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Abstract

Video Large Language Models (VideoLLMs) have shown
remarkable progress in video understanding. However,
these models still struggle to effectively perceive and ex-
ploit rich temporal information in videos when respond-
ing to user queries. Therefore, they often generate de-
scriptions of events that are temporally inconsistent or
causally implausible, causing severe hallucination issues.
While most prior studies have focused on spatial halluci-
nations (e.g. object mismatches), temporal reasoning in
video understanding remains relatively underexplored. To
address this issue, we propose Self-Diagnostic Contrastive
Decoding (SEASON), a training-free method that adap-
tively enhances temporal and spatial faithfulness for each
output token. It achieves this by dynamically diagnosing
each token’s hallucination tendency and applying adaptive
contrastive decoding against its corresponding temporal
and spatial negatives. Extensive experiments demonstrate
that SEASON outperforms all existing training-free hallu-
cination mitigation approaches on three hallucination ex-
amination benchmarks, while further improves VideoLLMs
across four general video understanding benchmarks. The
code will be released upon acceptance.

1. Introduction

Multimodal large language models (MLLMs) [1, 20, 24, 25]
have recently achieved remarkable success in bridging vi-
sion and language, enabling unified reasoning across tasks
such as visual captioning [28, 30], visual question answer-
ing [2, 32], and video understanding [5, 15]. However, these
models remain prone to produce the textual content that is
often inconsistent with the given visual evidence, which
causes severe hallucination issues [10, 18]. This presents
serious risks for the model deployment in critical applica-
tions demanding high-standard reliability and trustworthi-
ness, such as healthcare robots and self-driving vehicles.
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Figure 1. Suppressing hallucination in video LLMs. (A) DINO-
HEAL [14] exploits spatial saliency but misses temporal order,
(B) TCD [33] contrasts frame-dropped videos but ignores causal
relations, and (C) our SEASON achieves temporal faithfulness for
each output token.

As a result, alleviating hallucinations in multimodal models
has become an important research focus across academia
and industry.

To deal with this challenge, early works [11, 12, 27, 35]
have primarily focused on mitigating hallucinations in im-
age understanding tasks, where hallucinations often appear
as spatial inconsistencies, such as describing nonexistent
objects or incorrect attributes [12]. We refer to this issue
as spatial hallucination. To handle this issue, they aim
to enforce the output description exempted from spurious
correlation caused by language prior, via contrasting output
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distributions derived from original and distorted visual in-
puts [11, 27]. Although these approaches are effective when
the visual input is a static image. However, directly extend-
ing them to video large language models is not sufficient,
because videos introduce rich temporal structure. Despite
reduced spatial hallucinations, the model would still mis-
understand event causality and thus produce descriptions
that are temporally inconsistent with visual content [14, 26].
This issue is known as temporal hallucination, which re-
mains a key obstacle for reliable video understanding.

To mitigate temporal alongside spatial hallucinations in
video, multiple benchmarks [14, 26, 33] have been es-
tablished. Building upon these, recent approaches have
extended the ideas from image hallucination mitigation
to video domain, generally following two research lines.
Training-based methods [17, 23, 29] exhibits improved tem-
poral faithfulness via reinforcement learning [29] or pref-
erence optimization [17, 23], but require both expensive
re-training and high-quality preference data. This moti-
vates the pursuit of training-free approaches that bypass
these cost and could be easily applied to different mod-
els during inference. However, existing training-free ap-
proaches [14, 33] such as DINO-HEAL [14] and TCD [33]
still struggle to understand the temporal causality, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. As a result, enabling VideoLLMs with-
out training cost to produce descriptions that are especially
temporally faithful, together with spatial fidelity, remains a
challenging open problem.

In this paper, we propose Self-Diagnostic Contrastive
Decoding (SEASON), a training-free method that enhances
both temporal and spatial faithfulness in VideoLLMs. To
specifically achieve temporal faithfulness while dynami-
cally assessing which types of hallucination each token may
suffer, we propose temporal homogenization to construct
temporally-negative video to expose the spurious temporal
correlations lying within VideoLLMs, and a self-diagnostic
mechanism to identify each token’s hallucination tendency
based on its preceding context. More specifically, the for-
mer produces a temporal negative that is temporally inco-
herent yet remains spatially consistent. The latter identifies
the potential hallucination type of the current token by an-
alyzing the frame-attention divergences between the origi-
nal video and these specialized negatives (temporal and spa-
tial). By diagnosing the hallucination tendency of each to-
ken and contrasting with an appropriate negative, SEASON
enables VideoLLMs to produce textual responses that are
temporally faithful while maintaining spatial fidelity, with-
out any additional training cost.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• We present SEASON, a self-diagnostic contrastive de-

coding framework that adaptively enhances temporal and
spatial faithfulness for each output token in a training-free
manner.

• SEASON introduce temporally-homogenized videos as
negatives that amplify spurious temporal correlations,
yielding a temporally hallucination-focused distribution
for contrastive decoding.

• We develop the hallucination diagnostician that estimates
token-level hallucination tendency via frame-attention di-
vergence and assigns a corresponding contrastive penalty.

2. Related Work

2.1. Mitigating Spatial Hallucination in Visual
Large Language Models

Visual Large Language Models (VLLMs) [1, 20, 24,
25] have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in vision-
language tasks. However, VLLMs often suffer from spatial
hallucination, generating spatially inconsistent descriptions
due to over-reliance on language priors rather than actual
visual evidence [10, 18]. To mitigate these errors, research
has explored two directions. Training-based approaches
improve visual–language alignment through higher-quality
datasets [19] or human feedback [31]. While effective,
these methods require large-scaled annotated datasets and
costly re-training.

On the other hand, training-free approaches [11, 12, 27,
35] modify the decoding process of MLLMs without up-
dating parameters. For example, VCD [12] reduces hal-
lucination by counteracting language priors, while MA-
RINE [35] leverages auxiliary guidance signals to correct
false information. Although efficient and widely applica-
ble, these methods for hallucination mitigation are designed
for a static image and thus cannot capture temporal depen-
dencies within video. As directly extending to video do-
main, they struggle to capture temporal dynamics in video
and often encounter the challenge of temporal hallucina-
tion [14, 26].

2.2. Mitigating Temporal Hallucination in Video
Large Language Models

The issue of hallucinations in Video Large Language Mod-
els (VideoLLMs) has emerged as a critical research area,
catalyzing the development of dedicated benchmarks [14,
26, 33]. Building upon these, several works including
training-based and training-free have been proposed to ad-
vance this research area. Training-based methods [3, 6, 8,
17, 23, 29] primarily employ reinforcement learning [29],
preference optimization [8, 17, 23], or pre-training from
scratch [3]. For example, ArrowRL [29] encourages diver-
gent interpretations between forward and reversed videos,
while RRPO [23] utilizes sub-sequence-level refined re-
wards and a token-wise regularizer. Despite promising re-
sults, they require costly retraining, auxiliary reward mod-
els, and high-quality preference data, which limits their
scalability and model-agnostic deployment.
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Figure 2. Overview of SEASON. Given the input video (V ) and the question (Q), our proposed SEASON contrasts the original video
representations (vO) against our introduced spatial (vS) and temporal (vT ) negatives to jointly achieve temporal and spatial faithfulness.
Specifically, we design vT via the proposed “Temporal Homogenization”, focusing on introducing temporal ambiguity while preserving
spatial semantics. The “Self-Diagnostic Mechanism” computes token-level adaptive weights (WS ,WT ) by measuring attention diver-
gence, dynamically steering the final decoding to penalize spatial or temporal hallucinations.

In contrast, training-free methods bypass these costs and
be able to applied to various models at inference time,
offering an attractive alternative. For example, DINO-
HEAL [14] leverages saliency maps from DINOv2 [22] to
re-weight visual features for improving object motion un-
derstanding, while TCD [33] contrasts token predictions
between original and frame-dropped videos. Nevertheless,
these methods still struggle to understand complex tem-
poral relationships, notably event causality. To address
this issue, we propose SEASON to employ temporally-
homogenized video as contrasted negatives, encouraging
VideoLLM to understand the temporal relationship within
video to achieve temporal faithfulness.

3. Method

3.1. Problem Formulation
Given an input video V = {f1, f2, . . . , f|V |} consisting of
|V | frames and an associated textual query Q, a VideoLLM
(parameterized by vision encoder Eθ and text decoder Dϕ)
aims to generate a textual response y = {y1, . . . , yN} that
accurately answers queries about the visual content. A hal-
lucination occurs when the generated response in y is not
presented in the video V . Formally, we define a spatial
hallucination as objects or attributes described in y that are
visually absent within individual frames fi, and a temporal
hallucination as the descriptions in y that contradict the
actual temporal structure (e.g., event order and causality)

presented in video V .
Therefore, we propose SEASON, a self-diagnostic con-

trastive decoding approach for adaptively suppressing tem-
poral and spatial hallucinations during inference. As il-
lustrated in Fig. 2, SEASON first mitigates the tempo-
ral hallucination by providing a strong temporal negative
signal to contrast (Sec. 3.2). Furthermore, we introduce
a self-diagnosing contrastive decoding strategy that diag-
noses each token’s hallucination tendency and then applies
an adaptive contrastive penalty against the corresponding
(temporal or spatial) negatives (Sec. 3.3).

3.2. Mitigating Temporal Hallucination via Tempo-
ral Homogenization

To mitigate temporal hallucination, we aim to explicitly ex-
pose and penalize a VideoLLM’s reliance on spurious tem-
poral correlations. To achieve this, we introduce temporal
homogenization, a novel augmentation that constructs neg-
atives which are temporally incoherent yet spatially consis-
tent. We specifically focus on this design because simply
following Leng et al. [12] by adding Gaussian noise to video
frames (which produces spatial negative sv , Fig. 2) corrupts
both spatial and temporal structures simultaneously. This
yields a temporally-easy negative, as it provides suboptimal
contrast by allowing the model to reject this negative based
on the obvious spatial corruption rather than focusing on the
intended temporal inconsistency.

In contrast, our temporal negative vT (Fig. 2) maxi-
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Figure 3. Illustration of Temporal Homogenization. This con-
structs the temporal negative vT by computing a layer-wise av-
erage of frame features (d1, ..., dl) and progressively re-injecting
this global context back into each frame’s representation within
the vision encoder. The resulting representation would be tempo-
rally ambiguous while preserving per-frame structure information.

mally preserves spatial fidelity, which ensures the result-
ing contrastive signal reflects only temporal inconsistencies,
yielding a temporally-hard negative. This is achieved by
temporally aggregating all the frame features in a layer-
wise manner and respectively re-injecting them back into
each frame’s representation, neutralizing temporal variation
while retaining spatial semantics. See the discussion below.

Temporal Homogenization for Hallucination Exposure.
To expose the VideoLLM’s potential temporal halluci-
nation, we propose the “temporal homogenization” to
produce the temporal negatives vT . vT is an augmented
video representation designed to be temporally incoherent
yet spatially consistent and be constructed in Fig. 3. The
core idea to achieve this is to homogenize the temporal
information across the frames in a layer-wise manner while
keeping per-frame spatial structure intact.

Specifically, we define the temporal negatives vT as the
set of final-layer homogenized frame features from vision
encoder (Eθ),

vT = {hL,t}|V |
t=1. (1)

Each hL,t is obtained through a progressive and layer-wise
homogenization process. At every layer l and frame t, the
homogenized feature hl,t is defined as a linear combination
of the frame feature from the corresponding global context
dl and the pre-homogenization feature h′

l,t. This feature h′
l,t

is computed from the previous layer’s output hl−1,t, which
has already been recurrently mixed with global context from
preceding layers.

hl,t = (1− β)h′
l,t + βdl, where h′

l,t = E
(l)
θ (hl−1,t). (2)

Here, dl denotes the mean of the frame features in l-th
layer pre-computed from a standard forward pass on V

(dl = 1
|V |

∑|V |
t=1 h

′
l,t), β ∈ [0, 1] is a hyperparameter used

to control the degree of temporal homogenization, and h0,t

are the patch embeddings of frame ft.
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Figure 4. Illustration of the Self-Diagnostic Mechanism. This pro-
cess extracts the frame-level attention distribution (Aframe) from
the preceding token. It computes JSD divergence between the at-
tention distributions of the original video (vO) and the negatives
(vS , vT ), outputting the adaptive spatial (WS) and temporal (WT )
diagnostic weights to penalize spatial or temporal hallucination for
each output token.

Mitigating Temporal Hallucination via Contrastive De-
coding. With the obtained temporal negatives vT , we aim
to contrast the temporally hallucinated output distribution
induced by vT against those from the original vO. This
enable us to achieve the temporal faithfulness. Thus, we
impose a visual contrastive decoding to eliminate the tem-
poral priors lying in the text decoder (Dϕ). Formally, given
a textual query Q and the video representations vO (origi-
nal) and vT (temporal negative), the contrastive distribution
pSEASON T is formulated as:

pSEASON T (yi) = softmax[(1 + α) logits(yi|vO, Q, y<i)

− α logits(yi|vT , Q, y<i)],
(3)

where α controls the contrastive strength (α = 0 reduces
to regular decoding). The resulting outputs yi are generated
from a distribution explicitly purified of temporal halluci-
nation.

Building on the formulation (Eq. 3) for achieving tem-
poral faithfulness, we next introduce our full self-diagnostic
contrastive decoding strategy, a unified framework that also
mitigates spatial hallucination by incorporating the spatial
negatives. The effectiveness of our core temporal negatives,
vT , will also be experimentally verified in Table 3.

3.3. Achieving Token-Level Faithfulness via Self-
Diagnostic Contrastive Decoding

In Sec. 3.2, the VideoLLM is able to mitigate temporal hal-
lucination via contrastive decoding. To jointly mitigate spa-
tial hallucination together, we propose a “self-diagnostic
mechanism” to assess the risk of each token being tempo-
rally or spatially hallucinated. Our insight is that the genera-
tion of a token is highly dependent on its preceding context,
which serves as an indicator to reflect the potential hallu-
cination tendencies. To achieve our goal, we interpret the
frame-level attention divergence between preceding text to-
ken (yi−1) and video representation (v ∈ [vO, vS , vT ]) as

4



a measure of the current token (yi)’s reliance on temporal
or spatial cues. For this interpretation, the required spa-
tial negative (referenced in Fig. 2) is created by adding the
Gaussian noise to the original video representation vO. We
now explain this mechanism and how it is integrated with
contrastive decoding below:

Detecting Hallucination Tendency via Self-Diagnostic
Mechanism. As illustrated in Fig. 4, the self-diagnostic
mechanism identifies each token’s hallucination tendency
by observing how the attention pattern of its preceding to-
ken changes when temporal cues are removed (i.e., the
changes between original video and temporal negatives, vO

and vT ). The core idea is that tokens that rely on tempo-
ral consistency will exhibit strong attention shifts when the
video is temporally homogenized, whereas tokens grounded
in static objects remain unaffected. Consequently, the diver-
gence between the frame-level attention distributions of the
original video representations, spatial, and temporal nega-
tives (denoted as vO, vS , and vT , in Fig. 2, respectively)
serves as a self-diagnostic signal, indicating which types of
hallucination (temporal or spatial) a token is prone to and
how penalties should be allocated during decoding.

To quantify this behavior, we derive the frame-level at-
tention distribution Aframe(v) from the text decoder (Dϕ)’s
multi-head attention. Specifically, Aframe(v) is denoted as
the normalized attention that the preceding token yi−1 as-
signs to each video frame, calculated by giving the atten-
tion matrix of layer j (denoted as Aj ∈ Rn,n) obtained by
summing over all heads, preceding text token yi−1, and vt,k
(the k-th visual token extracted from frame ft in the video
representation v (v ∈ [vO, vS , vT ]). This is formulated as:

Aframe(v) = softmaxt

[∑
k

(∑
j∈J

Aj

)
(yi−1, vt,k)

]
. (4)

To diagnose the nature of current token (yi)’s hallucination
tendency, we compare the Aframe(v) scores computed on
original video representations, spatial, and temporal nega-
tives (vO, vS , and vT ). Specifically, we compute the di-
vergence between these frame-level attention distributions
(Aframe(v

O) vs. Aframe(v
S) and Aframe(v

O) vs. Aframe(v
T ))

to determine which type of hallucination the current token
is prone to. Formally, let wS and wT denote the tendency
to be spatially or temporally hallucinated, which are calcu-
lated via Jensen-Shannon divergences (JSD) to measure the
relative degree of attention shift as follows:

wS =
DS

DS +DT
, wT =

DT

DS +DT
,

DS = JSD(Aframe(v
O),Aframe(v

S)),

DT = JSD(Aframe(v
O),Aframe(v

T )).

(5)

Here, DS and DT measure the relative degree of attention

shift. A larger DT signifies a temporal hallucination ten-
dency (as the token relies heavily on temporal cues), while
a larger DS signifies a spatial hallucination tendency.

By this method, the derived adaptive weights (wS , wT )
thus serve as the core diagnostic signals, quantifying the
token’s specific hallucination tendency and establishing the
basis for the subsequent contrastive decoding stage.

Self-Diagnostic Contrastive Decoding. To mitigate tem-
poral alongside spatial hallucinations of VideoLLM without
any further training cost, we integrate the self-diagnostic
mechanism into contrastive decoding. The adaptive diag-
nostic weights (wS , wT ) derived above are thus incorpo-
rated to dynamically balance the contrastive penalties at
each generation step.

Given the current decoding step i, we first obtain three
logit distributions by feeding the textual context (y<i, q)
to the text decoder Dϕ conditioned on the original video
representation vO, spatial negative vS , and temporal neg-
ative vT . For brevity, we denote these logits distributions
as logits(yi|vO), logits(yi|vS), and logits(yi|vT ), respec-
tively. Therefore, the final self-diagnostic contrastive de-
coding distribution pSEASON that adaptively suppresses both
spatial and temporal hallucinations is formulated, by com-
bining these logits using the diagnostic weights:

pSEASON(yi) = softmax
[
(1 + α) logits(yi|vO)

−α [wS logits(yi|vS) + wT logits(yi|vT )
]
.

(6)

This formulation acts as logit-space contrastive decoding,
where the adaptive weights (wS , wT ) determine the penalty
for potential spatial or temporal hallucination tendency for
each token. A larger wT suppresses potential temporal hal-
lucination, while a larger wS penalizes possible spatial hal-
lucination.

By dynamically steering the decoding direction in this
manner, the model achieves per-token self-assessment and
adaptively corrects potential hallucinations, ensuring both
temporal and spatial faithfulness throughout the generation
process.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup
Benchmarks and Metrics. To directly assess the reduc-
tion of spatial and temporal hallucinations, we evaluate
SEASON on three dedicated video hallucination examina-
tion benchmarks: VidHalluc [14], VideoHallucer [26], and
EventHallusion [33]. To verify that our method preserves
general video understanding, we further evaluate perfor-
mance on two temporal understanding benchmarks: Tem-
pCompass [21] and TVBench [7], along with two conven-
tional video understanding benchmarks: VideoMME [9]
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Table 1. Evaluation of multiple hallucination examination benchmarks with different VideoLLMs as backbones. Bold marks the best per
group; highlights indicate the top two benchmark results.

Models
Training-

free
VidHalluc VideoHallucer EventHallusion

BQA MCQ STH TSH AVG ORH TPH SDH EFH ENFH AVG AVG

LLaVA-OV-7B [13] - 74.36 90.27 63.65 53.00 70.32 56.50 52.50 56.50 15.00 51.50 46.40 60.15
+TCD [33] ✓ 72.44 90.06 58.57 64.33 71.35 59.50 53.50 56.00 17.50 54.00 48.10 68.46
+DINO-HEAL [14] ✓ 74.29 90.36 63.18 53.00 70.21 57.00 53.50 56.50 15.50 52.00 46.90 60.15
+SEASON (Ours) ✓ 73.15 90.51 60.29 77.50 75.36 63.00 55.50 56.50 19.50 48.00 48.50 69.19

QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4] - 75.79 84.05 74.91 59.00 73.44 62.00 46.50 70.50 31.50 55.00 53.10 63.33
+TCD [33] ✓ 74.60 85.57 74.37 64.67 74.80 61.00 46.50 70.50 31.00 55.00 52.80 64.79
+DINO-HEAL [14] ✓ 75.86 84.21 75.86 58.67 73.65 61.00 46.50 71.50 32.00 55.50 53.30 63.57
+ArrowRL [29] ✗ 76.14 87.84 70.92 57.83 73.18 60.50 55.00 68.00 33.50 55.50 54.50 68.95
+SEASON (Ours) ✓ 78.08 87.32 71.92 77.67 78.75 63.50 49.50 73.50 31.50 56.00 54.80 66.01

LLaVA-Video-7B [34] - 75.02 90.76 51.23 38.00 63.75 60.00 61.50 66.50 16.50 52.50 51.40 63.57
+TCD [33] ✓ 73.50 90.41 49.64 46.00 64.89 58.00 61.00 65.50 14.50 51.50 50.10 64.30
+DINO-HEAL [14] ✓ 75.27 90.81 51.51 37.67 63.81 59.50 61.00 66.50 17.00 52.50 51.30 64.30
+TPO [17] ✗ 74.85 90.69 49.62 42.50 64.42 60.00 59.50 68.50 16.00 52.50 51.30 63.33
+RRPO [23] ✗ 76.80 91.23 49.83 37.67 63.88 59.00 58.00 67.00 21.00 51.50 51.30 67.97
+SEASON (Ours) ✓ 74.71 90.95 49.86 50.33 66.46 60.50 62.00 68.00 18.00 48.50 51.40 66.99

Table 2. Performance comparisons on benchmarks for hallucination examination, temporal, and conventional video understanding. Differ-
ent VideoLLMs are applied as backbones. Bold marks the best per group; highlights indicate the best benchmark results.

Models
Training-

free
Hallucination Examination Temporal Understanding Conventional Video Understanding

VidHalluc VideoHallucer EventHallusion AVG TempCompass TVBench AVG VideoMMe MVBench AVG

Proprietary models
GPT-4o [1] - 81.2 53.3 91.9 75.5 73.8 39.9 56.9 71.9 49.1 60.5
Gemini 1.5 Pro [24] - 72.8 37.8 80.4 63.8 67.1 47.6 57.4 75.0 60.5 67.8

LLaVA-OV-7B [13] - 70.3 46.4 60.2 59.0 68.3 42.8 55.6 50.6 54.4 52.5
+TCD [33] ✓ 71.4 48.1 68.5 62.6 68.5 42.9 55.7 50.4 54.3 52.4
+DINO-HEAL [14] ✓ 70.2 46.9 60.2 59.1 68.3 42.9 55.6 50.6 54.4 52.5
+SEASON (Ours) ✓ 75.4 48.5 69.2 64.3 69.3 43.0 56.1 50.7 54.8 52.7

QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4] - 73.4 53.1 63.3 63.3 72.9 46.7 59.8 49.9 61.8 55.8
+TCD [33] ✓ 74.8 52.8 64.8 64.1 73.4 46.1 59.8 49.4 60.1 54.7
+DINO-HEAL [14] ✓ 73.7 53.3 63.6 63.5 73.2 46.9 60.1 49.9 61.9 55.9
+ArrowRL [29] ✗ 73.2 54.5 69.0 65.5 72.6 49.4 61.0 49.6 59.8 54.7
+SEASON (Ours) ✓ 78.7 54.8 66.0 66.5 73.7 47.7 60.7 50.4 62.3 56.4

LLaVA-Video-7B [34] - 63.8 51.4 63.6 59.6 69.7 45.2 57.5 53.0 58.4 55.7
+TCD [33] ✓ 64.9 50.1 64.3 59.8 70.0 45.2 57.6 53.0 57.5 55.3
+DINO-HEAL [14] ✓ 63.8 51.3 64.3 59.8 69.9 45.5 57.7 53.2 58.3 55.8
+TPO [17] ✗ 64.4 51.3 63.3 59.7 69.5 45.1 57.3 53.0 58.2 55.6
+RRPO [23] ✗ 63.9 51.3 68.0 61.1 70.3 45.2 57.8 53.8 58.1 56.0
+SEASON (Ours) ✓ 66.5 51.4 67.0 61.6 71.1 46.4 58.8 53.4 57.9 55.6

and MVBench [16]. Most subtasks are evaluated using QA
accuracy following their official protocols. Key exceptions
include the STH subtask in VidHalluc, which combines a
classification score and a description score. For EventHal-
lusion [33] and TempCompass [21], we follow [6, 29] and
reproduce only the deterministic subtasks to avoid reliance
on third-party LLM-based evaluators and reduce evaluation
ambiguity. Please refer to the Appendix for more experi-
ments and related details.

Base Models and Baselines. We apply our training-free
framework to three open-source VideoLLMs (LLaVA-OV-
7B [13], Qwen2.5-VL-7B [4], and LLaVA-Video-7B [34])
to demonstrate broad applicability. For comparison, we
include two training-free hallucination mitigation meth-
ods designed for VideoLLMs, TCD [33] and DINO-
HEAL [14]. In addition, as a reference for state-of-the-

art performance, we report results from three training-based
methods (ArrowRL [4], TPO [17], and RRPO [23]) that aim
to enhance temporal reasoning ability of VideoLLMs. To
isolate the contribution of our novel components, we also
perform a comparison of each negative in Tab. 5.

Implementation Details. SEASON is applied purely dur-
ing inference without any retraining or fine-tuning. We uti-
lize 8 frames for inference, and all experiments are con-
ducted on the same model backbones with identical set-
tings across baselines to ensure a fair comparison. For
the self-diagnostic mechanism, we select attention layers
J = [20, 21, 22, 23] (Eq. 4) based on empirical analysis.
Hyperparameters (contrastive strength α and homogeniza-
tion degree β) are tuned via grid search to systematically
explore critical settings. Additional experimental details are
provided in the Appendix.
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 AnswerSEASON)  
 Action B. placing butter in a mixing bowl, 
 and then Action A. to remove cookies from the baking sheet.

 Prompt)  Describe these two actions in the order they occur in the video.
 Action A. to remove cookies from the baking sheet,
 Action B. placing butter in a mixing bowl.

 AnswerSEASON)  Action A occurs first, where a hand uses a spatula to
 swirl batter, creating a marbled effect. Then, Action B follows, showcasing
 the cake being sliced on a plate, revealing its swirl pattern inside.

 Prompt)  Describe these two actions in the order they occur in the video.
 Action A. creating a marbling effect in batter, 
 Action B. slicing a cake.

(a) (b)

Figure 5. Qualitative visualization of SEASON’s self-diagnostic mechanism. Qualitative visualization of SEASON’s self-diagnostic
weights (WT and WS). In the generated text (the x-axis in the line plot), blue tokens are identified as relying on visual temporal cues;
SEASON thus contrasts them against the temporal negative (vT ) to ensure token-level temporal faithfulness. For instance, tokens critical
for temporal ordering like “B” (in (a)), as well as “A” and “first” ((in (b))) clearly receive high temporal weights (WT ) to ensure the
sequence is correct. On the other hand, orange tokens rely on visual spatial cues and are contrasted against the spatial negative (vS). This
is evident as tokens describing objects and interactions, such as “placing butter...mixing bowl” in (a) and “hand...swirl batter” in (b), are
assigned high spatial weights (WS). Both (a) and (b) are samples from Vidhalluc [14].

4.2. Quantitative Evaluation

Hallucination Benchmark Evaluation. As shown in
Tab. 1, SEASON consistently achieves the best training-
free performance across all three hallucination examina-
tion benchmarks for each backbone, while remaining com-
petitive with or even surpassing training-based methods.
For example, on QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4], SEASON improves
the overall VidHalluc [14] score by +5.3% over the base
model and +5.6% over the training-based baseline (Ar-
rowRL [29]). The improvement is particularly pronounced
in mitigating temporal hallucinations, which our method is
designed to target (Sec. 3.2). For instance, on the TSH sub-
task of VidHalluc [14], SEASON boosts performance by up
to +24.5%/+18.7%/+12.3% over each backbones.

General Video Understanding Evaluation. Crucially,
as shown in Tab. 2, these gains in faithfulness do not come at
the cost of general comprehension. SEASON improves per-
formance on the two temporal understanding benchmarks
while maintaining performance on the two conventional
video understanding benchmarks (e.g., +1.4%/+1.2% on
TempCompass [21] and TVBench [7] for LLaVA-Video-
7B [34]). This result indicates that our self-diagnostic
mechanism (Sec. 3.3) effectively penalizes suspected hal-
lucinations without over-suppressing correct tokens.

Table 3. Ablation of SEASON’s temporal negative (vT ) design.
We compare our homogenized strategy against alternatives (Av-
erage, Shuffled, Reverse) on temporal hallucination examination
and temporal understanding benchmarks.

Models Temporal Hallu. Temp
Compass

TV
Bench AVG

TSH TPH

LLaVA-OV-7B [13] 53.0 52.5 68.3 42.8 54.2
+Average 72.7 55.5 69.3 42.2 59.9
+Shuffled 52.3 54.5 69.7 43.6 55.0
+Reverse 58.3 58.5 69.1 44.3 57.6
+Homogenized (ours) 77.7 55.5 69.5 42.9 61.4

QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4] 59.0 46.5 72.9 46.7 56.3
+Average 74.7 44.0 71.6 43.9 58.6
+Shuffled 68.5 50.0 72.9 47.5 59.7
+Reverse 67.3 51.5 71.6 44.9 58.8
+Homogenized (ours) 79.3 47.0 74.1 47.5 62.0

4.3. Qualitative Evaluation

To illustrate how SEASON mitigates hallucinations, Fig. 5
provides two qualitative examples. We visualize the token-
wise adaptive weights computed by our self-diagnostic
mechanism (Eq. 5). When the model generates temporal-
related words (e.g., ”A occurs first” in (b)), the tempo-
ral weight wT (blue) is high, indicating a strong contrast
against the temporal negative vT . In contrast, when gen-
erating tokens for objects or static attributes (e.g., ”butter”
and ”mixing bowl” in (a)), the spatial weight wS (orange)
is high, activating a contrast against the spatial negative vS .
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Table 4. Ablation of SEASON’s key components (vS , vT ) across
various hallucination examination benchmarks.

Models VidHalluc VideoHallucer EventHallusion AVG

LLaVA-OV-7B [13] 70.3 46.4 60.2 59.0
+Spatial Neg. (vS) 75.1 46.7 69.2 63.7
+Temporal Neg. (vT ) 74.2 47.5 69.9 63.9
+SEASON 75.4 48.5 69.2 64.4

QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4] 73.4 53.1 63.3 63.3
+Spatial Neg. (vS) 77.4 53.4 63.3 64.7
+Temporal Neg. (vT ) 77.2 51.9 68.0 66.2
+SEASON 78.7 54.8 66.0 66.5

Table 5. Ablation study of SEASON’s key components. We eval-
uate the impact of the spatial negative (vS) and temporal negative
(vT ) on temporal and overall hallucination examination tasks.

Models VidHalluc VideoHallucer

Temporal Overall Temporal Overall

LLaVA-OV-7B [13] 53.0 70.3 52.5 46.4
+Spatial Neg. (vS) 75.7 75.1 52.0 46.7
+Temporal Neg. (vT ) 77.7 74.2 55.5 47.5
+SEASON 77.5 75.4 55.5 48.5

QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4] 59.0 73.4 46.5 53.1
+Spatial Neg. (vS) 77.0 77.4 42.0 53.4
+Temporal Neg. (vT ) 79.3 77.7 47.0 52.9
+SEASON 77.7 78.7 49.5 54.8

4.4. Ablation Study
Analysis on Temporal Negative. To validate the design
of our temporally-hard negative (Sec. 3.2), we conduct an
ablation study in Tab. 3. We compare against three sim-
pler temporally-easy negatives: Average, Shuffled, and Re-
verse. The results clearly demonstrate the superiority of our
approach. Our Homogenized method achieves the highest
overall Average score for both backbones (e.g., +7.2% on
LLaVA-OV-7B [13] and +5.7% on QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4]).

Ablation on Key Components. We analyze the contribu-
tion of our spatial (vS) and temporal (vT ) negatives in Tab. 4
and 5. From Tab. 4, while applying each of the two intro-
duced negatives individually improves performance, their
combination in SEASON achieves the highest AVG score
(e.g., +5.4% on LLaVA-OV-7B [13]). In Tab. 5, the base-
line of solely applying vT achieves the best temporal-only
results on VidHalluc [14]. On the other hand, SEASON sur-
passes this baseline on VideoHallucer [26]. We attribute
this discrepancy to VideoHallucer’s Yes/No VQA data for-
mat, which is susceptible to compliance bias (preference for
”Yes”), as also empirically verified by Wang et al. [26]. De-
spite this, SEASON consistently achieves the best overall
(spatial and temporal) mitigation across both benchmarks,
and ranks among the top two for temporal-only mitigation.

Analysis of Self-diagnostic Layers. We analyze the sen-
sitivity of our self-diagnostic mechanism (Sec 3.3) to the
selected attention layers J (Eq. 4). In Fig. 6, we plot the
performance in VidHalluc [14] over three backbone models

Selected Attention Layers J

Figure 6. Ablation study on the selected attention layers (J) for
SEASON, evaluated on the VidHalluc benchmark [14]. The per-
formance remains robust and stable, demonstrating insensitivity to
the specific layers chosen for aggregation.

Table 6. Evaluation of SEASON on the large-scale LLaVA-OV-
72B [13] model across the subtasks of the VidHalluc [14].

Models VidHalluc

BQA MCQ STH TSH AVG

LLaVA-OV-72B [13] 76.80 90.79 42.74 67.33 69.41
+SEASON (Ours) 78.46 90.93 40.43 76.00 71.46

when using different attention layers in our self-diagnostic
mechanism. The results demonstrate that SEASON is highly
robust to this hyperparameter. Performance for all mod-
els remains remarkably stable, regardless of whether early,
middle, or final layers are selected.

Scalability to Large Scale VideoLLM. To demonstrate
the scalability and general applicability of our training-free
framework, we applied SEASON to the large-scale LLaVA-
OV-72B [13] model. As shown in Tab. 6, SEASON provides
a consistent performance boost, improving the overall AVG
score on VidHalluc [14] by +2.05%. The most significant
improvement comes from the temporally-focused TSH sub-
task, which increases by +8.67%. This result confirms that
SEASON is a robust and scalable solution.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce Self-Diagnostic Contrastive De-
coding (SEASON), a training-free method that mitigates
temporal alongside spatial hallucinations in VideoLLMs.
To address temporal hallucination, we employ temporal ho-
mogenization to produce the “temporally-hard” negatives
to expose the spurious temporal correlations and a self-
diagnostic Mechanism that detects the hallucination tenden-
cies of each token by measuring attention divergence across
original video and negatives. With these introduced inno-
vations, SEASON adaptively enhance spatial and temporal
faithfulness for each output token. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that SEASON substantially reduces halluci-
nations compared to existing methods, achieving state-of-
the-art results on multiple video hallucination benchmarks
while preserving general video understanding capabilities.
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SEASON: Mitigating Temporal Hallucination in Video Large Language
Models via Self-Diagnostic Contrastive Decoding

Supplementary Material

A. Detailed Experimental Settings
A.1. Our hyperparameters (α, β)
To determine the optimal settings for SEASON, we per-
formed a grid search over the hyperparameters α and β for
each benchmark. We explored the following configurations:

(α, β) ∈ {(1.0, 0.33), (0.5, 0.25)}

This resulted in a total of 2 configurations evaluated for our
proposed method.

A.2. Implementation Detail of Other Baselines
Training-Free Baselines We compare our SEASON
against two training-free baselines: TCD [33] and DINO-
HEAL [14]. As the official implementations were not avail-
able at the time of writing, we re-implemented both meth-
ods strictly following the details provided in their respective
papers. To ensure a fair comparison, we applied a similar
grid search strategy to these baselines for each benchmark:

TCD [33]: We tuned the frame downsampling rate r and the
contrastive decoding parameters (α, β) over the following
search space:

r ∈ {2, 4}, (α, β) ∈ {(1.0, 0.1), (0.5, 0.5)}

This yields a total of 2× 2 = 4 configurations.

DINO-HEAL [14]: We searched over two key components:
normalization usage and DINO model variants.

Normalization ∈ {Enabled, Disabled}

DINO Variants ∈ {With Registers, Without Registers}

This results in 2× 2 = 4 configurations.

Training-Based Baselines For training-based baselines:
ArrowRL [29], TPO [17], and RRPO [23], we utilize the of-
ficial pre-trained checkpoints provided by the respective au-
thors. We strictly adhere to the model configurations speci-
fied within these checkpoints. All other implementation de-
tails and experimental settings are kept consistent with the
original models to ensure the validity of the comparison.

A.3. Prompts among all Benchmarks
We follow each benchmark’s official provided prompt to
implement our inference code.

B. Additional Analysis
B.1. Latency Report
We report the inference latency to evaluate the computa-
tional cost of our proposed method. All measurements
were conducted on a single NVIDIA H100 80GB GPU.
Tab. 7 details the average inference time per sample (sec-
onds/sample) on the VidHalluc [14] benchmark.

Table 7. Per-sample inference latency comparison on the Vid-
Halluc [14] benchmark. Results are reported in seconds.

Models BQA MCQ STH TSH

LLaVA-OV-7B [13] 0.80 0.84 0.89 1.04
+TCD [33] 0.94 1.00 1.06 1.20
+DINO-HEAL [14] 1.25 1.06 0.86 1.12
+SEASON (Ours) 1.21 1.28 1.38 1.48

QWEN2.5-VL-7B [4] 0.77 0.87 0.92 1.12
+TCD [33] 0.90 1.03 1.07 1.24
+DINO-HEAL [14] 0.80 0.91 0.88 1.19
+SEASON (Ours) 1.19 1.33 1.43 1.58

76.00

74.00

72.00

70.00

1.50 1.00 0.50 0.00

SEASON
Original
TCD

DINO-HEAL

Ac
cu

ra
cy

Per-sample inference latency

Figure 7. Corresponding accuracy and latency of applying
TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON with LLaVA-OV-
7B [13] on VidHalluc [14].

As expected, our method introduces moderate computa-
tional overhead compared to the base model due to ad-
ditional operations (Sec. 3.2 and Sec. 3.3). However, as
shown in Fig. 7, the latency remains within a reasonable
range, while offering significant improvements in hallucina-
tion mitigation and preserving general video understanding
(Tab. 1 and Tab. 2).
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B.2. Hyperparameter Sensitivity (α, β)
In Fig. 8, we evaluated the performance on the TSH sub-
task in VidHalluc [14] for the purpose of investigating the
sensitivity of our method to the hyperparameters α and β.

64.50 69.33 69.83 70.17

71.17 74.67 75.50 75.17

73.33 76.67 76.83 76.67

74.50 76.83 77.50 77.00

0.
25

0.
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0.
75

1.
00

0.10 0.25 0.33 0.50

60.00

80.00

Figure 8. Analysis of α and β. The values represent the Accuracy
of LLaVA-OV-7B [13] on the TSH subtask in VidHalluc [14].

As observed in Fig. 8, our method demonstrates consistent
performance across a wide range of configurations. The
performance on the TSH subtask in VidHalluc [14] im-
proves as α reaching 1.00 and β reaching 0.33.

B.3. Temporal Homogenization Layers Ablation
In Sec. 3.2, we apply Temporal Homogenization at layers
in the Model’s Vision Encoder (Eθ). Recall that at a given
layer l and frame ft, the homogenized feature hl,t is defined
as a linear combination of the frame feature from the cor-
responding global context dl and the pre-homogenization
feature h′

l,t (h0,t are the patch embeddings of frame ft):

hl,t = (1− β)h′
l,t + βdl, where h′

l,t = E
(l)
θ (hl−1,t).

By default, this operation is applied to all layers. In Tab. 8,
we vary the range of homogenization layers on LLaVA-OV-
7B [13], in order to investigate the impact of layer selection
in Model’s Vision Encoder (e.g., Early, Middle, and Late).

Table 8. Ablation study on the effect of applying Temporal Ho-
mogenization to different layers in Model’s Vision Encoder (Eθ).

Applied Layers VidHalluc VideoHallucer AVG
TSH TPH

Early Layers 71.2 49.0 60.1
Middle Layers 74.2 53.0 63.6
Late Layers 77.0 54.5 65.8
All Layers (default) 77.7 55.5 66.6

The results demonstrate that applying Temporal Homoge-
nization to All Layers achieves the highest performance in
temporal hallucination examination. Among the partial ap-
plications, Late Layers significantly outperform others.

C. Additional Qualitative Evaluation
In Figs. 9 to 15, we present additional qualitative results of
applying TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON with
LLaVA-OV-7B [13] on TempCompass [21]. SEASON ex-
hibits temporal faithfulness within its generated captions,
which demonstrate the effectiveness of SEASON in mitigat-
ing temporal hallucinations.
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Prompt)  You will be presented with a video and several pieces of information. One piece of information is
consistent with the video while the others are not. Please identify the information that consistent with the video
and generate a video caption accordingly.\nInformation A: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'A girl is shown
reading a book and a body of water is shown simultaneously'}\nInformation B: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order':
'A girl is shown reading a book, then a body of water is shown'}\nInformation C: {'subject': 'entire video',
'order': 'A body of water is shown, then a girl is shown reading a book'}\n

Ground Truth) B. A girl is shown reading a book, then a body of water is shown 

LLaVA-OV-7B) A girl is shown reading a book and a body of water is shown simultaneously.

+TCD) A girl is shown reading a book and a body of water is shown simultaneously.

+DINO-HEAL) A girl is shown reading a book and a body of water is shown simultaneously.

+SEASON) A girl in a black floral dress lies on the grass, holding an open book in her hands, deeply engrossed in
her reading. The serene environment around her includes tall grass and a body of water, with the sun casting a
warm, golden light over the scene. As the video progresses, the girl continues to read, with the body of water
becoming more prominent in the background, enhancing the peaceful and contemplative atmosphere.

Figure 9. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.

Prompt) A video and multiple pieces of information will be provided to you. One of these pieces of information
matches the content of the video, while the remaining ones do not. Your objective is to pinpoint the information
that is in harmony with the video and craft a suitable video caption.\nInformation A: {'subject': 'entire video',
'order': 'a white car is driving while snow particles are melting simultaneously'}\nInformation B: {'subject':
'entire video', 'order': 'snow particles are melting, then a white car is driving'}\nInformation C: {'subject':
'entire video', 'order': 'a white car is driving, then snow particles are melting'}\n

Ground Truth) B. snow particles are melting, then a white car is driving

LLaVA-OV-7B) A white car is driving while snow particles are melting simultaneously.

+TCD)  A white car is driving while snow particles are melting simultaneously.

+DINO-HEAL) A white car is driving while snow particles are melting simultaneously.

+SEASON) As the video progresses, the snow particles continue to melt, revealing more green grass and twigs
underneath. The scene then transitions to a highway at sunset, where a white car drives towards a row of wind
turbines on the left side of the road. The car moves forward, passing by the wind turbines under a sky filled with
scattered clouds, with the sun setting in the distance."

Figure 10. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.
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Prompt)  You will be presented with a video and several pieces of information. One piece of information is consistent with
the video while the others are not. Please identify the information that consistent with the video and generate a video
caption accordingly. Ensure that the generated video caption is brief.\n
Information A: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'a girl jumping into water followed by a person kneading dough'}\n
Information B: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'a person is kneading dough followed by a girl jumping into water'}\n
Information C: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'a girl jumping into water while a person kneading dough'}\n

Ground Truth) C. a girl jumping into water while a person kneading dough

LLaVA-OV-7B) A person is kneading dough followed by a girl jumping into water.

+TCD) A person is kneading dough followed by a girl jumping into water.

+DINO-HEAL) A person is kneading dough followed by a girl jumping into water.

+SEASON) A person is kneading dough on a floured surface, while a girl in a yellow dress and denim jacket
joyfully runs along a wooden dock by a serene lake, embodying a sense of freedom and connection with nature.

Figure 11. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.

Prompt)  A video and multiple pieces of information will be provided to you. One of these pieces of information matches
the content of the video, while the remaining ones do not. Your objective is to pinpoint the information that is in harmony
with the video and craft a suitable video caption. Ensure that the generated video caption is brief.\n
Information A: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'At the same time, an apple is drying out and a big wave is shown'}\n
Information B: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'A big wave is shown and then an apple is drying out'}\n
Information C: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'An apple is drying out and then a big wave is shown'}\n

Ground Truth) A. At the same time, an apple is drying out and a big wave is shown

LLaVA-OV-7B) An apple is drying out and then a big wave is shown.

+TCD) An apple is drying out and then a big wave is shown.

+DINO-HEAL) An apple is drying out and then a big wave is shown.

+SEASON) An apple is drying out above a turbulent blue ocean with white foam, as the apple's color changes
from yellow to red and brown. 

Figure 12. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.
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Prompt)  You will be presented with a video and several pieces of information. One piece of information is
consistent with the video while the others are not. Please identify the information that consistent with the video
and generate a video caption accordingly. Ensure that the generated video caption is brief.\n
Information A: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'An eye is opening first, then a flower is wilting'}\n
Information B: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'Both events happen simultaneously'}\n
Information C: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'A flower is wilting first, then an eye is opening'}\n

Ground Truth) C. A flower is wilting first, then an eye is opening

LLaVA-OV-7B) A flower is wilting while an eye is opening.

+TCD) A flower is wilting while an eye is opening.

+DINO-HEAL) A flower is wilting while an eye is opening.

+SEASON) The video begins with a stunning pink flower in full bloom against a stark black background, followed
by a close-up of an eye opening, showcasing the intricate details of the skin around it and the vibrant blue iris
with a black pupil at the center.

Figure 13. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.

Prompt)  You will be presented with a video and several pieces of information. One piece of information is
consistent with the video while the others are not. Please identify the information that consistent with the video
and generate a video caption accordingly. Ensure that the generated video caption is brief.\n
Information A: {'subject': 'the street', 'order': 'first filled with vehicles and then filled with people'}\n
Information B: {'subject': 'the street', 'order': 'first filled with people and then filled with vehicles'}\n
Information C: {'subject': 'the street', 'order': 'filled with people and vehicles simultaneously'}\n

Ground Truth) B. first filled with people and then filled with vehicles 

LLaVA-OV-7B) The street is filled with people and vehicles simultaneously.

+TCD) The street is filled with people and vehicles simultaneously.

+DINO-HEAL) The street is filled with people and vehicles simultaneously.

+SEASON) From an aerial perspective, the video captures a bustling city intersection teeming with pedestrians
crossing a zebra-striped crosswalk. Cars occasionally pass through the intersection, adding to the dynamic urban
scene.

Figure 14. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.
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Prompt)  You will be presented with a video and several pieces of information. One piece of information is
consistent with the video while the others are not. Please identify the information that consistent with the video
and generate a video caption accordingly. Ensure that the generated video caption is brief.\n
Information A: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'A dog is giving a high five to a woman, and then foods are
added into a bowl'}\nInformation B: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'Foods are added into a bowl, while at the
same time a dog is giving a high five to a woman'}\nInformation C: {'subject': 'entire video', 'order': 'Foods are
added into a bowl, and then a dog is giving a high five to a woman'}\n
Ground Truth) B. Foods are added into a bowl, while at the same time a dog is giving a high five to a woman

LLaVA-OV-7B) A dog is giving a high five to a woman, and then foods are added into a bowl.

+TCD) A dog is giving a high five to a woman, and then foods are added into a bowl.

+DINO-HEAL) A dog is giving a high five to a woman, and then foods are added into a bowl.

+SEASON) As the video progresses, more ingredients are added to the bowl, including shrimp, cherry tomatoes,
avocado slices, and thinly sliced red onions, while the dog continues to give the high five, creating a heartwarming
scene of companionship and mutual understanding.

Figure 15. Qualitative comparison of video captions predicted by LLaVA-OV-7B [13] with TCD [33], DINO-HEAL [14], and SEASON on
TempCompass [21]. Note that words highlighted in green indicate temporal faithfulness, while those in red indicate temporal hallucination.
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