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Abstract

Understanding procedural activities is crucial for devel-
oping future assistive Al that can reason about complex
real-world tasks. Existing action-centric methods strug-
gle with the flexibility of real procedures, where step or-
der varies depending on object states. In this work, we
propose to shift the focus to an object-centric paradigm
by regarding actions as mechanisms that drive state tran-
sitions. To advance this direction, we introduce Object-
IVQA, a long-form instructional video benchmark with 107
videos and 514 open-ended question—answer pairs anno-
tated with temporally grounded evidence. The benchmark
evaluates four dimensions of object-centric reasoning, in-
cluding state evolution, precondition verification, counter-
factual reasoning and mistake recognition. We further pro-
pose an agent framework that orchestrates object-centric
planning, perception, analysis and generation tools, en-
abling explicit evidence retrieval and multi-hop reason-
ing across disjoint segments. Experiments show that ex-
isting large vision—language models struggle in object-
level recognition and reasoning, whereas our framework
achieves substantially improvement.

1. Introduction

Human life consists of procedural activities across diverse
domains, such as housework [34], assembly task [31], and
surgery [1]. Successfully performing these tasks requires
planning, recognizing relevant objects, and reasoning about
how actions alter object states. Future assistive Al sys-
tems are expected to exhibit comparable capabilities, en-
abling them to support humans or even autonomously exe-
cute complex tasks. To this end, Al needs to first understand
the underlying procedure, which raises a fundamental ques-
tion: What governs the progression of procedural activities?

Most existing approaches attempt to address this ques-
tion from an action-centric perspective, focusing on model-
ing action transitions [3], constructing action graphs [16], or
implicitly learning temporal structures [27, 45]. While ef-
fective for tasks such as action segmentation [45] and next-
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Question: How is the tortilla prepared before rolling it
. into a log shape?

Answer: First the tortilla is taken out of the bag, then
jelly from a purple bottle is squeezed onto the surface
and across it.

Time Spans: 12-22s, 59-71s,
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from placing the flour tortilla on the cutting board to

rolling it into a log shape?
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Figure 1. Overview of our object-centric video QA task, where the
model must track object dynamics over time and produce both an
answer and its supporting time spans as temporal evidence.

step prediction [3, 27], these methods often struggle to gen-
eralize to real-world scenarios due to the complexity and
variability of procedural workflows. In practice, procedural
tasks involve action sequences governed by strict precon-
ditions and causal dependencies, yet they also allow flex-
ibility that certain steps may be optional, interchangeable,
or executable in different orders without affecting the final
outcome. This duality exposes a core limitation of action-
centric approaches: they fail to robustly adapt to the dy-
namic and diverse real-world cases.

In this work, we propose to address this question from
a different perspective: the progression of procedural ac-
tivities is fundamentally driven by object dynamics, i.e.,
changes in object state, while actions serve primarily as
mechanisms that induce those state transitions. Conse-
quently, the execution of any action must be conditioned
on the current state of the relevant object. For instance, if
a banana has already been peeled, the peeling action should
be skipped. This implies that the underlying structure of
procedural tasks is causally organized around object states.
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Datasets Ave Dur (Min) View Object-centric QA Type  Evidence Data Focus
Changelt [32] 4.6 Exo v X - Object-state Change
EgoSchema [25] 3.0 Ego X MCQ X Human Activity
EgoPER [19] 43 Ego X X - Action & Mistake
CaptainCook4D [29] 14.8 Ego X X - Action & Mistake
ProMQA [13] 6.8 Exo X Open-ended X Action & Mistake
REXTIME [5] 2.0 Exo X MCQ v Cause-and-effect
MULTIHOP-EGOQA [6] 3.0 Ego X Open-ended v Action & Object
TrackVerse [38] <0.1 Exo v X - Object Dynamic
Object-IVQA (Ours) 8.9 Ego+Exo v Open-ended v Object & Mistake

Table 1. Dataset comparison. We introduce object-centric instructional video QA benchmark featuring open-ended answers, temporally
grounded evidence spans, and mistake-type questions, which are key aspects in procedures but largely overlooked in prior QA datasets.

Such a perspective shifts procedural understanding from an
action-centric paradigm to an object-centric one.

For advancing object-centric procedural understanding,
two key challenges must be addressed. First, existing
datasets fail to capture how object states evolve throughout
a procedure. Soucek et al. [32] introduced an instructional
video dataset for object state recognition, but its annotations
are limited to coarse states (background and initial/final),
restricting its value for broader downstream tasks. More re-
cently, Wei et al. [38] proposed a large-scale object-centric
dataset targeting general-domain videos, but it lacks the di-
verse and fine-grained state transitions that appears in pro-
cedural contexts.

To mitigate data scarcity, we build an automated video
collection and annotation pipeline, followed by manual
refinement. Aiming for more natural and flexible hu-
man—computer interaction, we formulate object-centric pro-
cedural understanding as an open-ended video question-
answering (video QA) task [6, 13] in natural language,
as illustrated in Figure 1. Leveraging existing instruc-
tional datasets [19, 29, 34], we introduce Object-IVQA,
a long-form object-centric instructional VQA benchmark
comprising 107 videos (8.9 minutes on average) and 514
question—answer pairs annotated with supporting tempo-
ral evidence. The questions span four dimensions—state
evolution, precondition verification, counterfactual reason-
ing, and mistake recognition, which enables a comprehen-
sive evaluation of the latest large vision—language models
(LVLMs) in object understanding and revealing their limi-
tations in temporal and causal reasoning.

The second challenge in object-centric procedural under-
standing stems from the temporal sparsity and discontinu-
ity of object interactions. Manipulations of the same ob-
ject often occur across non-consecutive video segments, as
commonly seen in real-world workflows, for instance, a ba-
nana may be prepared early but stirred later. This requires
multi-hop reasoning over temporally disjoint segments. To
tackle this challenge, we introduce an agent framework
[37]. The framework consists of four agents responsible
for planning, video processing, video analyzing, and text
generation. Each agent is equipped with multiple callable

tools (e.g., object detection, tracking, captioning). Specif-

ically, we employ LLM-as-planner [8, 12] to first generate

a tool-use plan conditioned on the question. The remaining

agents then execute this plan to extract supporting tempo-

ral evidence and produce the final answer. By modularizing
the reasoning process, our framework can explicitly retrieve
and link non-contiguous segments involving the same ob-
ject, enabling the system to uncover the spatial and temporal
causal dependencies underlying action—object interactions.

In summary, our contributions are threefold:

* We introduce and formalize object-centric procedural un-
derstanding as a video QA task that requires recognizing
object states and reasoning about their dynamics.

* We present Object-IVQA, a dataset of 514 ques-
tion—answer pairs grounded in 107 long instructional
videos, and benchmark both closed- and open-source
LVLMs, revealing their limitations in object-level under-
standing.

* We propose an agent framework for multi-hop reasoning,
employing an LLM-as-planner to dynamically invoke a
predefined object-centric toolbox of agents.

2. Related Work

Procedural Understanding. In recent years, there has been
growing interest in understanding procedural activities. In-
structional videos, which comprise action sequences aimed
at achieving specific goals such as cooking or assembly,
serve as ideal resources to study procedural understanding.
Early efforts introduced large-scale datasets by annotating
instructional videos with step-wise action labels and tem-
poral segments [26, 34, 46], thereby facilitating research
in areas, such as action segmentation [45], grounding [7],
anticipation [11], and mistake detection [18, 19, 29, 31].
To understand procedural activities, traditional approaches
have primarily focused on modeling interdependencies be-
tween actions mainly through temporal modeling using
Transformers [27, 45] or by constructing procedural graphs
[3, 16]. However, these methods have largely concentrated
on transitions between actions, while paying limited atten-
tion to the underlying object dynamics which is a central
focus of this work.



Object Understanding. Some recent work [38, 40] for
video understanding have shifted from scene-level seman-
tics to fine-grained object modeling for capturing dynam-
ics and state transitions. In instructional video domain,
where goal-directed human—object interactions define the
procedural structure, Soucek et al. [32] introduced self-
supervised learning of state-modifying actions, followed
by Soucek et al. [33] who proposed a unified framework
for jointly learning multiple object—action pairs. Zameni
et al. [44] further enabled multi-object state change predic-
tion conditioned on language. Despite this progress, ex-
isting methods still rely on task-specific models. Whether
general-purpose LVLMs can support object-centric reason-
ing in instructional videos remains unexplored. To address
this, we benchmark state-of-the-art LVLMs using video QA
as a proxy task, and further propose an agent framework to
tackle this challenge.

Video Question-Answering.  Video QA evaluates a
model’s ability to reason over temporal visual content and
produce grounded answers. Early datasets [15, 43] focused
on short and trimmed clips emphasizing event-level percep-
tion, while later work expanded to long-form videos requir-
ing multi-step [25] and causal reasoning across temporal
spans Chen et al. [5]. In the instructional video domain,
ProMQA series [ 13, 14] introduced multimodal QA bench-
marks aligned with structured knowledge of human—object
interactions to support goal-directed comprehension. Be-
yond single-hop reasoning, Chen et al. [6] explored multi-
hop temporal reasoning by linking evidence across distant
video intervals. Building on these advances, our proposed
benchmark extends instructional video QA to fine-grained
and multi-hop reasoning centering on object dynamics. It
unifies temporal grounding and causal understanding by re-
quiring models not only to recognize and reason over evolv-
ing object states, but also to localize supporting visual evi-
dence across temporally dispersed segments.

Agent framework for video understanding. Recent ad-
vances in video understanding have enabled agent-based
frameworks [17, 37, 42] to coordinate multiple specialized
models within a unified system, allowing them to jointly ad-
dress complex video perception and reasoning tasks. Such
modular frameworks typically decompose a task into ex-
ecutable steps and dynamically invoke different agents or
tools. Inspired by this paradigm, we develop an agent
framework tailored for instructional videos. By translat-
ing video QA queries into modular operation sequences,
the framework adaptively assembles toolchains to perform
object-centric analysis and multi-hop reasoning.

3. Object-centric Video Benchmark

In this section, we introduce an object-centric instructional
video question answering (Object-IVQA) dataset designed
to evaluate large vision—language models (LVLMs) on fine-

grained recognition and multi-hop temporal reasoning. To
ensure the reliability of the constructed data, we develop a
five-stage semi-automatic data preparation pipeline, as il-
lustrated in Figure 2, which systematically integrates video
selection, dense caption generation, question—answer con-
struction, rule-based filtering, and manual refinement. By
combining LVLM-based generation with human verifica-
tion and correction, this pipeline enables scalable dataset
expansion while maintaining high data quality.

3.1. Data Preparation
3.1.1. Stage 1: Video Collection

Aiming to evaluate how LVLMs understand action-
triggered object dynamics over time, we collect videos
with rich human—object interactions from three instruc-
tional video datasets: COIN [34], CaptainCook4D [29],
and EgoPER [19] datasets. CaptainCook4D contains 384
egocentric videos covering 24 recipes, EgQoPER consists of
385 egocentric cooking videos spanning 5 recipe categories,
and COIN is a large-scale dataset with 11,827 third-person
videos from 180 tasks. From COIN dataset, we only select
videos in cooking scenarios, as cooking involves structured
procedures suitable for analyzing temporal reasoning.

We establish several criteria for video selection. First,
since long-form video understanding remains a major chal-
lenge for LVLMs and naturally supports multi-hop reason-
ing, we retain only videos longer than 6 minutes from Cap-
tainCook4D and EgoPER, and those longer than 3 min-
utes from COIN because COIN videos are generally much
shorter. Second, to ensure diversity in activities and proce-
dures, we filter out highly redundant samples within each
activity by measuring the similarity of action sequences
across video samples using edit distance and cosine sim-
ilarity of textual embeddings. Please refer supplementary
material for details. After applying these criteria, we ob-
tain a collection of 107 videos with an average duration of
535.0 &= 267.6 seconds from 52 different procedural activi-
ties. It contains both egocentric and exocentric videos rather
than the single-view setting adopted in previous work [5, 6],
allowing a more comprehensive assessment of the LVLM
from different points of view.

3.1.2. Stage 2&3: Captioning and QA Generation

To generate object-centric QA pairs, we first prompt
Qwen3-VL [4] to produce dense frame-level captions for
each video, which textually capture object states, actions,
and human—object interactions. We then integrate several
multimodal information to construct prompt for GPT-5: a)
captions, which provide fine-grained scene descriptions, b)
step annotations, which offer full procedural context, c)
sparsely sampled video frames that supply video context,
d) task descriptions, which introduce the overall goal by in-
dicating a specific QA type. The resulting QA pairs con-
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Figure 2. Overview of the data collection pipeline, which combines automatic video sampling and QA generation using LVLMs with
human refinement, ensuring both efficiency and high-quality outputs while reducing the expensive purely manual annotation.
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Question: What is the next
action after adding coffee
ground into dripper?

Answer: After adding coffee
ground, the next step is adding
water on coffee ground.
Evidence Time-spans:

None

Question: How does coffee be
prepared before grinding for 20
seconds?

Answer: Coffee are first
portioned after weighting and
then poured into grinder.
Evidence Time-spans:
124-131s, 141-145s

Question: How does the state of
the egg change from adding to
bowl to being microwaved?
Answer: The egg is liquid after
stirring and solidify into fluffy
curd after microwaving.
Evidence Time-spans:

57-69s, 311-325s

Question: What would happen if
peeling the 2 garlic cloves were
not performed on the garlic?
Answer: It will cause peel-laced
garlic pieces that don’t blend
smoothly into the sauce.
Evidence Time-spans:

68-75s, 152-171s, 267-270s

Question: What mistake occurs
on the butter added to the
bowl, and why is it a mistake?
Answer: Butter remains as
chunks instead of integrating
with the corn.

Evidence Time-spans:
470-482s

Figure 3. QA types in our benchmark dataset. Different from existing instructional datasets focusing on action analysis, our benchmark
centers on object-level understanding to capture temporal and spatial dynamics, enabling benchmarking from diverse perspectives.

tain not only questions and answers but also temporally
grounded evidence spans that indicate the specific video
segments supporting the corresponding answer.
Furthermore, as shown in Figure 3, by using different
task descriptions as prompt, the generated QAs contains
four distinct types that examine a model’s understanding of
object dynamics from multiple perspectives, including:

* Object preparation: questions that ask which preceding
actions cause the manipulated object to undergo specific
state transitions before a given action;

e State evolution: questions that investigate how the state
of the same object changes between two actions, as influ-
enced by other relevant manipulations;

» Counterfactual situation: questions that pose “what if”
scenarios and require answers grounded in the object’s
actual state appearing in videos;

* Mistake recognition: questions that ask to recognize mis-
takes during the procedure, and explain them based on
object-state evidence.

3.1.3. Stage 4&5: Data Quality Control

Even though GPT-5 with carefully designed prompts gen-
erates high-quality QA pairs empirically, we apply a multi-
stage validation pipeline to further ensure data reliability.
First, we use vision—language model (VLM) to measure
semantic similarity between QA pairs and remove highly
similar ones, thereby reducing redundancy. Next, since we

observed some questions can be answered purely through
commonsense reasoning, we query a large language model
(LLM) given question but without providing the video.
Then we score the answers (will be described in Section
4), and the questions with high scores are discarded. We
also remove Mistake-type QA pairs with repeated error pat-
terns to preserve diversity. Finally, all QA pairs are man-
ually refined to ensure that answers are strictly grounded
in the video, temporal spans are accurately annotated, and
language is clear and logically consistent. Through Stage 4
and 5, each QA pair is ensured to be precise, unambiguous
and temporally supported, and aligned with the objects and
actions depicted in the corresponding video.

3.2. Object-centric Instructional QA

Object-IVQA benchmark dataset consists of 107 long-term
videos and 514 QA pairs, covering cooking activities that
require complex multi-hop temporal reasoning for object
dynamics. We provide a comprehensive analysis below.

Video Statistics. Videos are sourced from three instruc-
tional datasets: CaptainCook4D (58.3%), COIN (36.1%),
and EgoPER (5.6%). This composition introduces diversity
in egocentric and exocentric viewpoints, task complexity,
and environmental settings. As shown in Figure 4a, video
durations range from 180 to 900 seconds, with an average
of 536.0 seconds. More than 75% of the videos exceed six
minutes. This long-duration characteristic naturally creates
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Figure 4. Dataset statistics of our Object-IVQA benchmark dataset.

temporal discontinuities and provides rich contextual infor-
mation for evaluating long-range multi-hop reasoning over
disjoint object interactions.

Activity Distribution. Object-IVQA spans 52 cooking
activities, each consisting of multiple instances. Com-
pared with other procedural activities such as household
tasks, cooking involves more structured and causally linked
object-state transitions, making it a suitable testbed for as-
sessing object understanding. As shown in Figure 4b, the
most frequent activities include “making coffee,” “prepar-
ing spicy tuna avocado rolls,” and “making cucumber-
yogurt sauce.”, which involves complex and fine-grained
human-object interactions. The variety of activities intro-
duces substantial differences in object manipulation pat-
terns, visual conditions, and task structure to make Object-
IVQA a comprehensive benchmark.

QA Type Distribution. Our dataset contains 514 QA pairs
spanning four types, as shown in Figures 3 and 4c. Prepa-
ration reasoning (36.8%) and mistake recognition (31.7%)
constitute the majority of QAs, requiring models to trace
object states back to earlier causal steps and to identify devi-
ations from the correct procedure. Counterfactual reasoning
(16.9%) and object-state evolution reasoning (14.6%) fur-
ther enrich the temporal and causal dependencies required
for a comprehensive evaluation.

Error Distribution. 51 videos (47.7%) in our dataset con-
tain procedural mistakes, resulting in diverse error instances
across activities. We categorize them into six types, with
their sample counts summarized in Figure 4d. Procedu-
ral mistakes are typically sparse, short-lived, and embedded
within complex visual scenes, making them difficult to de-
tect. This places strong demands on models to understand
procedural context in order to infer how an observed action
diverges from the correct one.

4. Methodology

In instructional videos, manipulations on the same object
often occur with temporal gaps. As illustrated in Figure
3, background frames or unrelated action segments (shown
in gray) may intervene between the segments relevant to
a given question, creating temporal discontinuities that re-
quire multi-hop reasoning over long video horizons. To

address this challenge, we propose an object-centric agent
framework that dynamically invokes specialized agents to
process, analyze, and reason over videos, ultimately gener-
ating answers grounded in inferred evidence. In this sec-
tion, we will first present an overview of our agent frame-
work, then introduce the function and implementation of
each agent, respectively.

4.1. Framework Overview

As shown in Figure 5a, the framework consists of four
agents: a Planning Agent, a Video-Processing Agent, a
Video-Analyzing Agent, and a Text-Generation Agent. The
three video-related agents are each equipped with multi-
ple callable tools, enabling rich and flexible functionality.
The LLM-based planning agent first determines the infor-
mation needed to answer the question, queries the tool-
boxes of all video agents, and constructs an ordered se-
quence of tool calls to extract perceptual evidence and an-
alyze object states. The final answer is obtained by execut-
ing these calls in sequence. By leveraging our customized
agents for object-centric understanding, the framework not
only enables efficient object localization and description but
also identifies and selects key video segments through the
analyzing agent, thereby supporting robust, object-centric
multi-hop reasoning.

4.2. Video-Processing Agent

The Video-Processing Agent converts unstructured video
streams into temporally organized units for subsequent rea-
soning. It is implemented using a set of built-in Python
functions and external libraries (e.g., Decord '). Specifi-
cally, VIDEO_LOAD tool initializes the input by reading the
video file and recording the frame rate, duration, and reso-
lution. FRAME_SAMPLE tool performs frame sampling and
returns a time-indexed collection of frames. Each frame is
annotated with a precise timestamp, ensuring that evidence
can be accurately localized in time during later stages.
FRAME_TRIM tool supports queries involving causal or se-
quential relations (e.g., before or after a reference interval)
and filters the retrieved frames based on temporal relation-
ships. Together, these tools transform continuous video

'An open-source video processing library available on GitHub:
https://github.com/dmlc/decord.
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(a) Overview of the proposed agent framework.

Answer:

The butter is prepared by first being cut
into smaller pieces using a knife on a
cutting board. After cutting, the butter
pieces are placed into a frying pan on the
stove to melt.

Evidence: [0, 14], [85,99]
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(b) Example of the multi-agent collaboration.

Figure 5. Our agent framework decomposes video QA into planning, processing, analyzing, and generation agents, along with an example
showing the generated tool-usage plan, intermediate results, and final answer.

into timestamped structured evidence segments, building
the foundation for object-centric reasoning.

4.3. Video-Analyzing Agent

The Video-Processing Agent extracts fine-grained seman-
tic cues that identify action context and track how objects
evolve over time. FRAME_RETRIEVE tool, built on EVAL-
02 CLIP [10], retrieves frames containing the question-
relevant object predicted by the Planning Agent, allow-
ing for the localization of an approximate temporal win-
dow in which the answer resides. OBJ_DET tool applies
Grounding DINO [22] for open-vocabulary text-based re-
ferring detection, returning bounding boxes, and confidence
scores of objects, which are essential for tracking object dy-
namics and state transitions. ACTION_REC tool employs
a multimodal LVLM Qwen3-VL [41] to generate tempo-
rally aligned descriptions of object-involved actions, en-
abling the agent to determine when an object is manipu-
lated and in what manner. By adaptively combining these
tools, the framework is able to construct rich multimodal
object-centric representations that explicitly link each ob-
ject to the action events it participates in along with their
timing and location, thereby establishing the foundations
for object-centric procedural understanding.

4.4. Text-generation Agent

Extensive previous research [17, 37, 42] demonstrates that
text integration enhances the ability of LVLMs to inter-
pret visual cues. Building upon this insight, the Text-
generation Agent transforms images and videos into de-
scriptive language, enabling object-centered process com-
prehension and facilitating open-ended answer generation.
IMG_CAPTION tool produces fine-grained, object-focused
captions using a BLIP-based captioner [20], enriching raw
visual inputs with explicit descriptions of object appear-

ance, attributes, and contextual cues. This compensates for
the limited structured information in pixel-only representa-
tions. CONTEXT_SUM tool, implemented with Llama-3.1
[9], fuses action descriptions, captions, and detection re-
sults, and summarizes to an interpretable textual context of
how objects evolve over time triggered by actions. Based
on the context summary, sampled frames and the question,
ANSWER_GEN tool implemented based on Qwen3-VL [41]
performs multi-modal reasoning and finally produces the
answer along with the supporting time evidence.

4.5. Multi-agent Collaboration

Each agent contributes complementary semantic and con-
textual information to address object-centric video QA. Fig-
ure 5(b) shows a concrete example of multi-agent collabo-
ration. The process begins with a tool-usage plan gener-
ated dynamically by the Planning Agent, which interprets
the question and synthesizes a program specifying what ev-
idence to retrieve and in what order. This program encodes
object-centric constraints (e.g., focusing on “butter”), tem-
poral logic (e.g., frames preceding the melting event), and
the sequence of perception and reasoning operations.

Next, the Video-Processing and Video-Analyzing
Agents work together to reduce the long video into a set of
temporally and semantically aligned segments. Low-level
operations, such as loading, sampling and retrieving ref-
erence timestamps, establish the temporal structure, while
higher-level perception modules further refine the search
to object-relevant intervals. Through this collaboration,
the agents progressively convert the raw video into object-
centric, temporally localized evidence units.

The Text-Generation Agent integrates the multimodal
outputs from previous steps, including detected objects, ac-
tion cues, and selected timestamps, and produces the final
open-ended answer in natural language. Because each in-



Model Siz Fram Preparation Evolution Counterfact Mistake Average
odels € ame€  gcore mloU%  Score  mloU%  Score mloU%  Score mloU%  Score  mloU%
Blind LVLMs
InternVL3.5 [36] 8B - 0.72 - 0.87 - 0.90 - 0.33 - 0.71 -
Qwen3-VL Instruct [41] 8B - 0.84 - 0.91 - 0.98 - 0.40 - 0.78 -
LVLMs
InternVL3.5 [36] 8B 50f 1.70 6.98 2.07 10.65 1.64 6.42 0.71 4.10 1.53 7.04
Qwen3-VL Instruct [41] 8B 50f 2.14 11.39 2.17 11.72 1.90 9.04 0.88 5.80 1.77 9.49
Kimi-VL Instruct [35] 16B 50f 1.31 3.07 1.14 1.44 1.15 1.47 0.40 0.99 1.00 1.74
InternVL3.5 [36] 38B 50f 248 14.80 2.49 14.87 1.84 8.43 1.03 7.32 1.96 11.36
Qwen3-VL Instruct [41]  30B 50f .66 16.64 2.38 13.75 2.04 10.35 0.80 5.02 1.97 11.44
Table 2. Performance comparison of open-source models on the Object-IVQA full dataset.
Models Size Frame Preparation Evolution Counterfact Mistake Average
Score  mloU%  Score mloU%  Score mloU% Score mloU%  Score mloU%
Open-source LVLMs
Kimi-VL Instruct [35] 16B 50f 2.05 2.95 2.20 1.49 1.90 1.16 0.75 0.96 1.73 1.64
Qwen3-VL Instruct [41]  30B 50f 2.15 12.83 3.10 10.11 1.95 5.61 0.95 2.51 2.04 7.76
InternVL3.5 [36] 38B 50f 2.60 13.82 3.94 14.42 2.55 8.55 1.15 9.50 2.56 11.57
Close-source LVLMs
Claude Opus 4 [2] - 30f 2.52 13.26 2.65 7.40 2.50 7.78 1.10 7.79 2.19 9.06
Gemini 2.5 Pro [23] - 50f 2.88 19.97 3.40 12.27 3.00 8.89 1.00 5.76 2.57 11.72
GPT-5 [28] - 30f 2.80 15.10 3.98 17.07 344 11.17 1.00 6.55 2.80 12.47
Agent Framework (Ours)
Qwen3-VL-as-Planner - 50f 2.78 14.93 3.55 13.58 3.10 10.92 1.30 9.86 2.68 12.32
GPT5-as-Planner - 30f 2.83 17.08 3.80 14.10 3.52 14.14 1.10 791 2.81 13.31

Table 3. Performance comparison of open- and closed-source models and our agent framework on the Object-IVQA subset.

termediate result is explicitly generated, exchanged across
agents, and referenced during the final reasoning step, the
overall workflow provides transparent, step-by-step reason-
ing with clear answer traceability. This dynamic collabora-
tive manner enables the system to track object states across
discontinuous video segments and ground answers in pre-
cise temporal evidence efficiently.

5. Experiments

In this section, we benchmark the latest Large Vision-
language model (LVLM) capabilities of fine-grained recog-
nition and multi-hop reasoning on Object-IVQA dataset. We
also evaluate our proposed agent framework and observe it
outperforms even the best LVLMs not only on the quality
of answers but also the accuracy of supporting evidence.

5.1. Evaluation Metrics

LLM-based Answer Evaluation. To comprehensively
evaluate model performance, we adopt an LLM-as-judge
paradigm following previous works [21, 24]. Specifically,
we use GPT-5-mini [28] as an evaluator to perform semantic
comparisons conditioned on the questions between model-
generated answers and ground-truth annotations. The eval-
uator assigns scores along four complementary dimensions
that jointly assess factual correctness, descriptive complete-
ness, narrative coherence, and temporal reasoning:
* Contextual Integration (CI) measures whether the answer
faithfully reflects the factual video content while avoiding
hallucinations, omissions, or misinterpretations.

¢ Detail Orientation (DO) evaluates the inclusion and cor-
rectness of key fine-grained elements required for a com-
plete and accurate description.

* Contextual Understanding (CU) assesses the alignment
of the answer with the overall narrative structure, causal
flow, and contextual dependencies present in the video.

* Temporal Understanding (TU) focuses on the correctness
of temporal logic, including event ordering, state transi-
tions, and causal relations.

Each dimension is scored on an integer scale from O to 5,

where 5 denotes a fully correct answer and O indicates a

completely incorrect one. The final score for each answer

is the average across all four dimensions. Leveraging the
strong reasoning capabilities of LLMs, this rubric ensures
an fine-grained and reliable quantitative evaluation.

Evidence Localization. To measure the alignment between

the predicted and ground-truth time spans of the evidence,

we calculate their mean Intersection-over-union (mloU) .

Given m time spans of the prediction P and ground-truth

G, the mloU can be obtained by

L3 10Ut =
m
k=1

5.2. Baseline and Settings

Z |p(kmg<k|

mloU = It (1)

We evaluate three state-of-the-art (SOTA) open-source large
vision—language models (LVLMs), including Qwen3-VL
Instruct (8B and 30B) [41], Kimi-VL Instruct (16B) [35],
and InternVL3.5 (8B and 38B) [36], as well as leading



commercial LVLMs including Claude Opus 4 [2], Gemini
2.5 Pro [23], and GPT-5 [28]. For our proposed object-
centric agent framework, Qwen3-VL (8B) and GPT-5 were
selected as planning agents, respectively. The frames sam-
pled from videos are resized to 224 x 224 for inference effi-
ciency unless otherwise specified. All experiments are con-
ducted on an NVIDIA H100 GPU. Please refer to the sup-
plementary material for more implementation details, ex-
periments and analysis.

5.3. Experimental Results

By benchmarking different models on the proposed Object-
IVQA dataset, we aim to answer the following questions: 1)
Can SOTA LVLMs accurately answer object-centric ques-
tions and localize supporting evidence? 2) Does the pro-
posed agent framework provide performance gains despite
calling smaller tool models? 3) Why is mistake recognition
particularly challenging?

Performance of existing LVLMs. Table 2 presents bench-
mark results for open-source LVLMs on the full Object-
IVQA dataset, and Table 3 reports results on a 100-sample
subset created by randomly selecting 25 questions from
each QA type. Commercial LVLMs are evaluated on this
subset and compared with open-source models and our
agent framework.

To examine whether questions can be answered using
commonsense alone, we first provide models with only the
question. These “blind” LVLMs perform poorly, confirm-
ing that Object-IVQA requires visual grounding and tempo-
ral reasoning. Even with video input, SOTA LVLMs con-
tinue to struggle with answer accuracy and evidence local-
ization. Although larger models show improvements, such
as Qwen3-VL (30B) and GPT-5, their mIoU scores remain
low. This reveals a central limitation: while current LVLMs
can produce reasonable answers, they often fail to iden-
tify the precise video segments supporting those answers,
highlighting persistent challenges in retrieving correct vi-
sual cues for temporal and causal reasoning.

Agent framework. Despite calling smaller tool models,
our agent framework achieves answer quality comparable
to or even surpassing commercial LVLMs. More impor-
tantly, it also provides stronger evidence localization. This
suggests that for object-centric procedural understanding,
a well-designed modular architecture and reasoning work-
flow are more crucial than model scale itself. Even with-
out large parameter counts, our framework leverages an ex-
plicit perceive—analyze—generate pipeline to provide robust
grounding and more stable multi-hop reasoning.

Mistake recognition. From Table 2 and 3, we ob-
serve that mistake recognition consistently performs the
worst among all QA types.  This difficulty comes
from the nature of procedural mistakes that mistakes
lack canonical patterns different from standard operations,

and thus LVLMs have no  “yiedels  wio Graph

w/ Graph
idea of “what should have Score mloU  Score mloU
happened.” Without proce-  GPT-5 100 655 132 679

PP p Ours 110 791 138 8.67

dural priors, they cannot re-
liably determine whether an
observed deviation consti-
tutes an error. To assess whether high-level context helps,
we follow prior work [13] and provide DOT-format task
graphs as additional input. As shown in Table 4, both
methods benefit from these structural hints, achieving con-
sistent gains in answer quality and evidence mloU. This
confirms that mistake recognition requires explicit proce-
dural context to ground the notion of a correct workflow.
Despite these improvements, performance remains substan-
tially lower than for other QA types. This indicates that
recognizing mistakes in complex object-manipulation sce-
narios remains challenging, as models must perceive sub-
tle state changes, compare them against an abstract proce-
dural plan, and reason about object-level deviations, which
demands stronger contextual understanding and causal rea-
soning.

Table 4. Comparison with and
without task graph input.

6. Conclusion and Discussion

In this work, we shift procedural video understanding from
an action-centric perspective to an object-centric paradigm.
We introduce Object-IVQA, a benchmark spanning four
complementary reasoning types that jointly evaluate a
model’s ability to recognize object states, infer causal de-
pendencies, and identify procedural mistakes. To address
the temporal sparsity and discontinuity of object interac-
tions, we propose an agent framework that decomposes
video QA task into planning, processing, analysis, and
text generation, enabling explicit multi-hop reasoning over
disjoint segments. Experiments show that state-of-the-art
LVLMs still struggle with fine-grained object reasoning
and temporal causal inference, whereas our proposed agent
framework substantially improves both answer quality and
evidence localization.

Despite this progress, object-centric procedural under-
standing in complex real-world workflows still remains
an open challenge. One promising direction is incorpo-
rating self-supervised objectives for object-state learning,
such as masked-state modeling Narasimhan et al. [27]
which encourages models to recover missing state rep-
resentation. Another direction is constructing symbolic
graphs of object-state inspired by action graphs [3, 30], or
temporal-logic formulations [39] to impose interpretable
structure and stronger procedural constraints. Finally, our
agent-based design also suggests opportunities for richer
agentic workflows, including self-reflection loops [37],
improved planning strategies, and more expressive toolsets
for object-centric perception and reasoning. These direc-
tions may help advance Al systems to better understand
the inherent nature of procedural activities in the future.
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