. Attention Behavior during Visual Reasoning (Example 1) Video-R1 [9] (top) attends primarily to text tokens, relying heavily
on world knowledge about common work routines instead of engaging with the actual visual cues in the video. This behavior shows a
strong dependence on textual priors, leading the model to infer answers from general expectations rather than evidence from the scene.
Video-CoM (bottom) maintains focused visual attention within the Find-Segment frames, aligning with the login and application-loading
sequence where the two applications appear in order. The temporally zoomed segment lets the model concentrate on the most relevant
portion of the video, capturing subtle visual transitions that support accurate reasoning grounded in visual evidence.
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Question: At the end of the video, the credits are displayed. Who is credited as the narrator of the film? Options: A. Rishabh Nakra, B.
William Herschel, C. Edwin Hubble, D. Brian Pederson, E. R. Hurt

@ Attention to Vision . Attention to Text

1.0 o
0.8 g
S
:
=
®
0.2 g
(]
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Generated Token Index

Video-R1: <think>Let me think about this carefully. The question asks who is credited as the narrator of the film at the end of the video.
Now, let's break it down: 1. First, I need to recall the details of the video content. The video seems to be about the history of astronomy
and the discovery of the universe's scale. It covers various scientists and their contributions. 2. Next, I should consider the options
provided: - A. Rishabh Nakra: This name sounds familiar, but I'm not sure if he is a well-known astronomer or narrator. - B. William
Herschel: He was a famous astronomer, but I don't remember him being credited as the narrator. - C. Edwin Hubble: He was also a
significant figure in astronomy, but again, I'm not sure if he narrated the film.- D. Brian Pederson: This name doesn't ring a bell in the
context of astronomy or narration.- E. R. Hurt: This name is less common, and I don't recall him being mentioned in the video. 3. Hmm, I
need to focus on the most likely candidate. The video likely had a professional narrator to guide the audience through the content. Given
the options, Rishabh Nakra seems the most plausible because he is a known figure in astronomy and could have been the one to narrate
the film. 4. Oh, I see. The video likely had a professional narrator to ensure clarity and engagement. Rishabh Nakra fits this role better
than the others. 5. Let's verify this one last fime. The video content and the options suggest that Rishabh Nakra is the most likely
narrator. The other options either don't fit the context or are less known figures. After all this reflection, I am confident that the
narrator of the film is Rishabh Nakra. Final answer: A Let's break it down one last time to ensure. Yes, Rishabh Nakra is the most logical
choice based on the video content and the options provided.</think> <answer>A</answer>
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Video-CoM: The question asks to identify the narrator of the film. I need to find the end credits, which are typically displayed at the
conclusion of a video. FIND_SEGMENT(the end credits are shown) = [25]. In this segment, the credits are displayed. I will look for the line
that credits the narrator. FIND_FRAME(the narrator's name is shown on screen) = [18623]. The frame shows the text "Narrated by Brian
Pederson” appearing at the center and lower part of the frame. The narrator's name is Brian Pederson . FINAL_ANSWER: D. Brian Pederson

Figure 10. Attention Behavior during Visual Reasoning (Example 2) Video-R1 [9] (top) gives limited attention to the visual input,
forming a biased interpretation that “the video seems to be about the history of astronomy and the discovery of the universe’s scale.”
This context shapes its reasoning, leading it to rely on world knowledge and associative cues rather than looking at the relevant visual
tokens. The resulting answer is a guess drawn from familiarity instead of direct observation. Video-CoM (bottom) maintains targeted
visual attention within the FIND_SEGMENT frames and applies FIND_FRAME to pinpoint a clear frame showing “Narrated by Brian
Pederson.” By focusing on the temporal and spatial regions relevant to the question, the model verifies the answer visually and avoids
drifting into context-based inference.
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