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<think> The question asks for the number of transactions Visa has in one day. The options provided are quite large,
so let’s consider the …. Visa's operations. Visa is a major …. The closest option to a billion is 2,044,742,400, which seems plausible
given the scale of Visa's operations. However, without more specific information, we can't be certain. But based on the options and
the scale of Visa's transactions, 2,044,742,400 seems like the most reasonable estimate.</think> <answer> E </answer>

Correct Answer:  
Option (A): 2,044,742,400.

Question: How many transactions does Visa have in one day?  Options: 
(A) 2,044,742,400. (B) 14,313,196,800. (C) 744,286,233,600. (D) 85,197,600. (E) 23,666.

<think> Let me think about this for a moment. .... Now, let's break it down: First, I need to recall what I know about Visa.
Visa is a well-known payment network …. .… Wait, I remember from my previous knowledge that Visa processes a massive number
of transactions every day. The options given are all very large numbers, …. Hmm, let's look at the options: A. 2,044,742,400 - This is a
very large number, … Oh, I see. The most plausible and reasonable option is A, as it is a large number that fits the context of Visa's
daily transaction volume. Let's verify it one last time. .… …. plausible option is indeed A. </think> <answer> E </answer>

VideoChat-R1

Video-R1

<think> Okay, let's analyze the video to find out how many transactions Visa has in one day. The question asks …. First, I'll scan through the video. At around 01:45,
there's a comparison shown between Solana and Visa. The video shows "23,666 transactions/sec". …. Now, I need to convert this rate into a daily figure. …. If Visa processes 23,666
transactions per second, then in one day, it would be 23,666 * 86,400. Let's do the math quickly: 23,666 * 86,400 = 2,044,742,400 So, the number of transactions Visa processes in one
day is approximately 2,044,742,400. This matches option A. Let's check the other options just to be sure. …. Option E is 23,666, which is the rate mentioned in the video, not the daily
total …. the correct answer must be A, as it is the only option that makes sense based on the information provided in the video. </think> <answer> A </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)
Video-R1 VideoChat-R1 Video-R2 (Ours)

Token-wise Attention to Video Tokens

Figure 1. Inconsistent reasoning in prior video-LLMs and improved visual reliance with Video-R2. Given the video and the question,
“How many transactions does Visa have in one day?”, both Video-R1 [35] and VideoChat-R1 [64] conclude option A during their
reasoning but finally predict option E as answer, revealing inconsistent reasoning behavior where the model’s conclusion and final answer
mismatch. This behaviour emerges because these models primarily rely on textual context and world knowledge, attending little to the
video itself. In contrast, our Video-R2 correctly identifies the on-screen visual cue at 01:45 (“23,666 transactions/sec”), performs
temporal conversion, and arrives at the correct daily value. The box plot on the right shows the average attention from generated tokens
to video tokens across all attention heads in the final transformer layer. Compared with baselines, Video-R2 allocates higher and more
distributed attention to video tokens, indicating stronger and more adaptive visual reliance. While prior models can produce plausible yet
inconsistent reasoning, Video-R2 reasons coherently and depends on actual video evidence. (Additional examples in Appendix C, D).

Abstract

Reasoning over dynamic visual content remains a cen-
tral challenge for multimodal large language models. Re-
cent thinking models generate explicit reasoning traces for
interpretability; however, their reasoning often ‘appears’
convincing while being logically inconsistent or weakly
grounded in visual evidence. We identify and formalize
these issues through two diagnostic metrics: Think–Answer
Consistency (TAC), which measures the alignment between
reasoning and answers, and Video Attention Score (VAS),
which captures the extent to which reasoning depends on vi-
sual versus textual cues. Analysis across 11 video reasoning
benchmarks shows that current models rely heavily on lin-

guistic priors rather than visual content. To address this, we
propose a reinforcement learning approach that enhances
both temporal precision and reasoning consistency. Our ap-
proach combines timestamp-aware supervised fine-tuning
with Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) guided
by a novel Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR). This dual-
step post-training stage encourages temporally aligned and
causally coherent video reasoning. The resulting model,
Video-R2, achieves consistently higher TAC, VAS, and ac-
curacy across multiple benchmarks, demonstrating that im-
provements in temporal alignment and reasoning coherence
lead to more accurate and trustworthy video understanding.
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1. Introduction
Recent progress in multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) has advanced visual understanding [21, 23, 30,
60, 70, 71, 80, 81, 89, 141, 149]. However, reasoning over
dynamic visual content remains a persistent challenge. Un-
like static image tasks such as captioning or visual ques-
tion answering, video reasoning requires the ability to in-
fer temporal and causal relationships across sequences of
frames [13, 16, 34, 40, 41, 45, 79, 102, 105, 138, 143, 147].
This demands not only frame-level recognition but also rea-
soning about how fine-grained visual elements (objects, ac-
tions, events) evolve and interact over time.

Recent thinking models such as Video-R1 [35],
VideoChat-R1/1.5 [64, 127], and VideoRFT [114] address
this challenge by generating explicit reasoning traces us-
ing <think> and <answer> formats. These traces aim to
make the reasoning process transparent and interpretable.
However, our analysis reveals a concerning trend: the rea-
soning often sounds coherent but fails to correspond either
to the final answer or to the actual visual evidence in the
video. This observation motivates a deeper look at how cur-
rent SoTA models reason about videos and where they fail.

We begin by diagnosing two key issues that limit exist-
ing thinking models. a) Inconsistency between reasoning
and answers. As shown in Fig. 1, the model may conclude
one option in its reasoning but outputs a different answer,
indicating poor internal alignment. We formalize this as
Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) metric that measures
whether the model’s reasoning logically supports its final
answer. b) Weak reliance on visual evidence. Although the
reasoning text often references the video, closer inspection
shows minimal use of concrete visual details e.g., specific
objects, actions, or timestamps. Attention analysis (Fig. 1,
right) confirms that the current models overwhelmingly at-
tend to text tokens, assigning minimal attention weights to
visual tokens. To quantify this imbalance, we introduce
the Video Attention Score (VAS), which captures how
strongly a model’s reasoning is grounded in visual evidence
rather than linguistic priors. Fig. 1 illustrates both issues.
Although current models often seem to reason from visual
content, their reasoning remains largely text-driven rather
than visually grounded. This shows that answer accuracy
alone is insufficient to assess reasoning quality, motivating
TAC and VAS as complementary diagnostic metrics.

To address these limitations, we propose a reinforce-
ment learning framework that strengthens both temporal
precision and reasoning consistency. Our method begins
with supervised fine-tuning to teach the model timestamp-
aware thinking, enabling it to generate intermediate rea-
soning steps linked to the video timeline. We then apply
Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) [100] using a
new Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) that encourages
accurate temporal reasoning. TAR evaluates the alignment
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Figure 2. Comparison of Video-R2 with recent video reasoning
models, Video-R1 [35], VideoChat-R1/1.5 [64, 127], and Vide-
oRFT [114], across three metrics: TAC (Think–Answer Consis-
tency), VAS (Video Attention Score), and Accuracy. The up-
per row reports average scores over six reasoning benchmarks,
VideoMathQA [97], Video-MMMU [44], MMVU [146], VSI-
Bench [130], MINERVA [84], and SciVideoBench [31], while
the lower row shows averages over all 11 benchmarks including
the five generic ones, MVBench [62], VideoMME [36], Temp-
Compass [75], MLVU [148], and LongVideoBench [122]. Video-
R2 performs better across both reasoning and overall evaluations,
achieving higher consistency (TAC) and video-focused reasoning
(VAS) while maintaining competitive accuracy (Details in Sec. 4).

between predicted and reference timestamps and is applied
only when the reasoning and the final answer are consis-
tent. This combination allows the model to learn coherent
and temporally accurate reasoning traces. We refer to the
resulting model as Video-R2, the next step in the video rea-
soning family [28, 35, 64, 79, 114, 127].

Our approach enhances the capabilities of Video-R1
by improving temporal alignment and reasoning consis-
tency, resulting in higher overall accuracy. As shown in
Fig. 2, Video-R2 achieves consistent improvements across
multiple video reasoning and non-reasoning benchmarks
under a unified experimental setup. All methods are tested
using the same number of frames, resolution, and input for-
matting across 11 established video understanding and rea-
soning benchmarks [31, 36, 44, 62, 75, 84, 97, 122, 130,
146, 148], along with our proposed TAC and VAS met-
rics. These results demonstrate that reinforcing temporal
alignment and logical coherence leads to more reliable and
grounded video reasoning without sacrificing performance.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows.
• We introduce two diagnostic metrics for video reasoning:

Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) and Video Atten-
tion Score (VAS), which measure logical coherence and
perceptual focus in model reasoning. (Sec. 2)

• We propose a reinforcement learning framework with a
new Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) that promotes
temporally precise and self-consistent reasoning. (Sec. 3)

• We curate a timestamp-aligned reasoning dataset by



filtering high-difficulty samples using an automated
pipeline, followed by manual verification. This dataset
provides the foundation for temporal alignment and rea-
soning supervision. (Sec. 4.1)

• We conduct a comprehensive comparison with exist-
ing video reasoning and non-reasoning models under a
unified evaluation protocol, showing consistent gains in
TAC, VAS and accuracy across multiple video under-
standing and reasoning benchmarks. (Sec. 4.3)

2. Reasoning Quality Metrics
Existing video understanding benchmarks primarily mea-
sure answer accuracy, which alone does not reflect how a
model reaches its predictions [22, 31, 36, 44, 55, 62, 75,
82, 84, 87, 97, 117, 122, 124, 130, 146, 148]. As shown
in Fig. 1, a model can produce the correct answer while
its reasoning remains inconsistent or unrelated to the video.
Such cases reduce interpretability and raise questions about
the model’s actual reasoning ability. To assess reasoning
quality more comprehensively, we introduce two comple-
mentary metrics: Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) and
the Video Attention Score (VAS). These metrics quantify
distinct aspects of reasoning quality, namely logical coher-
ence and visual dependence, providing a more comprehan-
sive understanding of model behavior.
Think–Answer Consistency (TAC). TAC measures the
logical alignment between the model’s reasoning and its
final answer. A reasoning model usually responds in the
format <think> reasoning </think> <answer> final an-
swer </answer>. In many cases, the conclusion drawn in
the reasoning section contradicts the final answer, suggest-
ing that the model’s reasoning is disconnected from its ac-
tual decision. A high TAC value indicates coherent reason-
ing, where the model concludes the same output in both
reasoning and answer, while a low TAC reflects reasoning
inconsistencies that limit interpretability. We compute TAC
only for the subset containing correctly answered samples,
since consistency of incorrect answers can convey a flase
sense of better performance. For a model M and dataset D:

TAC(M,D) =
1

|Dcorrect|
∑

i∈Dcorrect

I[âthink
i = âanswer

i ], (1)

where Dcorrect represents samples for which the model’s
predicted final answer matches the ground truth.
âthink
i is the answer concluded in the reasoning trace

(<think>...</think>), and âanswer
i is the explicit final

answer of the model (<answer>...</answer>). The
operator I[·] is an indicator function that equals 1 when the
condition inside the brackets holds true and 0 otherwise.
TAC ∈ [0, 1] thus represents the fraction of correct samples
where the reasoning and final answer are consistent. The
value of (1 − TAC) indicates the proportion of “uninter-

pretable correctness,” where the model outputs the right
answer for unclear or contradictory reasons.
Video Attention Score (VAS). While TAC measures log-
ical coherence, it does not capture whether the reasoning
relies on the visual cues in the video. The Video Attention
Score (VAS) quantifies how much the reasoning claims to
rely on visual information rather than on textual patterns
or prior knowledge. We employ an LLM-as-a-Judge frame-
work, where a language model evaluates the reasoning trace
based on predefined guidelines and assigns a visual-reliance
score between 0 and 10, later normalized to the range [0, 1].
The LLM-judge considers cues such as explicit mentions
of visual entities, spatial or temporal relations, and causal
statements linked to observed actions. The complete judg-
ing prompt is provided in the Appendix D. Importantly,
the token-wise attention distributions shown in Fig. 1 serve
only as a visualization of the internal model behavior and
are not used to compute VAS. VAS is independent of at-
tention weights and provides a complementary, text-based
proxy for visual reasoning. We can represent it as:

VAS(M,D) =
1

|D|

|D|∑
i=1

si, (2)

where si ∈ [0, 1] is the normalized LLM-judge score as-
signed to the reasoning trace of sample i. Although VAS
evaluates claimed rather than verified reliance on video ev-
idence, it complements accuracy and TAC by quantifying
how visually grounded a model’s reasoning appears.
Complementarity. TAC and VAS together form a two-axis
evaluation of reasoning quality. TAC reflects the model’s
internal logical coherence, while VAS captures its degree
of visual focus. Both metrics correlate with intuitive model
behavior and qualitative observations, revealing how well a
model reasons rather than merely predicts. In the follow-
ing section, we use these insights to design a reinforcement
learning framework that directly promotes consistent and
temporally aligned reasoning through the proposed Tempo-
ral Alignment Reward (TAR) with consistency gating.

3. RL with Temporal Alignment Reward
The reasoning quality metrics, TAC and VAS, reveal
that models often produce reasoning traces that are only
weakly grounded in video content or logically inconsis-
tent with their final answers. To explicitly encourage tem-
porally precise and consistent reasoning, we follow a two-
stage post-training setup consisting of supervised fine-
tuning (SFT) followed by reinforcement learning (RL) using
GRPO [100]. Within the RL stage, we introduce a novel
reinforcement signal called the Temporal Alignment Re-
ward (TAR), designed to promote reasoning traces where
predicted timestamps are both temporally and semantically
aligned with the reference reasoning while remaining logi-
cally consistent. The formulation of TAR is shown in Fig. 3.



Consistency Gate

00:16: She performs first cartwheel.
00:25: She performs another 
cartwheel with her back to the camera.

<think> Okay, I need to count how many times the person in the video does a cartwheel …. At around the 16-second mark, she plants her hands on the floor and 
kicks her legs over, just like a cartwheel. …. Around 00:25, she performs the exact same move, a cartwheel, this time with her back to the camera …. So, I counted 
a total of two …. The first one was at 00:16 and the second one was at 00:25. This matches option D. </think> <answer> D. Twice </answer>

Reference Reasoning

<think> Okay, I need to count the number of 
cartwheels the person does. At 00:17, the 
person is holding the jump rope. They bend 
their knees, ….  to do a cartwheel. ….

Next, at 00:26, they repeat the process, 
doing another cartwheel, while facing 
towards the camera …. They land again and 
continue jumping the rope.

So, I've counted two distinct cartwheels ….
</think> <answer> D. Twice </answer>

Prediction / Generation
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00:17: Person performs a cartwheel.
00:26: They repeat cartwheel while 
facing towards the camera.
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Question: How many times does the person perform a cartwheel while holding the jump rope? Options: A. Three times, B. Four times, C. Once, D. Twice

Figure 3. Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR). The figure illustrates how the proposed TAR is computed for a video reasoning example.
We have a reference reasoning containing grounded timestamps and a predicted reasoning generated by our model. Both are processed by
an LLM that extracts timestamp-sentence pairs, referred to as claims. The Temporal Match matrix (T ) checks if a predicted timestamp
lies within a temporal tolerance ∆ of a reference timestamp (True if |tpredi − trefj | ≤ ∆, otherwise False). The Semantic Match matrix (S)
compares sentence similarities using embeddings; a True/tick indicates that the cosine similarity exceeds a threshold τ . A one-to-one bi-
partite matching is then applied over pairs satisfying both conditions to obtain the binary alignment matrix X , ensuring that each predicted
claim aligns with at most one reference claim. The precision-based temporal alignment reward is computed as TARprec = 1

n

∑
i,j Xij .

This score represents the fraction of predicted timestamps that are temporally and semantically valid. Finally, TAR is gated by the consis-
tency indicator g that verifies if the reasoning and answer are coherent, yielding TAR = g×TARprec. Rows correspond to predictions and
columns to references. The example demonstrates how correct temporal matches contribute to higher rewards under logical consistency.

Claim extraction. For both the reference and predicted rea-
soning traces, we first extract timestamped claims. Each
claim consists of a timestamp t and a short sentence u de-
scribing the observed visual event at that time. We denote
the sets of reference and predicted claims as:

R = {(trefj , uref
j )}mj=1, P = {(tpredi , upred

i )}ni=1. (3)

Where m and n are the number of reference and predicted
claims respectively. These claims are automatically ob-
tained using an LLM that identifies temporal mentions and
associated descriptions within the reasoning text. We re-
fer to the annotated reasoning as reference reasoning rather
than ground truth, since it may not be fully exhaustive.
Temporal and semantic matching. To measure how well
each predicted claim corresponds to the reference reason-
ing, we define two binary matrices that capture tempo-
ral and semantic agreement. The temporal match matrix
T ∈ {0, 1}n×m is defined as:

Tij =

{
1, if |tpredi − trefj | ≤ ∆,

0, otherwise,
(4)

where ∆ is the temporal tolerance. The semantic match
matrix S ∈ {0, 1}n×m is given by:

Sij =

{
1, if sim

(
e(upred

i ), e(uref
j )

)
≥ τ,

0, otherwise,
(5)

where e(·) denotes the sentence embedding function and
sim(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity. The parameters ∆
and τ represent the temporal and semantic thresholds, re-
spectively, selected empirically (details in Appendix E, I).
A valid match must satisfy both conditions.
One-to-one assignment. After computing the temporal and
semantic matches between predicted and reference claims,
we enforce a one-to-one alignment to establish correspon-
dence between reasoning events. We formulate a bipartite
matching problem that maximizes valid alignments while
satisfying both temporal and semantic match constraints:

max
X∈{0,1}n×m

∑
i,j

Xij , (6)

s.t. Xij ≤ TijSij ,
∑
j

Xij ≤ 1,
∑
i

Xij ≤ 1, (7)

where Tij indicates whether the i-th predicted timestamp
lies within the temporal tolerance ∆ of the j-th reference
timestamp, and Sij = I{sim(e(upred

i ), e(uref
j )) ≥ τ} de-

notes semantic similarity above a threshold τ . Among all
feasible pairs, we perform a greedy one-to-one matching
that selects, for each predicted claim, the most similar un-
used reference claim above the threshold. The resulting bi-
nary matrix X represents the final alignment and ensures
that duplicate predictions referring to the same reference
event are counted only once when computing the reward.



Precision-based temporal alignment. Given the alignment
matrix X , the precision-based alignment score is defined as:

TARprec =
1

n

∑
ij

Xij , (8)

where Xij = 1 if the i-th predicted claim is both temporally
and semantically matched to the j-th reference claim, and
0 otherwise. This score measures the fraction of predicted
timestamps that are temporally and semantically supported
by the reference reasoning. We adopt a precision-based for-
mulation because with a sparse reference, recall is an unre-
liable signal that fails to penalize overgeneration. Precision
instead provides a stable learning signal by rewarding only
verifiable predictions and prioritizing strong support over
exhaustive coverage. This precision score serves as the base
component of TAR before applying the consistency gate.
Consistency gating. To ensure that temporal precision is
only rewarded when reasoning is logically coherent, we ap-
ply a consistency gate. Let g = I[TAC = 1] denote the
sample-level consistency indicator, where I[·] is the indica-
tor function that equals 1 if the conclusion from the model’s
reasoning matches its predicted final answer (i.e., the sam-
ple is consistent) and 0 otherwise. The gated temporal
alignment reward is then computed as:

TAR = g · TARprec. (9)

Total reward formulation. The total GRPO reward com-
bines the accuracy, format, and the proposed consistency-
gated temporal alignment reward. The final formulation is:

Rtotal = λaccRacc + λfmtRfmt + λtarTAR, (10)

where Racc equals 1 if the final answer is correct, Rfmt
equals 1 if the model output follows the required <think>
and <answer> structure, and the λ terms are weighting co-
efficients. This combined objective encourages the model to
produce correct, well-structured, and temporally consistent
reasoning traces. (Appendix B for implementation details).
Summary. In summary, the Temporal Alignment Reward
measures how well the timestamps in the model’s rea-
soning align with reference reasoning, while the consis-
tency gate ensures that improvements in timestamp preci-
sion contribute to coherent reasoning. Together with ac-
curacy and format rewards, TAR provides a balanced rein-
forcement signal that enhances temporal precision, logical
consistency, and visual focus in video reasoning.

4. Experiments
This section presents our dataset, implementation details,
and quantitative evaluation of Video-R2. We describe how
the data is collected, filtered, and refined to train timestamp-
aware reasoning, followed by implementation and train-

ing specifics. Then, a comprehensive comparison is pro-
vided across 11 benchmarks, across generic and reasoning
datasets, using TAC, VAS and answer accuracy metrics.

4.1. Dataset

Overview. The dataset used to train Video-R2 is de-
signed to provide timestamp-aware reasoning supervision
for both SFT and reinforcement learning. The data con-
sists of video–question–answer triplets from multiple pub-
lic sources, re-ranked and refined to emphasize reasoning-
rich and temporally grounded examples. In total, the dataset
contains 15,271 samples drawn from 11,816 unique videos.
Data collection. We collect video–question–answer pairs
from five existing video QA datasets: LLaVA-Video-
178K [145], NeXtQA [124], ActivityNet-QA [137], Per-
ceptionTest [87], and Clevrer [134]. Together, these
sources provide a diverse mixture of short to medium length
videos covering everyday, causal, and temporal reasoning
scenarios, resulting in approximately 200K QA pairs.
Difficulty ranking. To prioritize challenging examples that
demand deeper temporal reasoning, we assign a difficulty
score to each QA sample. Following the pipeline in Video-
R1 [35], we first generate intermediate reasoning steps for
each QA pair. An LLM then analyzes the reasoning trace
associated with each question and estimates how difficult
it is to derive the correct answer given the question’s con-
text. Each sample receives a score between 0 and 10,
where higher values indicate greater reasoning difficulty.
The complete judging rubric and prompt are provided in
the Appendix F.1. We observe that samples with higher
difficulty scores often involve multi-step or temporally de-
pendent reasoning, aligning with our goal of enhancing the
model’s temporal reasoning ability. We select the 15K most
difficult samples for training our model.
Reasoning regeneration and verification. We regenerate
reasoning traces for all selected samples using Gemini-2.5-
pro [25]. For each sample, the model receives both the
question and the correct answer along with the video and
is tasked with generating intermediate reasoning that ex-
plicitly references timestamps and describes relevant spatial
and temporal details. Providing the correct answer reduces
the likelihood of factual errors, but this setup may still pro-
duce occasional fabricated or misaligned reasoning. To en-
sure quality, we apply a two-stage filtering process: first, we
automatically discard samples with inconsistent reasoning
(TAC = 0), and second, we conduct human verification on a
randomly selected subset of 500 samples. No factual errors
or inconsistencies were found in this subset, confirming the
overall reliability of the regenerated reasoning. While some
minor imperfections may remain since full human verifica-
tion is impractical at this scale, we observe the data to be
of consistently high quality. Additional quality analysis and
dataset examples are provided in the Appendix F.2, F.3.



Dataset statistics. The final dataset contains 15,271 QA
pairs from 11,816 unique videos, with an average duration
of 49 sec. Based on the difficulty ranking, we adopt a 70-30
split, using the top 30% most difficult samples for GRPO
and the remaining 70% for SFT. This results in 10,467
samples (8,621 unique videos) for SFT and 4,804 samples
(4,099 unique videos) for GRPO. Each reasoning trace av-
erages about 450 tokens. (Appendix F.4 for more details).

4.2. Implementation Details
Video-R2 is built upon the non-reasoning Qwen2.5-VL-
7B [8] MLLM and is trained following the standard
reasoning-tuning pipeline comprising SFT and GRPO, con-
sistent with prior video reasoning works [35, 64, 114, 127].
Please refer to Appendix B for training hyperparameters
and additional implementation details.
Evaluation protocol. Previous reasoning models based
on Qwen2.5-VL report results under varied configurations
(e.g., Video-R1 [35] uses 16/32/64 frames, VideoRFT [114]
uses 32 frames, and VideoChat-R1.5 [127] uses up to 2048
frames), making direct comparison of reported numbers dif-
ficult. To ensure fairness and reproducibility, we re-evaluate
all reasoning models under a unified protocol using the
lmms-eval [144] framework. Specifically, all models are
tested with 2 FPS sampling, a maximum of 128 frames, and
a per-frame maximum resolution of 360×420 px, using the
official prompts provided in each paper. This standardized
setup provides a balance between computation and visual
coverage, enabling a fair and comprehensive comparison of
reasoning ability and overall performance.

4.3. Results
We evaluate Video-R2 across 11 benchmarks, including five
generic and six reasoning datasets, using three complemen-
tary metrics: Think–Answer Consistency (TAC), Video At-

tention Score (VAS), and final answer Accuracy.
Reasoning quality (TAC). Fig. 4 (left) shows TAC results
across all benchmarks. Video-R2 ranks first on eight of the
11 benchmarks and achieves the highest overall TAC aver-
age, demonstrating logical alignment between the reason-
ing of the model and its final answers. Among recent rea-
soning models, VideoRFT [114] achieves the second-best
TAC on average, which aligns with its use of semantic con-
sistency reward that explicitly enforces alignment between
the video description and SigLIP [140] visual embeddings.
The gains of Video-R2 are attributed to the proposed tempo-
ral alignment reward (TAR), which encourages timestamp-
accurate reasoning and filters temporally precise but logi-
cally inconsistent traces through consistency gating (abla-
tion in Sec. 4.4). Overall, these results indicate that Video-
R2 produces reasoning with stronger logical coherence be-
tween the <think> and <answer> content.
Reasoning quality (VAS). Fig. 4 (right) shows VAS results
across all benchmarks. Video-R2 shows clear improvement
over previously established reasoning models [35, 64, 114,
127], and ranks first across all 11 benchmarks. Compared
with VideoRFT [114], which employs a semantic consis-
tency reward, Video-R2 achieves an average VAS improve-
ment of 8.6%, indicating that the proposed Temporal Align-
ment Reward (TAR) effectively enhances visual correspon-
dence by reinforcing timestamp-referenced reasoning, lead-
ing to consistently higher VAS scores across benchmarks.
Benchmark accuracy. Tab. 1 presents results on 11 bench-
marks and shows that Video-R2 achieves the best overall
average in all three categories including generic, reasoning
and combined. For generic benchmarks, Video-R2 reaches
an average accuracy of 66.7, higher than the previous best
of 65.6 from Video-R1 [35]. For reasoning-focused bench-
marks, the gap is even clear, where Video-R2 achieves 41.6
compared to 39.8 from VideoChat-R1.5 [127] and 39.7
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Figure 4. Reasoning quality comparison on TAC and VAS metrics. The left and right heatmaps show TAC and VAS across 11
benchmarks, including five generic [36, 62, 75, 122, 148] and six reasoning-focused [31, 44, 84, 97, 130, 146] datasets. The rightmost
columns show the overall average. The dark blue vertical line separates the generic, reasoning, and average columns. Darker colors
indicate higher scores, with the best results in bold and the second-best underlined for all benchmarks. Video-R2 achieves the best TAC on
8 out of 11 benchmarks and the best VAS on all 11 benchmarks compared with previous reasoning models. Overall, the proposed temporal
alignment and consistency gating improve both logical coherence (TAC) and perceptual focus (VAS) in video reasoning multimodal models.
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Non-Reasoning Models
LLaVA-OV [59] 56.7 58.2 67.2 63.7 56.3 60.6 20.7 33.9 54.7 32.4 31.6 18.8 32.0 45.0
InternVL2.5 [19] 72.0 64.2 70.0 68.9 60.0 67.0 24.3 48.6 60.8 38.9 36.6 22.8 38.7 51.6
Qwen2.5-VL [89] 68.1 66.1 74.2 67.9 61.3 67.5 26.7 50.3 67.2 37.7 35.3 16.4 38.9 51.9
PerceptionLM [23] 77.1 58.3 72.7 66.2 60.9 67.0 22.1 39.9 56.5 34.3 35.6 18.9 34.5 49.3
InternVL3 [150] 75.4 66.3 72.2 71.2 58.8 68.8 29.1 50.3 66.1 42.1 34.1 29.4 41.9 54.1

Reasoning Models
Video-R1 [35] 65.1 64.3 73.5 67.7 57.6 65.6 23.6 47.0 64.0 37.8 33.9 26.8 38.8 51.0
VideoChat-R1 [64] 63.6 64.1 74.5 62.5 54.3 63.8 24.3 52.0 64.8 33.0 33.8 26.5 39.1 50.3
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] 65.7 64.8 73.9 65.3 53.6 64.7 26.4 50.0 67.0 36.1 33.7 25.8 39.8 51.1
VideoRFT [114] 64.8 64.1 73.8 66.6 57.0 65.3 25.2 48.1 66.7 38.5 34.0 25.7 39.7 51.3
Video-R2 (Ours) 67.5 63.8 74.9 68.3 59.2 66.7 28.8 50.8 67.4 39.4 34.9 28.4 41.6 53.0

Table 1. Accuracy comparison on generic and reasoning benchmarks. Results are reported for both non-reasoning and reasoning
models (7B/8B scale) across five generic [36, 62, 75, 122, 148] and six reasoning-focused [31, 44, 84, 97, 130, 146] benchmarks. Columns
list per-benchmark accuracy along with averages for generic, reasoning, and overall performance, with the best results shown in bold and
the second-best results underlined in each column. Our Video-R2 achieves the highest averages across generic (66.7), reasoning (41.6),
and overall (53.0), showing improved reasoning ability and balanced accuracy across multiple benchmarks.

from VideoRFT [114]. Overall, Video-R2 achieves an av-
erage of 53.0, higher than the second best of 51.3 achieved
by VideoRFT. These results demonstrate that the proposed
temporal alignment and consistency gating contribute to
both stronger reasoning capability and robust predictive per-
formance under a unified evaluation setup.

Comparison with non-reasoning models. For com-
pleteness, Tab. 1 also reports results from recent non-
reasoning MLLMs, including LLaVA-OneVision [59], In-
ternVL2.5 [19], Qwen2.5-VL [8], PerceptionLM [23], and
InternVL3 [150]. These models achieve strong perfor-
mance on generic benchmarks, reflecting their large-scale
pretraining and broad visual coverage. For instance, In-
ternVL2.5, Qwen2.5-VL, and PerceptionLM obtain average
scores of 67.0, 67.5, and 67.0 on generic benchmarks, re-
spectively, whereas Video-R2 achieves a comparable 66.7.
However, on reasoning-focused benchmarks the gap be-
comes clear: InternVL2.5, Qwen2.5-VL and PerceptionLM
average 38.7, 38.9 and 34.5, while Video-R2 achieves 41.6,
indicating a clear improvement in reasoning ability through
temporal alignment and consistency training. We also
include recent InternVL3 [150] for completeness, which
achieves slightly higher accuracy (41.9 on reasoning bench-
marks vs 41.6 of ours) due to extended pretraining on larger
datasets. Notably, Video-R2 is trained on the non-reasoning
base Qwen2.5-VL and achieves a higher overall average of
53.0 compared to 51.9, demonstrating that the proposed rea-
soning optimization effectively enhances reasoning perfor-

mance while maintaining general visual understanding.
Summary. Overall, Video-R2 achieves consistent improve-
ments across all three evaluation metrics, reasoning coher-
ence (TAC), visual correspondence (VAS), and accuracy, on
a wide range of benchmarks. These findings confirm that
explicitly rewarding temporal precision and logical consis-
tency leads to more reliable and interpretable video reason-
ing. A detailed comparison of the training data used across
prior methods versus ours and an extended technical dis-
cussion highlighting key differences between Video-R2 and
prior approaches are provided in the Appendix G and H.

4.4. Ablations
To analyze the contribution of each training component,
we conduct a step-by-step ablation over SFT, GRPO, and
the proposed temporal alignment reward (TAR) w/ and w/o
consistency gate (g). The results in Tab. 2 report averages
for Accuracy, TAC, and VAS across all 11 benchmarks. The
top row corresponds to the non-reasoning Qwen2.5-VL [8]
baseline that directly predicts the final answer without in-
termediate reasoning; therefore, TAC and VAS cannot be
computed. The second row, Qwen2.5-VL (CoT), shows
the same model evaluated with chain-of-thought prompting,
where it is asked to think before answer. We note that
CoT decreases overall accuracy and yields the lowest TAC,
suggesting that the non-reasoning model struggles to main-
tain coherence when forced to generate reasoning traces.
Effect of SFT. SFT over the non-reasoning baseline sig-
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Qwen2.5-VL (non-reasoning) - - - - 67.5 38.9 51.9 - - - - - -

Qwen2.5-VL (CoT) ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ 59.6 37.0 47.3 63.2 49.1 55.5 53.2 36.9 44.3
+ SFT ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ 60.9 38.8 48.9 96.5 97.1 96.8 76.8 63.7 69.7
+ SFT + GRPO ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ 65.9 41.0 52.3 82.9 71.6 76.8 75.8 61.5 61.5
+ SFT + GRPO + TAR ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ 66.5 41.2 52.7 83.0 72.9 77.5 78.4 62.9 69.9
+ SFT + GRPO + TAR w/ Cons. (g) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 66.7 41.6 53.0 85.7 78.2 81.6 78.9 61.5 69.4

Table 2. Ablation on key components of Video-R2. Checkmarks denote enabled modules: supervised fine-tuning (SFT), group relative
policy optimization (GRPO), Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR), and consistency gating (g). Metrics are reported as average scores
across five generic [36, 62, 75, 122, 148], six reasoning-focused [31, 44, 84, 97, 130, 146], and all benchmarks for Accuracy, TAC, and
VAS. The results highlight the progressive improvements achieved by introducing temporal alignment and consistency gating in Video-R2.

nificantly improves both TAC and VAS, with TAC increas-
ing from 55.5 to 96.8 and VAS from 44.3 to 69.7. This
demonstrates that SFT effectively teaches the model to pro-
duce coherent, timestamp-aware reasoning in the <think>–
<answer> format. Accuracy also improves slightly over the
CoT baseline, confirming that reasoning supervision bene-
fits both interpretability and predictive performance.
Effect of GRPO. Adding GRPO further improves accu-
racy (48.9 → 52.3) but leads to a decrease in both TAC
(96.8 → 76.8) and VAS (69.7 → 61.5). This behavior
arises because the GRPO reward is only applied to the fi-
nal answer; as a result, the model tends to rely on simpler
answer-based shortcuts similar to those used by the non-
reasoning baseline. Although this improves answer correct-
ness, it reduces reasoning alignment and visual correspon-
dence, highlighting the need for an additional reward com-
ponent that explicitly targets reasoning quality.
Effect of TAR. Incorporating TAR improves both reasoning
quality metrics: TAC improves from 76.8 to 77.5 overall,
and VAS shows a notable increase from 61.5 to 69.9. These
gains directly result from rewarding timestamp-verified rea-
soning claims, which encourage the model to rely more on
visual and temporal evidence when reasoning.
Effect of consistency gating (g). Finally, enabling the con-
sistency gate produces the overall best results, improving
accuracy from 52.7 to 53.0, reasoning TAC jumps from
72.9 to 78.2, and overall TAC from 77.5 to 81.6. The gat-
ing ensures that temporally precise reasoning is rewarded
only when the <think> conclusion aligns with the final
<answer>, thus stabilizing training and reinforcing coher-
ent reasoning. Additional ablations are in Appendix I, in-
cluding (i) the effect of introducing a recall-based term in
TAR, (ii) the stability of the proposed VAS metric using
different LLM judges, (iii) sensitivity analyses for the se-
mantic similarity (τ ) and temporal thresholds (∆).
The SFT consistency paradox. An interesting trend in

Tab. 2 is the high TAC observed after SFT, where the model
achieves near-perfect consistency but relatively low accu-
racy. When trained with cross-entropy next-token predic-
tion loss, the model learns to generate well-structured and
logically coherent reasoning traces that, however, do not
always lead to correct final answers. In contrast, GRPO
increases answer accuracy by explicitly rewarding genera-
tions with correct answer but lowers reasoning consistency,
indicating that policy optimization tends to exploit answer-
level shortcuts rather than improve actual reasoning behav-
ior. The introduction of the Temporal Alignment Reward
(TAR) and the consistency gate (g) mitigates this trade-off,
yielding a relatively balanced model that maintains coher-
ence while improving accuracy. We further study this ef-
fect in Appendix I.1, showing that stronger consistency-
oriented reward can close the TAC gap between SFT and
GRPO but reduce accuracy, underscoring an open trade-
off between interpretability and performance. Video-R2 is
a significant step toward addressing this challenge, though
further research is required to fully resolve this balance.

5. Conclusion

Current video reasoning models often produce reasoning
traces that are not consistent with their answers or grounded
in visual content. We identify this gap and introduce two
diagnostic metrics; Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) and
Video Attention Score (VAS), to quantify these aspects.
To address this gap, we introduce a reinforcement learn-
ing reward named Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) with
a consistency gate, which encourages temporally precise
and logically consistent reasoning. The resulting Video-R2
model improves reasoning quality and accuracy across mul-
tiple benchmarks, showing that explicit temporal alignment
and consistency rewards lead to more reliable video reason-
ing. Our codes, data and model will be open-sourced.



6. Acknowledgement
Muhammad Maaz is supported by the 2025 Google PhD
Fellowship in Machine Perception. The computations were
enabled by resources provided by the LUMI supercomputer
hosted by CSC (Finland) and the LUMI consortium.



Video-R2: Reinforcing Consistent and Grounded Reasoning
in Multimodal Language Models

Supplementary Material

Table of Contents
A. Related Works 10

A.1. Large Language Models . . . . . . . 10
A.2. Multimodal Large Language Models . 11

B. Implementation Details 12
B.1. Model and Training Stages . . . . . . 12
B.2. Evaluation Protocol . . . . . . . . . . 12
B.3. Compute and Environment . . . . . . 12
B.4. Hyperparameters . . . . . . . . . . . 12

C. Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) 12
C.1. Prompt for Answer Extraction . . . . 12
C.2. TAC vs TAC-All . . . . . . . . . . . 14
C.3. Qualitative Comparison . . . . . . . 14

D. Video Attention Score (VAS) 15
D.1. Prompts for VAS Calculation . . . . . 15
D.2. Qualitative Comparison . . . . . . . 16

E. Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) 16
E.1. Prompt for Claim Extraction . . . . . 16
E.2. Prompt for Consistency Gating . . . . 17
E.3. TAR Calculation Examples . . . . . . 17

F. Dataset 18
F.1. Dataset Prompts . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
F.2. Dataset Quality Analysis . . . . . . . 18
F.3. Dataset Examples . . . . . . . . . . . 19
F.4. Dataset Stats . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

G. Comparison with Prior Methods 19
G.1. Training Dataset Based Comparison . 19

H. Detailed Discussion on Novelty 19

I. Additional Ablations 21
I.1. Effect of Stronger Consistency Re-

ward Factor . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
I.2. Introducing Recall Term in TAR . . . 21
I.3. Stability of VAS Metric . . . . . . . . 22
I.4. Sensitivity Analysis . . . . . . . . . . 22
I.5. Comparison using Reported Numbers . 23

J. Prompts Used in Training and Evaluation 23

A. Related Works

A.1. Large Language Models

The trajectory of modern AI has been shaped by the rapid
evolution of Large Language Models (LLMs), beginning
with the Transformer architecture [112]. This innova-
tion enabled autoregressive models such as GPT-1 [90],
GPT-2 [91], and the paradigm-shifting GPT-3 [12], which
showcased powerful in-context learning. Complementary
masked-language models like BERT [32] advanced lan-
guage understanding tasks, while T5 [95] unified multiple
NLP tasks under a text-to-text formulation. The scaling era
then followed, with PaLM [24] and Chinchilla [42] inves-
tigating the limits of compute-optimal scaling, and models
like Gopher [94] pushing the envelope of dataset curation.

Open weights efforts. The open-weights movement ac-
celerated progress by making strong LLMs broadly avail-
able. Meta’s LLaMA series [38, 109, 110] demonstrated
that high performance is possible with carefully curated
open data. Other competitive families soon followed: Mis-
tral and its Mixture-of-Experts variant Mixtral [51, 52], Fal-
con [5], Orca [83], the Qwen series (Qwen / Qwen1.5 [7],
Qwen2 [128], Qwen2.5 [89] and Qwen3 [129]), DeepSeek
series (DeepSeek LLM [9], Deepseek-MoE [26], Deepseek-
V2 [68], and Deepseek-V3 [69]), Microsoft’s Phi series
(Phi-1 [39], Phi-1.5 [65], Phi-3 [1], and Phi-4 [2]), and
Google’s Gemma family [107]. Together, these models
have created a vibrant ecosystem of both proprietary and
open alternatives to GPT, Gemini and Claude.

Reasoning in LLMs. Reasoning has emerged as a cen-
tral focus of LLM development. Prompting-based strate-
gies like Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting [120], Self-
Consistency [118], and Tree-of-Thoughts (ToT) [131] en-
able models to produce intermediate reasoning steps. More
interactive frameworks, such as ReAct [132] and Reflex-
ion [103], extend reasoning with tool use and self-reflection.
Recently, the “O1/R1” family of reasoning-first models has
gained prominence: DeepSeek-R1 [29] demonstrated that
reinforcement learning with outcome and format rewards
can substantially improve mathematical reasoning; Qwen-
3 [129] introduced explicit reasoning-tuned variants; and
OpenAI’s o1/o3/o4 [49, 86] represents proprietary advances
in this space. Some relevant open-source efforts include
Vision-R1 [48], VLM-R1 [101], and Video-R1 [35], which
adapt reasoning-first reinforcement learning to multimodal
and temporal settings.



A.2. Multimodal Large Language Models
Early vision-language models: The connection between
vision and language started with dual-stream models such
as ViLBERT [76] and LXMERT [106], where images
and text were processed separately before being com-
bined. Single-stream models like VisualBERT [63] and
UNITER [18] instead fused the two modalities in a shared
space. Later, contrastive learning methods became domi-
nant. CLIP [92] and ALIGN [50] showed that training on
large collections of image-text pairs can give strong zero-
shot recognition abilities. MetaCLIP [126] followed the
same contrastive objective as CLIP but focused on trans-
parent and reproducible data curation, making it more open
and reliable. SigLIP [140] and SigLIP-2 [111] further im-
proved contrastive training by refining the learning objec-
tives and scaling the training data. More recently, the Per-
ception Encoder [11] introduced a scalable family of vision
encoders that achieve state-of-the-art performance across
image, video, vision-language, and dense prediction tasks.
Image-focused MLLMs. The landscape of image-focused
Multimoddal Large Language Models (MLLMs) is defined
by both powerful proprietary systems, such as OpenAI’s
GPT-4V [85], and a rapidly growing ecosystem of open
models. Foundational open-source work established two
main ways to connect pre-trained vision encoders to LLMs.
The first uses adapter modules, such as the Q-Former in
BLIP-2 [61] and MiniGPT-4 [149], which serve as a trans-
lator between visual features and the LLM. The second uses
a much simpler projection approach, where the visual fea-
tures are mapped directly into the LLM’s embedding space
with just a linear layer or a small neural layer, as seen in
LLaVA [70]. These designs significantly lowered the bar-
rier for MLLM creation and inspired a wave of successors
such as LLaVA-v1.5 [71], LLaVA-NeXT Interleave [60],
and InstructBLIP [27].

Building on these strong foundations, a number of strong
open model families have emerged, pushing the state of
the art through scaling and architectural refinement. The
Qwen-VL [8, 113], InternVL [19–21, 37, 115, 150], and
LLaMA 3.2 Vision [38] and Phi-Vision [1, 3] series rep-
resent large-scale efforts that achieve top results on broad
vision-language benchmarks. Other notable efforts include
Molmo [30], and Pixtral [4] which also deliver highly com-
petitive performance.

Alongside scaling, research has focused on enhanc-
ing specific capabilities. To improve efficiency and ac-
cessibility, models like MiniCPM-V [133] have been de-
veloped with smaller parameter counts. For handling
high-resolution imagery and complex document under-
standing, models such as Idefics2 [58] and InternLM-
XComposer2-4KHD [33] have introduced specialized tech-
niques. CogVLM [116] explored deeper fusion strategies
between the vision and language backbones. For fine-

grained understanding that connects language to specific
image regions, several models have introduced grounding
capabilities. The Kosmos family [47, 88] enabled refer-
ring to objects via bounding boxes, a concept extended
by Ferret 1/2 [135, 142] to ground any-shape regions and
by GLaMM [96] to provide pixel-level segmentation. To-
gether, these systems highlight the rapid and diverse growth
of image-focused MLLMs.
Video-focused MLLMs. Extending to video, early
works such as Video-ChatGPT [80], Video-LLaMA [141],
and Video-LLaVA [67] adapted image-based models
to temporal sequences. Specialized models then ap-
peared, including TimeChat [98], MovieChat [104],
LLaMA-VID [66], VideoChat2 [62], ChatUniVi [53], and
VTimeLLM [45]. More recent contributions focus on ef-
ficiency and broader coverage: BT-Adapter [72], ST-
LLM [73], IG-VLM [56], GoldFish [6], VideoGPT+ [81],
and Mobile-VideoGPT [99]. Methods such as
LongVLM [121], FTFV-LVLM [14], and LLaVA-MR [78]
address token reduction, long-context reasoning, and
efficient retrieval, which are critical for scaling video-based
multimodal systems.
Joint image-video MLLMs. A recent trend is to design
models that handle both images and videos within a sin-
gle framework. LLaVA-OneVision [59] shows that a uni-
fied architecture can support single-image, multi-image,
and videos together. The Qwen-VL series [8, 113] extends
this idea with stronger dynamic resolution and long-context
abilities, while the InternVL family [19, 150] achieves state-
of-the-art results in both document and video understand-
ing. Perception Language Model (PLM) [11] builds on the
Perception Encoder [11] to align powerful vision encoders
with language models, enabling competitive performance
across image and video benchmarks. These works suggest a
shift toward general-purpose multimodal assistants that can
seamlessly move between static and temporal visual inputs.
Reasoning in MLLMs. Beyond recognition and under-
standing, recent works aim to equip MLLMs with ex-
plicit reasoning. For images, LLaVA-O1 [125], LLaMA-
V-o1 [108], Vision-R1 [48], VLM-R1 [101], Visionary-
R1 [123], and Perception-R1 [136] introduce reasoning-
first training strategies. For videos, methods include Video-
R1 [35], VideoChat-R1 [64], VideoChat-R1.5 [127], Vide-
oRFT [114], TW-GRPO [28], ReVisual-R1 [15], VideoA-
gent [119], VersaVid-R1 [17], and Vad-R1 [46], each adapt-
ing reinforcement or process-level rewards to temporal rea-
soning. A complementary line explores “visual chain-of-
thought” reasoning, such as AURORA [10], which intro-
duces intermediate perception tokens (depth maps, segmen-
tation masks) to bridge perception and symbolic reasoning.
Benchmarks for Multimodal Reasoning. The advance-
ment of multimodal reasoning has been enabled by increas-
ingly diverse benchmarks. For images, MM-Bench [74],



MMMU [139], AI2D [54], and MathVista [77] target vi-
sual knowledge, diagram, and math reasoning. For videos,
general-purpose benchmarks such as MVBench [62],
Video-MME [36], TempCompass [75], MLVU [148],
and LongVideoBench [122] assess broad multimodal un-
derstanding, while reasoning-focused datasets including
VideoMathQA [97], Video-MMMU [44], MMVU [146],
VSIBench [130], MINERVA [84], and SciVideoBench [31]
evaluate spatio-temporal reasoning. Together, these bench-
marks highlight both the steady gains and the persistent gap
to human-level multimodal reasoning.

B. Implementation Details

B.1. Model and Training Stages
Video-R2 is initialized from the non-reasoning backbone
Qwen2.5-VL-7B [8]. Following prior reasoning-based ap-
proaches such as Video-R1 [35], VideoChat-R1 [64], and
VideoRFT [114], training follows two stages:
1. Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) to learn timestamp-

aware reasoning in the <think> and <answer> format.
2. Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) to refine

temporal alignment and logical consistency through the
proposed Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR, Sec. 3).

Video Processing Videos are uniformly sampled at 2 FPS.
A maximum of 128 frames are used during SFT, and 32
frames during GRPO. Evaluation uses a maximum of 128
frames for all the reasoning models. Frames are resized to
a maximum of 360×420 px resolution during both training
and evaluation. For videos requiring audio cues, subtitles
are generated via WhisperX-Large-v3 [93] and rendered at
the bottom of frames during training. To facilitate temporal
reasoning, we overlay frames with timestamps (HH:MM:SS
format) at the top-left corner during training. Timestamp
visibility is dynamically adjusted (light-on-dark or dark-on-
light) for optimal legibility. During evaluation, only times-
tamps (displayed at the top-left corner) are preserved, while
subtitles are omitted to ensure that reasoning relies solely
on visual and temporal cues.
Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT). SFT is performed for one
epoch using LoRA [43] adapters (rank r=64) applied to both
the attention and the feed-forward layers. Training uses
a global batch size of 32 and learning rate of 1e−5, with
bf16 precision and a maximum context length of 32K to-
kens. LoRA-based adaptation preserves the pretrained mul-
timodal knowledge of the base Qwen2.5-VL model while
enabling efficient reasoning specialization on the relatively
small SFT dataset (we use only ≃10K samples for SFT).
Reinforcement learning (GRPO). Followed by SFT, re-
inforcement learning using GRPO is conducted for one
epoch with group size K=8 (eight candidate generations
per sample), global batch size of 8, learning rate 1e−6, and
KL anchor coefficient β=0.04 for training stability. All re-

ward components including accuracy reward, format re-
ward, and the proposed consistency-gated temporal align-
ment reward (TAR), are equally weighted (1:1:1) as de-
scribed in Sec. 3. Reward computation uses Qwen3-
Next-80B-A3B [129] as the LLM for both claim ex-
traction and consistency gating, served via VLLM [57]
framework for efficient inference. For text similarity,
we use sentence-transformers/all-MiniLM-L6-v2
model from Sentence Transformers.

B.2. Evaluation Protocol
All reasoning and non-reasoning models are evaluated un-
der a unified configuration using lmms-eval [144]. Videos
are sampled at 2 FPS (maximum 128 frames, 360×420 px
resolution). Each reasoning model uses its official prompt
template as given in the respective paper, and non-reasoning
baselines follow the best configurations reported in their
respective papers. Inference uses greedy decoding for all
models. Subtitles are excluded during the evaluation to pre-
vent linguistic leakage and ensure a purely visual reasoning
evaluation. More details are provided in Sec. 4.2.

B.3. Compute and Environment
All experiments are conducted on 8×AMD Instinct™
MI210 accelerators (64 GB each, 512 GB total) using Py-
Torch 2.7 and ROCm 6.4. We use bf16 precision throughout
both training and evaluation. VLLM [57] is used to effi-
ciently serve the Qwen3-Next-80B-A3B [129] LLM during
reinforcement learning. SFT uses 10,467 samples and com-
pletes in approximately 3.8 hours, while GRPO uses 4,804
samples and completes in about 54.4 hours. Evaluation on
all 11 benchmarks with a maximum of 128 frames and a
maximum of 1024 output tokens takes around 27.5 hours.
We use Qwen3-Next-80B-A3B, which maintains a balance
between efficiency and accuracy with a total of 80B param-
eters and only 3B active parameters, as the LLM judge in
the Video Attention Score (VAS) calculation, as well as
for the extraction of answers from thinking traces in the
Think-Answer Consistency (TAC) calculation. The com-
plete training and evaluation codebase, dataset, and model
checkpoints will be open-sourced for reproducibility.

B.4. Hyperparameters
A detailed summary of all key hyperparameters for both the
training stages and the evaluation is provided in Table A1.

C. Think–Answer Consistency (TAC)
C.1. Prompt for Answer Extraction
To compute the Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) metric,
we extract the answer predicted in model’s,
1. Reasoning trace (<think>...</think> block).
2. Final output (<answer>...</answer> block).



Category Setting Value Notes

Base model Backbone Qwen2.5-VL-7B Non-reasoning base model
Training stages SFT → GRPO Standard reasoning-tuning pipeline

Frame sampling
FPS 2 2 FPS → Uniform frame sampling
Max frames 128 / 32 / 128 SFT / GRPO / Eval
Frame resolution 360×420 px Applied to all datasets

Visual preprocessing
Subtitles WhisperX Large-v3 Printed bottom during training only
Timestamps HH:MM:SS format Top-left (train and eval)
Color scheme Light-on-dark / dark-on-light Improves visibility and grounding

SFT configuration

Epochs 1
Batch size 32
Learning rate 1e-5 Cosine LR scheduler
Weight decay 0.01
Max tokens (context) 32K Precision: bf16
Adapter type LoRA (r=64) Applied to Q/K/V/FFN modules
Training time 3.8 hours 8×AMD Instinct™ MI210

GRPO configuration

Epochs 1
Group size (K) 8 Number of candidate generations
KL coefficient (β) 0.04 Anchor regularization strength
Batch size 8
Learning rate 1e-6
Reward weights λacc = λfmt = λtar = 1 Accuracy, format, TAR components
Hyperparameters ∆ = 2, τ = 0.75 Temporal and semantic thresholds
Judge model Qwen3-Next-80B-A3B Served via VLLM API
Sentence Embeddings all-MiniLM-L6-v2 Used for claim similarity matching
Training time 54.4 hours 8×AMD Instinct™ MI210

Evaluation

Benchmarks 11 total 5 generic + 6 reasoning
Framework lmms-eval Official prompts for all models
Decoding Greedy temperature=0
Frames used 2 FPS, max 128 No subtitles during evaluation
Metrics TAC, VAS, Accuracy Consistent setup for all methods
Judge model Qwen3-Next-80B-A3B Used for VAS
Max output tokens 1024 Max generation length of 1024
Evaluation time 27.5 hours 8×AMD Instinct™ MI210

Environment GPUs 8×AMD Instinct™ MI210 PyTorch 2.7, ROCm 6.4
Code release Planned Full training and evaluation pipeline

Table A1. Comprehensive summary of all hyperparameters used for Video-R2 training and evaluation. The table details configuration
choices across both supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and reinforcement learning (GRPO) stages, including visual preprocessing, frame sam-
pling, model adaptation, and evaluation protocols. These settings ensure reproducible results across all benchmark evaluations.

We use deterministic parsing prompts that instruct LLM to
extract the final choice directly from the model’s output.
(1) Parsing from Reasoning Traces. To extract the answer
implied by the reasoning trace, we use a stricter prompt that
scans for the last explicit conclusion mentioned within the
<think>...</think> section. Refer to Prompt A.
(2) Parsing from Final Answers. The Prompt B provides
the prompt we use to extract the final answer from the
model’s <answer>...</answer> block.

Prompt A: TAC - Prompt for Answer Extraction from
<think>...</think>

System Prompt:
You are a strict extractor.
Task: Read ONLY the Reasoning text appended at the
end of the user message and output a SINGLE LETTER
corresponding to the option that the Reasoning explicitly
concludes as the final answer.



Rules (follow in order):
1. Look ONLY at the Reasoning text. Ignore the options text

for decision-making.
2. If the Reasoning contains an explicit final choice (e.g.,

“Therefore, D”, “Answer: A”), output that letter. If mul-
tiple explicit finals appear, output the LAST one.

3. If the Reasoning labels a single option as correct (e.g., “D
is correct”), output that letter. If multiple appear, output
the LAST one.

4. If the Reasoning states the correct option by its text (e.g.,
“the correct answer is ‘red car’ ”), match that text exactly
to the provided options and output the corresponding letter.
Prefer the LAST explicit conclusion.

5. Do NOT judge correctness or infer meaning. Output only
the explicit final conclusion.

6. Output a single uppercase letter (A–Z). No punctuation,
no explanations.

User Prompt:
If is mcq task = True:
Options:
A. . . .
B. . . .
C. . . .
Reasoning:
text inside <think>...</think> block
MCQ output format:
- Return ONLY one capital letter A–Z on a single line.
- Do NOT include any other characters or spaces.

Else (open-ended task):
Reasoning:
text inside <think>...</think> block
Open-form output format:
- If numeric, return ONLY the number.
- If textual, return ONLY the minimal text answer.
- Output must be a single line with no extra characters.

Prompt B: TAC - Prompt for Answer Extraction from
<answer>...</answer>

System Prompt:
You are a deterministic parsing agent.
Task: Read ONLY the provided text and emit a SINGLE-
LINE answer in the exact format requested.

Hard rules (apply all):

1. Do not infer or reason beyond the text. If the text lacks a
valid answer, output exactly: UNKNOWN.

2. Output must contain no explanations, no extra words, no
labels, no code fences, no quotes, no brackets.

3. Strip leading/trailing whitespace. No trailing punctuation
unless required by format (e.g., a %).

4. Normalize internal whitespace to single spaces.

5. Treat case-insensitive tokens like option c, (c), [c], C)
as the letter C when MCQ is requested.

User Prompt:
If is mcq task = True:
Options:
A. . . .
B. . . .
C. . . .
Text to parse (final answer snippet):
text inside <answer>...</answer> block
MCQ output format:
- Return ONLY one capital letter A–Z on a single line.
- Do NOT include any other characters or spaces.

Else (open-ended task):
Text to parse (final answer snippet):
text inside <answer>...</answer> block
Open-form output format:
- If numeric, return ONLY the number.
- If textual, return ONLY the minimal text answer.
- Output must be a single line with no extra characters.

Usage. Both Prompt A and B, are used to extract âthink and
âanswer for each sample, which are compared to compute the
TAC metric as defined in Eq. 1 of the main paper:

TAC(M,D) =
1

|Dcorrect|
∑

i∈Dcorrect

I[âthink
i = âanswer

i ].

C.2. TAC vs TAC-All
In Eq. 1 of the main paper, the Think–Answer Consis-
tency (TAC) metric is computed only over correctly an-
swered samples, denoted as Dcorrect, to avoid cases where
logically consistent but incorrect reasoning could inflate the
score. For completeness, we also evaluate a variant, TAC-
All, which measures the same consistency but across all
evaluation samples (D). This variant provides an absolute
measure of reasoning stability independent of answer accu-
racy, capturing how consistently a model maintains internal
alignment between its reasoning and final prediction regard-
less of the correctness.
As shown in Tab. A2, both TAC and TAC-All show a
similar trend across all benchmarks. Our model, Video-
R2, maintains strong logical alignment under both metrics,
achieving the highest scores across most of the benchmarks.
While TAC focuses on interpretable correctness, TAC-All
confirms that Video-R2 produces coherent reasoning traces
even for incorrect predictions.

C.3. Qualitative Comparison
Figs. A1-A3 show qualitative differences in reasoning con-
sistency across models, focusing on the Think–Answer
Consistency (TAC) behavior of Video-R1 [35], Vide-
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Think–Answer Consistency (TAC)
Video-R1 [35] 77.2 82.2 86.0 77.8 75.6 79.8 64.7 79.5 85.0 51.7 67.4 62.7 68.5 73.6
VideoChat-R1 [64] 70.7 79.5 79.3 80.4 79.8 77.9 68.9 81.4 90.4 73.9 67.3 73.6 75.9 76.8
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] 69.1 82.4 80.5 82.1 85.1 79.9 67.9 82.7 92.5 75.2 68.6 74.3 76.9 78.2
VideoRFT [114] 79.0 85.4 86.3 86.7 83.4 84.1 66.4 83.5 87.4 71.4 74.7 69.9 75.5 79.5
Video-R2 (Ours) 82.4 86.6 88.3 86.1 85.1 85.7 63.7 84.6 90.2 78.4 75.1 77.3 78.2 81.6

Think–Answer Consistency (TAC) - All
Video-R1 [35] 75.7 82.4 84.2 78.8 77.4 79.7 82.6 80.2 81.8 79.4 79.7 81.9 80.9 80.4
VideoChat-R1 [64] 74.8 81.5 78.4 82.9 84.2 80.4 62.2 81.2 89.1 91.5 81.8 84.9 81.8 81.2
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] 72.6 83.2 78.5 84.1 88.2 81.3 86.0 79.7 89.5 84.2 83.2 76.0 83.1 82.3
VideoRFT [114] 77.4 86.2 82.6 87.2 84.8 83.6 75.5 86.8 86.0 86.1 83.3 88.0 84.3 84.0
Video-R2 (Ours) 82.7 87.6 86.3 86.7 85.8 85.8 83.1 86.4 87.8 90.6 84.9 89.2 87.0 86.5

Table A2. Comparison between TAC and TAC-All. TAC is computed only over correctly answered samples (Dcorrect), while TAC-All
considers all predictions (Dall) regardless of correctness. The upper block reproduces the TAC results corresponding to the left heatmap of
Fig. 4, whereas the lower block reports TAC-All. Both metrics exhibit similar relative trends, confirming that Video-R2 maintains strong
reasoning-answer consistency even for incorrect responses.

oRFT [114], and our proposed Video-R2. In each exam-
ple, we visualize the video, question, options, correct an-
swer, and reasoning traces generated by all models. While
prior reasoning models such as Video-R1 and VideoRFT of-
ten produce logically inconsistent reasoning, where the rea-
soning trace concludes one option but the final <answer>
outputs another, our Video-R2 maintains internal alignment
between reasoning and answer, demonstrating high TAC.
• Example 1 (Fig. A1): A video-game scenario where

Video-R1 and VideoRFT misalign between reasoning and
final answer, while Video-R2 maintains consistency and
predicts the correct answer (“Smoke”).

• Example 2 (Fig. A2): Counting acrobatic rolls in a
dance performance. Both baselines exhibit reasoning-
answer mismatch, whereas Video-R2 accurately counts
and maintains logical coherence.

• Example 3 (Fig. A3): A soccer clip identifying the cause
of a yellow card. Baselines misinterpret the reasoning
context, producing contradictory answers, while Video-
R2 produces consistent and correct reasoning grounded
in the visual evidence.

D. Video Attention Score (VAS)
D.1. Prompts for VAS Calculation
To compute the Video Attention Score (VAS), we
evaluate the degree to which the reasoning text
(<think>...</think> block) claims to rely on vi-
sual evidence from the video. The scoring prompt guides a

large language model (LLM) to assign a 0-10 score. The
complete prompt configuration is shown in Prompt C.

Prompt C: VAS - Prompt for Visual Attention Scoring
from <think>...</think>

System Prompt:
You are an expert judge of **claimed visual grounding** in
video QA chain-of-thought. You will receive an Input (ques-
tion/options/prompt) and a model Response that includes
<think>...</think> and <answer>...</answer> tags.
Your task: Evaluate how much the reasoning inside <think>
and </think> only *claims* to rely on concrete visual
evidence from the video versus using text patterns, prior
knowledge, or guessing. You do not have the video; score
what the reasoning asserts, not whether those assertions are
true or the final answer is correct.

What counts as visual grounding signals (positive cues):
1. Concrete, specific references to visible entities and at-

tributes (colors, positions, counts, on-screen text/OCR).
2. Spatio-temporal descriptions tied to the video (“first/then,”

“left/right,” “foreground/background,” scene changes).
3. Actions/interactions clearly described as seen (“picks up,”

“points at,” “walks behind”).
4. Visual logic chained to the question (“Because the sign

reads ‘Gate B’ and the arrow points left. . . ”).
5. Mentions like “the video shows,” “the video states,”

or “the video indicates. . . ” count as *moderate visual
grounding* **if** they reference specific factual content
(e.g., numbers, object names, or events), even without



spatial detail.

What counts as non-visual or weak grounding (negative cues):
1. Generic mentions of “the video” with no specific content

(“the video talks about cars”).
2. Option pattern matching, stereotypes/common knowledge,

or generic phrases (“based on the context,” “usually. . . ”).
3. Restating the question or options with “I see” but no con-

crete visual detail.
4. Timestamp name-dropping without linked content, irrele-

vant flourish, or contradictions.

Edge cases:
• If multiple <think> blocks exist, judge the first.
• If <think> is missing or empty → score 0.
• Ignore <answer> when scoring.

Scoring (0-10, integer):
1. 10 (Excellent): Dense, highly specific, step-by-step visual

reasoning directly addressing the question.
2. 7–9 (Strong): Clearly video-based with several specific

claims tied to what’s shown, even if phrased verbally (“the
video states. . . ”).

3. 4–6 (Moderate): Claims to recall or cite specific video
facts (numbers, entities, or comparisons) but lacks spatial
or temporal detail.

4. 1–3 (Weak): Minimal visual content; mostly generic or
option-pattern reasoning with only token mentions of the
video.

5. 0 (None): No visual grounding; guessing, meta-reasoning
only, or <think> absent.

Output: Return JSON only with keys “score” (0–10 integer)
and “rationale” (2–3 concise sentences citing the most
important cues; do not mention lack of video).

User Prompt:
Evaluate ATTENTION-TO-VIDEO in the model’s reasoning.
Score only the text inside <think>...</think>, not the
final <answer> and not answer correctness.

You do not have access to the video. Judge whether the
reasoning claims to use concrete visual evidence (what is
seen, where it appears, how it changes) versus relying on
generic patterns, options, or prior knowledge.

Use this rubric (0–10):
1. 10: Dense, specific visual descriptions (entities, attributes,

counts, on-screen text, spatial relations, temporal order) di-
rectly supporting the question.

2. 7–9: Clearly video-based reasoning with multiple specific
claims tied to what the video shows, even if phrased as “the
video states. . . ” or “the video shows. . . ”.

3. 4–6: Claims to recall or cite specific video facts (numbers,
labels, or entities) but lacks spatial or visual detail.

4. 1–3: Minimal visual content; generic “the video talks
about. . . ” or option-based logic.

5. 0: No visual grounding; guessing, meta-reasoning only, or
missing <think> block.

Input: {input text}
Response: {response text}

Reply ONLY with JSON like: {"score": int, between
0 and 10, "rationale": "2 to 3 sentences"}

D.2. Qualitative Comparison
Figs. A4-A6 show how Video Attention Score (VAS) cap-
tures the claimed visual grounding quality of model reason-
ing. Each example compares reasoning traces from Video-
R1 [35], VideoRFT [114], and our Video-R2, highlighting
how visual specificity and temporal grounding differ across
models. While baseline models often describe generic con-
texts or rely on prior knowledge, our Video-R2 consistently
references concrete visual details, such as timestamps, spa-
tial positions, and detailed object descriptions, resulting in
significantly higher VAS.

• Example 1 (Fig. A4): A boy playing guitar in Cen-
tral Park. Video-R1 and VideoRFT reasoning remain
abstract or irrelevant, lacking any visual grounding,
whereas Video-R2 cites timestamps (0:50) and mention
visual details such as “blonde hair,” “black t-shirt,” and
“sitting on a bench,” achieving a VAS of 9/10.

• Example 2 (Fig. A5): A medical consultation scene.
Both baselines fail to describe visual evidence: one re-
lying on generic assumptions, the other misinterpreting
unrelated footage, while Video-R2 grounds its reasoning
in specific visual cues (white coat, stethoscope, and wall
background) for a VAS of 9/10.

• Example 3 (Fig. A6): A construction worker picking an
object from a plastic box. Baselines forms a theory with-
out observation of visual details, while Video-R2 iden-
tifies the exact moment (6:45–6:50) and object features
(“thin, sharp, needle-like”) for perfect visual grounding
with a VAS of 10/10.

E. Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR)

E.1. Prompt for Claim Extraction
To compute the Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR), we
first extract timestamped claims from both the reference and
model-generated reasoning. Each claim represents a local-
ized event or observation within the <think>...</think>
block, expressed as a timestamp and its corresponding tex-
tual description. The extraction process is handled by an
LLM-based parser that ensures temporal precision and se-
mantic clarity. The prompt is provided in Prompt D.



Prompt D: TAR - Prompt for Claim Extraction

System Prompt:
You are a precise temporal information extraction assistant.

Goal: Given ONLY the provided text, extract every timestamp
mention and produce a compact JSON object mapping each
timestamp (key) to ONE short sentence (value) describing
what happens at that time according to the text.

Output format (STRICT):
1. Return ONLY a JSON object. No prose, no code fences,

no explanations.
2. Keys: timestamps exactly as mentioned, normalized to

MM:SS or HH:MM:SS with leading zeros.
• Single time example: ”00:42”
• Range examples: ”00:42-00:45”, ”01:45-02:01”

3. Order keys by start time ascending.
4. If the text uses phrases like ”around the 16-second mark”

or ”at about 1:02”, convert to ”00:16” or ”01:02”.
5. If a single continuous action is described across adjacent

times (e.g., 00:07 and 00:08), you MAY consolidate into a
range ”00:07-00:08” with one concise sentence.

6. If the same timestamp appears multiple times, merge into
a single key and summarize succinctly.

7. If no timestamps are present, return .

Content rules:
1. Derive sentences ONLY from the given text. No hallucina-

tions.
2. Each value is a brief, plain-language clause (≤ 10 words),

sentence case, ending with a period.
3. Prefer action-focused wording (“Performer executes a

cartwheel while holding the jump rope.”).

User Prompt:
Extract timestamped events from the following text and return
ONLY the JSON object as specified.

STRICT KEYS FORMAT:
1. Use ONLY zero-padded MM:SS or HH:MM:SS.
2. For ranges, use a single hyphen: ”MM:SS-HH:MM:SS”.
3. Do NOT output plain seconds without a colon (e.g., ”6” or

”020” is forbidden).
4. Do NOT output words like ”end”, ”EOF”, ”+”, or any trail-

ing symbols.
5. If the text mentions decimal seconds (e.g., 01.77s or 3.5s),

round to the nearest second BEFORE emitting.
6. Normalize phrases like ”around 16 seconds” to ”00:16”.
7. Keys must be unique and ordered by start time ascending.
8. If no timestamps are present, return exactly.

VALUES:
1. Each value is ONE short clause (≤ 10 words), sentence

case, action-focused, ends with a period.
2. Derive strictly from the provided text (no hallucinations).

Return ONLY the JSON object. No code fences, no explana-
tions.

The reasoning text is:
{the reasoning text}

E.2. Prompt for Consistency Gating
The consistency gating step in Temporal Alignment Reward
(TAR) ensures that temporal alignment contributes to the
reward only when the reasoning (<think>...</think>)
and the final conclusion (<answer>...</answer>)
agree. The LLM determines whether the reasoning sup-
ports the same conclusion as given in the final answer and
outputs a binary TRUE or FALSE signal used to gate the
TAR computation.

Prompt E: TAR - Prompt for Consistency Gating

System Prompt:
You are a meticulous auditor. Determine whether the reason-
ing (THINK) and the final answer (ANSWER) are logically
consistent with each other for the given question. Ignore
style, verbosity, or extra details; focus strictly on whether
the conclusion in THINK matches and supports the final
ANSWER for the same question.

User Prompt:
QUESTION:
{question}
THINK (model’s internal reasoning):
{reasoning}
ANSWER (model’s final answer):
{answer}
TASK:
1) Output ONLY one of the TRUE or FALSE on the first line.

– TRUE ⇒ THINK and ANSWER are consistent and express
the same conclusion.

– FALSE ⇒ THINK contradicts or does not support the
ANSWER (e.g., mismatched conclusion).
2) On the next line(s), give a brief justification (1–3 sentences)
summarizing the key evidence supporting your decision.

E.3. TAR Calculation Examples
Figs. A7-A16 show end-to-end TAR computation (using
candidate generations during GRPO), including claim ex-
traction, temporal and semantic matching, and reward cal-
culation. We show diverse cases. Brief summaries:
• Example 1 (Fig. A7): Counting cartwheels. Consistent

reasoning with one match and one miss.
• Example 2 (Fig. A8): Counting cartwheels. Temporal

mismatch, low similarity score.
• Example 3 (Fig. A9): OCR on spatula text (“ELITE”).

Consistent reasoning, perfect alignment.
• Example 4 (Fig. A10): OCR on spatula text (“ELITE”).



OCR error and TAC gate failure, TAR is zero.
• Example 5 (Fig. A11-A12): Ribbon-adjustment tutorial.

Partial alignment from one matched step.
• Example 6 (Fig. A13-A14): Ribbon-adjustment tutorial.

Inconsistent reasoning, no alignment and gated to zero.
• Example 7 (Fig. A15): Horse riding practice. No pre-

dicted timestamp.
• Example 8 (Fig. A16-A17): Horse riding practice. Par-

tial alignment with one match and one miss.

F. Dataset
F.1. Dataset Prompts
Prompt for Difficulty Ranking: To identify samples re-
quiring deeper temporal reasoning, we assign a difficulty
score to each video QA pair based on the complexity of its
assistant response. The complete prompt used for this diffi-
culty evaluation is provided in Prompt F.

Prompt F: Dataset - Prompt for Difficulty Ranking

You are an expert model evaluator. Evaluate how difficult it
would be for a vision-language model to generate the assistant
responses in the following conversation.

The conversation is:
User: <user message>
Assistant: <assistant message>

Now, analyze the assistant responses:
Write the difficulty score in the format:
**Difficulty score: X**, where X is a number from 1
(easy) to 10 (very hard).

Prompt for Reasoning Generation To regenerate
timestamp-aware reasoning traces for each question-answer
pair, we use the Gemini-2.5-Pro [25] model to produce rea-
soning traces that explicitly reference key temporal cues.
The model follows the instructions provided in Prompt G,
which ensures consistent reasoning style and timestamp an-
notation across the dataset.

Prompt G: Dataset - Prompt for Reasoning Generation

Instructions
Adopt the persona of someone carefully thinking through the
following video-based question. Your goal is to show your
reasoning process as a natural, internal monologue.

Formatting Rules:

1. Thinking Block: Write your entire thought process within
<think> and </think> tags. It should sound like you’re
talking to yourself to figure out the answer. Use conversa-
tional phrases like “Okay, let’s see...”, “Hmm, that’s inter-

esting,” “Wait a minute...”, “That makes sense because...”
2. NO LISTS: Your thought process must be written in prose

(a flowing paragraph or two). **Do not use numbered lists,
bullet points, or a formal step-by-step breakdown.** This
should feel like a stream of consciousness.

3. Answer Block: After the <think> block, provide the fi-
nal, concise answer inside <answer> and </answer> tags.

4. Key Frame Block: After the answer, include a
<key frame> block where you point out the specific
timestamp(s) of the critical video frames without which
the question cannot be answered. The timestamps should
be as precise as possible (e.g., “00:12”, “01:05–01:08”). If
no key frame is required, leave the block empty.

Here is your question:
<question>

The final answer is provided below. Use it as a reference
to guide your thinking process, ensuring it logically leads to
the correct conclusion. Also, make sure to highlight the key
frame(s) that were essential for answering.
<answer>

F.2. Dataset Quality Analysis

The dataset used for training Video-R2 combines sam-
ples from five public video QA datasets: LLaVA-Video-
178K [145], NeXtQA [124], ActivityNet-QA [137], Per-
ceptionTest [87], and Clevrer [134]. It contains a total of
15,271 samples collected from 11,816 unique videos, anno-
tated to provide timestamp-aware grounded supervision for
both the SFT and GRPO stages.
Data verification. To ensure high quality of the data, the
verification was performed in two stages. First, all sam-
ples with TAC = 0 were automatically discarded. Second,
a randomly selected subset of 500 samples (approximately
3% of the total) was manually verified, checking both the
correctness of the reasoning and its agreement with the pro-
vided answer. The goal of this verification was to assess
reasoning quality of the data, focusing specifically on the
correctness and answer consistency.
Timestamp accuracy. During early inspection, we find
that the predicted timestamps sometimes do not match the
video. To fix this issue, we print timestamps directly on the
video frames during reasoning regeneration, which greatly
improves temporal precision. After printing timestamps,
small offsets still appear in some cases, usually within ±2
seconds of the real event in the video. These small differ-
ences are within the acceptable time range and do not affect
the effectiveness of temporal supervision (see Tab. 2 of the
main paper for the ablation on SFT and GRPO).
Overall quality. While full manual verification of all
15,271 samples is not possible at our scale, the verified sub-
set shows high reasoning accuracy and consistent temporal
alignment. Including ground truth final answers during rea-
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SFT 10,467 8,621 47.3 328.6 2.54 5,993 2,628 4,635 1,185 2,553 520 1,574
GRPO 4,804 4,099 57.8 305.8 2.22 2,493 1,606 2,198 614 1,328 472 192

Combined 15,271 11,816 48.9 321.4 2.44 7,977 3,839 6,833 1,799 3,881 992 1,766

Table A3. Dataset statistics for SFT, GRPO, and combined. We report the number of samples, unique videos, average video duration,
average reasoning length in words, and average number of timestamps per reasoning trace. Resolution counts are split below and at least
720p. The last five columns list per source counts for LLaVA-Video-178K, NeXtQA, ActivityNet-QA, PerceptionTest, and Clevrer.

soning generation reduces possible annotation noise, and
TAC-based filtering further ensures strong internal consis-
tency across the dataset. Although small ambiguities may
remain, they have little effect on downstream performance,
as shown by steady improvements in TAC, VAS, and accu-
racy during model training (see Fig. 4, Tab. 1 and Tab. 2 of
the main paper for the quantitative results).

F.3. Dataset Examples
Figs. A18-A20 show a few samples from the dataset, cov-
ering both simple and complex temporal reasoning cases.
Each visualization shows the video context, question, op-
tions and generated reference reasoning.
• Example 1 (Fig. A18): Cooking video with fine-grained

temporal reasoning on appearance change after adding in-
gredients.

• Example 2 (Fig. A19): Causal reasoning in a synthetic
simulation, identifying which event did not contribute to
a collision.

• Example 3 (Fig. A20): Reasoning across repeated mo-
tion cycles (throwing and removing darts) with strong
temporal alignment.

F.4. Dataset Stats
Tab. A3 provides a breakdown of the stats for the Su-
pervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Group Relative Policy
Optimization (GRPO) subsets of our dataset. The over-
ally dataset contains 15,271 video-question-answer sam-
ples collected from five public sources: LLaVA-Video-
178K [145], NeXtQA [124], ActivityNet-QA [137], Per-
ceptionTest [87], and Clevrer [134].
Across all splits, the dataset maintains balanced coverage
of video lengths and resolutions, with roughly one-third
of videos above 720p. The average reasoning trace spans
around 320 words, indicating detailed yet concise temporal
reasoning. The presence of multiple datasets ensures di-

versity in domain and task type, facilitating generalization
across multiple reasoning tasks.

G. Comparison with Prior Methods
G.1. Training Dataset Based Comparison
Tab. A4 compares our dataset and results with prior video
reasoning models. Unlike previous works that depend on
much larger training sets (about 100K-400K samples), our
model reaches higher TAC, VAS, and accuracy while us-
ing only 15.2K samples in total. This shows that data
quality and temporal supervision are more important than
dataset size. Our dataset (A+M) combines automatically
generated reasoning annotations with manual checks for
about 3% of all samples, making it more reliable. Us-
ing timestamp-aware reasoning and TAC-based filtering
also improves consistency, allowing more effective learning
from a smaller dataset. In contrast, earlier models mainly
use automatically generated (A) reasoning traces, which can
lead to inconsistency or weak visual grounding.

H. Detailed Discussion on Novelty
Comparison with Video-R1. Video-R1 [35] employs a
two-stage training pipeline similar to ours, consisting of
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) followed by group relative
policy optimization (GRPO). Its key novelty lies in the
temporal-GRPO (T-GRPO), which compares model perfor-
mance on ordered versus shuffled frames. While this pro-
vides a proxy for ensuring that the model explores the tem-
poral sequence present in the video frames, no direct rein-
forcement is applied on the reasoning traces. In contrast,
our approach introduces the Temporal Alignment Reward
(TAR), which operates at the claim level by aligning times-
tamped reasoning to reference claims with consistency gat-
ing, resulting in fine-grained temporal credit assignment.
Comparison with VideoChat-R1. VideoChat-R1 [64] fo-



Dataset Info TAC VAS Accuracy

Model

SF
T

D
at

as
et

Si
ze

R
L

D
at

as
et

Si
ze

C
om

bi
ne

d
D

at
as

et
Si

ze

R
ea

so
ni

ng
A

nn
ot

at
io

n
Ty

pe

A
vg

.(
G

en
er

ic
)

A
vg

.(
R

ea
so

ni
ng

)

Av
g.

(O
ve

ra
ll)

A
vg

.(
G

en
er

ic
)

A
vg

.(
R

ea
so

ni
ng

)

Av
g.

(O
ve

ra
ll)

A
vg

.(
G

en
er

ic
)

A
vg

.(
R

ea
so

ni
ng

)

Av
g.

(O
ve

ra
ll)

Video-R1 [35] 165K 260K 260K A 79.8 68.5 73.6 53.2 39.9 45.9 65.6 38.8 51.0
VideoChat-R1 [64] - 18K - - 77.9 75.9 76.8 57.3 42.0 48.9 63.8 39.1 50.3
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] - 80K 80K A 79.9 76.9 78.2 56.7 42.5 48.9 64.7 39.8 51.1
VideoRFT [114] 102K 310K 412K A 84.1 75.5 79.5 69.8 53.2 60.8 65.3 39.7 51.3

Video-R2 (Ours) 10.4K 4.8K 15.3K A+M 85.7 78.2 81.6 78.9 61.5 69.4 66.7 41.6 53.0

Table A4. Training dataset comparison with prior video reasoning models. All baselines rely primarily on large-scale, automatically
generated (A) reasoning datasets, whereas our dataset (A+M) combines automatic annotation with partial manual verification of approx-
imately 3% of the total samples (500 out of 15,271). Despite being trained on an order of magnitude fewer samples, Video-R2 achieves
higher TAC, VAS, and accuracy across both generic and reasoning benchmarks, indicating that dataset quality and consistency contribute
more strongly to reasoning performance than raw dataset scale. Dashes (-) indicate unavailable information or unused stage.

cuses on improving video perception through reinforce-
ment fine-tuning with GRPO. Its reward functions are task-
specific and are all verifiable, such as intersection-over-
union (IoU) for temporal range grounding, accuracy for
classification, and recall for captioning. Although this
yields strong perceptual grounding, it does not evaluate the
reasoning process of the model. Our method differs by di-
rectly rewarding temporally aligned reasoning through pre-
dicted and reference claims, offering an explicit link be-
tween reasoning steps and video content.
Comparison with VideoChat-R1.5. VideoChat-
R1.5 [127] introduces Visual Test-Time Scaling (VTTS)
and Iterative Perception, where the model iteratively refines
its output at test time. The improvement primarily comes
from the test-time scaling, not from reward formulation.
Unlike VideoChat-R1.5, our method strengthens temporal
reasoning during training via a temporal alignment reward
and a consistency gating, leading to more coherent and
grounded reasoning traces.
Comparison with VideoRFT. VideoRFT [114] introduces
a semantic consistency reward that aligns generated video
descriptions with visual embeddings using SigLIP [140]. It
works at a coarse level of text-video similarity and focuses

on visual matching rather than detailed reasoning or tim-
ing accuracy. In contrast, our method directly supervises
the reasoning process by aligning timestamped claims in
the reasoning text with reference claims through the pro-
posed Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR). Further, instead
of conditioning on answer correctness as in VideoRFT, our
gating mechanism is based on Think–Answer Consistency
(TAC), which enforces logical agreement between reason-
ing and answer before applying any temporal reward. This
design focuses learning on fine-grained temporal reasoning
instead of broad video-text similarity, representing a con-
ceptually distinct reinforcement formulation.

Summary. Overall, Video-R2 unifies timestamp-aware
supervision and reinforcement fine-tuning through a
precision-based Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) com-
bined with a consistency gate (g). Unlike prior works that
focus on perceptual or embedding-level correspondence,
our method explicitly rewards temporally accurate and log-
ically consistent reasoning at the claim level. This joint su-
pervision reinforces both the temporal correspondence and
internal coherence of the reasoning process. To the best of
our knowledge, Video-R2 is the first to employ consistency-
gated temporal alignment as a reinforcement objective for

Method Reward Type Granularity Consistency Handling

Video-R1 [35] T-GRPO (ordered vs. shuffled) Sequence Answer-gated
VideoChat-R1 [64] Task-verifiable (IoU / Acc) Task-level None
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] VTTS Iterative Perception Inference-level None
VideoRFT [114] Semantic Consistency (SigLIP) Description-span Answer-gated

Video-R2 (Ours) TAR (Precision-based) Claim-level TAC-gated

Table A5. Comparison of reward formulation and consistency design across recent video reasoning models. Unlike previous ap-
proaches that focus on task-specific or semantic alignment rewards, our method introduces a novel claim-level precision-based temporal
alignment reward combined with TAC-gated consistency enforcement, providing fine-grained supervision of reasoning alignment.
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Accuracy
Video-R2 (Ours) 67.5 63.8 74.9 68.3 59.2 66.7 28.8 50.8 67.4 39.4 34.9 28.4 41.6 53.0
→ Stronger Consistency Reward 62.9 60.3 71.9 63.7 54.2 62.6 20.0 49.3 64.3 35.7 33.5 26.0 38.1 49.3
→ Recall Term in TAR 67.0 62.9 74.2 68.6 57.4 66.0 22.6 47.9 66.9 37.9 35.5 28.5 39.9 51.8

Think–Answer Consistency (TAC)
Video-R2 (Ours) 82.4 86.6 88.3 86.1 85.1 85.7 63.7 84.6 90.2 78.4 75.1 77.3 78.2 81.6
→ Stronger Consistency Reward 98.7 98.3 99.0 98.9 99.0 98.8 96.1 99.0 98.5 98.1 98.5 98.0 98.0 98.4
→ Recall Term in TAR 89.6 88.9 88.6 89.0 89.3 89.1 77.8 92.0 86.8 85.4 82.3 73.7 83.0 85.8

Video Attention Score (VAS)
Video-R2 (Ours) 76.5 80.1 86.1 78.7 73.2 78.9 39.6 49.1 72.5 74.2 73.4 60.5 61.5 69.4
→ Stronger Consistency Reward 83.1 83.5 88.8 85.3 81.5 84.4 43.4 51.9 78.0 79.7 78.0 65.9 66.2 74.5
→ Recall Term in TAR 78.2 80.5 86.2 76.8 72.7 78.9 44.5 50.8 76.3 76.9 72.9 62.7 64.0 70.8

Table A6. Ablations on stronger consistency reward and recall term in TAR. The first variant adds a TAC-based reward directly to
the total reward instead of consistency gating, producing a nearly perfect TAC (98.4%) and strong visual grounding (VAS) but reduced
accuracy. This highlights a trade-off similar to the SFT consistency paradox, where optimizing for internal coherence alone yields a highly
consistent but not necessarily stronger model. The second variant introduces a recall term in the Temporal Alignment Reward, computing
TARF1 instead of precision-only TAR. While this slightly enhances visual attention (VAS), accuracy drops especially on the reasoning
benchmarks, as overgeneration of timestamps is encouraged. These experiments confirm that the precision-based, TAC-gated TAR in
Video-R2 offers the most balanced optimization of accuracy, consistency (TAC), and visual grounding (VAS).

video reasoning, offering a path toward more interpretable
and causally grounded multimodal reasoning. A summary
of comparison with recent video reasoning methods is pro-
vided in Tab. A5 for completeness.

I. Additional Ablations
I.1. Effect of Stronger Consistency Reward Factor
To study the effect of stronger consistency-oriented opti-
mization, we modify the reward function to explicitly in-
clude the Think–answer consistency (TAC) as an addi-
tional reward component rather than using it as a gat-
ing condition. In this configuration, the Temporal Align-
ment Reward is computed without the consistency gate (e.g.
TARprec), and a separate TAC-based term is added to the
total reward for GRPO:

Rtotal = λaccRacc + λfmtRfmt

+ λtarTARprec + λtacRTAC, (11)

where RTAC ∈ [0, 1] directly measures the alignment be-
tween the model’s reasoning (<think>...</think>) and
final answer (<answer>...</answer>). Removing the
gating allows the model to be explicitly rewarded for self-
consistency, irrespective of the other reward components.

As shown in Tab. A6, this variant achieves nearly perfect
TAC (98.4%) and the highest VAS across all benchmarks,

but at a clear cost to overall accuracy. This behavior reflects
a strong parallel to the SFT consistency paradox discussed
in the main paper, where optimizing solely for internal co-
herence yields highly structured reasoning but not necessar-
ily a stronger model. We attribute this to the model overem-
phasizing logical self-agreement while underexploring cor-
rective reasoning signals. Nevertheless, we note that com-
bining this stronger consistency reward with larger-scale
data (on the order of hundreds of thousands or millions of
samples) may produce highly consistent and accurate mod-
els: a promising direction for future exploration.

I.2. Introducing Recall Term in TAR
We further explore whether incorporating a recall compo-
nent into the Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) improves
video reasoning. In this variant, we compute both precision-
and recall-based temporal alignment scores before applying
the TAC gate. The recall component (TARrec) is defined as:

TARrec =
1

m

∑
ij

Xij , (12)

where m is the number of reference claims. We then
combine the precision (TARprec) and recall components
(TARrec) using the harmonic mean:

TARF1 =
2× TARprec × TARrec

TARprec +TARrec
. (13)
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Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC)
Video-R1 [35] 0.740 0.777 0.666 0.777 0.684 0.729 0.664 0.752 0.782 0.744 0.733 0.657 0.722 0.725
VideoChat-R1 [64] 0.689 0.768 0.690 0.779 0.745 0.734 0.762 0.707 0.753 0.756 0.819 0.728 0.754 0.745
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] 0.654 0.762 0.727 0.781 0.634 0.711 0.750 0.762 0.731 0.720 0.736 0.654 0.726 0.719
VideoRFT [114] 0.709 0.715 0.646 0.796 0.657 0.705 0.649 0.707 0.682 0.731 0.759 0.676 0.701 0.702
Video-R2 (Ours) 0.670 0.656 0.613 0.704 0.610 0.651 0.675 0.693 0.698 0.540 0.671 0.579 0.643 0.646

Average 0.692 0.736 0.668 0.767 0.666 0.706 0.700 0.724 0.729 0.698 0.744 0.659 0.709 0.708

Table A7. Stability of Video Attention Score (VAS) metric across different LLM judge models. Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC)
between VAS scores computed using Qwen3-Next-80B-A3B (default) and Qwen3-32B across all benchmarks and reasoning models.
Average PCC values exceed 0.7 in both generic and reasoning categories, confirming a strong and statistically significant linear correlation
(p-values = 10−35 – 0.0). This demonstrates that VAS is stable with respect to the choice of LLM judge, and model rankings remain
consistent across judge models. For full reproducibility and alignment with the reported results, we recommend using Qwen3-Next-80B-
A3B as the default LLM judge for VAS computation.

This TARF1 replaces the precision-only term in the total
reward, while the consistency gating remains active.

Rtotal = λaccRacc + λfmtRfmt + λtar(g · TARF1). (14)

The results in Tab. A6 show that adding the recall term
slightly improves temporal completeness (higher VAS) but
lowers accuracy, especially on reasoning benchmarks. This
drop likely because the recall component encourages over-
generation of timestamps, rewarding redundant or loosely
aligned reasoning claims. This observation aligns with the
inherent incompleteness of reference annotations, where
not every relevant event is exhaustively labeled, thus, over-
fitting to recall may not yield better reasoning quality. Em-
pirically, the precision-based TAR used in Video-R2 re-
mains more stable and better aligned with reasoning quality.

I.3. Stability of VAS Metric
To assess the robustness of our proposed Video Attention
Score (VAS) metric against the choice of large language
model (LLM) used as the judge, we compute VAS using
two different models: Qwen3-Next-80B-A3B (our default)
and Qwen3-32B. The default model features a larger to-
tal parameter count but fewer active parameters, offering
an optimal balance between speed and evaluation accuracy,
while the Qwen3-32B is a dense 32B parameter model used
in its non-reasoning mode. For each benchmark and rea-
soning model, we calculate sample-level VAS scores using
both LLMs and measure their linear correlation through the
Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC). This process is re-
peated across all 11 benchmarks (five generic and six rea-
soning) for five reasoning models, resulting in a compre-
hensive cross-model stability analysis in Tab. A7.

As shown in Tab. A7, all PCC values remain high, with

overall averages exceeding 0.7, indicating a strong linear
correlation between the VAS computed by the two LLMs.
This demonstrates that the relative ranking of models across
benchmarks remains consistent even when the judge model
changes, confirming that VAS is a stable and reliable indi-
cator of visual grounding strength. Further, the correspond-
ing p-values for all correlations were effectively zero (in the
range of 10−35 – 0.0), showing that these correlations are
statistically significant. While Qwen3-32B produces con-
sistent rankings, we recommend using Qwen3-Next-80B-
A3B, which is openly available, to ensure complete repro-
ducibility of all reported VAS values and maintain exact
correspondence with our main results.

I.4. Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity of τ , ∆, and λtar. The hyperparameters used in
the Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR), the semantic sim-
ilarity threshold (τ ), the temporal tolerance (∆), and the
TAR weighting factor (λtar), are selected empirically. The
search objective focuses solely on maximizing answer accu-
racy; reasoning quality metrics such as TAC or VAS are not
considered during this process. To avoid overfitting and en-
sure efficient tuning, experiments are conducted on a repre-
sentative subset of 1,000 randomly sampled instances from
the 4.8K GRPO dataset and evaluated using a subset of the
generic benchmarks. This setup follows standard machine
learning practice, where hyperparameters are optimized on
a held-out subset rather than the full training dataset.

For τ and ∆, a sequential search is performed. First, τ is
fixed at 0.75, and four different ∆ values are tested. Next,
using the best ∆, τ is varied across four candidate settings.
From these runs, ∆ = 2 s and τ = 0.75 provide the best
overall score on generic benchmarks. The selected values
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Accuracy (Reported)
Video-R1 [35] 64 64.8 61.4 73.2 - - - - 52.4 63.8 37.1 - - - -
VideoChat-R1 [64] NA 66.2 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] 2048 70.6 65.2 - 70.1 61.4 - - 49.6 - - - - - -
VideoRFT [114] 32 62.1 59.8 73.7 - - - - 51.1 68.5 36.8 - - - -
Video-R2 (Ours) 128 67.5 63.8 74.9 68.3 59.2 66.7 28.8 50.8 67.4 39.4 34.9 28.4 41.6 53.0

Accuracy (Reproduced)
Video-R1 [35] 128 65.1 64.3 73.5 67.7 57.6 65.6 23.6 47.0 64.0 37.8 33.9 26.8 38.8 51.0
VideoChat-R1 [64] 128 63.6 64.1 74.5 62.5 54.3 63.8 24.3 52.0 64.8 33.0 33.8 26.5 39.1 50.3
VideoChat-R1.5 [127] 128 65.7 64.8 73.9 65.3 53.6 64.7 26.4 50.0 67.0 36.1 33.7 25.8 39.8 51.1
VideoRFT [114] 128 64.8 64.1 73.8 66.6 57.0 65.3 25.2 48.1 66.7 38.5 34.0 25.7 39.7 51.3
Video-R2 (Ours) 128 67.5 63.8 74.9 68.3 59.2 66.7 28.8 50.8 67.4 39.4 34.9 28.4 41.6 53.0

Table A8. Comparison with previously reported numbers and evaluation under a unified protocol. Upper section shows the accuracy
values as reported in the original papers of prior methods, which vary significantly in evaluation settings, frame counts, resolutions,
and benchmark coverage. Lower section presents results of all models re-evaluated under our standardized setup (2 FPS, 128 frames,
360×420 px), ensuring consistency across benchmarks. Our unified evaluation eliminates confounding factors and allows fair cross-model
comparison. All datasets, trained models, and code for training and evaluation will be publicly released to support reproducibility.

also align qualitatively with observations in Figs. A7–A17.
For λtar, values 0.5, 1.0, 1.5 are tested while keeping all

other coefficients fixed. Setting λtar = 1.0, equal to the
weights of the accuracy and format rewards, results in the
best overall performance. These hyperparameters are deter-
mined using limited subsets rather than the complete dataset
or all benchmarks. The final values, τ = 0.75, ∆ = 2 s, and
λtar = 1.0, remain fixed in all subsequent experiments.

I.5. Comparison using Reported Numbers
Tab. A8 compares the performance of recent video reason-
ing models using the accuracy values reported in their re-
spective papers, alongside our results obtained under the
proposed unified evaluation protocol. This comparison
highlights the inconsistencies that arise from differing eval-
uation settings and underscores the need for a standardized
evaluation protocol.

Reported numbers across existing methods are not di-
rectly comparable due to several confounding factors. (1)
Different methods evaluate using widely varying maximum
frame counts, ranging from 32 frames in VideoRFT [114] to
2048 frames in VideoChat-R1.5 [127]. (2) Frame resolution
also differ across implementations and are often unspec-
ified. (3) The benchmark coverage itself varies, as some
methods report results on only a subset of the benchmarks.
These discrepancies make a direct quantitative comparison
between methods unreliable and can hide the underlying
progress in reasoning ability.

To address these inconsistencies, we evaluate all prior

reasoning models using their official prompts under our
unified evaluation protocol, which standardizes frame sam-
pling (2 FPS, up to 128 frames, 360×420 px resolution)
and ensures consistent benchmarking across all 11 datasets.
This controlled setup allows an accurate and fair assessment
of reasoning quality, free from evaluation bias. Refer to the
lower half of Tab. A8 for the results obtained from our eval-
uation protocol.

Our unified protocol, along with the complete datasets,
models, and training and evaluation code, will be publicly
released with detailed documentation to facilitate full repro-
ducibility and future research on video reasoning.

J. Prompts Used in Training and Evaluation
Both during training and evaluation, we append a fixed
post prompt to encourage explicit reasoning within
<think>...</think> and a final answer within
<answer>...</answer> block. The exact post prompt is:

Post Prompt used in training and evaluation

Please think about this question as if you were a human pon-
dering deeply. Engage in an internal dialogue using expres-
sions such as ’let me think’, ’wait’, ’Hmm’, ’oh, I see’, ’let’s
break it down’, etc, or other natural language thought expres-
sions. It’s encouraged to include self-reflection or verification
in the reasoning process. Provide your detailed reasoning be-
tween the <think> and </think> tags, and then give your
final answer between the <answer> and </answer> tags.



<think> Let me think about this for a moment. The question is asking what the player sees upon exiting the building. To answer this, I need to carefully 
analyze the sequence of events in the video.
Firstly, the player is inside a building, and there's a map visible at the top left corner of the screen. The player seems to be in a strategic position, possibly 
preparing to move out. Now, when the player exits the building, I need to focus on what appears immediately after that action.
Wait, let's break it down step by step. The player exits the building, and the next thing we see is a significant change in the environment. There's a 
noticeable shift from the interior of the building to an outdoor area. The outdoor area has some structures and possibly other players or objects around.
Hmm, now I need to consider the options given. Option A, "A rocket," doesn't seem likely because there's no rocket visible in the immediate vicinity. 
Option B, "Fire," also doesn't fit because there's no fire evident in the scene. Option C, "Smoke," could be a possibility, but it's not explicitly mentioned in 
the video description.
Oh, I see. The most logical and common sight upon exiting a building in a game like this would be to see other players or teammates. This aligns with the 
typical behavior of players in such games, where they often engage with their team members after exiting a building.
Let's verify this one last time. The player exits the building, and the next logical action would be to interact with his teammates, either to coordinate or to 
engage in combat. This fits perfectly with the context of the game and the typical behavior of players.
Therefore, the best answer is D, "His teammates."
Let's double-check one last time. Yes, the player sees his teammates upon exiting the building, which is the most logical and common scenario in this 
type of game. </think>  <answer>   </answer>

Question: What does the player see upon exiting the building?
Options: A. A rocket B. Fire C. Smoke D. His Teammates

Video-R1

<think> To determine what the player sees when exiting the building, let's review the video content step-by-step. The video begins with the player inside a 
building, holding a weapon and moving cautiously. The player is wearing a headset and appears focused on the game. The map shows "Sniper's Nest" and 
"Bombsite A," indicating the player is likely in a tactical shooter like Counter-Strike: Global Offensive (CS:GO).
The player exits the building and moves into an open area with stone walls and arches, typical of CS:GO maps. The environment is clear, with no 
immediate signs of smoke or fire. The player's teammates are not visible in the immediate vicinity, but they could be elsewhere on the map.
The key elements to consider are the visual details provided in the video. Upon exiting the building, the player encounters an open area with stone walls 
and arches. There is no indication of smoke or fire in the immediate surroundings. The player's teammates are not visible in the immediate area, but they 
could be elsewhere on the map.
Given the options:
- A. A rocket: No rocket is visible in the video.
- B. Fire: No fire is visible in the video.
- C. Smoke: No smoke is visible in the video.
- D. His teammates: While the player's teammates are not visible in the immediate area, they could be elsewhere on the map.
Since the video does not show any of these elements, the most logical answer based on the available information is that the player sees his teammates, 
even though they are not visible in the immediate area. Therefore, the answer is D. </think> <answer> </answer>

VideoRFT

<think> Okay, let's analyze what happens in the video when the player exits the building.
The player is inside a building, holding a pistol. They look out through a window and see a street scene outside. Then they move through the doorway into a 
courtyard area. The key moment is right after they step out onto the courtyard. At 00:18, there's a very clear shot of the player's view. They are standing in 
front of a stone wall, looking across the courtyard towards another building. The most prominent thing visible is a large plume of smoke rising from the 
ground near that building. This is the visual cue for the answer.
Now, let's evaluate the options:
A. A rocket. No, there's no rocket visible. It's just a cloud of smoke.
B. Fire. While the smoke could be from a fire, the term "fire" is too specific. The video doesn't show flames or any indication of a burning object. It's just a 
general cloud of smoke.
C. Smoke. Yes, this matches exactly what I saw. The player clearly sees a large cloud of smoke billowing up from the ground.
D. His teammates. The player is alone at first. They don't see anyone else until later in the video, but the question asks what they *see* upon exiting, not 
what they *do*. So, seeing teammates isn't the correct answer.
Based on the visual evidence provided by the video, the player sees smoke when they exit the building. </think> <answer>   </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)

C

C

C

Correct Answer: C. Smoke

Figure A1. TAC comparison Example 1.



<think> Let me think about this for a moment. The question is asking about the number of rolls the girl does during her performance. To answer this, I 
need to carefully observe the video and count the rolls she performs. Firstly, let's break it down. A roll is a specific type of movement where the body 
rotates around its longitudinal axis. In the video, the girl performs various acrobatic moves, including flips and spins, which can be considered rolls.
Now, let's count the rolls:
1. She starts with a roll from a standing position.
2. She performs another roll while doing a flip.
3. She does a roll while doing a cartwheel.
4. She performs a roll while doing a backflip.
5. She does a roll while doing a forward roll.
After counting these, it seems like there are approximately 5 rolls. However, there might be more subtle rolls that are not immediately apparent. Wait, let's 
verify. The girl does indeed perform several rolls, and the count seems to be around 5. There are no indications of more than 10 rolls, so we can rule out 
options A, C, and D. Hmm, the most accurate answer based on the observed rolls and the given options is that the girl does less than or equal to 5 rolls. 
Oh, I see. The correct answer should be the one that matches the observed number of rolls, which is less than or equal to 5. Let's break it down one last 
time to ensure. The girl does 5 rolls, and there are no indications of more than 5 rolls. Therefore, the correct answer is B.
Final answer: B
Let's double-check. Yes, the girl does less than or equal to 5 rolls, and there are no indications of more than 5 rolls. </think> <answer>        </answer>

Video-R1

<think> To determine how many rolls the girl performs in her acrobatic routine, let's review the video step-by-step. The video begins with Mackenzie 
entering the stage wearing a colorful outfit and a party hat, with the text "MACKENZIE'S SOLO DANCE STYLE: ACRO" displayed. She then proceeds to 
perform various acrobatic moves, including cartwheels, handstands, and flips. The key is to identify the number of rolls she executes during her routine. A 
roll typically involves rotating the body around the vertical axis. In the video, Mackenzie performs several rolls, which can be counted as follows:
- At the start, she does a cartwheel, which includes one roll.
- Later, she transitions into a handstand, which also counts as a roll.
- Towards the end, she performs another handstand, adding another roll.
- Finally, she ends with a roll before exiting the stage.
Counting these rolls, we have: 1. Cartwheel (roll), 2. Handstand (roll), 3. Handstand (roll), 4. Final roll
Thus, the total number of rolls performed by Mackenzie is four. Given the options provided, the closest match is B. Less than or equal to 5. Since four is 
within this range, the answer is B. </think> <answer>        </answer>

VideoRFT

<think> Okay, let's analyze the video to figure out how many rolls the girl performs. The question asks for the number of rolls she does during her dance 
routine. First, I need to watch the entire performance carefully. She starts by walking onto the stage, then begins her dance. I'll pay close attention to any 
flips or rolls she executes.
At around 00:08, she does a roll from a handstand position. This is the first one. Then, at 00:13, she does another roll, this time from a different angle. 
That's two rolls so far. Next, at 00:16, she does a third roll, this time from a kneeling position. So now we have three rolls. After that, at 00:20, she does a 
fourth roll, this time from a standing position. Now it's four. Then, at 00:24, she does a fifth roll, this time from a kneeling position again. So, five rolls.
Finally, at 00:27, she does a sixth roll, this time from a handstand. That makes six rolls in total.
So, the girl performs a total of six rolls. Let's look at the options:
A. More than 5 but less than or equal to 10.
B. Less than or equal to 5.
C. More than 10 but less than or equal to 15.
D. More than 15.
Based on my count, the number of rolls is exactly 6, which fits perfectly into option A. It's more than 5 and less than or equal to 10. The other options are 
either too high or too low. Therefore, the correct answer must be A. </think> <answer>    </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)

A

A

Question: How many rolls does the girl do in her performance?
Options: A. More than 5 but less than or equal to 10. B. Less than or equal to 5.

C. More than 10 but less than or equal to 15 D. More than 15

Correct Answer: A. More than 5
but less than or equal to 10.

A

Figure A2. TAC comparison Example 2.



<think> Let me think about this for a moment. The question is asking what specific action by the Woking player resulted in the first yellow card. Firstly, 
let's consider each option:
A. He shouts at the referee - This doesn't seem likely because shouting at the referee isn't typically grounds for a yellow card.
B. He wastes time before a throw-in - This could be possible, but there's no clear evidence in the video that he did this.
C. He knocks over a Wrexham player - This seems plausible. In soccer, knocking over a player can lead to a foul and potentially a yellow card.
D. He makes a rude gesture to the Wrexham manager - This is unlikely because making a rude gesture to the manager isn't a standard reason for a card.
E. He dives in the penalty box - This is also unlikely because diving in the penalty box is not a common reason for a yellow card.
Now, let's focus on option C. The video shows a sequence where a Woking player appears to knock over a Wrexham player. This action is clearly visible 
and can be interpreted as a foul. The referee then issues a yellow card to the Woking player for this action. Hmm, after considering all the options and the 
visual evidence from the video, it's clear that the most logical and observable action leading to the first yellow card is the Woking player knocking over a 
Wrexham player. Oh, I see. The correct answer should be the one that aligns with the most evident and observable action in the video. Let's break it down 
one last time to verify. The Woking player knocking over a Wrexham player is the most direct and observable reason for the yellow card.
Final answer: C
Let's double-check the video one more time to ensure there's no other action that could have led to the yellow card. After verification, it's confirmed that 
the Woking player knocking over a Wrexham player is the correct action. </think> <answer>         </answer>

Question: What does the Woking player do to get the first yellow card?
Options: A. He shouts at the referee. B. He wastes time before a throw-in.  C. He knocks over a Wrexham player.

D. He makes a rude gesture to the Wrexham manager. E. He dives in the penalty box

Video-R1

<think> To determine which action results in the Woking player receiving the first yellow card, let's review the sequence of events from the video. The 
match begins with Wrexham leading 1-0 against Woking, and the scoreboard shows WRE 1-0 WOK. The video highlights various moments, including a 
goal by Summerfield at 18' and another by Jarvis at 47'. The key moment for the yellow card is when Woking's player, wearing a yellow jersey, is shown 
receiving a caution. This occurs during a specific play where the player is seen diving into the penalty box, causing a foul. The referee then issues the 
yellow card, indicating that the player's action was deemed unsporting behavior. 
Given the options provided:
- A: Shouting at the referee (not shown)
- B: Wasting time before a throw-in (not shown)
- C: Knocking over a Wrexham player (not shown)
- D: Making a rude gesture to the Wrexham manager (not shown)
- E: Diving in the penalty box (matches the video)
The correct answer is clearly E, as the video explicitly shows the player diving into the penalty box, resulting in a foul and the referee issuing a yellow card. 
Therefore, the correct answer is E. </think> <answer>         </answer>

VideoRFT

<think> Okay, let's analyze the video to find out why the Woking player gets the first yellow card. The question asks for the specific action that leads to the 
card. First, I need to identify when the first yellow card is shown. I'll scan through the video. At 01:12, there's a replay of a foul. A Woking player in a yellow 
jersey is seen knocking over a Wrexham player in a red jersey near the corner flag. The referee points to his card, and the player is shown a yellow card. 
This seems like a clear foul.
Now, let's look at the options:
A. He shouts at the referee. No, he doesn't shout; he just runs off after being booked.
B. He wastes time before a throw-in. This doesn't fit the context. The incident happens during play, not before a throw-in.
C. He knocks over a Wrexham player. Yes, this matches what I saw. The player in yellow is clearly seen tripping or knocking over the player in red.
D. He makes a rude gesture to the Wrexham manager. There's no mention of a manager or any gesture towards him. This is incorrect.
E. He dives in the penalty box. This also doesn't match. The incident is outside the penalty area, and diving is not the action shown.
So, the most logical conclusion is that the yellow card was given for a foul. The key moment is the tackle at 00:12. The player in yellow is definitely the one 
who committed the foul. Therefore, the correct answer must be related to this action. Option C is the best description of the action that led to the card. 
</think> <answer>        </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)

C

C

Correct Answer:
C. He knocks over
aWrexham player.

B

Figure A3. TAC comparison Example 3.



<think> Let me think about this for a moment. The question is asking about the hair color of the little boy who plays the guitar in the video. Now, let's break 
it down step by step. First, I need to recall the scene where the little boy is playing the guitar. In my mind's eye, I can visualize the boy sitting on a bench, 
strumming his guitar. He has long hair that falls over his shoulders. Now, what color is this hair? Let's consider the options:
A. Black - This would mean the hair is dark and possibly jet black.
B. Golden - This would suggest a light, golden hue.
C. White - This would imply the hair is white, which is not typical for a young boy.
D. Grey - This would indicate the hair is grey, which is also not common for a child.

Hmm, when I think of a young boy playing the guitar, the most likely hair color would be something warm and inviting. The golden color fits well with the 
idea of a young, carefree boy enjoying music. It's a color that often associated with warmth and happiness. Oh, I see. The golden color aligns perfectly 
with the typical appearance of a young boy in a casual setting like this. It's a color that stands out and adds to the overall charm of the scene. Wait, I 
should double-check if there's any other detail in the video that might contradict this. So, after all this reflection, I am confident that the correct answer is 
B. Let's verify one last time. Yes, the golden hair fits the scene and the typical appearance of a young boy. </think> <answer> B </answer>

Question: Which hair color does the little boy have while playing the guitar in the video?
Options: A. Black B. Golden C. White D. Grey

Video-R1

<think> To determine the hair color of the little boy playing the guitar in the video, let's review the visual content step-by-step. The video begins with a blue 
screen featuring the Viator logo and text, followed by a scene of Central Park in New York City. A woman in a light blue shirt is seen talking to tourists, 
pointing out various locations. The video then shows people walking along paths, including a person holding a blue umbrella.
Next, the video transitions to a scene where a man in a red shirt and another in a checkered shirt are standing together. The man in the red shirt has short 
dark hair, while the man in the checkered shirt has longer hair. The video then shifts to a close-up of a mosaic with the word "IMAGINE" surrounded by 
geometric patterns. Finally, the video concludes with a sign for the Central Park TV and Movie Sites Walking Tour.
The key moment is when the video shows a person holding a blue umbrella. This individual is wearing a light blue shirt and black shorts. The video then 
cuts to a scene where a man in a red shirt and another in a checkered shirt are standing together. The man in the red shirt has short dark hair, while the 
man in the checkered shirt has longer hair. However, there is no mention of a little boy playing the guitar in any of these scenes. Therefore, the answer is 
not provided in the video content.
Given the options A. Black, B. Golden, C. White, and D. Grey, none of these match the hair color of the man in the red shirt, who has short dark hair. Since 
the video does not show a little boy playing the guitar, the answer is not present in the video content. </think> <answer> B </answer>

VideoRFT

<think> Okay, let's analyze the video for the question "Which hair color does the little boy have while playing the guitar in the video?” First, I need to find 
the scene where a boy is playing the guitar. The video starts with a title card, then shows a panoramic view of Central Park. After that, there's a shot of a 
woman talking to a group of people. Then, at 0:38, a man in a red shirt is shown pointing at something off-screen. Following that, around 0:41, a woman 
holding a blue umbrella walks by. At 0:42, a man in a plaid shirt is shown. Then, at 0:45, a man in a white shirt is shown. Finally, at 0:50, a young boy with 
blonde hair appears. He is wearing a black t-shirt and is sitting on a bench, playing a guitar.
Now, I can see his hair color clearly. It's a light, golden blonde. Let's check the options:
A. Black - No, he's not black.
B. Golden - Yes, this matches my observation.
C. White - No, it's not white.
D. Grey - No, it's not grey.
So, the correct answer must be B. The key moment is when the boy is shown playing the guitar at 0:50. </think> <answer> B </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)

Correct Answer: B. Golden

Video Attention Score (VAS): 1/10 (One out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning uses stereotypes ('typical appearance', 'warm and inviting') rather than concrete visual details from the video. It references no 
specific attributes, lighting, positions, or on-screen cues, only generic assumptions about youth and hair color.

Video Attention Score (VAS): 0/10 (Zero out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning claims to describe visual content but completely fails to mention a little boy playing the guitar, which is the core of the question. 
It describes unrelated scenes (woman talking, mosaic, signs) and incorrectly concludes the boy is absent, offering no visual evidence for any hair color. 

Video Attention Score (VAS): 9/10 (Nine out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning explicitly cites a timestamp (0:50) and describes the boy's appearance with specific visual details: 'blonde hair,' 'black t-shirt,' 
and 'sitting on a bench playing a guitar,' directly tying the observation to the video. It also references preceding scenes to establish temporal context.

Figure A4. VAS comparison Example 1.



<think> Let me think about this for a moment. The question is asking where the medical doctor is discussing health issues with the patient. Now, let's 
break it down. Firstly, the setting of the discussion is crucial. The options provided are quite different, so we need to consider each one carefully.
Option A: In a park - This seems unlikely because parks are not typically places where medical consultations take place. It's not a professional 
environment for healthcare discussions.
Option B: Inside office - This could be a possibility. Offices are common places for doctors to conduct medical consultations. They provide a private and 
professional space for patients to discuss their health issues.
Option C: In a hospital ward - While hospitals do have wards, they are usually more clinical and less private than an office. It's possible, but it's not the 
most likely option.
Option D: At the patient's home - This is also a possibility, but it's less common for doctors to visit patients' homes for consultations. It's more convenient 
for the doctor to go to the office.
Hmm, after considering all the options, the most logical and common place for a medical consultation would be inside the doctor's office. It provides a 
private and professional environment, which is ideal for discussing health issues. Oh, I see. The question is asking for the most likely and common place, 
and based on the options, the inside office is the most fitting. Let's verify this one last time. Yes, the inside office is the most logical and common place for 
a medical consultation. It provides the necessary privacy and professionalism required for such discussions. So, the correct answer should be the inside 
office. </think> <answer> B </answer>

Question: Where is the young medical doctor discussing health issues with the patient?
Options: A. In a park B. Inside Office C. In a hospital ward D. At the patient’s home

Video-R1

<think> To determine where the medical doctor is discussing health issues with the patient, let's analyze the given options: park, inside office, hospital 
ward, or at the patient's home. The video begins with a beach scene featuring baby turtles, followed by underwater footage of a turtle swimming. It then 
transitions to a scene of a bird flying over a tree and later shows a sea turtle swimming near coral reefs. The video concludes with aerial views of clouds 
and mountains, and a close-up of a butterfly on a leaf. The key elements here are the initial beach scene and the subsequent underwater footage. The 
video then shifts to a bird flying over a tree, which could be part of the same sequence. However, the question specifically asks about the doctor's location 
during the health discussion. Given that the video starts with a beach scene and transitions to underwater footage, it's likely that the doctor's office is not 
near the beach. The options provided are park, inside office, hospital ward, or at the patient's home. Since the video doesn't show any outdoor scenes 
after the initial beach, the most logical choice is the inside office (option B). The video then shows a sea turtle swimming near coral reefs, but this is 
unrelated to the doctor's location. The final scenes focus on clouds and mountains, which are also not relevant to the doctor's setting. Therefore, the 
correct answer is B, inside office. The other options — park, hospital ward, or patient's home — are less likely because the video doesn't show any 
outdoor scenes after the initial beach. The park option is unlikely since the video doesn't depict any park scenes. The hospital ward option is possible, but 
the video doesn't show any hospital scenes either. </think> <answer> B </answer>

VideoRFT

<think> Okay, let's analyze the video clips to figure out where the medical consultation is taking place. First, I need to identify the scene that shows the 
medical interaction. The video starts with baby turtles on a beach, which is clearly not the location of the doctor's office. Then, there's a shot of a bird 
flying over clouds, also not relevant. Next, we see a dense forest with butterflies, which is another unrelated location. The next clip at 05:04 is a close-up 
of a woman wearing glasses and a white coat, who is speaking to someone off-camera. She has a stethoscope around her neck, which is a strong 
indicator that she is a medical professional. This is the first time I've seen any kind of medical setting. The background is a simple, light-colored wall, 
which is typical for a doctor's office. There are no patients visible, but the context strongly suggests a consultation is happening. The woman's attire and 
the setting are very consistent with what one would expect in a medical office.

Now, let's look at the options.
(A) In a park - This is incorrect because the setting is indoors, not outdoors.
(B) Inside office - This seems like a good possibility based on the visual evidence.
(C) In a hospital ward - While hospitals do have offices, the environment looks more like a general practice or clinic rather than a ward.
(D) At the patient's home - The setting doesn't look residential; it's too clean and professional.

Given the visual clues, especially the white coat and the plain wall, option (B) "Inside office" is the most logical conclusion. The consultation is taking 
place within the confines of a medical office. </think> <answer> B. Inside office </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)

Correct Answer: B. Inside Office

Video Attention Score (VAS): 0/10 (Zero out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning mentions no specific visual details from the video, no descriptions of setting, objects, text, or actions seen. It relies entirely on 
generic assumptions about typical medical consultation environments, with no claim of observing anything in the video itself.

Video Attention Score (VAS): 0/10 (Zero out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning mentions no visual evidence of the doctor, patient, or any healthcare setting; instead, it describes unrelated video content 
(turtles, birds, clouds) and guesses the answer by eliminating options based on absence of imagery, which is not visual grounding.

Video Attention Score (VAS): 9/10 (Nine out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning explicitly references specific visual cues from the video: the woman wearing a white coat and stethoscope (05:04), the light-
colored wall background. It chains these observations to the question with clear visual logic, even noting the temporal sequence of clips.

Figure A5. VAS comparison Example 2.



<think> Let me think about this for a moment. The question is asking what I picked from the plastic box, and the options provided are A (pen), B (paper), C 
(needle), and D (scissors). Firstly, let's consider the context. The image shows a person working on a construction project, and there's a plastic box visible 
in the scene. The contents of the box aren't explicitly shown, but we can infer some possibilities based on common tools used in construction.
Now, let's break it down:
- A pen: This is a common tool used for marking measurements and notes, which might be relevant in construction.
- B paper: While paper is used for notes, it's not a tool itself and doesn't require picking up from a box.
- C needle: This seems unlikely because needles are not typically used in construction.
- D scissors: Scissors are used for cutting materials, but they are usually handheld and don't need to be picked up from a box.
Hmm, the most logical option given the context and the typical tools used in construction is a pen. It's a common tool that would be picked up from a box 
to mark measurements. Oh, I see. The most likely answer is A (pen). Let's verify this by considering the other options again. The paper and needle are less 
likely, and scissors are not typically picked up from a box in this context. After this reflection, I am confident that the correct answer is A (pen). Let's break 
it down one last time to ensure. The pen is the most logical and commonly used tool in construction that would be picked up from a box. </think> 
<answer> C </answer>

Question: What did I pick from the plastic box?
Options: A. Pen B. Paper C. Needle D. scissors

Video-R1

<think> To determine what was picked from the plastic box, let's review the video content step-by-step. The video shows a person working on a wooden 
structure outdoors, wearing a gray sweatshirt with "NOLLELANDS" on it. They use various tools like a tape measure, pencil, and circular saw, and interact 
with materials such as wood planks and nails. The key action is picking something from a plastic box. The options provided are pen, paper, needle, or 
scissors. Initially, the person is seen holding a yellow tape measure and measuring a wooden beam. Later, they use a circular saw to cut a plank. The 
video also shows them handling nails and other materials. However, there is no visual evidence of a plastic box containing any of these items. The only 
box mentioned is a white one, but its contents are not specified.
Given the options, the most plausible item that could be picked from a plastic box is a pen (option A). While the video does not explicitly show a pen 
being picked from a box, it is a common tool used in construction. If the person had a pen in their pocket or on the workbench, it could have been picked 
up from a box. Paper (option B) could be a tool or material, but the video does not indicate any paper being picked from a box. Alternatively, a needle 
(option C) might be used for sewing, but the video does not show any sewing activity. Scissors (option D) are not shown in the video at all.
Since the video does not provide clear evidence of any of these items being picked from a plastic box, the safest assumption based on the given options is 
that the person picked a pen (option A). </think> <answer> C </answer>

VideoRFT

<think> Okay, let's analyze the video to figure out what was picked from the plastic box.
First, I need to identify when the person picks something from the box. The video shows a man working on a wooden structure. He climbs up a ladder, gets 
some wood, and then goes back down. At around 6:45-6:50, he reaches for a plastic container on the ground near the ladder. He opens it and takes out a 
small object. The camera is focused on his hands, so I can clearly see him picking up a needle.
Now, let's look at the options.
(A) pen - No, it's not a pen. It's too thin and pointed.
(B) paper - No, there's nothing flat and rectangular like a piece of paper.
(C) needle - Yes, that matches exactly what I saw. It's a thin, sharp object.
(D) scissors - No, they're not sharp and they have two blades.
So, based on the visual evidence, the item picked from the box is definitely a needle. The question asks for the correct option, and (C) Needle is the only 
one that fits the description. </think> <answer> C. Needle </answer>

Video-R2 (Ours)

Correct Answer: C. Needle

Video Attention Score (VAS): 1/10 (One out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning mentions 'the image shows a person working on a construction project' and 'a plastic box visible,' but makes no specific claims 
about what is seen inside the box or any visual evidence of the picked object. It relies on generic inference about construction tools rather than concrete 
visual details from the video.

Video Attention Score (VAS): 2/10 (Two out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning mentions visual elements like 'wooden structure,' 'tape measure,' and 'circular saw,' but falsely claims to observe a 'plastic box' 
whose contents are 'not specified,' then guesses based on option plausibility rather than visual evidence. It admits 'no visual evidence' of the box's 
contents, making the final inference non-visual.

Video Attention Score (VAS): 10/10 (Ten out of Ten)
Rationale: The reasoning provides dense, specific visual evidence: it cites a precise timestamp (6:45-6:50), describes the subject's action (reaches for, 
opens, picks up), notes the camera focus on hands, and details the object's visible attributes (thin, pointed, sharp) to rule out other options.

Figure A6. VAS comparison Example 3.



<think>
Okay, I need to count how many times the person in the video does a 
cartwheel while holding the jump rope. I'll watch the video carefully from the 
beginning and keep a tally.

The video starts, and the person begins her jump rope routine. There are a lot 
of advanced tricks right away. I'm looking for a specific gymnastic move: a 
cartwheel.

Alright, here comes the first one. At around the 16-second mark, she plants 
her hands on the floor and kicks her legs over, just like a cartwheel. She's 
holding the jump rope handles the entire time and the rope passes under her 
body as she completes the move. So that's one cartwheel.

I'll keep watching. She continues with her routine, moving across the floor. 
She turns her back to the camera... and there's another one! Around 00:25, 
she performs the exact same move, a cartwheel, while holding the rope. Her 
back is to the camera this time, but it's clearly the same skill. That makes two 
cartwheels.

Now I'll watch the rest of the video to make sure there aren't any more. She 
keeps jumping with different leg movements and turns, but no more 
cartwheels. The routine ends, and she walks away.

So, I counted a total of two cartwheels performed with the jump rope. The first 
one was at 00:16 and the second one was at 00:25. This matches option D.
</think> <answer> D. Twice </answer>

Reference Reasoning
<think>
Okay, I need to count the number of cartwheels 
the person does while holding the jump rope. I'll 
watch the video carefully and keep track.

At 00:16, the person is holding the jump rope. 
They bend their knees, then twist their body and 
throw their legs up to do a cartwheel. This is the 
first one.

After the cartwheel, they land and immediately 
continue jumping rope without dropping the 
rope. They spin the rope over their head.

Next, at 00:26, they repeat the process, doing 
another cartwheel while still holding the jump 
rope.

They land again and continue jumping rope.

So, I've counted two distinct cartwheels 
performed while holding the jump rope. The 
question is clear about the sequence of events. 
The answer is D.
</think> <answer> D. Twice </answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: How many times does the person perform a cartwheel while holding the jump rope?
Options: A. Three times B. Four times C. Once D. Twice

00:16: She performs a cartwheel while holding the jump rope 
handles and the rope passes under her body.

00:25: She performs another cartwheel while holding the jump 
rope, with her back to the camera.

Reference Claims
00:16: The person holds the jump rope, bends their knees, 
twists, and performs a cartwheel.

00:26: The person repeats the cartwheel while continuing to 
hold the jump rope.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match (TT)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:2600:16
FalseTrue00:16

Re
f.

TrueFalse00:25

1) P(00:16): Sim: 0.77 > 0.75, ✅Match  
2) P(00:26): Sim: 0.67 < 0.75, ❌No Match  
Precision = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 1
Reward (TAR) = g x P = 1 x 0.5 = 0.5

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - CalculationSemantic Match (ST)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:2600:16
0.680.7700:16

Re
f.

0.670.6600:25

Figure A7. TAR calculation Example 1.



<think>
Okay, I need to count how many times the person in the video does a 
cartwheel while holding the jump rope. I'll watch the video carefully from 
the beginning and keep a tally.

The video starts, and the person begins her jump rope routine. There are a 
lot of advanced tricks right away. I'm looking for a specific gymnastic 
move: a cartwheel.

Alright, here comes the first one. At around the 16-second mark, she 
plants her hands on the floor and kicks her legs over, just like a cartwheel. 
She's holding the jump rope handles the entire time and the rope passes 
under her body as she completes the move. So that's one cartwheel.

I'll keep watching. She continues with her routine, moving across the floor. 
She turns her back to the camera... and there's another one! Around 00:25, 
she performs the exact same move, a cartwheel, while holding the rope. 
Her back is to the camera this time, but it's clearly the same skill. That 
makes two cartwheels.

Now I'll watch the rest of the video to make sure there aren't any more. She 
keeps jumping with different leg movements and turns, but no more 
cartwheels. The routine ends, and she walks away.

So, I counted a total of two cartwheels performed with the jump rope. The 
first one was at 00:16 and the second one was at 00:25. This matches 
option D.
</think> <answer> D. Twice </answer>

Reference Reasoning
<think>
Okay, I need to identify the moments when the 
person performs a cartwheel while holding a jump 
rope. I'll watch the video carefully and count them.

At 00:15, the person starts doing a handstand on 
their toes, and then they throw the jump rope over 
them. Immediately after, at 00:17, they perform a 
cartwheel while still holding the rope. This is the 
first one.

Now, I'll look for any other instances. At 00:30, the 
person performs a similar trick, but this time they 
jump and flip over the rope. This counts as a 
cartwheel with the rope, but it's not a handstand-
to-cartwheel like the first one.

So, I've identified two distinct cartwheels where 
they are holding the jump rope. The first is the 
handstand-to-cartwheel at 00:17, and the second 
is the jump-and-flip cartwheel at 00:30.

Therefore, the total count is two. The question asks 
if it happens "twice," and my observation confirms 
that. The other options, one and four, are incorrect 
based on what I saw in the video.
</think> <answer> D. Twice </answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: How many times does the person perform a cartwheel while holding the jump rope?
Options: A. Three times B. Four times C. Once D. Twice

00:16: She performs a cartwheel while holding the jump rope 
handles and the rope passes under her body.

00:25: She performs another cartwheel while holding the jump 
rope, with her back to the camera.

Reference Claims
00:17: Performer executes a cartwheel while holding the jump 
rope after a handstand.

00:30: Performer performs a cartwheel while holding the jump 
rope with a jump-and-flip motion.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match (TT)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:3000:17
FalseTrue00:16

Re
f.

FalseFalse00:25

1) P(00:17): Sim: 0.69 < 0.75, ❌No Match 
2) P(00:30): Timestamp: ❌No Match
Precision = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 1
Reward (TAR) = g x P = 0.0

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - CalculationSemantic Match (ST)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:3000:17
0.720.6900:16

Re
f.

0.650.6400:25

Figure A8. TAR calculation Example 2.



<think>
Okay, I need to figure out what's written on the wooden spatula 
in the video. I'll watch the video carefully and focus on the 
spatula.

The video starts with a close-up shot of a pot with a curry-like 
substance. A wooden spatula is in the pot, with its handle 
pointing towards the left. I can see some red text stamped on 
the handle. Let me pause it right at the beginning, around 
00:01-00:02. The text is inside a red rectangular box. It looks 
like a five-letter word. The first letter is clearly an 'E'. The last 
letter is also an 'E'. The letters in between look like 'L', 'I', and 'T'. 
So, the word appears to be 'ELITE'.

Let me check the provided options.
A is 'CHEF'. That doesn't match; the word starts with an 'E'.
B is 'ELITE'. This matches my observation perfectly.
C is 'PREMIUM'. That's too long and starts with a 'P'.
D is 'COOK'. That's too short and starts with a 'C'.

So, based on the visual evidence, especially in the first few 
seconds, the word on the spatula is definitely 'ELITE'. The view 
is quite clear, even though there's a bit of wear on the stamp. 
I'm confident with this answer.
</think> <answer> B. 'ELITE’ </answer>

Reference Reasoning

<think>
Okay, the user wants me to identify what's written on the 
wooden spatula. I need to carefully examine the video and look 
for a spatula.

First, let's scan the video from the beginning. At 00:02, there's 
a wooden spatula being used to stir the sauce in the pot. The 
video is zoomed in on the pot, so the spatula is right there. 
Now I need to look at what's written on it. The video shows a 
close-up of the spatula moving through the sauce. I can clearly 
see the words written on the spatula's wooden handle. They 
are in a darker color, probably black or dark brown, against the 
lighter wooden surface. The text is in a sans-serif font and is 
oriented horizontally. It says "ELITE" in bold capital letters.

Let me double-check the other options. None of the other 
words like 'CHEF', 'PREMIUM', or 'COOK' are visible on the 
spatula. The most prominent text is indeed 'ELITE'.

So, my conclusion is that the correct answer is 'ELITE'. I can 
confidently confirm that the text is clearly visible on the 
spatula being used in the video.
</think> <answer> B. 'ELITE’ </answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: What is written on the wooden spatula used in the video?
Options: A. CHEF B. ELITE C. PREMIUM D. COOK

00:01-00:02: A wooden spatula with red stamped text 'ELITE' is 
visible in the pot.

Reference Claims
00:02: A wooden spatula is used to stir the sauce in the pot, 
with 'ELITE' clearly written on its handle.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match (TT)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:02
True00:01-02Re

f

1) P(00:17): Sim: 0.79 > 0.75, ✅Match 
P = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 1
Reward (TAR) = g x P = 1 x 1 = 1.0

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - CalculationSemantic Match (ST)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:02
0.7900:01-02Re

f

Figure A9. TAR calculation Example 3.



<think>
Okay, I need to figure out what's written on the wooden spatula 
in the video. I'll watch the video carefully and focus on the 
spatula.

The video starts with a close-up shot of a pot with a curry-like 
substance. A wooden spatula is in the pot, with its handle 
pointing towards the left. I can see some red text stamped on 
the handle. Let me pause it right at the beginning, around 
00:01-00:02. The text is inside a red rectangular box. It looks 
like a five-letter word. The first letter is clearly an 'E'. The last 
letter is also an 'E'. The letters in between look like 'L', 'I', and 'T'. 
So, the word appears to be 'ELITE'.

Let me check the provided options.
A is 'CHEF'. That doesn't match; the word starts with an 'E'.
B is 'ELITE'. This matches my observation perfectly.
C is 'PREMIUM'. That's too long and starts with a 'P'.
D is 'COOK'. That's too short and starts with a 'C'.

So, based on the visual evidence, especially in the first few 
seconds, the word on the spatula is definitely 'ELITE'. The view 
is quite clear, even though there's a bit of wear on the stamp. 
I'm confident with this answer.
</think> <answer> B. 'ELITE’ </answer>

Reference Reasoning
<think>
Okay, the question is about the text on the wooden spatula. I 
need to look very closely at the video to find it. The video starts 
with a close-up of a pot with a wooden spatula inside. The 
spatula is dark brown and has some red writing on it. It's a bit 
hard to make out, but the first word is definitely "to". The video 
shows the spatula being used to stir some kind of sauce or 
soup. At around 00:00, the text on the spatula becomes 
clearer as it's being used to stir a large amount of chickpeas 
into the sauce. The complete text on the spatula seems to be 
"to it now". Now, I'll look at the options.
Option A is 'CHEF'. This doesn't seem right; the text isn't about 
being a chef.
Option B is 'ELITE'. That doesn't look like it at all.
Option C is 'PREMIUM'. That's also incorrect for the same 
reason.
Option D is 'COOK'. This is a plausible option. The action is 
clearly cooking, so a spatula with the word "COOK" on it would 
make sense. The word "to" makes the most sense in this 
context as part of the instruction.
I'll check the video again to confirm. Ah, yes, the text on the 
spatula is definitely "to it now". And that does sound like a 
cooking instruction. "To it now" means add it immediately. So, 
option D is correct.
</think> <answer> B. 'ELITE’ </answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: What is written on the wooden spatula used in the video?
Options: A. CHEF B. ELITE C. PREMIUM D. COOK

00:01-00:02: A wooden spatula with red stamped text 'ELITE' is 
visible in the pot.

Reference Claims
00:00: The text on the spatula becomes clearer as it's used to 
stir chickpeas into the sauce.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match (TT)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:00
True00:01-02Re
f

1) P(00:17): Sim: 0.56 < 0.75, ❌No Match
P = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 0
Reward (TAR) = g x P = 0.0 x 0.0 = 0.0

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - CalculationSemantic Match (ST)
Prediction

Timestamps 00:00
0.5600:01-02Re

f

Figure A10. TAR calculation Example 5.



<think> 
The user wants me to describe how the person in the video adjusts 
the ribbons on the tree. I need to observe her actions and pace 
carefully.

Okay, I'm watching the demonstration. Starting around 00:20, she 
takes the ribbons and tucks them deep into the tree. She doesn't just 
stuff them in; she carefully wraps a tree branch around the ribbon to 
secure it. This is a very deliberate and precise movement.

Then, from 00:32 onwards, she pulls the ribbons out to form a loop. 
She smooths them out, twists them so they lay nicely on top of each 
other, and gently shapes the loop. Her hands are moving with 
purpose, but not quickly. She's clearly focused on getting the shape 
just right.

Later, around 1:05, she adds a third ribbon to create a more complex 
bow or accent. She forms a loop, twists it, and attaches it near the 
other ribbons. Again, the process is very controlled. She fluffs it to 
make it look "intentional," as she says.

The final part, from 1:45, really highlights her method. She decides to 
curl the end of a streamer. She doesn't just scrunch it up. She starts 
at the very end and slowly, tightly rolls the ribbon around her fingers. 
This is a very detailed and careful action, not something you can do 
quickly if you want it to look good. She then gently pulls it apart to 
create a perfect spiral.

Based on these observations, the words that come to mind are 
"careful," "deliberate," "precise," and "slow." She's not rushing at all.

Let's evaluate the options.
A. "With moderate speed and precision." The precision is there, but I'd 
say her speed is slower than moderate.

B. "Quickly and carelessly." This is definitely incorrect. Her actions are 
the opposite of careless.

C. "Rapidly and haphazardly." Also incorrect. Her method is very 
systematic, not haphazard.

D. "Slowly and meticulously." This seems to be the best fit.

"Meticulously" means showing great attention to detail, which she 
does in every step, from securing the ribbon to curling the end. Her 
pace is consistently slow and focused. This option accurately 
captures the essence of her technique. 
</think> <answer> D. Slowly and meticulously </answer>

Reference Reasoning

<think>
Okay, let's analyze the video to understand how the person is 
adjusting the ribbons on the tree.

At 00:04, she says, "Another tip for getting a wonderful design 
in a Christmas tree is to use several different types of ribbon 
and we'll show you how to attach them the best way that we 
know how." This sets the stage for an instructional, careful 
approach.

Then, at 00:09, she begins attaching the ribbons. Her hands 
are visible, and she's seen carefully folding a piece of ribbon 
and placing it on the back of the tree. The speed isn't 
emphasized in the video.

The next shot, 00:22, shows her pulling a gold ribbon through 
the branches. She manipulates it with care, ensuring it's 
placed correctly and not too tight. This is an example of her 
meticulous adjustment.

Further along, at 00:46, she attaches a red and green ribbon. 
She creates a loop and then another piece, placing them 
around the tree. The whole process is shown in a way that 
emphasizes the technique. She doesn't rush through the 
steps; she takes time to ensure the loops are secure and 
positioned well.

Later, at 01:15, she attaches more ribbons. Her movements 
are deliberate and slow, as she wants the placement to look 
nice. The text on screen even suggests, "And then from there, 
you may want to even loop it around, or you could actually cut 
with your scissors."

The entire video is a tutorial, and the person demonstrates 
how to make each ribbon look its best. The actions are shown 
in a way that clearly shows the precision and care she takes. 
She isn't adjusting things quickly or haphazardly. The words 
"meticulously" and "slowly" seem the most fitting description 
of her adjustment process.

So, putting all this together, the most accurate option is D. 
Slowly and meticulously. Her actions are deliberate and 
careful, not hasty or careless. They are shown in a way that 
allows viewers to see the details and learn from her technique.
</think> <answer> D. Slowly and meticulously </answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: How does the person adjust the ribbons on the tree?
Options: A. With moderate speed and precision B. Quickly and carelessly

C. Rapidly and haphazardly D. Slowly and meticulously

Figure A11. TAR calculation Example 5 (page 1 of 2).



Question: How does the person adjust the ribbons on the tree?
Options: A. With moderate speed and precision B. Quickly and carelessly

C. Rapidly and haphazardly D. Slowly and meticulously

00:20: She takes the ribbons and tucks them deep into the 
tree, wrapping a branch around to secure them.

00:32: She pulls the ribbons out to form a loop, smooths and 
twists them to lay nicely on top of each other.

01:05: She adds a third ribbon, forms a loop, twists it, and 
attaches it near the other ribbons, then fluffs it.

01:45: She slowly rolls the end of a streamer around her fingers 
to create a perfect spiral.

Reference Claims
00:04: She explains the technique for using multiple ribbons 
on a Christmas tree.

00:09: She begins attaching ribbons by folding and placing 
them on the back of the tree.

00:22: She pulls a gold ribbon through the branches with 
careful manipulation.

00:46: She attaches a red and green ribbon, creating secure 
loops around the tree.

01:15: She attaches more ribbons with deliberate, slow 
movements for precise placement.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match Matrix (TT)
Predicted Claims

Timestamps 01:1500:4600:2200:0900:04

FalseFalseTrueFalseFalse00:20

Re
f. 

 C
la

im
s

FalseFalseFalseFalseFalse00:32

FalseFalseFalseFalseFalse01:05

FalseFalseFalseFalseFalse01:45

Semantic Match Matrix (ST)
Predicted Claims

Timestamps 01:1500:4600:2200:0900:04

0.570.780.790.880.7100:20

Re
f. 

C
la

im
s

0.650.630.650.750.5900:32

0.730.720.660.690.6901:05

0.380.430.420.400.3201:45

1) P(00:04): Timestamp: ❌No Match 2) P(00:09): Timestamp: ❌No Match 3) P(00:22): Sim: 0.79 > 0.75 ✅Match
4) P(00:46): Timestamp: ❌No Match 5) P(01:45): Timestamp: ❌No Match

Precision = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 1, Reward (TAR) = g x P = 1 x (1/5) = 0.20

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - Calculation

Figure A12. TAR calculation Example 5 (page 2 of 2).



Question: How does the person adjust the ribbons on the tree?
Options: A. With moderate speed and precision B. Quickly and carelessly

C. Rapidly and haphazardly D. Slowly and meticulously

<think> 
The user wants me to describe how the person in the video adjusts 
the ribbons on the tree. I need to observe her actions and pace 
carefully.

Okay, I'm watching the demonstration. Starting around 00:20, she 
takes the ribbons and tucks them deep into the tree. She doesn't just 
stuff them in; she carefully wraps a tree branch around the ribbon to 
secure it. This is a very deliberate and precise movement.

Then, from 00:32 onwards, she pulls the ribbons out to form a loop. 
She smooths them out, twists them so they lay nicely on top of each 
other, and gently shapes the loop. Her hands are moving with 
purpose, but not quickly. She's clearly focused on getting the shape 
just right.

Later, around 1:05, she adds a third ribbon to create a more complex 
bow or accent. She forms a loop, twists it, and attaches it near the 
other ribbons. Again, the process is very controlled. She fluffs it to 
make it look "intentional," as she says.

The final part, from 1:45, really highlights her method. She decides to 
curl the end of a streamer. She doesn't just scrunch it up. She starts 
at the very end and slowly, tightly rolls the ribbon around her fingers. 
This is a very detailed and careful action, not something you can do 
quickly if you want it to look good. She then gently pulls it apart to 
create a perfect spiral.

Based on these observations, the words that come to mind are 
"careful," "deliberate," "precise," and "slow." She's not rushing at all.

Let's evaluate the options.
A. "With moderate speed and precision." The precision is there, but I'd 
say her speed is slower than moderate.

B. "Quickly and carelessly." This is definitely incorrect. Her actions are 
the opposite of careless.

C. "Rapidly and haphazardly." Also incorrect. Her method is very 
systematic, not haphazard.

D. "Slowly and meticulously." This seems to be the best fit.

"Meticulously" means showing great attention to detail, which she 
does in every step, from securing the ribbon to curling the end. Her 
pace is consistently slow and focused. This option accurately 
captures the essence of her technique. 
</think> <answer> D. Slowly and meticulously </answer>

Reference Reasoning

<think>
Okay, the question asks how the person adjusts the ribbons on 
the Christmas tree. I'll watch the video and analyze their 
actions.

At 00:26, she starts to adjust a green ribbon. She's clearly not 
rushing. She's carefully folding and positioning the ribbon. 
Then, at 00:30, she's sliding the ribbon through branches. Her 
movements are deliberate and measured. The same precision 
is shown when she attaches the ribbons (00:45) and later 
when she creates loops and curls with the ribbon (01:17). 
There's no sense of urgency or haphazardness in her actions. 
She seems to take her time to ensure the ribbons are securely 
and aesthetically placed.

Now, let's look at the options. "With moderate speed and 
precision" fits perfectly. The video doesn't show her rushing; it 
shows her working at a consistent, moderate pace, performing 
each step carefully and accurately. This is a positive 
description, but it might be too mild.

"Quickly and carelessly" is incorrect because she's certainly 
not quick. Her actions are deliberate, which is the opposite of 
careless. So, that's out.

"Rapidly and haphazardly" is also wrong. She's not doing 
anything haphazardly. Her actions are planned, and she's 
methodically making a design. "Rapidly" is wrong because 
she's not working quickly; she's working at a steady pace. The 
option "Slowly and meticulously" also seems plausible. She is 
moving slowly and with great care, which is a very precise 
description. However, "moderate speed and precision" seems 
to capture the overall pace and attention to detail better than 
"slowly." The video doesn't provide information about the 
speed being very slow, it just shows it to be moderate.

Therefore, based on the careful and steady pace shown in the 
video, the most accurate description is "with moderate speed 
and precision." The person is adjusting the ribbons in a 
deliberate, precise manner.
</think> 
<answer> D. Slowly and meticulously </answer>

Model’s Prediction

Figure A13. TAR calculation Example 6 (page 1 of 2).



Question: How does the person adjust the ribbons on the tree?
Options: A. With moderate speed and precision B. Quickly and carelessly

C. Rapidly and haphazardly D. Slowly and meticulously

00:20: She takes the ribbons and tucks them deep into the 
tree, wrapping a branch around to secure them.

00:32: She pulls the ribbons out to form a loop, smooths and 
twists them to lay nicely on top of each other.

01:05: She adds a third ribbon, forms a loop, twists it, and 
attaches it near the other ribbons, then fluffs it.

01:45: She slowly rolls the end of a streamer around her fingers 
to create a perfect spiral.

Reference Claims

00:26: She starts to adjust a green ribbon with careful folding 
and positioning.

00:30: She slides the ribbon through branches with deliberate 
and measured movements.

00:45: She attaches the ribbons with the same precision.

01:17: She creates loops and curls with the ribbon.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match Matrix (TT)
Predicted Claims

Timestamps 01:1700:4500:3000:26

FalseFalseFalseFalse00:20

Re
f. 

C
la

im
s

FalseFalseTrueFalse00:32

FalseFalseFalseFalse01:05

FalseFalseFalseFalse01:45

1) P(00:26): Timestamp: ❌No Match 2) P(00:30): Sim: 0.61 < 0.75❌No Match 3) P(00:45): Timestamp: ❌No Match
4) P(01:17): Timestamp: ❌No Match

Precision = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 0, Reward (TAR) = g x P = 0.0 x 0.0 = 0.0

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - Calculation

Semantic Match Matrix (ST)
Predicted Claims

Timestamps 01:1700:4500:3000:26

0.530.630.690.5800:20

Re
f. 

C
la

im
s

0.700.650.610.6800:32

0.770.760.670.6901:05

0.490.310.410.4401:45

Figure A14. TAR calculation Example 6 (page 2 of 2).



<think>
Okay, I need to figure out why the rider on the white horse rides 
past the jump instead of going over it. I'll watch the video and 
evaluate the different possibilities.

The video shows a young rider on a white horse in an indoor arena. 
There are other riders present, so it looks like a group lesson. 
From the start, the rider is trotting along the edge of the arena. 
Around 00:09, she approaches a jump set up against the far wall. 
However, she doesn't line the horse up to jump it. Instead, she just 
continues to ride straight along the wall, passing by the side of the 
obstacle.

Let's consider the options.
A. The jump obstacle was broken. I don't see anything wrong with 
the jump. It looks like a standard, simple cross-rail or low vertical. 
It seems perfectly usable. So, this is unlikely.

B. The horse was tired. The horse doesn't appear tired. It's moving 
at a steady trot and then later in the video, around 00:27, it picks 
up a nice, energetic canter. It doesn't seem sluggish or unwilling to 
move. So I can probably rule this one out too.

D. The rider was waiting for instructions. This is a possibility in a 
lesson environment. However, she isn't just standing around. 
She's actively riding a specific path around the arena. It seems 
more like she *is* following instructions, and those instructions 
are to ride the pattern she's riding, not to jump.

C. The rider was practicing control and turns. This makes the most 
sense. Her entire ride in the video clip is focused on navigating the 
arena, making turns, and maintaining a steady pace. From 00:27 
to 00:33, we see her cantering in a large, controlled circle. This 
kind of work is called "flatwork" and is essential for developing 
control, balance, and communication with the horse. The jump is 
just in the arena, but it's not the focus of her current exercise. She 
is passing it by because her task is to ride the rail and practice her 
turns and canter, not to jump obstacles. The focus is on 
maneuverability and pace, which is fundamental training. This 
explanation fits all her actions in the video.
</think>
<answer> C. The rider was practicing control and turns. 
</answer>

Reference Reasoning
<think>
Okay, let's analyze the video to answer this question. The rider on 
the white horse is the main focus, and the jump obstacle is clearly 
visible in the background. The video starts with the rider on the 
white horse, and as it moves, the jump obstacle is shown. The 
rider on the white horse makes a turn and then passes by the 
obstacle. This action is repeated a couple of times.

The question is why the rider avoided the obstacle. Let's look at 
the options.

Option A, "The jump obstacle was broken," is incorrect. I can 
clearly see the obstacle is intact and still in its place. The rider just 
passed it by without jumping over it.

Option B, "The horse was tired," doesn't seem to be the reason. 
The horse is moving at a steady pace and doesn't appear to be 
struggling or showing signs of fatigue. The rider is in control and 
guiding the horse in a straight line.

Option C, "The rider was practicing control and turns," seems to 
be the most plausible answer. The rider is clearly demonstrating a 
control exercise on the white horse. The video shows the rider 
taking a sharp turn and then riding directly past the obstacle. The 
other riders in the video also ride past the obstacle in a controlled 
manner. This exercise is likely about controlling the horse's speed, 
direction, and reaction to obstacles, which is a common training 
activity.

Option D, "The rider was waiting for instructions," is also possible, 
but the context is a bit different. The exercise is being 
demonstrated, and the focus is on the rider's own technique. The 
video seems to be a practice session, not a formal competition 
where waiting for instructions would be the primary focus.

Let's confirm by watching the video closely. The rider on the white 
horse is the first to pass the obstacle, and then others do the 
same. This seems to be a standard exercise to improve control 
over the horse, which aligns perfectly with option C.
</think>
<answer> C. The rider was practicing control and turns. 
</answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: Why did the rider on the white horse pass by the jump obstacle without engaging with it?
Options: A. The jump obstacle was broken B. The horse was tired

C. The rider was practicing control and turns D. The rider was waiting for instructions

The temporal alignment reward (TAR) will be zero (0) as there are no timestamp present in the prediction.

Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR) - Calculation

Figure A15. TAR calculation Example 7.



<think>
Okay, I need to figure out why the rider on the white horse 
rides past the jump instead of going over it. I'll watch the 
video and evaluate the different possibilities.

The video shows a young rider on a white horse in an indoor 
arena. There are other riders present, so it looks like a group 
lesson. From the start, the rider is trotting along the edge of 
the arena. Around 00:09, she approaches a jump set up 
against the far wall. However, she doesn't line the horse up to 
jump it. Instead, she just continues to ride straight along the 
wall, passing by the side of the obstacle.

Let's consider the options.
A. The jump obstacle was broken. I don't see anything wrong 
with the jump. It looks like a standard, simple cross-rail or 
low vertical. It seems perfectly usable. So, this is unlikely.

B. The horse was tired. The horse doesn't appear tired. It's 
moving at a steady trot and then later in the video, around 
00:27, it picks up a nice, energetic canter. It doesn't seem 
sluggish or unwilling to move. So I can probably rule this one 
out too.

D. The rider was waiting for instructions. This is a possibility in 
a lesson environment. However, she isn't just standing 
around. She's actively riding a specific path around the arena. 
It seems more like she *is* following instructions, and those 
instructions are to ride the pattern she's riding, not to jump.

C. The rider was practicing control and turns. This makes the 
most sense. Her entire ride in the video clip is focused on 
navigating the arena, making turns, and maintaining a steady 
pace. From 00:27 to 00:33, we see her cantering in a large, 
controlled circle. This kind of work is called "flatwork" and is 
essential for developing control, balance, and 
communication with the horse. The jump is just in the arena, 
but it's not the focus of her current exercise. She is passing it 
by because her task is to ride the rail and practice her turns 
and canter, not to jump obstacles. The focus is on 
maneuverability and pace, which is fundamental training. 
This explanation fits all her actions in the video.
</think>
<answer> C. The rider was practicing control and turns. 
</answer>

Reference Reasoning

<think>
Okay, I need to figure out why the rider on the white horse, the one 
wearing a white shirt, decided to avoid the jump obstacle.

First, I'll watch the video carefully. The video shows a person leading a 
white horse into a large indoor riding arena. Then, another person on a 
horse is shown from behind. The white horse is being ridden by 
someone wearing a white shirt and dark pants. At the 00:09 mark, this 
rider turns the horse and rides straight past the jump obstacle, which 
is a small white triangle-like object. The rider continues riding away 
from the obstacle.

Now, let me analyze the options provided.

Option A says the jump was broken. However, the video clearly shows 
the jump standing upright with the obstacle intact. So, this is incorrect.

Option B suggests the horse was tired. While it's possible the horse 
was tired, I can't see any signs of fatigue in its movements. The horse 
looks well-controlled and energetic. So, I'll eliminate that option.

Option C states the rider was practicing control and turns. This seems 
most plausible. The video begins with a close-up of a rider on a horse, 
and the next shot shows the rider leading the horse. Then, the camera 
focuses on the horse and rider from behind, which allows me to see 
their movements more clearly. The rider on the white horse makes a 
sharp turn, which is shown at the 00:02 mark. The rider then rides 
directly past the jump obstacle without touching it. This action seems 
to be a demonstration of the rider's skill in maneuvering the horse. 
They are not trying to jump; they are simply controlling the horse's 
path. This makes C a very strong contender.

Option D says the rider was waiting for instructions. There are no 
visible signs of another person directing the rider. The video starts with 
the rider leading the horse and then pans to show the main action. It's 
just a single rider, and they are clearly performing the turn and ride-by 
themselves. So, the rider wasn't waiting for instructions.

Therefore, the most logical conclusion is that the rider on the white 
horse was practicing control and turns, demonstrating their ability to 
direct the horse's movement. They used the jump obstacle as an 
obstacle to showcase their riding skills.
</think>
<answer> C. The rider was practicing control and turns. 
</answer>

Model’s Prediction

Question: Why did the rider on the white horse pass by the jump obstacle without engaging with it?
Options: A. The jump obstacle was broken B. The horse was tired

C. The rider was practicing control and turns D. The rider was waiting for instructions

Figure A16. TAR calculation Example 8 (page 1 of 2).



Question: Why did the rider on the white horse pass by the jump obstacle without engaging with it?
Options: A. The jump obstacle was broken B. The horse was tired

C. The rider was practicing control and turns D. The rider was waiting for instructions

00:09: The rider approaches a jump but continues straight 
along the wall, passing by the obstacle.
00:27: The horse picks up a steady canter.
00:27-00:33: The rider canters in a large, controlled circle as 
part of flatwork training.

Reference Claims

00:02: Rider makes a sharp turn with the white horse.

00:09: Rider turns the horse and rides straight past the jump 
obstacle.

Predicted Claims

Temporal Match (TT)
Predicted Claims

Timestamps 00:0900:02

TrueFalse00:09

Re
f C

la
im

s

FalseFalse00:27

FalseFalse00:27-33

1) P(00:02): Timestamp: ❌No Match
2) P(00:09): Sim: 0.76 > 0.75✅Match 

P = #match / #pred_claims, Consistency (g) = 1,

Reward (TAR) = g x P = 1.0 x (1/2) = 0.5

Temporal Alignment Reward - CalculationSemantic Match (ST)
Predicted Claims

Timestamps 00:0900:02

0.760.3800:09

Re
f C

la
im

s

0.440.5100:27

0.390.3600:27-33

Figure A17. TAR calculation Example 8 (page 2 of 2).



<think>
Okay, I need to figure out what change happens in the pan right after the person adds the green herbs.

First, let's look at the pan at the very beginning, at 00:00. The dish is a brownish-orange color, simmering on the stove. 
I don't see any green in it.

Now, I'll watch what the person does. Starting around 00:01, she takes a small white bowl with chopped green herbs 
and begins sprinkling them into the pan. She continues to do this for several seconds.

What does the pan look like after she's done, say around 00:08? The dish itself is still the same brownish-orange color, 
but now it's covered with little green pieces of the herbs she just added. They are very easy to see.

Let's check the options.
A. "The dish becomes thicker." I can't really tell if the consistency changed. It looks like it's still simmering the same 
way. There's no visual cue that it got thicker.
B. "The dish starts to boil." It was already simmering or gently boiling before she added the herbs, so this isn't a change 
that *occurred* because of the herbs.
C. "The dish changes color." This is partially true in that a new color (green) has been introduced. However, the base 
sauce color is still the same brownish-orange. The whole dish didn't change from orange to green, for example. Option 
D seems more specific and accurate.
D. "The dish now has visible green herbs." This is definitely true. Before, there were none. After, there are plenty. This is 
the most direct and observable change that happened as a result of her action.

Comparing C and D, D is the most precise description of what happened. The most obvious change is the appearance 
of the green herbs themselves. So, D is the best answer.
</think>
<answer>
D. The dish now has visible green herbs
</answer>

Reference Reasoning

Question: What change occurs in the pan after the person adds the green herbs?
Options: A. The dish becomes thicker B. The dish starts to boil

C. The dish changes color D. The dish now has visible green herbs

Figure A18. Dataset Example 1



<think>
Okay, let's analyze this video to figure out the answer. The question asks what is *not* responsible for the gray cube 
colliding with the green cube. So I'm looking for the event that did *not* cause that specific collision.

First, I'll watch the sequence of events.
At the beginning, we see a green cube and a gray cube sitting next to each other. Then, around 00:00-00:01, a yellow 
cube slides in from the left. At 00:01, the yellow cube hits the gray cube. Immediately after that, at 00:02, the impact 
from the yellow cube pushes the gray cube into the green cube. So, that's the collision the question is about. After this 
collision has already happened, around 00:03, a blue sphere starts to enter the frame from the top background.

Now I'll evaluate the options based on this timeline.

A. The sphere's entrance: The sphere only starts to appear at 00:03. The collision between the gray and green cubes 
already happened at 00:02. An event that happens *after* another event cannot be its cause. So, the sphere's 
entrance is definitely not responsible for the collision. This looks like a strong candidate for the correct answer.

B. The presence of the yellow rubber cube: Well, if the yellow cube wasn't present in the scene, it couldn't have hit 
the gray cube. So its presence is a necessary condition for the collision to happen. This *is* a responsible factor.

C. The yellow object's colliding with the gray cube: This is the direct, immediate cause. The yellow cube strikes the 
gray cube, transferring its momentum and pushing the gray cube into the green one. This is clearly responsible.

D. The yellow cube's entering the scene: The yellow cube had to enter the scene first before it could do anything 
else. Its entrance is the first step in the chain of events that leads to the final collision. So, this is also a responsible
factor.

Comparing the options, A is the only one that is completely unrelated to the causal chain of the collision. The sphere's 
appearance is a separate event that occurs after the fact. The other three options are all directly linked: the yellow 
cube enters the scene (D), is therefore present (B), and then collides with the gray cube (C), causing the gray cube to 
hit the green one. The sphere is just a distraction. So, the sphere's entrance is not responsible for the collision.
</think>
<answer>
A. The sphere's entrance
</answer>

Reference Reasoning

Question: Which of the following is not responsible for the gray object's colliding with the green cube?
Options: A. The sphere's entrance B. The presence of the yellow rubber cube

C. The yellow object's colliding with the gray cube D. The yellow cube's entering the scene

Figure A19. Dataset Example 2



<think>
Okay, I need to figure out the repeating sequence of actions in this video. The video shows someone playing darts. Let 
me watch carefully.

The video starts with a couple of darts already in the board, and a hand pulls them out. The darts look like they have 
blue flights. Then the person starts throwing. The first dart is thrown around 00:08, it has a blue flight. The second one 
at 00:13 is also blue. The third one at 00:16 is blue as well. So, the person throws three blue darts. Immediately after, 
at 00:17, a hand comes in and removes all three darts. This seems like one complete cycle: throw three blue darts, 
then remove them.

Let's see if this pattern repeats. The throwing starts again. At 00:25, a blue dart is thrown. At 00:28, another blue dart. 
At 00:31, a third blue dart. After these three throws, the hand comes in at 00:34 and removes them. So yes, the pattern 
is repeating. The person is consistently using blue darts, throwing a set of three, and then clearing the board.

I'll just check another sequence to be absolutely sure. A new round of throws begins. At 00:41, a blue dart is thrown. 
At 00:45, another blue one. At 00:48, the third blue dart. And then at 00:50, they are all removed. The sequence is 
definitely consistent throughout the video. The darts are always blue, and the actions are throwing and then removing.

Now I'll look at the options.
Option A is "Throwing blue darts, removing them, and resetting the board". This matches my observation perfectly.
Option B says "red darts". I haven't seen any red darts being thrown.
Option C says "black darts". The flights are clearly blue, not black.
Option D says "green darts". Again, incorrect color.

So, the correct sequence involves blue darts. The action of removing the darts is what "resets the board" for the next 
turn. Therefore, option A is the only one that accurately describes the repeated cycle of events shown in the video.
</think>
<answer>
A. Throwing blue darts, removing them, and resetting the board
</answer>

Reference Reasoning

Question: What is the sequence of actions repeated throughout the video?
Options: A. Throwing blue darts, removing them, and resetting the board

B. Throwing red darts, removing them, and resetting the board
C. Throwing black darts, removing them, and resetting the board
D. Throwing green darts, removing them, and resetting the board

Figure A20. Dataset Example 3
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[65] Yuanzhi Li, Sébastien Bubeck, Ronen Eldan, Allie
Del Giorno, Suriya Gunasekar, and Yin Tat Lee. Textbooks



are all you need ii: phi-1.5 technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2309.05463, 2023. 10

[66] Yanwei Li, Chengyao Wang, and Jiaya Jia. Llama-vid: An
image is worth 2 tokens in large language models. In The
European Conference on Computer Vision, 2024. 11

[67] Bin Lin, Bin Zhu, Yang Ye, Munan Ning, Peng Jin, and Li
Yuan. Video-llava: Learning united visual representation
by alignment before projection. In Conference on Empiri-
cal Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2024. 11

[68] Aixin Liu, Bei Feng, Bin Wang, Bingxuan Wang, Bo Liu,
Chenggang Zhao, Chengqi Dengr, Chong Ruan, Damai
Dai, Daya Guo, et al. Deepseek-v2: A strong, economi-
cal, and efficient mixture-of-experts language model. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2405.04434, 2024. 10

[69] Aixin Liu, Bei Feng, Bing Xue, Bingxuan Wang, Bochao
Wu, Chengda Lu, Chenggang Zhao, Chengqi Deng,
Chenyu Zhang, Chong Ruan, et al. Deepseek-v3 technical
report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.19437, 2024. 10

[70] Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae
Lee. Visual Instruction Tuning. In Advances in Neural In-
formation Processing Systems, 2023. 2, 11

[71] Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Yuheng Li, and Yong Jae Lee.
Improved baselines with visual instruction tuning. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, 2024. 2, 11

[72] Ruyang Liu, Chen Li, Yixiao Ge, Ying Shan, Thomas H
Li, and Ge Li. One for all: Video conversation is fea-
sible without video instruction tuning. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, 2024. 11

[73] Ruyang Liu, Chen Li, Haoran Tang, Yixiao Ge, Ying Shan,
and Ge Li. St-llm: Large language models are effective
temporal learners. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.00308, 2024.
11

[74] Yuan Liu, Haodong Duan, Yuanhan Zhang, Bo Li,
Songyang Zhang, Wangbo Zhao, Yike Yuan, Jiaqi Wang,
Conghui He, Ziwei Liu, Kai Chen, and Dahua Lin. MM-
Bench: Is Your Multi-modal Model an All-around Player?
arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.06281, 2024. 11

[75] Yuanxin Liu, Shicheng Li, Yi Liu, Yuxiang Wang, Shuhuai
Ren, Lei Li, Sishuo Chen, Xu Sun, and Lu Hou. Tempcom-
pass: Do video llms really understand videos? In Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics (Findings), 2024. 2, 3,
6, 7, 8, 12

[76] Jiasen Lu, Dhruv Batra, Devi Parikh, and Stefan Lee. Vil-
bert: Pretraining task-agnostic visiolinguistic representa-
tions for vision-and-language tasks. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2019. 11

[77] Pan Lu, Hritik Bansal, Tony Xia, Jiacheng Liu, Chun-
yuan Li, Hannaneh Hajishirzi, Hao Cheng, Kai-Wei Chang,
Michel Galley, and Jianfeng Gao. MathVista: Evaluating
Mathematical Reasoning of Foundation Models in Visual
Contexts. In International Conference on Learning Repre-
sentations, 2024. 12

[78] Weiheng Lu, Jian Li, An Yu, Ming-Ching Chang, Sheng-
peng Ji, and Min Xia. LLaVA-MR: Large Language-
and-Vision Assistant for Video Moment Retrieval. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2411.14505, 2024. 11

[79] Mi Luo, Zihui Xue, Alex Dimakis, and Kristen Grauman.
When thinking drifts: Evidential grounding for robust video
reasoning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2510.06077, 2025. 2

[80] Muhammad Maaz, Hanoona Rasheed, Salman Khan, and
Fahad Shahbaz Khan. Video-chatgpt: Towards detailed
video understanding via large vision and language models.
In Proceedings of the 62nd Annual Meeting of the Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics (ACL 2024), 2024. 2,
11

[81] Muhammad Maaz, Hanoona Rasheed, Salman Khan, and
Fahad Shahbaz Khan. Videogpt+: Integrating image and
video encoders for enhanced video understanding. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2406.09418, 2024. 2, 11

[82] Karttikeya Mangalam, Raiymbek Akshulakov, and Jitendra
Malik. Egoschema: A diagnostic benchmark for very long-
form video language understanding. Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2023. 3

[83] Subhabrata Mukherjee, Arindam Mitra, Ganesh Jawa-
har, Sahaj Agarwal, Hamid Palangi, and Ahmed Awadal-
lah. Orca: Progressive learning from complex explanation
traces of gpt-4. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.02707, 2023. 10

[84] Arsha Nagrani, Sachit Menon, Ahmet Iscen, Shyamal
Buch, Ramin Mehran, Nilpa Jha, Anja Hauth, Yukun Zhu,
Carl Vondrick, Mikhail Sirotenko, et al. Minerva: Eval-
uating complex video reasoning. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision,
2025. 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12

[85] OpenAI. Gpt-4v(ision) system card. https://cdn.
openai.com/papers/GPTV_System_Card.pdf, 2023.
11

[86] OpenAI. Introducing openai o3 and o4-mini. https://
openai.com/index/introducing-o3-and-o4-mini/,
2025. Accessed: YYYY-MM-DD. 10

[87] Viorica Patraucean, Lucas Smaira, Ankush Gupta, Adria
Recasens, Larisa Markeeva, Dylan Banarse, Skanda Kop-
pula, Mateusz Malinowski, Yi Yang, Carl Doersch, et al.
Perception test: A diagnostic benchmark for multimodal
video models. In Advances in Neural Information Process-
ing Systems, 2023. 3, 5, 18, 19

[88] Zhiliang Peng, Wenhui Wang, Li Dong, Yaru Hao, Shao-
han Huang, Shuming Ma, and Furu Wei. Grounding Mul-
timodal Large Language Models to the World. In Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations, 2024. 11

[89] Qwen, :, An Yang, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang, Binyuan
Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu, Chengyuan Li, Dayiheng Liu,
Fei Huang, Haoran Wei, et al. Qwen2.5 technical report.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.15115, 2025. 2, 7, 10

[90] Alec Radford, Karthik Narasimhan, Tim Salimans, and Ilya
Sutskever. Improving Language Understanding by Genera-
tive Pre-Training. OpenAI Technical Report, 2018. 10

[91] Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, Rewon Child, David Luan,
Dario Amodei, and Ilya Sutskever. Language Models are
Unsupervised Multitask Learners. OpenAI Technical Re-
port, 2019. 10

[92] Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya
Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry,
Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. Learn-

https://cdn.openai.com/papers/GPTV_System_Card.pdf
https://cdn.openai.com/papers/GPTV_System_Card.pdf
https://openai.com/index/introducing-o3-and-o4-mini/
https://openai.com/index/introducing-o3-and-o4-mini/


ing transferable visual models from natural language super-
vision. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
2021. 11

[93] Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Tao Xu, Greg Brock-
man, Christine McLeavey, and Ilya Sutskever. Robust
speech recognition via large-scale weak supervision. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2212.04356, 2022. 12

[94] Jack W. Rae, Sebastian Borgeaud, Trevor Cai, Katie Milli-
can, Jeffrey Henderson, Roman Ring, et al. Scaling Lan-
guage Models: Methods, Analysis and Insights from Train-
ing Gopher. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.11446, 2021. 10

[95] Colin Raffel, Noam Shazeer, Adam Roberts, Katherine
Lee, Sharan Narang, Michael Matena, Yanqi Zhou, Wei Li,
and Peter J Liu. Exploring the Limits of Transfer Learning
with a Unified Text-to-Text Transformer. Journal of Ma-
chine Learning Research, 2020. 10

[96] Hanoona Rasheed, Muhammad Maaz, Sahal Shaji, Abdel-
rahman Shaker, Salman Khan, Hisham Cholakkal, Rao M.
Anwer, Eric Xing, Ming-Hsuan Yang, and Fahad S. Khan.
Glamm: Pixel grounding large multimodal model. Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, 2024. 11

[97] Hanoona Rasheed, Abdelrahman Shaker, Anqi Tang,
Muhammad Maaz, Ming-Hsuan Yang, Salman Khan, and
Fahad S. Khan. Videomathqa: Benchmarking mathematical
reasoning via multimodal understanding in videos. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2506.05349, 2025. 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12

[98] Shuhuai Ren, Linli Yao, Shicheng Li, Xu Sun, and Lu Hou.
TimeChat: A Time-sensitive Multimodal Large Language
Model for Long Video Understanding. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, 2024. 11

[99] Abdelrahman Shaker, Muhammad Maaz, Chenhui Gou,
Hamid Rezatofighi, Salman Khan, and Fahad Shah-
baz Khan. Mobile-videogpt: Fast and accurate
video understanding language model. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2503.21782, 2025. 11

[100] Zhihong Shao, Peiyi Wang, Qihao Zhu, Runxin Xu, Junx-
iao Song, Xiao Bi, Haowei Zhang, Mingchuan Zhang, YK
Li, Yang Wu, et al. Deepseekmath: Pushing the limits of
mathematical reasoning in open language models. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2402.03300, 2024. 2, 3

[101] Haozhan Shen, Peng Liu, Jingcheng Li, Chunxin Fang,
Yibo Ma, Jiajia Liao, Qiaoli Shen, Zilun Zhang, Kangjia
Zhao, Qianqian Zhang, Ruochen Xu, and Tiancheng Zhao.
VLM-R1: A Stable and Generalizable R1-style Large
Vision-Language Model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.07615,
2025. 10, 11

[102] Yudi Shi, Shangzhe Di, Qirui Chen, and Weidi Xie. En-
hancing video-llm reasoning via agent-of-thoughts distilla-
tion. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Com-
puter Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2025. 2

[103] Noah Shinn, Federico Cassano, Edward Berman, Ashwin
Gopinath, Karthik Narasimhan, and Shunyu Yao. Reflex-
ion: Language Agents with Verbal Reinforcement Learn-
ing. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, 2023. 10

[104] Enxin Song, Wenhao Chai, Guanhong Wang, Yucheng
Zhang, Haoyang Zhou, Feiyang Wu, Xun Guo, Tian Ye,
Yan Lu, Jenq-Neng Hwang, et al. Moviechat: From dense
token to sparse memory for long video understanding. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vi-
sion and Pattern Recognition, 2024. 11

[105] Deepak Sridhar, Kartikeya Bhardwaj, Jeya Pradha Je-
yaraj, Nuno Vasconcelos, Ankita Nayak, and Harris
Teague. Video reasoning without training. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2510.17045, 2025. 2

[106] Hao Tan and Mohit Bansal. Lxmert: Learning cross-
modality encoder representations from transformers. In
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, 2019. 11

[107] Gemma Team, Thomas Mesnard, Cassidy Hardin, Robert
Dadashi, Surya Bhupatiraju, Shreya Pathak, Laurent Sifre,
Morgane Rivière, Mihir Sanjay Kale, Juliette Love, et al.
Gemma: Open models based on gemini research and tech-
nology. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.08295, 2024. 10

[108] Omkar Thawakar, Dinura Dissanayake, Ketan More, Ritesh
Thawkar, Ahmed Heakl, Noor Ahsan, Yuhao Li, Mo-
hammed Zumri, Jean Lahoud, Rao Muhammad Anwer,
Hisham Cholakkal, Ivan Laptev, Mubarak Shah, Fa-
had Shahbaz Khan, and Salman Khan. LlamaV-o1: Re-
thinking Step-by-step Visual Reasoning in LLMs. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2501.06186, 2025. 11

[109] Hugo Touvron, Thibaut Lavril, Gautier Izacard, Xavier
Martinet, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Timothée Lacroix, Bap-
tiste Rozière, Naman Goyal, Eric Hambro, et al. LLaMA:
Open and Efficient Foundation Language Models. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2302.13971, 2023. 10

[110] Hugo Touvron, Louis Martin, Kevin Stone, Peter Albert,
Amjad Almahairi, Yasmine Babaei, and several others.
Llama 2: Open Foundation and Fine-Tuned Chat Models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.09288, 2023. 10

[111] Michael Tschannen, Alexey Gritsenko, Xiao Wang,
Muhammad Ferjad Naeem, Ibrahim Alabdulmohsin, Nikhil
Parthasarathy, Talfan Evans, Lucas Beyer, Ye Xia, Basil
Mustafa, Olivier Hénaff, Jeremiah Harmsen, Andreas
Steiner, and Xiaohua Zhai. SigLIP 2: Multilingual Vi-
sion–Language Encoders with Improved Semantic Under-
standing, Localization, and Dense Features. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2502.14786, 2025. 11

[112] Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob
Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N. Gomez, Lukasz Kaiser,
and Illia Polosukhin. Attention is All You Need. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2017. 10

[113] Peng Wang, Shuai Bai, Sinan Tan, Shijie Wang, Zhihao
Fan, Jinze Bai, Keqin Chen, Xuejing Liu, Jialin Wang,
Wenbin Ge, et al. Qwen2-vl: Enhancing vision-language
model’s perception of the world at any resolution. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2409.12191, 2024. 11

[114] Qi Wang, Yanrui Yu, Ye Yuan, Rui Mao, and Tianfei
Zhou. VideoRFT: Incentivizing Video Reasoning Capabil-
ity in MLLMs via Reinforced Fine-Tuning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.12434, 2025. 2, 6, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 20, 22, 23

[115] Weiyun Wang, Zhe Chen, Wenhai Wang, Yue Cao,
Yangzhou Liu, Zhangwei Gao, Jinguo Zhu, Xizhou Zhu,



Lewei Lu, Yu Qiao, and Jifeng Dai. Enhancing the reason-
ing ability of multimodal large language models via mixed
preference optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.10442,
2024. 11

[116] Weihan Wang, Qingsong Lv, Wenmeng Yu, Wenyi Hong,
Ji Qi, Yan Wang, Junhui Ji, Zhuoyi Yang, Lei Zhao, Song
XiXuan, Jiazheng Xu, Keqin Chen, Bin Xu, Juanzi Li, Yux-
iao Dong, Ming Ding, and Jie Tang. CogVLM: Visual Ex-
pert for Pretrained Language Models. In Advances in Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems, 2024. 11

[117] Weihan Wang, Zehai He, Wenyi Hong, Yean Cheng, Xi-
aohan Zhang, Ji Qi, Ming Ding, Xiaotao Gu, Shiyu Huang,
Bin Xu, et al. Lvbench: An extreme long video understand-
ing benchmark. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Interna-
tional Conference on Computer Vision, 2025. 3

[118] Xuezhi Wang, Jason Wei, Dale Schuurmans, Quoc Le, Ed
Chi, Sharan Narang, Aakanksha Chowdhery, and Denny
Zhou. Self-Consistency Improves Chain of Thought Rea-
soning in Language Models. In International Conference
on Learning Representations, 2024. 10

[119] Xiaohan Wang, Yuhui Zhang, Orr Zohar, and Serena
Yeung-Levy. VideoAgent: Long-form Video Understand-
ing with Large Language Model as Agent. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.10517, 2024. 11

[120] Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten
Bosma, Brian Ichter, Fei Xia, Ed Chi, Quoc Le, and Denny
Zhou. Chain-of-Thought Prompting Elicits Reasoning in
Large Language Models. In Advances in Neural Informa-
tion Processing Systems, 2022. 10

[121] Yuetian Weng, Mingfei Han, Haoyu He, Xiaojun Chang,
and Bohan Zhuang. LongVLM: Efficient Long Video Un-
derstanding via Large Language Models. In The European
Conference on Computer Vision, 2024. 11

[122] Haoning Wu, Dongxu Li, Bei Chen, and Junnan Li.
Longvideobench: A benchmark for long-context inter-
leaved video-language understanding. In Advances in Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems, 2024. 2, 3, 6, 7, 8,
12

[123] Jiaer Xia, Yuhang Zang, Peng Gao, Yixuan Li, and Kaiyang
Zhou. Visionary-R1: Mitigating Shortcuts in Visual
Reasoning with Reinforcement Learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.14677, 2025. 11

[124] Junbin Xiao, Xindi Shang, Angela Yao, and Tat-Seng Chua.
Next-qa: Next phase of question-answering to explaining
temporal actions. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Confer-
ence on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2021. 3,
5, 18, 19

[125] Guowei Xu, Peng Jin, Ziang Wu, Hao Li, Yibing
Song, Lichao Sun, and Li Yuan. Llava-cot: Let vi-
sion language models reason step-by-step. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2411.10440, 2024. 11

[126] Hu Xu, Saining Xie, Xiaoqing Ellen Tan, Po-Yao Huang,
Russell Howes, Vasu Sharma, Shang-Wen Li, Gargi Ghosh,
Luke Zettlemoyer, and Christoph Feichtenhofer. Demysti-
fying CLIP Data. In International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2024. 11

[127] Ziang Yan, Xinhao Li, Yinan He, Zhengrong Yue, Xiangyu
Zeng, Yali Wang, Yu Qiao, Limin Wang, and Yi Wang.

Videochat-r1. 5: Visual test-time scaling to reinforce mul-
timodal reasoning by iterative perception. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, 2025. 2, 6, 7, 11,
15, 20, 22, 23

[128] An Yang, Baosong Yang, Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Chen
Dai, Chengqi Deng, Da Feng, Dexin Gong, Feng Guo,
Guangpu Hou, Haibo Hu, et al. Qwen2 Technical Report.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.10671, 2024. 10

[129] An Yang, Anfeng Li, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang,
Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu, Chang Gao, Chengen
Huang, Chenxu Lv, et al. Qwen3 technical report. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2505.09388, 2025. 10, 12

[130] Jihan Yang, Shusheng Yang, Anjali W Gupta, Rilyn Han,
Li Fei-Fei, and Saining Xie. Thinking in space: How mul-
timodal large language models see, remember, and recall
spaces. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2025. 2, 3, 6, 7,
8, 12

[131] Shunyu Yao, Dian Yu, Jeffrey Zhao, Izhak Shafran,
Thomas L. Griffiths, Yuan Cao, and Karthik Narasimhan.
Tree of Thoughts: Deliberate Problem Solving with Large
Language Models. In Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems, 2023. 10

[132] Shunyu Yao, Jeffrey Zhao, Dian Yu, Nan Du, Izhak
Shafran, Karthik Narasimhan, and Yuan Cao. ReAct: Syn-
ergizing Reasoning and Acting in Language Models. In In-
ternational Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.
10

[133] Yuan Yao, Tianyu Yu, Ao Zhang, Chongyi Wang, Junbo
Cui, Hongji Zhu, Tianchi Cai, Haoyu Li, Weilin Zhao, Zhi-
hui He, et al. Minicpm-v: A gpt-4v level mllm on your
phone. arXiv preprint arXiv:2408.01800, 2024. 11

[134] Kexin Yi, Chuang Gan, Yunzhu Li, Pushmeet Kohli, Jiajun
Wu, Antonio Torralba, and Joshua B Tenenbaum. Clevrer:
Collision events for video representation and reasoning.
In International Conference on Learning Representations,
2020. 5, 18, 19

[135] Haoxuan You, Haotian Zhang, Zhe Gan, Xianzhi Du,
Bowen Zhang, Zirui Wang, Liangliang Cao, Shih-Fu
Chang, and Yinfei Yang. Ferret: Refer and ground anything
anywhere at any granularity. In International Conference
on Learning Representations, 2024. 11

[136] En Yu, Kangheng Lin, Liang Zhao, Jisheng Yin, Yana
Wei, Yuang Peng, Haoran Wei, Jianjian Sun, Chunrui Han,
Zheng Ge, Xiangyu Zhang, Daxin Jiang, Jingyu Wang,
and Wenbing Tao. Perception-R1: Pioneering Percep-
tion Policy with Reinforcement Learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2504.07954, 2025. 11

[137] Zhou Yu, Dejing Xu, Jun Yu, Ting Yu, Zhou Zhao, Yueting
Zhuang, and Dacheng Tao. Activitynet-qa: A dataset for
understanding complex web videos via question answering.
In AAAI, 2019. 5, 18, 19

[138] Huaying Yuan, Zheng Liu, Junjie Zhou, Hongjin Qian, Yan
Shu, Nicu Sebe, Ji-Rong Wen, and Zhicheng Dou. Video-
explorer: Think with videos for agentic long-video under-
standing. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.12345, 2025. 2

[139] Xiang Yue, Yuansheng Ni, Kai Zhang, Tianyu Zheng,
Ruoqi Liu, Ge Zhang, Samuel Stevens, Dongfu Jiang,



Weiming Ren, Yuxuan Sun, Cong Wei, Botao Yu, Ruibin
Yuan, Renliang Sun, Ming Yin, Boyuan Zheng, Zhenzhu
Yang, Yibo Liu, Wenhao Huang, Huan Sun, Yu Su, and
Wenhu Chen. MMMU: A Massive Multi-discipline Mul-
timodal Understanding and Reasoning Benchmark for Ex-
pert AGI. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024. 12

[140] Xiaohua Zhai, Basil Mustafa, Alexander Kolesnikov,
and Lucas Beyer. Sigmoid Loss for Language–Image
Pre-Training. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Interna-
tional Conference on Computer Vision, 2023. 6, 11, 20

[141] Hang Zhang, Xin Li, and Lidong Bing. Video-llama: An
instruction-tuned audio-visual language model for video
understanding. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.02858, 2023. 2,
11

[142] Haotian Zhang, Haoxuan You, Philipp Dufter, Bowen
Zhang, Chen Chen, Hong-You Chen, Tsu-Jui Fu,
William Yang Wang, Shih-Fu Chang, Zhe Gan, et al. Ferret-
v2: An improved baseline for referring and grounding with
large language models. In onference on Language Model-
ing, 2024. 11

[143] Jinglei Zhang, Yuanfan Guo, Rolandos Alexandros
Potamias, Jiankang Deng, Hang Xu, and Chao Ma. Vtime-
cot: Thinking by drawing for video temporal grounding and
reasoning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision, 2025. 2

[144] Kaichen Zhang, Bo Li, Peiyuan Zhang, Fanyi Pu,
Joshua Adrian Cahyono, Kairui Hu, Shuai Liu, Yuanhan
Zhang, Jingkang Yang, Chunyuan Li, et al. Lmms-eval:
Reality check on the evaluation of large multimodal mod-
els. In Findings of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics: NAACL 2025, 2025. 6, 12

[145] Yuanhan Zhang, Jinming Wu, Wei Li, Bo Li, Zejun Ma,
Ziwei Liu, and Chunyuan Li. Video instruction tuning with
synthetic data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.02713, 2024. 5,
18, 19

[146] Yilun Zhao, Haowei Zhang, Lujing Xie, Tongyan Hu, Guo
Gan, Yitao Long, Zhiyuan Hu, Weiyuan Chen, Chuhan
Li, Zhijian Xu, et al. Mmvu: Measuring expert-level
multi-discipline video understanding. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, 2025. 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12

[147] Rongkun Zheng, Lu Qi, Xi Chen, Yi Wang, Kun Wang,
and Hengshuang Zhao. Villa: Video reasoning segmen-
tation with large language model. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision,
2025. 2

[148] Junjie Zhou, Yan Shu, Bo Zhao, Boya Wu, Zhengyang
Liang, Shitao Xiao, Minghao Qin, Xi Yang, Yongping
Xiong, Bo Zhang, et al. Mlvu: Benchmarking multi-task
long video understanding. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2025. 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12

[149] Deyao Zhu, Jun Chen, Xiaoqian Shen, Xiang Li, and
Mohamed Elhoseiny. MiniGPT-4: Enhancing Vision-
Language Understanding with Advanced Large Language
Models. In International Conference on Learning Repre-
sentations, 2024. 2, 11

[150] Jinguo Zhu, Weiyun Wang, Zhe Chen, Zhaoyang Liu, Shen-
glong Ye, Lixin Gu, Hao Tian, Yuchen Duan, Weijie Su,
Jie Shao, et al. Internvl3: Exploring advanced training and
test-time recipes for open-source multimodal models. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2504.10479, 2025. 7, 11


	Introduction
	Reasoning Quality Metrics
	RL with Temporal Alignment Reward
	Experiments
	Dataset
	Implementation Details
	Results
	Ablations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	 
	Related Works
	Large Language Models
	Multimodal Large Language Models

	Implementation Details
	Model and Training Stages
	Evaluation Protocol
	Compute and Environment
	Hyperparameters

	Think–Answer Consistency (TAC)
	Prompt for Answer Extraction
	TAC vs TAC-All
	Qualitative Comparison

	Video Attention Score (VAS)
	Prompts for VAS Calculation
	Qualitative Comparison

	Temporal Alignment Reward (TAR)
	Prompt for Claim Extraction
	Prompt for Consistency Gating
	TAR Calculation Examples

	Dataset
	Dataset Prompts
	Dataset Quality Analysis
	Dataset Examples
	Dataset Stats

	Comparison with Prior Methods
	Training Dataset Based Comparison

	Detailed Discussion on Novelty
	Additional Ablations
	Effect of Stronger Consistency Reward Factor
	Introducing Recall Term in TAR
	Stability of VAS Metric
	Sensitivity Analysis
	Comparison using Reported Numbers

	Prompts Used in Training and Evaluation


