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Abstract

Video unified models exhibit strong capabilities in under-
standing and generation, yet they struggle with reason-
informed visual editing even when equipped with power-
ful internal vision-language models (VLMs). We attribute
this gap to two factors: 1) existing datasets are inadequate
for training and evaluating reasoning-aware video editing,
and 2) an inherent disconnect between the models’ reason-
ing and editing capabilities, which prevents the rich un-
derstanding from effectively instructing the editing process.
Bridging this gap requires an integrated framework that
connects reasoning with visual transformation. To address
this gap, we introduce the Reason-Informed Video Editing
(RVE) task, which requires reasoning about physical plau-
sibility and causal dynamics during editing. To support
systematic evaluation, we construct RVE-Bench, a com-
prehensive benchmark with two complementary subsets:
Reasoning-Informed Video Editing and In-Context Video
Generation. These subsets cover diverse reasoning dimen-
sions and real-world editing scenarios. Building upon this
foundation, we propose the ReViSE, a Self-Reflective Rea-
soning (SRF) framework that unifies generation and eval-
uation within a single architecture. The model’s internal
VLM provides intrinsic feedback by assessing whether the
edited video logically satisfies the given instruction. The
differential feedback that refines the generator’s reasoning
behavior during training. Extensive experiments on RVE-
Bench demonstrate that ReViSE significantly enhances edit-
ing accuracy and visual fidelity, achieving a 32% improve-
ment of Overall score in reasoning-informed video editing
subset over state-of-the-art methods. Our code and models
are available at: https://github.com/Liuxinyv/
ReViSE

*Project leader.
†Corresponding author.

1. Introduction

Instruction-guided video editing [1, 7, 8, 33, 42, 47, 58]
aims to modify a source video according to a given textual
instruction. Recent unified generation models [12, 30, 35,
56] have shown impressive editing capabilities, yet most ex-
isting approaches remain limited to literal transformations
such as adding, removing, or replacing visual elements.
They often struggle with reason-informed editing that re-
quire understanding of the underlying processes or physical
dynamics within the scene. As shown in Figure 1, while
prior editing models are capable of literal tasks like “re-
move the boat,” they fail on understanding “Imagine the
scene an hour after the boat departed.”, which requiring
temporal reasoning. This type of command remains a sig-
nificant challenge for unified video generation models.

To address this, we introduce the Reason-Informed
Video Editing (RVE) task. RVE challenges models to move
beyond simple pattern recognition by integrating implicit
reasoning about physical plausibility and causal dynam-
ics. Consequently, it demands edits that are not only se-
mantically faithful to the instruction but also logically and
physically coherent with the scene’s context. To system-
atically evaluate the RVE task, we introduce RVE-Bench,
a benchmark designed to probe two distinct subsets of
RVE samples, as shown in Figure 2. The first subset,
termed Reasoning-Informed Video Editing, challenges a
model’s ability to to incorporate implicit reasoning and
world knowledge, essential for understanding and gener-
ating realistic video content. For example, the command
“Let the building’s facade reflect the cool tones of the sky”
requires the model to leverage knowledge of environmen-
tal lighting and material properties to produce a plausi-
ble visual transformation. The second subset, In-Context
Video Generation, assesses a model’s capacity to parse and
execute complex instructions within a rich context. For
instance, the instruction “Imagine if the man in the red
hoodie... decided to sit down and join the conversation.”
hints the man’s motivation, which requires the model’s rea-
soning and contextual generation capabilities to predict next
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“Imagine the scene an hour after the 
boat departed”

InsV2V

“Does the edited video reflect the scene 
an hour after the boat departed? Please 
explain your reasoning in detail

“No. The orange boat is still close to the shoreline 
within the same cove, with consistent scale relative 
to the beach and trees. A faithful edit would 
plausibly show the boat farther from shore or out 
of frame, a visible trajectory; none of those cues 
are present.”

Understanding ModuleGeneration Module

VLM
 Reward

Generation
Module

Understanding
Module

Self Reflective
 Learning

Generation
Module

Guided 
Training

(a) Reasoning Gap between Understanding and Generation Module of Connector-based Unified model (b) Self Reflective Reasoning framework bridges the reasoning gap

Figure 1. Current video unified models excel at understanding tasks with a powerful internal VLM, but a significant gap remains in their
ability to guide a generator for reason-informed editing. Our ReViSE bridges this gap by enabling the VLM to produce self-corrective
feedback, iteratively refining editing direction.

behavior.
Building upon this foundation, we observed that strong

understanding and generation capabilities do not guaran-
tee proficiency in reasoning-driven editing. While Super-
vised Fine-Tuning (SFT) improves instruction following, it
proves insufficient for enhancing reasoning. Specifically,
SFT on our RVE dataset yielded limited gains in reasoning-
driven editing, as it primarily refines editing skills without
internalizing the real-world dynamics.

To bridge this gap, we introduce the ReViSE, a Self-
Reflective Reasoning (SRF) framework that empowers
connector-based unified video models to refine their rea-
soning through intrinsic differential feedback. In contrast
to Reinforcement Learning methods [4, 24, 48], reliant on
expensive external reward models, ReViSE leverages solely
intrinsic supervision. An internal understanding module
acts as a critic, evaluating the logical consistency between
generated edits and the given instruction, and providing a
probability score of predicting “Yes” to guide the gener-
ator with differential feedback. By concurrently optimiz-
ing reasoning-guided supervision and flow-matching loss,
ReViSE enhances both semantic alignment and generation
realism, effectively integrating reasoning and editing. Ex-
tensive experiments on RVE-Bench show that ReViSE sub-
stantially improves reasoning accuracy and visual fidelity
compared with state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods. These re-
sults validate that our self-reflective learning paradigm can
effectively bridge the gap between high-level reasoning and
video editing, opening new avenues for creating unified,
reasoning-aligned generative models.

In summary, our main contributions are as follows.
• We propose RVE-Bench, the first comprehensive bench-

mark designed for Reasoning-Informed Video Editing
(RVE), which requires models to demonstrate an implicit
understanding of complex real-world dynamics.

• We propose the ReViSE, an end-to-end, self-supervised

paradigm. ReViSE enables unified models to correct their
reasoning errors via leveraging an internal VLM as an in-
trinsic critic, providing differential guidance without ex-
ternal reward models.

• We conduct extensive experiments that not only establish
state-of-the-art performance on RVE-Bench but also pro-
vide in-depth analysis, validating the effectiveness of our
self-reflective mechanism.

2. Related Work

2.1. Instructional Video Editing

Recent advances in video editing [3, 7, 8, 21, 25, 29, 29,
32, 34, 37, 39, 51, 52, 61, 63] have increasingly leveraged
diffusion-based generative models [5–8, 13, 16, 27, 43, 44,
49] to achieve high-quality, temporally consistent, and con-
trollable video synthesis. A growing body of research fo-
cuses on extending image diffusion models to the video
domain, emphasizing instruction following and adaptation
efficiency. Early efforts such as Tune-A-Video [44] pio-
neered one-shot tuning of pre-trained image diffusion mod-
els for text-to-video generation. To further enhance tem-
poral alignment and domain generalization, InsV2V [10]
introduces a video-to-video transfer framework using syn-
thetic datasets for improved stability. Recently, large-scale
synthesized datasets such as InsViE [46], Senorita-2M [62]
and Ditto [1] have been introduced to facilitate instruction-
guided video editing, providing diverse and high-quality ex-
amples for training and evaluation. Beyond isolated mod-
els, unified frameworks have been explored to integrate
VLMs to enhance instruction comprehension and cross-
modal grounding for editing. For instance, VEGGIE [54]
parses complex natural-language instructions and reasons
over spatio-temporal regions to produce semantically con-
sistent, context-aware edits; meanwhile, Omni-Video [35]
tightly couples VLM-based instruction interpretation with
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(c) Word cloud of instruction keyword frequencies.

“What will be like if the perspective shifted to a roadside view, 
revealing a new home for local birds?”

Edited Video

"What if the drink had cooled down just enough to be sipped 
comfortably?"
Source Video

Source Video

Edited Video

“Imagine that the spring thaw brought a vibrant, mossy life to 
the rocky canyon walls”
Source Video

Edited Video

“Let the building's facade designed to reflect the cool tones of 
the sky?”
Source Video

Edited Video

(a) Examples of two reasoning subsets

“Imagine if the focus shifted to the jet's cockpit door, which 
slowly closed under the control of internal mechanisms”

“What would happen if a close-up shot zoomed in from their 
full bodies to just their hands and lower torsos ?”

“Imagine it that the young man's simple smile should transform 
into a blossoming, radiant grin as he spots someone he likes, 
before he shyly turns away in a moment of sweet bashfulness.”

”

“Imagine if the geyser's eruption intensified, creating a dramatic 
scene as the powerful jet of water and steam soared against the 
serene backdrop of forested hills."

Source Video

Edited Video

Source Video

Edited Video

Source Video

Edited Video

Source Video

Edited Video
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48%

33%
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(b) Category distribution of two reasoning subsets

Commonsense 
Reasoning

Causal 
Reasoning

Camera 
Reasoning

Emotional 
Reasoning

19%
55%

10%
17%

RVE
Bench

Figure 2. Overview and statistics of RVE-Bench. (a) Examples from two subsets: Reasoning-Informed Video Editing (top) and In-
Context Video Generation (bottom). (b) Distribution of reasoning categories across the two subsets. (c) Word cloud of instruction keyword
frequencies.

diffusion-based generation in a single end-to-end trainable
system, improving faithfulness in instruction following and
alignment of edits to semantic intent.

2.2. Reasoning Visual Generation and Editing

Recent efforts in reason-informed visual generation and
editing [9, 23, 28, 41, 50, 57] focus on bridging the gap be-
tween perceptual quality and semantic coherence. Bench-
marks like WISE [28], R2I-Bench [9], and WorldGen-
Bench [57] evaluate text-to-image models’ ability to reason
about world knowledge, spatial relationships, and causal
logic, revealing widespread failures in factual accuracy
and commonsense understanding. RISE [59] and Edit-
World [50] extend this to image editing, assessing whether
edits preserve physical plausibility and contextual consis-
tency, while Science-t2i [23] specifically targets scientific
accuracy in generated images. Together, these works ad-
vance the frontier of reasoning-grounded visual generation.

Recent Reinforcement Learning methods [11, 14, 15, 19,
22, 26, 55, 60] have focused on improving model align-
ment without relying on external reward models. Meth-
ods like CSR [60] leverage internal consistency and cross-
modal alignment as implicit rewards, enabling iterative self-
improvement in multimodal understanding. However, these
approaches do not explore the potential of the reasoning ca-

pability of VLMs for the RVE task.

3. Method

In the following section, we will first describe the construc-
tion of our RVE-Dataset and RVE-Benchmark, then present
the ReViSE’s architecture, and finally discuss training ob-
jectives and implementation details.

3.1. Data Curation and Benchmark Construction

This section describes our data curation strategy for build-
ing the RVE-Dataset, which enables the model to acquire
deeper and more reasonable editing capabilities. We col-
lect a total of about 5.6W editing samples to support model
training. To enable systematic evaluation of reasoning-
informed video editing, we construct RVE-Bench, a bench-
mark consisting of two complementary subsets: Reasoning-
Informed Video Editing and In-Context Video Generation.
These two subsets represent complementary dimensions of
reasoning-informed instructional video editing: The first fo-
cuses on explicit causal and physical reasoning within local-
ized edits, while the second emphasizes implicit contextual
and spatial-temporal reasoning across complex scenes. Spe-
cific category information can be found in the Appendix.
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Clips QwenVL 1. Clip sets
2. Video captions 

(1 ) SceneCut & Caption

SCENE_001_XXX

SCENE_002_XXX

SCENE_00X_XXX

…

Similarity Graph 
Construction                   

connect(clip_i, clip_j) if 
sim(text_emb_i, 
text_emb_j) > τ

G1
G2

G3

SubGroups
(G1,G2,G3,…)

(2) Grouping & Clustering

Videos

SubGroups
G_i

Vision embeddings

Caption embeddings Cosine Similarity Filtering
Delete if 
sim(vision_emb_i, cap_emb_i) < τ &
sim(vision_emb_j, cap_emb_j) < τ

Source-Edited 
Video Pairs

(3) Inter-Group Matching & Filtering

(4) Reason-Informed Instruction Generation

Source-Edited 
Video Pairs

System prompt: You are a reasoning-informed instruction generator for 
video editing tasks. Given a source video and an edited video, create 
ONE concise, natural-language instruction that implicitly describes the 
reasoning information between them. Phrase the instruction as a 
temporal reasoning, casual temporal, physical plausibility, or scene-level 
interpretation. Do not describe the pixel-level transformation between 
source and edited videos again. Only output the implicit logical 
instruction.Reason-Informed Instruction

Figure 3. Overview of the data construction pipeline for the In-
Context Video Generation subset of RVE-Bench.

3.1.1. Reasoning-Informed Video Editing Subset
This subset is built upon existing instruction-based video
editing datasets (e.g., Ditto-1M [1]). While the original in-
structions typically describe surface-level pixel manipula-
tions, such as “remove the cup,” “add a lamp,” they often
lack the implicit causal or commonsense reasoning required
for real-world understanding. To address this limitation, we
employ GPT-4o [17] to recaption the original instructions
into reasoning-informed instructions. The rewritten cap-
tions introduce implicit causal, temporal, and physical rea-
soning cues while maintaining consistency with the paired
source and target videos. For example, an instruction such
as “replace the poached egg with a fried egg” will be rewrit-
ten as “Reflect the diner’s preference for the crisp texture
and richer flavor of a cooked yolk.” This process generates
a set of high-quality, reasoning-aware instruction–video
triplets, encompassing four reasoning types: causal, spa-
tial, temporal, and commonsense reasoning, thereby signif-
icantly increasing the semantic complexity and diversity of
reasoning in the editing task.

3.1.2. In-Context Video Generation Subset
While the first subset enhances implicit reasoning align-
ment, the second focuses on contextual understanding
across scenes. As illustrated in Figure 3, we construct
this subset directly from movie data, leveraging their natu-
rally rich temporal continuity and semantic diversity. Each
movie is first segmented into shots using automatic scene
cut detection [53]. Then, we employ QwenVL-32B [2] to
generate video-level captions. We randomly select two clips
from nearby scenes as the source and target pair, and use the
video caption as the instruction template. To ensure seman-
tic relevance, we perform clustering based on visual similar-

ity using SigLIP [36] embeddings with a similarity score.
Each cluster contains up to six clips. Within each clus-
ter, the clip with the lowest average similarity to others is
used as the target video, and the rest serve as source videos.
For each selected triplet, we utilize GPT-4o to generate
reason-informed editing instructions describing narrative,
causal, or commonsense relations, divided into four reason-
ing types: camera, causal, emotional, and commonsense.
By combining recaptioned reasoning-enriched instructions
of the existing dataset with real video pairs, our dataset
achieves both visual diversity and semantic depth. This
dual-source design bridges the gap between pixel-level edit-
ing and reasoning-level understanding, providing a strong
foundation for training models capable of reason-aware and
physically plausible video editing.

3.1.3. RVE-Bench and Evaluation Metrics
To facilitate systematic evaluation of RVE task, we con-
struct and introduce RVE-Bench, the first comprehensive
benchmark designed for this task. It comprises 1,000
unique triplets, each containing a source video, a textual
instruction, and a corresponding edited video. Inspired by
recent work in automated evaluation [20], we propose a ro-
bust, reasoning-aware evaluation framework utilizing GPT-
4o. Our framework assesses generated videos from two pri-
mary aspects: Semantic Consistency (SC) and Perceptual
Quality (PQ). SC measures how faithfully the edit adheres
to the instruction and PQ evaluates the visual and temporal
integrity of the edited video. Each aspect is further broken
down into two fine-grained sub-metrics:
1. Edit Accuracy (EA): evaluates whether the edit aligns

with the instructions.
2. Preservation Consistency (PC): assesses the consis-

tency of non-edited regions with the source video to
avoid over-editing.

3. Generation Naturalness (GN): evaluates the smooth-
ness and natural flow of the video.

4. Generation Realism (GR): measures the visual fidelity
of the generated frames, focusing on the absence of arti-
facts, distortions, or unnatural textures.

For each pair, GPT-4o provides a score from 0 to 10 for all
four sub-metrics. The Overall score for a method is cal-
culated by first taking the geometric mean of the two se-
mantic scores and the two perceptual scores, respectively,
and then averaging these overall scores across the entire
benchmark. However, for the In-Context Video Genera-
tion task, which often involves complex and creative trans-
formations, such as changing logs into chips, the PC metric
is not applicable. Therefore, in this experimental setting,
the PC score is not calculated for this subset.

3.2. Self Reflective Learning
As illustrated in Figure 4, our proposed ReViSE framework
consists of two core components: a Generation module re-
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Understanding Generation

Text Encoder

Text Head

…

Imagine the scene an 
hour after the boat 
departed

VLM

Generated Video

Self-Reflective Learning

System PromptVision Encoder

Source Video

Vision Head

…

Instruction

… DiT

Vision Adapter VAE Encoder

…

You are a professional video 
editing results evaluator … to be 
considered include: 1. Edit 
Accuracy  2. Preservation 
Consistency 3. Generation 
Naturalness 4.Generation Realism

Does the second video 
accurately and realistically 
follow the instruction? 
Please given the detailed 
reason, then answer “Yes" 
or “No“.

User Prompt

“Yes ” or “No”

VLM

Flow Matching Loss Cross-Entropy Loss

…

“1.The boat remained too close to 
shore, lacking the expected movement. 
2. The boat’s …. movement, making it 
unrealistic. Final Answer: No.”

Figure 4. Overview of ReViSE’s framework. Given a reasoning instruction and a source video, the internal VLM encodes them into
textual tokens and visual features: the textual tokens support understanding, while the visual features pass through a vision head and adapter
to condition a DiT for video edits. The proposed Self-Reflective Learning utilizes the internal VLM to evaluate the edited video from four
dimensions and produces self-corrective feedback by answering “yes” or “no”, guiding the DiT training and refining the editing results.

sponsible for editing the video, and an internal understand-
ing module that evaluates the edit accuracy and provides
self-reflective feedback. This synergy allows the model to
iteratively refine its reasoning capabilities during training.

3.2.1. Architecture

In connector-based unified models, [35] demonstrates the
effectiveness of leveraging pretrained Vision-Language
Models (VLMs) (e.g., ViLA [45]) and the generative diffu-
sion model (e.g., Wan [38]) for robust video understanding
and generation. These models typically consist of an under-
standing module that processes multimodal inputs to gen-
erate semantic representations grounded in world knowl-
edge. Our method builds upon such a connector-based
unified model [35]. We first process the multimodal in-
puts through separate encoders. Specifically, the source
video yi is passed through the video encoder to produce
a visual latent representation vi, while the textual instruc-
tion ci is processed by the T5 encoder to produce a se-
quence of textual tokens ti. Additionally, the understand-
ing module U processes both the visual and textual in-
puts to generate a multimodel semantic representation ui:
vi = Evid(yi), ti = Etext(ci), ui = U(yi, ci). These rep-
resentations are then combined to form a unified condition-
ing signal ci: ci = fC(vi, ti,ui), where fC is the connec-
tor function that transforms the combined embeddings into
a generator-compatible conditioning signal. This signal is
then injected into each DiT block [31] to guide the genera-

tion process.
Given the conditioned signal ci, the generator Gϕ pre-

dicts the video content. The generator takes a noisy latent
variable zt at timestep t, and the generator output at time t
is conditioned on ci:

vϕ(zt, t | ci) = Gϕ(zt, t, ci). (1)

The generator may produce noisy videos that are difficult
for the VLM to interpret. In such cases, rather than directly
feeding Gϕ(zt), we estimate a cleaner version of the video:

x̂0 = zt − t · vϕ(zt, t | ci). (2)

Here, x̂0 represents the clean video that is estimated from
the noisy latent zt. This provides a stable and coherent vi-
sual input for the subsequent evaluation.

3.2.2. Self-Reflection
A cornerstone of our self-reflective framework is enabling
the model’s internal understanding module to serve as a sta-
ble and reliable verifier. To achieve this, we incorporate a
QA-based verification mechanism, which allows the model
to validate the accuracy and consistency of its edits lever-
aging the VLM. To ensure reliable verification, we design
a system prompt that directs U to reason through the video
editing process before predicting a final “Yes/No” probabil-
ity score. For each editing instruction, we require the VLM
to evaluate the edit results across four key dimensions: 1)

5



Algorithm 1 Self-Reflective Learning

Require: Generator Gϕ, Understanding Module U , In-
struction ci, Source video yi

1: while training do
2: Sample timestep t
3: Estimate clean latent x̂0

4: Decode edited video ŷ0 ← D(x̂0)
5: Reflect: Evaluate (ŷ0, yi, ci) with U to obtain rea-

soning loss Lreason
6: Compute base Flow Matching loss:

LFM ← E
[
∥vϕ − vtarget∥2

]
7: Compute final USO objective:

LUSO ← LFM + λ · LLreason

8: Update generator parameters: ϕ← ϕ− η∇ϕLUSO
9: end while

10: return Refined generator G∗
ϕ

edit accuracy; 2) preservation consistency; 3) generation
naturalness; 4) generation realism, providing a compre-
hensive assessment of the overall generation quality, as de-
tailed in Section 3.1.3. The VLM responds “Yes” only if all
four dimensions are satisfied; otherwise, it responds “No”.
The system prompt template is shown in Figure 4. To en-
hance interpretability and reliability, U is further instructed
to first provide a concise chain-of-thought reasoning before
producing the final “Yes/No” response, ensuring that the
evaluation is both transparent and well-grounded.

3.2.3. Training Objective
To integrate the self-reflective feedback from U , we ex-
plore two distinct optimization strategies built upon gener-
ative loss: Unified Semantic Optimization (USO) and Re-
ward Weighted Optimization (RWO). Both strategies are
based on the same reward signal, but each focuses on dif-
ferent optimization goals: USO improves the overall gener-
ation performance by unifying the optimization of semantic
consistency and perceptual quality, while RWO refines the
model’s reasoning process through weighted adjustments,
thereby more precisely optimizing the editing.

Unified Semantic Optimization. As shown in Algo-
rithm 1, Our first strategy enhances the standard training
objective by incorporating an auxiliary reasoning loss from
our critic. This is achieved by adding the feedback from the
Understanding Module U as a compulsory constraint. The
total loss function combines flow matching loss Lreason and
proposed reasoning loss Lreason. Formally, the generator Gϕ

generates an edited video ŷ given the source video yi and an
instruction c. The system prompt Sq is then injected into the
understanding module U , which processes the multimodal
inputs and provides reasoning-based feedback. The objec-
tive Lreason is defined as a binary cross-entropy loss based

on the logit difference between the “yes” and “no” tokens:

Lreason = − log p(aj), where p(aj) = σ(ℓ(j)aj
− ℓ

(j)
āj

),
(3)

where ℓ
(j)
aj and ℓ

(j)
āj

denote the logits of the correct and op-
posite answer tokens, respectively, and σ(·) is the sigmoid
function. This formulation normalizes the logits within the
“yes” and “no” space, ensuring stability and effectiveness
during training.

Specifically, this combination aims to balance the conti-
nuity of video editing with the accuracy of the edits, enhanc-
ing the overall quality of the generated videos. We define
the total loss function as:

LUSO = LFM + λ · Lreason, (4)

This USO approach jointly optimizes for generative fidelity
via LFM and high-level semantic alignment via Lreason.

Reward Weighted Optimization. Our second strategy,
RWO, offers a more direct way to incorporate the critic’s
feedback by re-weighting the generative loss itself. Instead
of adding a new loss term, RWO modulates the contribu-
tion of each training sample to the LFM based on the critic’s
evaluation. To ensure training stability, the RWO objective
combines a reward-weighted loss term with a regularizing
component of the original FM loss:
LRWO = E

[
w(pyes) · ∥vϕ − vtarget∥2

]
+ λc · LFM, (5)

where vϕ is the model’s predicted velocity and vtarget is the
ground-truth velocity. The weighting function is defined
as w(pyes) = 1 − pyes, where pyes is the “yes” probability
from the critic U . This dynamically scales the loss, com-
pelling the generator to focus more on correcting samples
that the critic identifies as incorrect. RWO thus transforms
the critic’s score into a scalar signal that directly influences
the generative process.

4. Experiments
On the RVE-Bench, we compare our proposed method
with several state-of-the-art baselines, including Omni-
Video [35], InsV2V [10], InsViE [46], and VACE [18].
We present detailed quantitative and qualitative results
that demonstrate the effectiveness of self-reflective learn-
ing across reason-informed instructional editing cate-
gories. The results are evaluated across six key metrics:
ViCLIPT [40], EA, PC, GN, GR, and Overall score, provid-
ing a comprehensive assessment of models’ performance.

4.1. Experimental Results
Quantitative Results. As shown in Table 1, we evalu-
ate five models on RVE-Bench across four reasoning cate-
gories: Causal, Temporal, Spatial, and Commonsense Rea-
soning. Our ReViSE consistently outperforms other mod-
els on key metrics, with the most significant improvement
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“What if the girl’s fragrance gently attracted a 
delicate butterfly, fluttering toward her?”

Omni-Video

(a) Reasoning-informed video editing

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

“What if the cold air meets the wet ground and 
causes moisture to condense into a low mist?”

“What if the scene transitioned from a magical 
night to a dawn, causing the northern lights to 
fade away?”

“Imagine if the snowfall ceased and the weather 
cleared, allowing the pickup truck to transition from 
a wet road to a dry highway, symbolizing a journey 
from winter to spring.

Ours

Omni-Video

InsViE

VACE

Source Video

“Imagine if the logs underwent a mechanical 
transformation process, resulting in them being 
chipped and dispensed as wood chips onto a growing 
pile.”Source Video

“What if the dog ran into the depths of the 
forest?

(b) In-context video generation

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of ReViSE and other baselines on RVE-Bench.

in the EA aspect. For example, ReViSE achieves a 38%
improvement in Overall score (3.6756 → 5.0786) in tem-
poral reasoning and a 32% improvement in Overall score
(4.9384→ 5.1112) on the first subset, demonstrating its su-
perior ability to interpret and execute reasoning-informed
instructions. While InsV2V and InsViE score higher in PC,
a perfect PC score may indicate minimal editing, which
doesn’t fully address the reasoning task. ReViSE bal-
ances overall PC (5.4086) with meaningful changes, ensur-
ing both high semantic fidelity and substantial edits where
needed. ReViSE excels across all reasoning categories, de-
livering the best overall performance.

Qualitative Results. Qualitative results in Figure 5
demonstrate ReViSE’s effectiveness in RVE task. For in-
stance, ReViSE successfully transforms a background into
a “depth forest” from the instruction “ran into the depth

forest,” while maintaining visual consistency and avoiding
artifacts. These results confirm ReViSE’s strong perfor-
mance in both visual quality and semantic accuracy. When
instructed to reflect the effects of cold air meets the wet
ground and causes moisture, ReViSE generates a foggy
scene that logically aligns with the physical process de-
scribed in the instruction. This ability to generate feasi-
ble editing results through commonsense reasoning further
highlights the robustness of ReViSE in handling diverse
real-world scenarios.

Figure 5 (b) showcases the qualitative results for In-
Context Video Generation, where the instructions require
rich contextual reasoning ability. For instance, the instruc-
tion “Imagine if the logs underwent a mechanical ... wood
chips onto a growing pile” demands an understanding of
the transformation from logs to chips and the subsequent
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Table 1. Comparison results on RVE-Bench. The best and second best results are shown in bold and underlined respectively.

Method Reasoning-Informed Video Editing In Context Video Generation

ViCLIPT↑ EA↑ PC↑ GN↑ GR↑ Overall↑ ViCLIPT↑ EA↑ GN↑ GR↑ Overall↑

Temporal Reasoning Camera Reasoning

VACE [18] 0.1623 3.0746 6.7164 6.5463 7.7164 3.2471 0.2120 3.6154 5.5055 4.2857 3.3408
InsViE[46] 0.1651 3.4179 6.7313 6.3731 6.0746 2.8958 0.2129 3.6703 4.7692 3.6264 2.8685
InsV2V [10] 0.1683 3.8955 8.1493 6.5970 7.0149 3.6756 0.2188 3.9780 5.9780 5.5714 3.6895
Omni-Video [35] 0.1674 3.9104 2.7761 7.3134 7.8806 2.9187 0.2150 5.7912 7.1429 7.1758 5.7630
ReViSE (Ours) 0.1684 4.4179 4.0597 6.6119 7.2836 5.0786(+38%) 0.2193 6.4505 6.9231 6.6484 5.9268

Causal Reasoning Causal Reasoning

VACE [18] 0.1643 2.1786 7.0119 6.7463 6.9762 2.3032 0.2130 3.2381 5.8095 4.6837 3.0712
InsViE[46] 0.1670 2.6667 7.0238 5.9643 6.0476 2.5115 0.2121 2.7823 5.0646 4.2517 2.4028
InsV2V [10] 0.1720 3.9048 7.9286 6.2619 6.8810 3.7026 0.2219 3.6122 5.7687 5.5442 3.3804
Omni-Video [35] 0.1744 5.1084 2.6988 7.0361 7.6988 3.1360 0.2155 5.2619 7.2483 7.6327 5.4782
ReViSE (Ours) 0.1758 6.0402 5.8330 6.5835 7.2072 5.4782(+30%) 0.2259 5.8946 6.8299 6.6871 5.6354

Spatial Reasoning Emotional Reasoning

VACE [18] 0.1549 1.8333 6.1667 6.5000 8.3333 2.1985 0.2088 3.6471 6.2941 5.5000 3.6523
InsViE[46] 0.1636 1.8333 8.1667 6.1667 6.5000 1.7743 0.2089 3.2255 4.8824 4.2647 2.6626
InsV2V [10] 0.1668 2.5000 7.6667 6.1667 7.3333 2.9308 0.2168 3.2745 5.9706 5.8431 3.3410
Omni-Video [35] 0.1561 5.6667 4.5000 6.6667 8.3333 4.5506 0.2121 4.8039 7.0882 7.3137 4.9384
ReViSE (Ours) 0.1734 6.6667 4.3333 7.6667 7.5000 4.9054(+9%) 0.2181 5.3627 6.7059 6.4902 5.1112

Commonsense Reasoning Commonsense Reasoning

VACE [18] 0.1697 4.6160 6.6198 6.5217 7.4183 4.2975 0.2118 3.7647 6.2745 4.8627 3.6547
InsViE[46] 0.1730 5.2167 5.8859 6.1103 6.3612 3.9263 0.2122 3.3137 5.0980 4.1176 2.8524
InsV2V [10] 0.1765 4.9430 7.4221 6.3688 7.3240 4.3150 0.2208 4.4706 6.0588 5.9412 4.1007
Omni-Video [35] 0.1778 4.6782 2.4483 7.3372 8.2720 2.9536 0.2157 5.9216 7.3529 7.2549 5.7932
ReViSE (Ours) 0.1826 6.4639 4.4905 6.5885 7.3832 4.3961(+2%) 0.2260 5.9353 7.0980 6.7059 5.7623

Table 2. Ablation results of training objectives of ReViSE on
Reasoning-Informed Video Editing subset of RVE-Bench.

Method ViCLIPT↑ EA↑ PC↑ GN↑ GR↑ Overall↑

VACE 0.1658 2.6309 6.7198 6.6062 7.3120 2.7195
InsViE 0.1688 3.2111 6.4432 6.1679 6.2481 2.6281
InsV2V 0.1731 3.7815 7.9123 6.4580 7.2012 3.5387
Omni-Video 0.1747 4.8506 2.9716 6.5346 7.1519 3.1331

w SFT 0.1721 4.9383 4.1160 6.7481 7.3495 3.7009
w RWO 0.1781 5.3988 4.5099 6.3370 6.9519 3.7554
w USO (ReViSE) 0.1771 6.1605 5.4086 6.6185 7.3423 4.6689(+32%)

arrangement of the chips. ReViSE is the only method that
accurately interprets the instruction, generating a realistic
video of logs transforming into chips and accumulating into
a growing pile. This result demonstrates ReViSE’s unique
ability to handle complex in-context generation tasks that
require reasoning and dynamic context interpretation.

Results on Conventional Video Editing To evaluate the
performance of ReViSE on standard video editing tasks,
we randomly selected 809 samples from the Ditto-1M
dataset [1]. ReViSE was compared with four representa-
tive baselines, and the quantitative results in Table C show
that it consistently outperforms all competitors across four
key metrics, achieving a 36.7% gain in the Overall score
over the previous state of the art. Although the radar plot in
Figure 7 reports a lower Preservation Consistency (PC) for
ReViSE, this should not be interpreted as inferior editing
quality. A higher PC reflects fewer visual changes, rather
than better edits. ReViSE achieves an average PC score of

5.0963, which lies within a desirable range that balances
faithful execution of the editing instruction with consistency
to the source video, thereby ensuring both semantic accu-
racy and visual coherence. Qualitative comparisons in Fig-
ure 6 further illustrate that ReViSE not only excels in con-
ventional editing scenarios but also provides a reliable foun-
dation for more challenging reasoning-aware video editing
tasks. In the figure, both the white and red boxes highlight
the regions that require editing. This robustness demon-
strates the generality of our ReViSE across both traditional
and reasoning-driven video editing.

Table 3. Comparison results of conventional video editing on
Ditto-1M [1].

Method ViCLIPT↑ EA↑ PC↑ GN↑ GR↑ Overall↑

VACE [18] 0.1721 1.4741 5.7444 5.9753 6.2383 1.3958
InsViE [46] 0.1733 2.2185 5.4185 5.2420 5.2840 1.6960
InsV2V [10] 0.1828 3.2395 6.6247 5.7432 5.8864 2.7871
Omni-Video [35] 0.1851 3.6901 3.1321 6.5235 7.0222 2.5508
ReViSE (Ours) 0.1877 5.0963 4.6852 6.5259 7.1543 3.8109(+36.7%)

Ablation of Training Objectives. Table 2 compares
training objective variants for RVE task on the RVE-
Benchmark. While SFT and RWO improve editing perfor-
mance, USO achieves superior results across all metrics.
Specifically, SFT improves edit accuracy by only 1.8%,
whereas USO and RWO achieve gains of 27% and 11%,
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“Transform the thatched roof of the hut into a reflective 
silver dome that mirrors the sky.”
Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

“Replace the red ornaments on the tree with glowing 
amber ones that pulse gently like candles.”

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Source Video

Figure 6. Qualitative comparisons between ReViSE and other representative methods on conventional video editing.

Figure 7. Comparison results of conventional video editing on
Ditto-1M [1].

respectively. Both USO and RWO leverage self-reflective
learning, refining edits by verifying adherence to reason-
ing instructions. RWO scales the flow matching loss us-
ing an alpha factor derived from the ”yes” token probabil-
ity score, acting as regularization. However, this approach
does not explicitly decouple edit generation and instruc-
tion satisfaction and may not be sufficient to effectively bal-
ance these two objectives. In contrast, USO optimizes both
flow matching and unified semantic losses, enabling com-
plementary optimization based on distinct gradient, lead-

“Imagine the scene an hour after the boat departed”

SFT

RWO

USO

Source Video

Figure 8. Qualitative ablation results of training objectives.

ing to balanced improvement. Qualitative ablation results
in Figure 8, further confirm that our approach not only im-
proves reasoning editing accuracy but also enhances the vi-
sual realism of the generated videos, demonstrating the ef-
fectiveness of our unified framework.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we introduced the Reason-Informed Video
Editing (RVE) task and developed ReViSE, a Self-
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Reflective Reasoning (SRF) framework, to bridge the gap
between reasoning and video editing. By integrating rea-
soning, generation, and internal evaluation within a unified
architecture, ReViSE leverages an internal VLM to pro-
vide intrinsic feedback and refine the video editing pro-
cess. Additionally, we propose RVE-Bench, the first bench-
mark specifically designed for the RVE task, featuring two
categories that encompass diverse reasoning dimensions
and real-world contexts. Our extensive experiments on
the RVE-Bench benchmark demonstrate that ReViSE sig-
nificantly improves reasoning accuracy and visual fidelity,
achieving a marginal gain over state-of-the-art methods.
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A. Detailed Descriptions of RVE-Bench
To comprehensively evaluate reasoning in advanced video
models, we introduce RVE-Bench including 1k sam-
ples, which is composed of two complementary subsets:
Reasoning-Informed Video Editing and In-Context Video
Generation. To address the limitations of existing bench-
marks that rely on explicit, pixel-focused instructions, we
developed the reasoning-informed video editing subset.
This was achieved by systematically reformulating stan-
dard editing instructions into sophisticated prompts that ne-
cessitate an implicit understanding of real-world dynamics.
The second subset, in-context video generation, is built
from real movie data to specifically target the challenge of
contextually-enriched video generation, requiring models to
create new scenes based on complex narrative and cinematic
reasoning. Together, they provide a robust benchmark for
advanced video reasoning editing. We provide a detailed
breakdown of both subsets in Table 4, which specifies their
data sources, reasoning categories, and instruction exam-
ples.

A.1. Reasoning-Informed Video Editing
The Reasoning-Informed Video Editing subset is system-
atically structured to evaluate model capabilities across
four deep understanding and precise reasoning dimensions:
causal, spatial, temporal, and commonsense reasoning.
In total, this subset contains 809 meticulously annotated
samples.

• Causal reasoning involves understanding transforma-
tive changes driven by external factors, such as glass
shattering upon impact. This domain covers three rep-
resentative forms of causal effects: (1) structural de-
formation, where external forces alter the shape of an
object; (2) state transition, in which an object changes
state due to manipulation or environmental shifts (e.g.,
melting, freezing, or burning); and (3) physical manifes-
tation, where visible outcomes emerge from underlying
physical laws triggered by specific stimuli.

• Spatial reasoning reflects how a scene appears from
different viewing angles or how various components as-
semble into new structures. This domain includes three
representative subcategories: (1) object arrangement,
which assesses the sequencing and positioning of ob-
jects based on attributes such as size, shape, or color;
(2) viewpoint generation, which evaluates the ability
to synthesize plausible novel views from different an-
gles; and (3) layout reasoning, which examines whether
the model can understand and manipulate overall spatial
configurations while maintaining structural coherence.

• Temporal reasoning focuses on how objects and scenes
naturally evolve over time rather than changing abruptly
for visual convenience. This domain encompasses
four representative forms: (1) life progression, such as

growth, aging, or developmental stages; (2) environmen-
tal cycles, including seasonal or weather-driven transi-
tions; (3) material state change, such as rusting, dry-
ing, melting, or fading; and (4) societal transforma-
tion, where human activities or cultural contexts evolve
across time.

• Commonsense reasoning requires generated edits to
follow everyday expectations about how humans, ob-
jects, and environments behave in the real world. This
domain covers four representative aspects: (1) physical
plausibility, such as knowing that snow melts when tem-
peratures rise or that unsupported objects fall; (2) envi-
ronmental response, where changes in weather, lighting,
or surroundings influence how the scene evolves; (3) so-
cial convention, understanding typical human reactions,
routines, and cultural norms; and (4) functional usage,
predicting how everyday objects are normally used and
how they should behave in context.

A.2. In-Context Video Generation
The In-Context Video Generation subset focuses on narra-
tive and cinematic challenges, categorized into four distinct
reasoning types: causal, camera, emotional, and com-
monsense reasoning. This subset comprises 200 carefully
annotated samples.

• Causal reasoning focuses on narrative progression,
where events unfold as plausible consequences of char-
acter motivations, intentions, or interactions. It is con-
ceptually analogous to causal reasoning in section A.1,
but adapted from physical world causality to narrative
causality.

• Camera reasoning involves instructions that require al-
tering the perspective from which a scene is viewed,
rather than changing the scene’s content. This rea-
soning encompasses three key dimensions: It involves
three core dimensions: (1) spatial reasoning involves
determining the optimal camera position or orientation.
For example, shifting from a wide shot to a close-up
or rotating the camera to reveal a hidden element; (2)
temporal reasoning focuses on how the camera should
adapt as the narrative unfolds over time. An instance
of this could be transitioning the viewpoint as the story
jumps forward, such as ”ten years later; and (3) nar-
rative intent interpretation entails selecting cinematic
techniques that align with the narrative’s goals.

• Emotional reasoning requires understanding how char-
acters’ internal affective states drive the evolution of
their actions and interactions. It involves: (1) emotion-
driven actions, where internal feelings determine what a
character does next (e.g., shyness leading to avoidance,
attraction leading to intimacy); (2) relationship modu-
lation, adjusting interpersonal distance, orientation, and
interaction intensity according to the emotional climate;
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and (3) atmospheric reflection, shaping the surround-
ing visual or cinematic tone so that it resonates with the
emotional undercurrent of the scene.

• Commonsense reasoning ensures that generated scene
developments adhere to everyday expectations about hu-
man behavior and the physical and social world. It fol-
lows the same fundamental notion of commonsense as
in the edit-oriented subset.

B. Training Details
During training, we unfreeze and simultaneously fine-tune
the vision adapter and diffusion module. The learning rate
is set to 3× 10−6, with a global batch size of 16 for videos.
For self-reflective learning, the hyperparameter λ is set to
0.5. We perform Self-Reflective Reasoning (SRF) on base
model with eight NVIDIA H800 GPUs, each equipped with
80 GB of memory, requiring approximately 20 hours per
epoch. In the SRF process, we decode two selected frames
from the estimated clean latent space and design prompts
to leverage ViLA [45] for evaluating editing quality. The
prediction probability score from the understanding branch
is used to calculate the cross-entropy loss, which acts as
the reason loss to constrain the generative loss, iteratively
optimizing the editing behavior during training. Detailed
hyperparameter configurations are presented in Table 5.

C. Effect of Self-Reflection Strength λ

Unified Semantic Optimization (USO) combines the flow-
matching objective LFM with the reasoning-aware objective
Lreason through a balancing hyperparameter λ. To under-
stand how this weight shapes editing behavior, we conduct
an ablation study on the reasoning-informed video editing
subset and report results across five dimensions: Editing
Accuracy (EA), Preservation Consistency (PC), Generation
Naturalness (GN), Generation Realism (GR), and Overall
Quality under four reasoning categories (temporal, causal,
spatial, and commonsense), as summarized in Figure 10 and
Table 6. In general, the model exhibits a clear sensitivity
to the strength of self-reflective supervision. Starting from
λ = 0.10, increasing λ generally improves EA, GN, GR,
and the Overall score in most reasoning types, indicating
that internal VLM feedback indeed provides useful training
signals beyond pure reconstruction. In particular, λ = 0.75
consistently delivers the best or near-best Overall perfor-
mance in temporal, causal, and commonsense reasoning,
and also remains competitive for spatial reasoning. This
setting strikes a balance in which the reflection is strong
enough to enforce reasoning consistency, while still pre-
serving the still region of the source video.

Qualitative comparisons in Figure 9 further illustrate
how the strength of the reflection influences the balance be-
tween semantic alignment and content preservation. When

“Imagine that a lone bird is gracefully gliding across a sunset?”
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Figure 9. Visualized qualitative comparison under varying λ.

λ = 0.10, the reasoning signal is too weak, resulting in
semantic under-editing. As λ increases, semantic accuracy
improves. However, intermediate values such as λ = 0.50
start to introduce background distortions, suggesting over-
editing. At λ = 0.75, edits become both precise and min-
imally intrusive. Only one bird is added, and the sunset
background remains intact, representing a balanced opti-
mum. When λ reaches 1.0, the reward term becomes dom-
inant and leads to instability. This can result in duplicating
the sunset, which satisfies the instruction but disrupts scene
coherence. We therefore adopt λ = 0.75 as the default con-
figuration in all experiments.

D. Reliability of Understanding Module
To examine whether the internal VLM can act as a reli-
able evaluator during self-reflection training, we compared
its assessment behavior with multiple external VLMs using
two metrics: (1) final decision agreement (yes/no) and (2)
reasoning similarity (cosine similarity between textual ra-
tionales). We randomly sampled 100 edited-video records
and logged the understanding module’s intermediate out-
puts, including reasoning text and binary judgments.

As shown in Table 8, the internal VLM achieves high
consistency with external evaluators across both metrics.
QwenVL [2] tends to respond more leniently, which includ-

3



Table 4. Composition of the RVE-Bench.

Subset Source Reasoning Type Instruction Example

Reasoning-Informed
Video Editing Ditto-1M [1]

Causal What if the drink had cooled down just enough to be
sipped comfortably?

Spatial What will it be like if the perspective is shifted
to a roadside view, revealing a new home for local
birds?

Temporal Imagine that the spring thaw brought a vibrant, mossy
life to the rocky canyon walls.

Commonsense Let the building’s facade be designed to reflect the
cool tones of the sky.

In-Context Video
Generation

Collected Movie
Data

Causal What would happen if a close-up shot zoomed in from
their full bodies to just their hands and lower
torsos?

Camera Imagine if the focus shifted to the jet’s cockpit
door, which slowly closed under the control of
internal mechanisms.

Emotional Imagine that the young man’s simple smile should
transform into a blossoming, radiant grin as he spots
someone he likes, before he shyly turns away in a
moment of sweet bashfulness.

Commonsense Imagine if the geyser’s eruption intensified,
creating a dramatic scene as the powerful jet of
water and steam soared against the serene backdrop
of forested hills.

Figure 10. Ablation results of self reflection strength λ across causal, spatial, temporal, and commonsense reasoning.

ing more “yes” predictions, whereas the internal VLM ex-
hibits evaluation patterns closer to GPT-4o [17], providing
stricter and more instruction-focused decisions.

These results indicate that the internal VLM serves as a
reliable evaluator, generating stable and logically grounded

feedback signals that guide self-reflection training without
requiring external VLMs or human annotation.
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Hyperparameter ReViSE

Optimization
Optimizer AdamW
Learning rate 3× 10−6

Weight decay 0.0001
Warmup steps 500
Epoch 10
Gradient Accumulation steps 1
Per-GPU batch size 32 (SFT), 2 (SRF)

Loss weights
λ (Strength of SRF guidance) 0.75
CFG Ratio 0.2

Data Construction
Video Resolution 352× 640× 17
Training Data Size 56.3k
Testing Data Size 1k

Table 5. Hyperparameter configurations for training ReViSE.

Table 6. Performance comparison with different λ settings of
RVE-Bench.

λ
Reasoning-Informed Video Editing Subset

ViCLIPT↑ EA↑ PC↑ GN↑ GR↑ Overall↑

0.10 0.1784 5.4247 4.5099 6.2407 6.7790 3.8174
0.25 0.1747 5.5679 4.5765 6.221 6.8099 3.9219
0.50 0.1801 5.6296 4.1790 6.5407 7.1617 3.9552
0.75 0.1771 6.1605 5.4086 6.6185 7.3123 4.6689
1.00 0.1767 5.8593 5.4914 6.5321 7.2136 4.4779

Table 7. Comparison results of conventional video editing on
Ditto-1M [1].

Method ViCLIPT↑ EA↑ PC↑ GN↑ GR↑ Overall↑

VACE [18] 0.1721 1.4741 5.7444 5.9753 6.2383 1.3958
InsViE [46] 0.1733 2.2185 5.4185 5.2420 5.2840 1.6960
InsV2V [10] 0.1828 3.2395 6.6247 5.7432 5.8864 2.7871
Omni-Video [35] 0.1851 3.6901 3.1321 6.5235 7.0222 2.5508
ReViSE (Ours) 0.1877 5.0963 4.6852 6.5259 7.1543 3.8109(+36.7%)

Table 8. Reliability of the internal VLM. We report yes/no deci-
sion agreement (%↑) and reasoning similarity (cosine↑) between
the internal VLM and external VLMs.

External VLMs Acc↑ Sim↑

QwenVL-2.5-32B 65.6 0.74
QwenVL-2.5-72B 66.1 0.70
GPT-4o 74.6 0.72

E. More Qualitative Results

We provide additional qualitative results in Figure 11 on
RVE-Bench which further demonstrate that ReViSE excels

at reason-enriched video editing, where the correct edit
is not visually explicit in the instruction but must be in-
ferred through implicit reasoning. ReViSE identifies the la-
tent causal and semantic implications behind the instruction
and applies modifications that are logically grounded while
preserving unrelated content. In contrast, baseline models
struggle with such implicit reasoning: they either perform
literal edits that fail to capture the intended transformation,
or they introduce visually inconsistent modifications due to
the lack of world-model understanding.

F. Examples of Evaluation Results
To demonstrate the practical application of our proposed
evaluation framework, we utilized GPT-4o to score a di-
verse set of editing examples of RVE-Bench. Figure 12 and
Figure 13 showcases four such quantitative results. Each
example is evaluated against our four proposed dimensions,
yielding scores and detailed rationales for both Semantic
Consistency (SC) and Perceptual Quality (PQ), along with
a final Overall Score. These examples highlight how our
metrics effectively capture nuances in edit accuracy, real-
ism, and visual fidelity across all reasoning categories.

G. Limitation
ReViSE has demonstrated significant advancements in
reasoning-informed video editing. However, it still inherits
some limitations. For instance, the editing performance is
primarily constrained by the capabilities of the base model.
While ReViSE effectively integrates reasoning with visual
transformation, it cannot fully exploit its potential without
more powerful foundational models. Competing methods
benefit from expansive models like Wan-5B/14B, which en-
hance performance due to their scale and training. Unfor-
tunately, the resources required for such large models are
beyond our current capacity, indicating that access to these
models could further elevate ReViSE’s capabilities.

5



“What if a coastal bird statue stood in the top left of 
the shelf after the potted plant was taken away?”
Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

“What if years of underground magma accumulation 
finally led to the awakening of a single, active volcanic 
peak?”
Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

“lmagine the season shifted to autumn, leaving the 
ground dry and sun-scorched.”
Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

“lmagine a single, white feather were carried by the 
wind and slowly descended onto the dark sand.”

Source Video

Ours

Omni-Video

InsV2V

InsViE

VACE

Figure 11. More qualitative comparisons between ReViSE and other representative methods.
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Evaluation Results of Reasoning-Informed Video Editing Subset

Example 1:

“Instruction”: “Remove the small hummingbird hovering near the edge of a hanging flower pot.”
“Reasoning instruction”: “What if the hummingbird finished its visit and flew away from the flower pot?”
“type”: “Causal Reasoning Edits”
“SC”: “score”: [8.0, 9.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video successfully depicts the hummingbird flying away from the flower pot, which aligns
well with the editing instruction. The rest of the scene, including the woman and the environment, remains unchanged,
indicating minimal and effective editing.”
“PQ”: “score”: [8.0, 9.0],
“reasoning”: “The video looks natural with appropriate lighting and shadows. The environment and colors are
consistent, adding to the realism. There are minimal artifacts present, with no notable distortions or disharmony among
elements.”
“O score”: 8.0

Example 2:
“Instruction”: “Remove the small, glowing seashell embedded in the sand near the foreground.”
“Reasoning instruction”: “What if the scene’s focus shifted entirely to the distant coastal view?”
“type”: “Spatial Reasoning Edits”
“SC”: “score”: [5.0, 9.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video shifts the focus slightly towards the distant coastal view by reducing the prominence of
the foreground elements, but it still does not make the coastal view entirely the focus as the instruction suggests—hence
a moderate editing success. The video changes minimally, maintaining most of the original structure leading to a high
degree of overediting score.”
“PQ”: “score”: [9.0, 9.0],
“reasoning”: “The video editing effectively focuses on the coastal view, providing a natural and consistent setting. The
imagery is clear, with minimal distortion or visible artifacts, maintaining realism throughout the scene.”
“O score”: 6.7082

Example 3:
“Instruction”: “Introduce a single, glowing red drone hovering silently above the windmill, rotating slowly.”
“Reasoning instruction”: “What if a modern surveillance device appeared to monitor the traditional landscape?”
“type”: “Causal Reasoning Edits”
“SC”: “score”: [9.0, 8.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video effectively introduces a modern surveillance device into the traditional landscape,
as instructed. The design and placement of the device do not drastically alter the scene, maintaining the original
landscape’s integrity. However, the surveillance device is still a noticeable addition, slightly reducing the overediting
score.”
“PQ”: “score”: [6.0, 7.0],
“reasoning”: “The video depicts a modern surveillance device in a traditional landscape. The device does not blend
seamlessly with the environment, affecting naturalness. Lighting and shadows could be improved for better integration.
Artifacts are minimal but include potential minor distortions in alignment and integration of the device.”
“O score”: 6.9282

Example 4:
“Instruction”: “Clear the mist rising from the river surface, restoring the original clarity of the scene.”
“Reasoning instruction”: “What if the morning mist over the river evaporated, revealing a clearer view of the horizon?”
“type”: “Commonsense Reasoning Edits”
“SC”: “score”: [6.0, 9.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video successfully reduces the mist slightly, revealing a clearer view of the horizon, but
the change is subtle and not dramatically clearer than in the original. The overall composition remains similar with
minimal changes to the original scene.”
“PQ”: “score”: [7.0, 8.0],
“reasoning”: “The video appears mostly natural with the mist revealing the horizon, however, the mist clearing effect
seems slightly abrupt. Artifacts are minimal but there’s minor distortion in how the mist clears.”
“O score”: 6.4807

Figure 12. Evaluation results of the reasoning-informed video editing subset. Each example reports SC, PQ and Overall score together
with textual rationales.
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Evaluation Results of In-Context Video Gneration Subset

Example 1:

“Instruction”: “Imagine if a researcher observing the baboons decided to step into the scene, providing a human
perspective against the backdrop of the majestic mountains.”
“type”: “narrative commonsense”
“SC”: “score”: [8.0, 7.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video successfully adds a researcher in the background among the baboons, fulfilling the
instruction to include a human perspective. The human figure is clearly visible against the mountain backdrop,
indicating effective execution. However, the terrain and scenery differ from the original, implying noticeable edits,
thus slightly decreasing the overediting score.”
“PQ”: “score”: [7.0, 6.0],
“reasoning”: “The scene with the baboons and mountains appears relatively natural, with appropriate lighting and
shadows. However, the human figure seems slightly out of place in terms of scale and blending with the environment.
There are minor artifacts visible, such as slight blurring around the baboons and the human figure not fully harmonizing
with the background.”
“O score”: 6.4807

Example 2:
“Instruction”: “Imagine if the monkey’s climbing attracted the attention of a nearby leopard, prompting the predator to
ascend the tree in pursuit.”
“type”: “narrative causal”
“SC”: “score”: [8.0, 7.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video successfully shows a leopard climbing a tree, which matches the instruction. The scene
feels consistent with the original setting, supporting wildlife behavior. However, the edited video features significant
new content, indicating some overediting in creating the dramatic predator-prey scenario.”
“PQ”: “score”: [3.0, 2.0],
“reasoning”: “The scene is poorly constructed with visible distortions and unnatural interactions; the leopard’s position
on the tree is awkward and lacks realistic movement, presence of visual artifacts such as mesh-like distortion around
the leopard, and mismatched lighting.”
“O score”: 3.7417

Example 3:
“Instruction”: “Imagine if the event transitioned from a static car showcase to a dynamic car parade, where the focus
shifts from appreciating design details to experiencing the thrill of cars in motion.”
“type”: “narrative camera”
“SC”: “score”: [10.0, 5.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video successfully transitions from a static car showcase to a dynamic car parade, capturing
the thrill of the cars in motion as intended. However, the change is significant from the original, which impacts the
degree of overediting.”
“PQ”: “score”: [3.0, 2.0],
“reasoning”: “The video lacks naturalness due to the unnatural motion blur on the cars, suggesting an unrealistic
speed. The artifacts are significant, with noticeable blurring and merging of the cars’ outlines, which disrupts the visual
coherence and clarity.”
“O score”: 3.1623

Example 4:
“Instruction”: “Imagine if the young woman’s speech inspired the audience, leading them to become more engaged
and animated, resulting in a shift from passive listening to active participation in the event.”
“type”: “emotional causal”
“SC”: “score”: [9.0, 3.0],
“reasoning”: “The edited video successfully shows an audience that is much more engaged and animated compared to
the original, following the editing instruction to depict active participation. However, there is a significant change in
the setting and audience, indicating some degree of overediting.”
“PQ”: “score”: [8.0, 8.0],
“reasoning”: “The video portrays a natural setting of an engaged audience at an event, and the movements of clapping
appear fluid. However, there is slight jerkiness in hand movements, which affects the naturalness. The video is free
from noticeable artifacts like distortions or mismatches in elements.”
“O score”: 4.899

Figure 13. Evaluation results of the in-context video editing subset. Each example reports SC, PQ and Overall score together with
textual rationales. 8
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