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A. The rocks are washed away by the ocean waves.

C. The rocks chnnie color from irei to ireem

<think>The video shows the girl standing on a pile of rocks near the ocean. There

is ... The background of the video does not suggest any unusual effects like rocks

growing into a larger pile. Given this analysis, the correct answer is that the rocks

remain the same throughout the video, and the pile of rocks does not change in
any of the options provided.</think>

<answer>B</answer>

Q Q: What happens to the pile of rocks the girl is standing on during the video?

Qwen-VL

video, ......, ruling out option C. The pile of rocks does ......, ruling out option D. The
rocks don't ...... eliminating option A. Therefore, the most logical conclusion is that
the pile of rocks remains the same throughout the video.</think>
<answer>B</answer>

<think>In the video, the girl is standing on a pile of rocks. Throughout the @
GPT-40

<think> Initially, the girl is standing on a pile of rocks. As she moves her arms, @
there is a sudden transformation where the pile of rocks beneath her grows
significantly in size and becomes much larger.</think>

<answer>D</answer> (Ours)

m
DNA-Train-78

Q: What is the trajectory of the harvested corn as it is being transferred from the
harvester?

User B. The video does not show the corn beini transferred.

D. It is sprayed sideways across the field.

<think>The video clearly shows ..... The corn is being expelled from the harvester's

arm in a horizontal direction towards the trailer, not upwards or in any other

direction. The trajectory is direct and downward into the trailer, as the corn is Q VL
collected and contained in the trailer.</think> wen-
<answer>C</answer>

<think>Upon analyzing the frames, ..... Its trajectory is upwards in an arc before

falling downwards into the large green trailer. This matches the description given

in option C ...... </think>

<answer>C</answer> GPT-40
<think> Initially, the video shows a green tractor transferring harvested corn into @

a large green trailer. As the video progresses, the corn is seen being transferred ~

in an arc, rising high above the tractor and then curving back down towards the g
trailer.</think> DNA-Train-78
<answer>/</answer> (Ours)

Figure 1. Comparison of MLLMs on counterfactual video QA. Each example shows key frames, the multiple-choice question, and the
models’ reasoning and answers. General models (Qwen-VL, GPT-40) rely on language priors, picking plausible but visually incorrect
answer. Our DNA-Train-7B model grounds reasoning in the video and selects the counterintuitive yet correct answer.

Abstract

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have made
remarkable progress in video understanding. However, they
suffer from a critical vulnerability: an over-reliance on
language priors, which can lead to “visual ungrounded
hallucinations”, especially when processing counterfactual
videos that defy common sense. This limitation, stem-
ming from the intrinsic data imbalance between text and
video, is challenging to address due to the substantial
cost of collecting and annotating counterfactual data. To
address this, we introduce DualityForge, a novel coun-
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terfactual data synthesis framework that employs control-
lable, diffusion-based video editing to transform real-world
videos into counterfactual scenarios. By embedding struc-
tured contextual information into the video editing and QA
generation processes, the framework automatically pro-
duces high-quality QA pairs together with original—edited
video pairs for contrastive training. Based on this, we
build DualityVidQA, a large-scale video dataset designed
to reduce MLLM hallucinations. In addition, to fully ex-
ploit the contrastive nature of our paired data, we propose
Duality-Normalized Advantage Training (DNA-Train), a
two-stage SFT-RL training regime where the RL phase ap-
plies pair-wise ¢1 advantage normalization, thereby en-
abling a more stable and efficient policy optimization.
Experiments on DualityVidQA-Test demonstrate that our
method substantially reduces model hallucinations on coun-
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terfactual videos, yielding a relative improvement of 24.0%
over the Qwen2.5-VL-7B baseline. Moreover, our approach
achieves significant gains across both hallucination and
general-purpose benchmarks, indicating strong generaliza-
tion capability. We will open-source our dataset and code.

1. Introduction

Despite the remarkable advances in Multimodal Large Lan-
guage Models (MLLMs) [1, 3, 53, 70, 74], studies have
revealed a critical vulnerability of them: an over-reliance
on language priors at the expense of genuine visual reason-
ing. This bias fosters “visual ungrounded hallucinations”,
whereby models rely predominantly on learned common-
sense priors instead of grounding their responses in the vi-
sual content [11, 34]. This issue becomes particularly se-
vere when MLLM:s process videos depicting counterfactual
phenomena, as shown in Fig. 1. When confronted with con-
tents that defy such priors—such as an object vanishing or
violating physical laws—MLLMs often disregard the critical
visual anomalies. As a result, they produce narratives that
are linguistically plausible yet inconsistent with the actual
events depicted in the video.

Most prior efforts to mitigate hallucinations in MLLMs
have focused on modifying textual data [7, 37, 63], for ex-
ample, altering video captions, to rebalance the distribu-
tion within the text modality. However, a primary cause
of these hallucinations lies in the inherent data imbalance
of MLLMSs, where the scale and diversity of text far sur-
pass those of video [47, 62]. To address this, we advo-
cate enhancing the model’s visual perception through coun-
terfactual data. However, this approach faces two key
bottlenecks: (1) producing scalable counterfactual videos
(e.g., with visual effects) is both resource-intensive and
cost-intensive; and (2) generating high-quality QA pairs is
hampered by a paradox: the models’ own limited compre-
hension precludes reliable automatic data collection and an-
notation, resulting in a circular dependency that obstructs
scalability.

Inspired by the recent advances in Al-Generated Con-
tent (AIGC) [2, 44, 45], we introduce a novel data synthesis
framework DualityForge that leverages controllable video
editing [39, 41], powered by diffusion models [24, 52], to
transform real-world videos into counterfactual scenarios,
such as erasing an object mid-clip to simulate a sudden
disappearance. This type of method enables precise con-
trol over the generated events and, critically, embeds struc-
tured context (e.g., event type, temporal location) into the
editing process. This embedded context provides MLLMs
with explicit cues to comprehend counterfactual phenom-
ena, facilitating the automated, scalable creation of high-
quality QA pairs. Furthermore, this process naturally yields
paired data (original vs. edited videos), enabling an inno-

vative contrastive QA training strategy. By requiring the
model to provide different answers to identical questions
for each video in a pair, we compel it to ground its rea-
soning in critical visual evidence instead of relying on lan-
guage priors. Building upon this framework, we construct
DualityVidQA, a large-scale video understanding dataset
specifically designed to mitigate hallucinations in MLLMs.
It comprises 104K samples for SFT and 40K for RL, total-
ing 144K training samples, and includes 81K unique videos
with an overall duration of approximately 100 hours.

In terms of training methodology, we propose
Duality-Normalized Advantage Training (DNA-Train),
a two-stage regime—Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT)
followed by Reinforcement Learning (RL)—to mitigate
hallucinations while preserving real-world performance.
In the initial SFT stage, a hybrid dataset of real and
counterfactual videos is used to enable the model to detect
anomalies without compromising its performance on real
videos. The subsequent RL stage further strengthens
this capability by leveraging the previously introduced
pair-wise contrastive task. Further, to balance the learning
magnitude across different samples and avoid bias towards
real videos, we apply ¢; normalization to the advantages
for each real-counterfactual pair during RL, ensuring stable
and balanced gradient updates, thereby better aligning with
the contrastive nature of the training set and improving
hallucination mitigation.

To evaluate model hallucinations and counterfac-
tual video understanding capabilities, we introduce
DualityVidQA-Test, a challenging benchmark of 600
manually-curated paired samples, structured into four fine-
grained counterfactual classes. Extensive experiments
show our model achieves significant performance im-
provements not only on hallucination (e.g., EventHallu-
sion [67]) but also across leading general-purpose video
understanding benchmarks, including TempCompass [40],
MVBench [31], TOMATO [49] and TVBench [17], demon-
strating its robustness and broad applicability.

We summarize our major contributions as follows:

* We propose DualityForge, the first counterfactual data
synthesis framework that leverages diffusion-based con-
trollable video editing with embedded structured pri-
ors to generate precise counterfactual scenarios. Build-
ing upon this framework, we introduce DualityVidQA,
a large-scale video understanding dataset (144K video-
QA pairs) for training and evaluating hallucinations in
MLLMs, featuring paired videos with contrastive QA to
systematically assess and mitigate model hallucinations.

* We introduce DNA-Train, a two-stage regime to com-
pel the model to ground its reasoning in visual evi-
dence. In addition, it ¢;-normalizes the advantages for
each real—counterfactual video pair during RL, enabling
a more stable and efficient policy optimization.



» Extensive experiments demonstrate that our approach
achieves significant gains (24.0% on Duality VidQA-Test)
across both hallucination and general benchmarks(e.g.,
TempCompass, MVBench), indicating strong generaliza-
tion capability and validating the principle that generation
can effectively enhance understanding.

2. Related Works

2.1. Language Prior in MLLMs

MLLMs inherit strong language priors from LLMs, which
can lead to outputs that sound reasonable but conflict with
visual evidence. Training-free contrastive decoding reduces
this effect by contrasting the original logits with an auxil-
iary distribution [15, 33], built via image masking, instruc-
tion perturbation, visual augmentation, or cross-modal con-
version [30, 56, 66, 75]. However, this approach requires
additional negative views, increases inference costs, is sen-
sitive to hyperparameters, and does not allow updates to
the base model. As a result, performance improvements on
video and other temporal tasks are often unstable. Training-
based methods construct specialized datasets [7, 22, 37], but
this involves expensive prompting, filtering, annotation, and
QA. In contrast, we propose an automated, scalable data
synthesis framework that minimizes manual effort and ap-
plies naturally to video.

2.2. Video Understanding Datasets

A large body of datasets support research on video
understanding across tasks such as action recognition,
temporal localization, retrieval, and question answer-
ing. Real-world collections include general action and
activity corpora (e.g., Kinetics [29], ActivityNet [65],
EPIC-KITCHENS [19]), captioning and retrieval sets (e.g.,
MSR-VTT [60], WebVid-10M [5], HowTol00M [42]).
However, curating high-quality video-language annota-
tions is expensive due to spatiotemporal complexity,
which constrains the scale and granularity of labeled cor-
pora. To mitigate these costs, recent studies leverage
vision language models (VLM) to synthesize video lan-
guage supervision at scale. LLaVA-Hound [69] and
ShareGPT4Video [10] prompt GPT-4 [1] to generate in-
struction-response and question—answer (QA) pairs from
videos, and LLaVA-Video [71] releases about 170K
video—instruction examples via a scalable pipeline. These
real video-based annotation pipelines show limitations in
covering rare events, long-range dependencies and edited
counter-commonsense scenarios, while facing category and
domain imbalance issues.

2.3. Visual Reinforcement Learning

Recent studies extend RL from text-only LLMs to multi-
modal settings to strengthen VLM understanding. Vision-

R1 [26] addresses cold-start via a 200K multimodal CoT
corpus and GRPO with strict formatting; R1-VL [68] in-
troduces StepGRPO for step-wise rewards that better align
intermediate steps with final answers; R1-ShareVL [61] ex-
pands the question space and shares reasoning signals to
mitigate sparse rewards. VL-Rethinker [55] promotes slow
thinking via selective replay and rethinking, and OpenVL-
Thinker [20] interleaves SFT with RL to iteratively refine
chains of thought. VLM-RI1 [51] emphasizes training sta-
bility with rule-based objectives to curb reward hacking;
ThinkLiteVL [57] mines hard cases through Monte Carlo
Tree Search; and VisionaryR1 [58] encourages grounding
with a caption-reason—answer format and LLM-based cap-
tion rewards. Despite these advances, most methods still
optimize textual traces (e.g., CoT tokens) more than vi-
sual evidence, which limits robustness—especially against
counterfactual or visually deceptive content. We stress that
video understanding is not equivalent to textual reasoning:
it requires discriminating visually plausible from counter-
factual cues and aligning decisions with grounded evidence.

3. Duality VidQA
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Figure 2. Overview of video editing pipelines. There are
three pipelines for different types of counterfactual context: Vi-
sual Anomaly: pixel-level video editing via OpenCV Semantic
Anomaly: an MLLM selects an object for editing, followed by
mask generation, VACE-based editing, and majority-vote verifica-
tion using multiple SOTA MLLMs. Common Sense Anomaly:
an MLLM propose commonsense violations, FLUX-Kontext edits
frames, edits are re-verified by multiple MLLMs, and VACE inter-
polates the final video.

3.1. Problem Formulation

Our work is motivated by a critical vulnerability in MLLM:s:
an inclination to favor dominant language priors over vi-
sual evidence [25, 30]. This bias from disproportionate
text pre-training over limited video fine-tuning causes vi-
sual ungrounded hallucination. To mitigate this, our goal is
to craft a large-scale video QA dataset comprising videos
that depict visually salient counterfactual events. Each



Real Video Dataset = CounterFactual (CF) Video Generatlon () option = QA Generation Seed QA

88— s
Q: What is the person in the video | Counterfactual COntEXtS v/
imnTghw”hr:h:|§locwir:?lly rranging ! MLLM tﬁj
e persor arefully arranging P R
" o bougquot of orange tulips ina 0 | Mask lmagE/VldeO MLLM p| Caption [ MLLM QA
clear, square glass vase. 1 Generation Edit
1 Model Model bezezoesd

brightness
" change

CE Video
3.1%4 oo

Real Video

m— Arts & Entertainment 11.8%
—Travel B 22.6%

Food & Drink - = Common Sense
Pets & Animals Color

Sports 54,879 @ 4% Replacement
Autos & Vehices 8:3% o Appearance
Beauty & Fitness s Disappear
Science -, a.6%

Hobbies & Leisure a7%

5.9%
Home & Garden 5.6% 5_2%"9%
Others

DualityVidQA - SFT

CF Vid
1aeo video edit part

video edit part

I -/'[
Q: How would you describe the visual flow of the splashing lava
throughout the video?

|
|
|
|
)
|
|
|
|
|
|
\ l?("kgr(7ll'1(1 ! A. The lava splashes and churns continuously and naturally without
LT | any interruptions.
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

B. The lava flow reverses and goes back into the crater.
C. The splashing lava freezes in place for several seconds.

b

=2 { J ]
AW e 2N vl
m@;ﬁ |

i

Q: How many houses are visible in the distance by the end of the
video?

B. There are no houses visible.

C. There is one house.

D. The house disappears by the end of the video.

5.3% 5.5%
24.2% 6.9%
ing 7.1% 36.9¢ 26.4%

:
ot 20,000 600
emporal Understanding P H causal reversal Pairs
Binary alrs 13.4% mmm  attribute change
Counting 23,98
Others .

16.7% 31.2%

DualityVidQA - RL DualityVidQA - Test

Figure 3. Overview of the DualityForge framework and DualityVidQA dataset. Starting with real, web-sourced videos, the Duality-
Forge framework first embeds the counterfactual (CF) context, including visual, semantic, and commonsense, into it with video editing
pipeline. The embedded context is then provided alongside the video to an MLLM to produce detailed captions and QA pairs. The dataset
comprises three splits: DualityVidQA-SFT with real and counterfactual video-QA pairs (54K + 50K) for SFT; Duality VidQA-RL with
20K shared-question contrastive video-answer pairs (one question, two real/CF videos) for RL; and Duality VidQA-Test (600 pairs), which
shares the same contrastive structure as Duality VidQA-RL and covers diverse counterfactual categories.

video is paired with questions designed to explicitly probe
these anomalies, thereby encouraging the model to an-
chor its reasoning in visual evidence rather than linguistic
bias. Formally, let V' be a video and C denote the con-
text embodied in V. Our goal is to identify a counterfac-
tual context C within a video V' that induces a mismatch
between answers based on common-sense language priors
and those grounded in visual evidence. We construct a
question-answer pair (), A) where the question () specif-
ically probes this context C, and A = {ai}ﬁvzl represents
the set of possible answers. To model this discrepancy, we
distinguish between two conditional probabilities P. (a | -)
for any agent * € {human, LLM, MLLM}: P (a | Q) con-
ditioned on the question, and P, (a | Q, V') conditioned on
the question and video. Our objective is to find the most
challenging contexts C that reveal an MLLM’s hallucina-
tions. A data sample is considered effective if it adheres to
the following criteria:

méix D (PMLLM (a | Q, V) P Phuma.n (a ‘ Qv V)) )

st. D (PLLM (a | Q) » Phuman (a | Q)) <eg, )]
D (Phuman (a | Q) » Phuman ((l ‘ Q, V)) >0,

where D is a divergence measure, € and ¢ are small and
large thresholds, respectively. The above optimization prob-
lem is presented to articulate our conceptual objective:
maximizing the divergence between MLLM and human re-
sponses with visual condition, while keeping the divergence
with text-only condition low. This formulation is not ap-
plied literally in our pipeline, instead, it frames the desired
characteristics of effective samples.

However, solving this optimization problem for auto-
matic large-scale dataset constructing is, in practice, in-
tractable due to two primary bottlenecks:

1. Data Scarcity. Videos featuring naturally occurring
counterfactual contexts C are inherently scarce and chal-
lenging to collect at scale.

2. The Automation Paradox. The MLLMs’ perceptual
blindness to these very phenomena prevents us from
leveraging them to automate the data collection and an-
notation, resulting in a circular dependency that ob-
structs scalability.

To overcome these bottlenecks, we propose a paradigm
shift that reframes the optimization from a search prob-
lem to a synthesis problem. Our approach leverages pre-



defined counterfactual context C with a novel duality: first,
it guides controllable diffusion-based video editing to trans-
form a real-world video into a counterfactual video; second,
it serves as a semantic blueprint to ground an MLLM’s com-
prehension of the anomaly, unlocking a fully automated and
scalable pipeline for high-quality QA generation, yielding
QA pairs that adhere to the following principles:

2

D (PMLLM (a | Qav) ;Phuman (a ‘ Q7 V)) 2 1)
D (Pyiim (a | Q,V,C) , Phuman (a | Q,V)) < €.

3.2. DualityForge

We categorize counterfactual context C into three hierarchi-
cal levels of increasing complexity. At the most fundamen-
tal level, visual anomalies refer to pixel-wise distortions
(e.g., abnormal contrast, saturation) that degrade visual
quality without changing scene semantics. Next, seman-
tic anomalies disrupt object-level logic, introducing tem-
poral inconsistencies such as object disappearance or sub-
stitution. Finally, commonsense anomalies, the most ab-
stract category, encompass violations of real-world physics
and plausibility, including unnatural deformations, impossi-
ble movements, or illogical agent interactions. We designed
three distinct pipelines corresponding to three different cat-
egories of anomalies, as shown in Fig. 2.

Based on the pre-defined C by MLLM, we propose
a novel counterfactual data synthesis framework Duality-
Forge (as shown in Fig. 3) that transforms them into a com-
prehensive counterfactual dataset via a two-stage frame-
work. The first stage involves employing the video editing
pipeline in Fig. 2 to embed the context C into a real-world
source video, thereby generating the counterfactual video
V. The second stage uses the same context C, which acts as
a semantic blueprint, enabling an MLLM to first generate
an “oracle” caption and then self-produce a diverse set of
grounded QA pairs (both multiple-choice and open-ended).
Furthermore, we leverage the dual nature of our data (orig-
inal vs. edited videos) to construct shared-question con-
trastive QA pairs. In this setup, the same question () is de-
signed to yield different correct answers when applied to the
original video (V,;) versus the edited video (V.4;:). This
forces the VLM to ground reasoning in actual visual content
and detect subtle changes, rather than relying on language
prior. Formally, this is achieved when:

D (Pyum (@ | @, Vori) , Puiim (a | @, Veair)) =6 (3)

To ensure the quality of our dataset, we implement a rig-
orous, model-based quality assurance process. This process
validates the success of the video editing in the first stage
and verifies the correctness of the generated QA pairs in
the second stage. Built upon it, a large-scale, high-quality
video understanding dataset, Duality VidQA, is constructed

and partitioned into three dedicated splits: Duality VidQA-
SFT (104K QA pairs from 25K original/edited video pairs),
DualityVidQA-RL (20K shared-question contrastive video
pairs; 40K QA pairs in total), totaling about 144K training
QA pairs, and a human-annotated test set, Duality VidQA-
Test (600 pairs). DualityVidQA-Test is further organized
into four primary counter-commonsense scenarios derived
from cluster analysis: counter physical, object/scene de-
formation, attribute change, and causal reversal. The
dataset contains 81,274 video clips with a total duration of
100 hours. The majority of videos (80%) last between 2
and 6 seconds, and the remaining 20% exceed 6 seconds in
length. Further implementation details and data statistic
are available in the supplementary material.

4. DNA-Train

Motivated by the dual nature of our dataset, we present
DNA-Train, a two-stage regime, SFT+RL, for mitigating
hallucinations without sacrificing real-world performance,
which employs a novel dual advantage normalization strat-
egy to balance gradient updates. The structure of the
DNA-Train is presented in Fig. 4.

4.1. Supervised Fine-Tuning

Our training begins with a supervised fine-tuning (SFT)
stage on DualityVidQA-SFT. The primary objective is
twofold: to instill the ability to recognize the embedded
context C in edited videos (V4;+), while crucially main-
taining robust performance on original, real-world videos
(Vori). To prevent the model from developing a bias towards
either domain, we employ a balanced sampling strategy, en-
suring each training batch contains an equal number of orig-
inal and counterfactual samples. The training objective fol-
lows the cross-entropy loss: Lspr = — Zfil log po (yi|x:),
where (xz;,y;) represents the input-output pairs in our
dataset, 6 denotes the model parameters, and py is the
model’s probability distribution over tokens.

4.2. Reinforcement Learning

While SFT provides a foundational understanding, it lacks
an explicit mechanism to directly penalize hallucinations
and reward correct visual grounding. To further sharpen
the model’s reasoning, we introduce a second reinforcement
learning (RL) stage. Our task has a verifiable, ground-truth
outcome, as the model must identify the sole correct answer
from a list of choices. This singular ground truth makes
our problem a natural fit for the Reinforcement Learning
with Verifiable Rewards (RLVR) paradigm [23, 54], which
uses a deterministic verifier R : (q,0) — R to provide
unbiased, ground-truth rewards. Within the RLVR frame-
work, algorithms like GRPO [50] have shown promise but
often suffer from instability and entropy collapse on com-
plex, long-chain-of-thought tasks—a common scenario in



&%
A
MLLM

A Pair of Real Video
and CF Video

After SFT
Q: What is observed inside the container being filled with liquid
? towards the end of the video?
Q . A. The liquid overflows and spills onto the surface.

B. A small, colorful goldfish is swimming in clear water inside a  _,
decorative fishbowl.

C. The container is nearly full of amber liquid, with ripples on
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Figure 4. Overview of DNA-Train framework. We first perform SFT on our dual dataset to initialize the model. During RL, we sample a
group of responses for both real and CF videos, compute their rewards based on task correctness, and calculate the £; norm of intra-group
advantages. Finally, we normalize the advantages across the dual groups to ensure balanced gradients.

video QA. Among the following improvements on GRPO
[13, 64], DAPO [64] was specifically designed to overcome
these limitations with enhancements for stable optimization
over long trajectories. Therefore, we build the RL compo-
nent of the advantage-normalization strategy upon the ro-
bust and scalable DAPO framework. Formally, for each QA
pair (g, a), DAPO samples a group of outputs {oi}il with
their corresponding rewards {Ri}il, and then optimizes
the policy via the following objective:

Iparo(0) =E(q.a)~D, {0116, ~mo,,, (la)
G loi

1 Z Z min (m,t(e)x‘ii,t,

G
Zi:l o] i=1 t=1

“4)
clip(ri,¢(6), 1 — €1ow, 1 + €nign) Ai,t) )
s.t. 0 < |{o; | is_equivalent(a, 0;)}| < G,
where
me(0i¢ | q, 0;, <1
Ti,t(e) = 7_[_09((0% | | q, 0; <)t)a
old 2,t s Yy (5)

Y std({RE)

. Ri- mean({Ri}iG:U_

Reward Design. Our RL stage is guided by a dual-
component reward signal derived from the shared-question
contrastive QA pairs. The first component is a correctness
reward, a binary score assigned for selecting the single right
answer, which forces the model to capture subtle visual in-
formation. This is supplemented by a format reward, which
encourages adherence to a prescribed reasoning structure.
The overall reward is formulated as:

R=ry+r. (6)

where
1, if o; is correct,

)

Te = .
0, otherwise,
is the correctness reward and r is the format reward.
Duality Advantages Normalization. The gradient of
Jpapo(0) can be expressed' as:

VoTIparo(0) = E(y a)p, (0,37, ~mo(-la)

[ 1 G ol (8)

e a—— Z Z Ai,tve log Wo(oi,t|Qa 0i,<t) .

G
Zi:l |oi] i=1 t=1

As shown in Eg. (8), the DAPO gradient is modulated by
the advantage A; ;. We use the ¢; norm of advantages, S =
Zi Ai
from a group of responses, where A; is the average of token-
level advantages. With binary rewards, S becomes a simple
function of the average accuracy R in the group:

S:|G|Z’fli —2/(1-R)R,

i€eG

This formulation reveals a critical property: the learning
signal peaks for tasks of intermediate difficulty (R = 0.5)
and diminishes as tasks become trivial or impossible. As
shown in Fig. 4, we visualized Si and Scp under real (GR)
and counterfactual (G¢p) data. During the initial phase of
training, the inherent accuracy gap between them creates a
systematic imbalance in their learning signals, potentially
destabilizing the training process. To counteract this, we in-
troduce Duality-Normalized Advantage, which normalizes
the advantages from each group to guarantee equal contri-
bution to the gradient update. It computes scaling factors
@ = Starget/S« (Where Siqrger is the mean of Sk and

, as a proxy for the total learning signal magnitude

€))

'We assume mg,q = Te for simplicity.



Table 1. Performance comparison of different models on predefined anomaly categories (where CF indicates Counterfactual videos) from
the Duality VidQA-test set. For each column, bold denotes the best score and underline denotes the second-best score.

Model ‘ Attribute Change ‘ Causal Reversal ‘ Counter Physical ‘ Object/Scene Deformation ‘ Overall

‘ Real CF Both ‘ Real CF Both ‘ Real CF Both ‘ Real CF Both ‘ Real CF Both
Random | 273 273 9.1 | 253 203 51 |190 222 23 | 289 283 59 | 242 239 45
GPT-40-mini [27] 84.8 515 364 | 899 582 500 | 914 534 489 95.2 62.6 59.9 91.8 574 519
GPT-40 [27] 879 758 63.6 | 93.7 747 69.6 | 91.0 683 61.1 94.7 73.8 68.4 92.7 721 658
GPT-4.1 [46] 84.8 848 69.7 | 89.2 81.6 734 | 864 68.8 59.7 87.2 76.5 65.2 873 755 656
Gemini-2.5 Flash [16] 75.8 727 545 | 88.6 741 677 | 89.1 62.0 552 92.0 66.8 59.4 89.1 673 59.8
Gemini-2.5 Pro [16] 84.8 818 69.7 | 91.8 88.0 804 | 928 783 733 94.1 75.9 711 | 925 803 743
Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3] 879 60.6 485 | 88.0 57.0 462 | 93.7 538 493 93.0 69.5 63.1 91.7 599 528
Qwen2.5-VL-32B [3] 879 545 455 | 943 684 633 | 955 430 394 96.8 59.4 56.1 952 554 513
Qwen2.5-VL-72B [3] 84.8 60.6 455|937 715 652|968 529 50.7 98.4 67.4 65.8 95.8 62.8 58.9
VideoChat2-HD [31] 212 273 3.0 | 272 272 13 |208 267 0.0 29.9 27.8 0.5 254 272 0.9
LLaVA-Next-Video [70] | 57.6 333 9.1 | 67.1 29.7 139 | 692 31.7 163 71.1 42.8 214 68.6 347 169
Video-LLaVA-7B [35] 545 394 152 | 563 424 171 | 715 335 163 58.3 51.3 20.3 624 417 177
DNA-Train-7B(ours) ‘ 97.0 727 727 \ 943 741 69.0 \ 946 833 79.2 \ 98.4 82.9 81.3 \ 95.8 80.1 76.8

Scr) and applies them to their respective advantages. This
elegant re-weighting scheme (Afk = a, Ay guarantees a
balanced learning signal across disparate data types, foster-
ing robust and equitable optimization. Further derivation
details are available in the supplementary material.

5. Experiment

5.1. Experimental Setup

Benchmarks. We evaluate our model’s performance across
two categories of benchmarks: those focused on halluci-
nation detection (Duality VidVQA-Test and EventHallusion
[67]) and general video understanding benchmarks, includ-
ing TempCompass [40], MVBench [31], TOMATO [49],
and TVBench [17]. Crucially, for Duality VidVQA-Test, we
employ a stricter pairwise accuracy, where a sample is only
counted if the model correctly answers for both the original
and edited videos. Frame sampling adheres to each bench-
mark’s standard protocol: 16 frames for Duality VidQA-Test
and TOMATO, 64 for TempCompass, and 8 for MVBench
and TVBench. Since our constructed dataset primarily con-
sists of short video clips, we select evaluation benchmarks
in which the video durations are within 30 seconds, ensur-
ing that the temporal scope of the benchmarks is consis-
tent with the characteristics of our dataset. Moreover, these
benchmarks collectively assess a broad spectrum of abili-
ties, providing a comprehensive evaluation of the model’s
performance across key aspects of video comprehension.
Implementation Details. We leverage LLamaFac-
tory [73] for SFT and SWIFT [72] for RL, applying both
to the powerful Qwen2.5-VL base model. In the SFT stage,
all models were trained for one epoch with a learning rate
of 1 x 10~ and batch size of 4, using 8 H200 GPUs for 7B
models and 16 for 32B/72B models. The RL stage main-

tained the same learning rate but with batch size of 64 and
16 sampled responses per prompt, running for 600, 60, and
20 steps for the 7B, 32B, and 72B models, respectively. For
evaluation, we use greedy decoding (temperature=0) to en-
sure deterministic outputs.

5.2. Experimental Results
Table 2. Performance comparison of different models on vari-

ous benchmarks. For each task, bold denotes the best score and
underline denotes the second-best score.

Model ‘ General Video Understanding
| EventHallusion  DualityVidQA-Test | TempCompass MVBench ~ TOMATO

GPT-do [27] 733 658 738 478 317 358
VideoChat2-HD [31] 200 07 385 511 - 347
LLaVA-Next-Video [70] 12.1 16.9 4.7 422 20.1 382
Video-LLaVA-7B [35] 297 177 49.8 425 236 338
Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3] 335 528 714 62.6 26.8 517
DNA-Train-7B(ours) 613 76.8 735 63.8 326 530

Hallucinations |

TVBench

Our analysis in Tab. | highlights a significant and con-
sistent weakness across all evaluated MLLMs: a dramatic
performance drop when moving from real to counterfac-
tual videos. While leading closed-source models like GPT-
4.1 and Gemini-2.5 Pro achieve 92% accuracy on ‘“Real”
videos, their performance on “Counterfactual” (CF) content
is substantially lower. This gap is most evident in the over-
all results, where even the top-performing model, Gemini-
2.5 Pro, drops from 92.5% (Real) to 80.3% (CF). This vul-
nerability is particularly acute in more challenging scenar-
ios. For instance, in the “Counter Physical” category, most
models struggle. However, our DNA-Train-7B demon-
strates superior resilience, achieving a remarkable 79.2%
in this category. As further confirmed in Tab. 2, our training
methodology yields a dual benefit. First, DNA-Train-7B es-
tablishes itself as state-of-the-art in hallucination detection,
achieving a top score of 76.8% on Duality Vid-Test and mas-
sively outperforming other open-source models on Even-



tHallusion. Critically, this specialization does not come
at the cost of general video understanding. On the con-
trary, DNA-Train-7B consistently improves upon its base
model (Qwen2.5-VL-7B) across all general benchmarks
and remains highly competitive with, or even superior to,
closed-source leaders like GPT-40 on benchmarks such as
MVBench and TVBench. This ability to mitigate hallucina-
tions while preserving broad video understanding capabili-
ties marks a significant advance.

5.3. Ablation Studies

Ablations on Data Configurations. As shown in Tab. 3,
our ablation study on data configuration clearly demon-
strates the necessity of our paired-data approach. Train-
ing on a single data type is markedly detrimental to
our core task: using real data alone causes DualityVid-
Test performance from the paired-data baseline of 52.8 to
29.0, while counterfactuals alone are even more damaging,
with accuracy dropping to 13.1. In contrast, the paired-
data setting produces a clear synergistic effect—boosting
DualityVid-Test performance to 70.6 and achieving the
highest average improvement (+1.8) on the general video
understanding benchmark. Intriguingly, training solely on
counterfactual data improves general understanding (+1.7),
suggesting that such data encourages the model to acquire
more robust and generalizable visual representations.

Table 3. Ablation Study on Different Dataset Configurations.

Hallucinations General Video Understanding
Setting Avg Impr.
EventHallusion  Duality VidQA-Test TempCompass MVBench TOMATO TVBench

Base 335 52.8 - 714 62.6 26.8 516

Avg Impr.

Real Data 294 290 9 724 615 235 50.9
CF Data 575 13.1 18.0 704 63.7 322 52.8
Paired Data 49.0 70.6 73.6 64.2 30.7 51.2

Ablations on Duality-Normalized Advantages. To iso-
late the effectiveness of our DNA strategy, we conducted
an ablation study comparing it against strong RL baselines
(GRPO, DAPO), starting from the same SFT-trained model.
As shown in Tab. 4, DNA demonstrates clear superiority
on the primary task of hallucination detection with an av-
erage improvement of 10.8. Furthermore, DNA also out-
performs DAPO across every single general video under-
standing benchmark, demonstrating the effectiveness of our
advantage normalization strategy.

Table 4. Ablation Study on Different RL Training Strategies.

Hallucinations General Video Understanding | Ave Impr.

Method | | Avg tmpr: |
| TempCompass MVBench TOMATO TVBench |

| EventHallusion  DualityVidQA-Test |

Base 57.8 58.7 - 722 63.7 316 515
GRPO 60.8 74.6 73.5 63.6 325 526
DAPO 60.6 748 73.0 63.0 325 52,6
DNA 613 76.8 735 63.8 326 53.0

Ablations on Model Scales and Training Stages. Ta-
ble 5 reports results on different model scales and two train-
ing stages. DNA-Train consistently improves the Qwen2.5-
VL model across all evaluated scales. The largest gains are
in hallucination detection, with the full DNA-Train increas-
ing the average score by 25.9 points for the smallest model

Table 5. Ablation Study on Different Model Sizes and Training
Stages.

allucing General Video Understa
Type | Model Hallucinations Ave Impr. | General Video Understanding Avg Impr.
EventHallusion  Duality VidQA-Test TempCompass MVBench TOMATO _TVBench
Base 35 528 - 714 626 268 516
7B +SFT 578 58.7 722 63.7 316 515
+SFT+RL 613 768 735 638 326 53.0
Base 340 512 - 752 615 310 515
32B | +SFT 556 600 74.1 61.7 336 543
+ SFT+RL 58.8 603 742 61.9 346 547
Base 546 58.9 - 776 648 363 55.5
72B | +SFT 64.6 683 780 65.7 357 569
+ SFT+RL 654 694 78.3 659 365 573

variant. Crucially, these gains are accompanied by consis-
tent improvements in general video understanding across
all scales. In this process, SFT provides a strong founda-
tion, while the subsequent RL step yields the largest boosts,
particularly on the challenging Duality Vid-Test benchmark.
The smaller performance gain observed for the 72B model
is primarily attributable to its reduced RL training schedule-
20 optimization steps compared to 60 for the 32B and 600
for the 7B -an intentional trade-off necessitated by compu-
tational resource constraints.

Ablations on Model Type. We evaluated two open-
source MLLMs: LLaVA-Next-Video[70] and Qwen2.5-
VL. As shown in Tab. 6, after training on Duality VidQA
with our DNA-Train, both models consistently outper-
formed their baselines across all metrics. Specifically, on
LLaVA-Next-Video, which starts from a lower baseline, the
performance gain is 42.0 and 3.7 on hallucination and gen-
eral benchmarks. These results indicate that our DNA-Train
method not only enhances counterfactual reasoning ability
significantly, especially on Duality VidQA-Test, but also im-
proves general video understanding performance across dif-
ferent model architectures, demonstrating its robustness and
broad applicability.

Table 6. Ablation Study on Different Model Types.

Model Stage Hallucinations Ave Tmpr. General Video Understanding
EventHallusion  Duality VidQA-Test TempCompass TOMATO  TVBench

Avg Impr.

Base 35 528 - 714 626 268 516
Qwen2.5v1 7B +DNA-Train 613 768 735 638 326 53.0

Base 121 169 - 7 422 20.1 382
LLaVA-Next-Video | +DNA-Train 519 616 529 468 214 38.7

6. Conclusion

In this work, we address the critical issue of visual hallu-
cinations in MLLMs, which stems from an over-reliance
on language priors when processing visual content. To
this end, we introduce DualityForge, a novel framework
that uses controllable video editing to generate a large-
scale (144K) contrastive dataset, DualityVidQA, compris-
ing paired real and counterfactual videos. Building on
this, we propose DNA-Train, a two-stage regime that /-
normalizes advantages per real-counterfactual pair during
RL to ensure balanced training and compel the model to
ground its reasoning in visual evidence. Extensive ex-
periments demonstrate that our approach not only signifi-
cantly reduces hallucinations but also boosts performance



on general video understanding benchmarks. By convert-
ing counterfactual, commonsense-defying videos into high-
quality training data, we tame hallucinations and thus boost
MLLMs’ video understanding.
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Taming Hallucinations: Boosting MLLMs’ Video Understanding via
Counterfactual Video Generation

Supplementary Material

A. Datset Detail

We categorize video anomalies into three levels: Visual
anomalies refer to pixel-wise distortions, including abnor-
mal contrast, saturation, brightness, blurring, and local dis-
tortions, etc., which primarily affect visual quality with-
out explicit semantic alteration. Semantic anomalies in-
volve violations of scene semantics, such as object disap-
pearance, unexpected object emergence, and object substi-
tution, which result in temporal inconsistencies. Common-
sense anomalies capture more abstract and holistic viola-
tions involving spatio-temporal or physical implausibility,
such as unnatural deformations, implausible object move-
ments, unreasonable interaction and human motion anoma-
lies, etc.

A.l. DualityForge

Table A.1. Definitions of video anomaly categories.

Category Definition

Visual Pixel-wise distortions that primarily affect visual quality without explicit
semantic alteration. These include abnormal contrast, saturation, bright-
ness, blurring, and local distortions.

Semantic Violations of scene semantics, such as object disappearance, unexpected
object emergence, and object substitution, resulting in temporal inconsis-

tencies.

Commonsense  Abstract and holistic violations involving spatio-temporal or physical im-
plausibility (e.g., unnatural deformations, implausible object movements,
unreasonable interactions, and human motion anomalies).

Video Source. To improve video-editing quality and
dataset diversity, we adopt two widely used public datasets
Pexels [18] and OpenVid [43] which are commonly em-
ployed in video-generation research. From OpenVid, we
randomly sample around 3,000 videos from each of the
20 most populated categories, yielding a candidate pool of
61,591 clips. From Pexels, we additionally sample 36,333
clips, for a total of 97,924 videos.

Visual anomalies. We employ OpenCV to synthesize vi-
sual anomalies within the video data. We divide visual
anomalies into entire-frame level, region level, and ob-
ject level. To introduce anomalies, we randomly select a
temporally consistent segment in which to insert visual per-
turbations. At the object level, we first extract all noun en-
tities present in the video and randomly select one object.
Then we utilize Grounding DINO[38] and SAM[48] to lo-
calize the position of the selected object, on which the vi-
sual anomaly synthesis operation is performed.

Semantic anomalies. We categorize semantic anomalies to
include both the temporal instability of entities (e.g., un-

expected appearance, disappearance, or substitution) and
appearance-level abnormalities (such as unreadable text or
blurred faces). To enable controlled injection of anomalies
into the video while keeping the other part unchanged, we
utilize the advanced video editing model, VACE[28], to edit
the specific area in the video.

Common sense anomalies. We categorize anomalies that
contradict common sense into the following types: viola-
tions of physical laws, causal inconsistencies, material ab-
normalities, and abnormal human movements. To intro-
duce the first three types of anomalies into videos, we first
employ a Multimodal Large Language Model (MLLM) to
analyze the visual elements within an image and generate
an editing instruction targeting the anomaly. Next, we use
FLUX-Kontext[6] to edit the image according to this in-
struction. After validating the edited image, we create a
video by performing frame interpolation with VACE using
the original and edited image pair.

Finally, we collect a total of 135, 168 videos with anoma-
lies, which are subsequently subjected to an additional
screening process to ensure quality prior to their use in QA
construction. The statistics of video types are shown in
Tab. A.2. This takes around 40k GPU hours on NVIDIA
H20 GPUs.

Table A.2. Video dataset type statistics

Type Count
color 27,353
replacement 9,961
appearance 6,092
disappear 5,016
common sense 86,746
All 135,168
A.2. DUALITYVIDQA

Training Data Construction. To enhance VLM
counter-commonsense reasoning while preserving general
VideoQA performance, we adopt a two-stage training
framework: Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Reinforce-
ment Learning (RL). For each stage, we curate a tailored
dataset to support its specific training objective. We con-
ducted two rounds of data curation to ensure optimal train-
ing quality. In our first round, we constructed initial datasets
for both SFT and RL stages. We generated 200k QA pairs
from 80k videos. After analyzing the training performance,



we observed that samples with zero reward were predom-
inantly associated with failed video edits where no mean-
ingful visual changes were created. Thus, we use the first
stage trained model to filterout around 30% of the samples
with zero reward and low-quality video. This insight led us
to create a refined dataset through the following process:

Table A.3. Question type frequency statistics

QA Type Real Video Counterfactual Video
Multiple Choice 12,210 10,224
Open-Ended 42,669 39,776
All 54,879 50,000

(1) SFT data construction through two stages: dense
captioning and question-answer (QA) generation. Dur-
ing dense captioning, a red box is used to indicate the
anomaly region, and video editing metadata is provided to
the model to generate detailed, high-coverage captions un-
der controlled conditions. The detailed prompt is Dense
Caption Prompt Template in Fig. A.1. During QA gen-
eration, we followed LLaVA-Video, categorizing questions
into 16 types and using GPT-5 and Gemini 2.5 Pro to gen-
erate questions and answers based on video content and
dense captions. To ensure diversity and stability, we sam-
pled 5,000 examples from LLaVA-Video’s 170k dataset as
a pool, randomly selecting three same-category examples

Table A.4. 16 Question type frequency statistics with descriptions

QA Type Real Video  Counterfactual Video  Description

Atribute Change 1436 8.674 Questions about changes in attributes of objects or char-
acters between scenes or frames.

Binary 2,009 1,009 Tnvolves yes or no questions related to the video content

Camera Direction 1,601 4887 Tests understanding of the camera’s movement or shoot-
ing direction within the video.

Causal 737 216 Focuses on explaining actions/events, determining inten-
tions of actions or causes for events.

Count 363 438 Tests ability to count instances of objects, people, or ac-
tions.

Description Human 15360 4324 scribing actions or attributes of people.

Description Object 8.450 4404 ility to describe attributes of objects.

Description Scene 19,067 8317 ility to describe the major scene of the video

Fine-grain Action Understanding 811 1,303 s questions challenging comprehension of subtle
act

Non-Existent Actions with Existent Scene Depictions 29 13 Tests ability to identify actions that did not occur despite
related scene elements being present.

Object Direction 420 3374 Tests understanding of the movement or facing direction
of objects within the video.

Plot Understanding 981 151 Challenges ability to interpret the plot in the video.

Spatial 2,074 8.641 Y to perceive spatial relationships between ob-

in a video scene.

Speed 221 998 Involves estimating or comparing the speed of moving
objects or actions,

Temporal 768 2,789 Designed to assess reasoning about temporal relation-
ships between actions/events.

Time Order Understanding 552 362 Tests comprehension of the chronological order of events
or actions in the video.

All 54.879 50,000 Aggregate counts for all question types.

at each generation step as in-context references to maintain
stylistic consistency and content diversity. Finally, we cu-
rated 25K real videos and 25K edited videos, generating
100K QA pairs with an 8:2 ratio of open-ended to multiple-
choice items using Real Video QA Generation Prompt
Template in Fig. A.3 and Counterfactual Video QA Gen-
eration Prompt Template in Fig. A.2 respectively. Then
we use GPT-40 to classify each QA into question types
based on the LLaVA-Video taxonomy. The qa detail statis-
tics are shown in Tab. A.4 and Tab. A.3. The examples of

SFT QA are shown in Fig. A.5.

(2) RL data construction centers on creating shared-
question counterfactual QA pairs: for each real and edited
video pair, we design the same question and identical an-
swer candidates, but the correct answer differs between the
two videos. This forces the VLM to ground reasoning in
actual visual content and detect subtle changes, rather than
relying on prior plausibility. We construct the RL dataset
using Gemini2.5-Pro, which generates counterfactual QA
pairs from video captions by identifying visual differences.
The prompting strategy follows the RL Question Genera-
tion Prompt in Fig. A.4. In total, we curate 20K counter-
factual QA pairs as the RL training dataset. The examples
of RL QA are shown in Fig. A.6.

Table A.S. Counterfactual video category statistics in
Duality VidQA-Test

Tag Count
causal reversal 158
counter physical 221
object/scene deformation 187
attribute change 33
All 599

(3) Test Set. We construct a high-quality test set,
Duality VidQA-Test, to evaluate counterfactual understand-
ing. Firstly, we sampled around 2000 pairs from our paired
video pool. Then, we employ Gemini 2.5 Pro to generate
candidate based on video content and dense captions. The
prompt is RL Question Generation Prompt in Fig. A 4.
Then we employ 3 human annotators and 3 expert review-
ers to filter and refine the generated QA pairs, ensuring each
question is valid, unambiguous, and answerable based on
the video content.

The final test set consists of 600 real-counterfactual
video pairs, each with a shared question and options but
different answers. We then cluster the test set into 12 cate-
gories, then manually cluster them into 4 major categories:
counter physical, object/scene deformation, causal reversal,
and attribute change. The statistics of counterfactual video
categories are shown in Tab. A.5. The examples of test QA
are shown in Fig. A.7.

B. Derivation

Here we show the derivation of
S=1GY ‘Ai =2,/(1-R)R.

el
We consider the case where the reward values R; are binary,
ie.,

(B.10)

R; € {0,1}. (B.11)



Counterfactual Video Multiple Choice and Open-Ended Question Gener-

ation Prompt

You are a professional video understanding and visual anomaly detection expert. Please generate a
description for the given video.

Given [num_frames] uniformly sampled frames from the video (total duration approximately
[video.duration] seconds), the time periods are [time_list], please generate a detailed de-
scription in chronological order.

1 will use a red box to figure out the anomaly region.

anomaly.type: [anomaly.type]

Task Given a detailed description that summarizes the content of the generate-video, generate question-
answer pairs to build LLM training data.

Reference Examples: Here is one question dimension and its explanation and example question-answer
pairs for reference:

Question Type: [question_type]

N Example 1:
* region-type: [region_type]
* region.name: [region.name] ## caption-1: [Video description]
* anomaly_start_time(s): [anomaly_start_time] ## question-1: [Question text]
+ anomaly.end_time(s): [anomaly_end time] ## answer-1: [Answer text]
Please pay special attention to the following points: Example 2:

1. Describe in detail the important objects, actions, and relationships in each time period of the video,

N N Lo N ti =21 [Vide ds ti
following chronological order, and merge the same content to ensure the dense caption is efficient o EEpEion-an [k desersipEien]

## question-2: [Question text]

and clear. ## answer-2: [Ans text]
2. Carefully analyze and point out any visual anomalies, such as: answerme: newer tex
* Unnatural changes in object appearance (distortion, warping, blurring, etc.) Example 3:

* Perspective distortion or geometric deformation in specific regions
+ Discontinuities or unnatural transitions in object edges

« Abnormal changes in texture or color

« Unnatural changes in lighting effects

## caption-3: [Video description]
## question-3: [Question text]
## answer-3: [Answer text]

* Anomalous behavior in specific regions of the video (e.g., lens, objects) You need to generate similar questi pairs like the 1
3. For each detected anomaly, please specify in detail: Guidelines For Question Generation:
*  The exact time period when the anomaly appears * Please formulate questions using only objectively observable information, without presupposmw or
+ The specific region or object affected by the anomaly emphasizing any abnormal, strange, or logically i i in the i
¢ You need to convert the anomaly parameters into natural language descriptions (do not output * The questions should be neutral and natural, while the answers may accurately describe the observed

values like “saturation factor is xx’, and do not output specific region coordinates). phenomena.
4. If there are other anomalies, such as blurring, missing content, unrecognizable scenes, etc., please Each multiple-choice question should have 4 options (A, B, C, D), with only one correct answer.
clearly point them out in the relevant paragraphs. The answer must be correct with respect to the video visual content.
But don’t need mention red box in the description. For abnormal object/event questions, include an option stating “The video is normal” as a distractor.
Generate 1-4 question-answer pairs.
Do not mention people’s reactions to abnormal phenomena.
For open-ended questions, provide detailed descriptions including speed and direction of ac-

The output format should be JSON, including the following content:
{

"spatial location": "[region_name]", tions/camera movements.
"merged_timestamps": ["[0.0s - ...]1", "[... - ...]1"], Input: Dense Caption: [dense_caption]
"dense_captions": [ Output Format: Your output should be formatted as a JSON file:
"[0.0s - . For Multiple Choice Questions:
L P
0
"[... - video_end_time]: "Question": "<question-1>",
1 "Options": ["<option—0>", "<option-1>",
) "<option-2>", "<option-3>"],
"Answer": "index of correct option"
P
H
For Open-Ended Questions:
. . [{
Figure A.1. Dense Caption Prompt Template "Question": "<question-1>",

"Answer": "<a detailed answer-1>"

H

Let |G| be the size of the group, and let Figure A.2. Counterfactual Video QA Generation Prompt Tem-

plate

R= Z R, (B.12) A
| | ieG Sum of /; norm. The sum of ¢/; norm of A; over the
group is:

denote the accuracy of the group (i.e., the fraction of cor- Z | A, |

rect responses). |G | e
3

IG|- R
IG | |
Standard Deviation of rewards. (B.15)

R-|G|-(1-R)’+(1—-R)-|G|- (0-R)
|G|

std({Ri}i:)

R-(1-R)
(B.13)

The magnitude of the advantage is therefore:

) % ifr; =1,
|A;| = ¢ VEO-R) o (B.14)
R 0.




Real Video Multiple Choice and Open-Ended Question Generation

Prompt

Task: Given a detailed description that summarizes the content of video, generate question-answer pairs
to build LLM training data.

Reference Examples:

Question Type: [question-type]

For Multiple Choice:

## caption-1: [Video description]
## question-1: [Question text]
## options-1: [A. Optionl, B. Option2, C. Option3, D. Optiond]
## answer-1: [Correct answer]

For Open-Ended:

## caption-1: [Video description]
## question— [Question text]
## answer-1: [Detailed answer]

You need to generate similar question-answer pairs like the examples.

Guidelines For Question Generation:

For Multiple Choice Questions:

+  Generate appropriate multiple-choice question-answer pairs based on the description
+ Each question should have 4 options (A, B, C, D)

+  Only one option should be correct

+  Other options should be plausible distractors

+ Distractor options must be reasonable, relevant to the question, and not obviously wrong
For Open-Ended Questions:

* Generate appropriate question-answer pairs based on the description

+ Answers should be detailed and comprehensive

General Guidelines:

*  Generate 1-4 question-answer pairs

* Questions should focus on observable content in the video

* Maintain natural and objective question formulation

Output Format:

For Multiple Choice Questions:

[t

"Question": "<question-1>",

"Options": ["<option-0>", "<option-1>",
"<option-2>", "<option-3>"],

"Answer": "index of correct option"

i3
For Open-Ended Questions:
[{
"Question": "<question-1>",

"Answer": "<a detailed answer-1>"

H

Figure A.3. Real Video QA Generation Prompt Template

Task: Given two captions — TRUE CAPTION (original video description) and MOCK CAPTION
(edited video description after applying an edit instruction) — design a question that can be answered
differently for the TRUE and MOCK videos. The goal is to produce high-quality, dimension-specific
question-answer pairs for training multimodal models.

Reference Example:

TRUE CAPTION: The man places a cake on the table and lights the candles. MOCK CAPTION:
The man places a cake on the table without lighting any candles. Edit Instruction: Remove the candle
lighting action.

Question: What does the man do with the cake after placing it on the table? Answer for TRUE: He
lights the candles on the cake. Answer for MOCK: He leaves the cake as it is without lighting candles.
Wrong Answers: [“He cuts the cake into slices”, “He puts the cake back into the oven™]

Guidelines for Question Generation:

Core Requirements:

* Base questions strictly on differences between the TRUE and MOCK videos.

+ Do not refer to or mention captions directly in the question.

* No timestamps or meta-information in the question.

* Use the provided edit instruction as a design hint.

* Questions must belong to one of the predefined task dimensions.

If no suitable question for the chosen dimension, output an empty question string.

*  Wrong answers must be incorrect for both videos, but still plausible.

+  Generate answers for each video independently without inferring from the other.

Available Dimensions: Refer to the predefined TASK_.EXAMPLES set for dimensions and descrip-
tions.

Output Format: The result must be valid JSON with the following structure:

{

"dimension": "<task dimension>",

"question": "<generated question>",

"answers_for_true_caption": ["<answer based on TRUE CAPTION>"],
"answers_for_mock_caption": ["<answer based on MOCK CAPTION>"],
"wrong_answers": ["<wrong answer 1>", "<wrong answer 2>", ...]

Figure A.4. RL Question Generation Prompt




Q: What visual change happens to the rice paddies later in the video? Real Video
A They are harvested and become bare brown immediately

X e e ey CounterFactual Video
@F EhmEhr e @F

Q: What visual change happens to the rice paddies later in the video?

C. The video is normal; nothing unusual changes

8. Livestock enter and graze acrass the filds.
D. Their surfaces furn smooth white and ripple like waves

leo is normal; nothing unusual changes
. Their surfaces furn smooth white and ripple like waves

. The videa is norma; nothing unusual changes

Gemini D. Their surfaces turn smooth white and ripple like waves. Gemini

Q? @: What is the person using to stir the contents of the pot? Real Video Q: At the beginning of the clip, how does the woman operate the chest press machine? CounterFactual Video

The person s using a light-colored wooden spoon to stir the liquid in the pot.

Gemini

From 0 fo about 1.3 seconds, she sifs back against the machine’s pad, grips both handles, and pushes them straight

forward in a smooth, controlled motion. The pace is steady with no jerky movements, and the press follows a typical Gemini
chest-press path from near the forso outward.

YW G Real Video
e iy i a0
& i a s

Q” Q: Describe the motion and shape of the water feature that appears in the background. CounterFactual Video

The water erupts upward af high speed in  near-vertical plume, bright white and foamy against the blue sky. The .
column has a tapered, rocket-like profile: wider at the base where if meets the sea and narrowing toward the top as it Gemini
climbs. Tt shows lttle sideward driff, maintaining a mostly straight, skyward trajectory fhat dwarfs the genfle swells

. around it

0. Sitting on a bench Gemini

Figure A.5. Examples of Duality VidQA-SFT. We show the real video and counterfactual video pair and the question and answer pair
generated based on the counterfactual video.

Q: What change, if any, occurs to the large rocks in the stream during the video? CounterFactual Video
A. The large rocks are washed away downstream by the current.

B. Some of the large rocks begin to float upwards into the air.
C. The large rocks change color from grey to green.
D. The large rocks remain stationary in the stream bed throughout the video.

D. The large rocks remain stationary in the stream bed throughout the video. Real Video Answer
Gemini

B. Some of the large rocks begin to float upwards into the air. CF Video Answer

Figure A.6. Examples of Duality VidQA-RL. We show the real video and counterfactual video pair and the generated question and answer.



| Real

Real .,
CounterFact & CounterFact %
Q: What is the boy in the plaid shirt doing in the background while the girl in the Causal reversal counter phyxl'cal ) 7

Q? orange dress is inflating her balloon? Q: What happens to the lanterns in the video?
. He is talking o the il in the white shirt Q

8. He is playing with a areen balloon on the

C. People are seen releasing the lanterns info the sky.

. The lanterns fall info the river.

object/scene deformation attribute change

Real Real

CounterFact CounterFact

%7 o e 7 o P e 5% o

7 Q: What s the spafial relationship and movement pattern of the
Q celestial objects,_other than the spaceship, seen in the video?

Q: What is notable about the attire of the man standing in front of the BMW logo? ®]

B He is not wearing a suit jacket, only a dress shirt and tie.

. The BMW logo is embroidered on the cuff of his sleeve.
C. A single planet spins rapidly while multiple moons orbit it in a

circular path.

. A black hole is shown pulling in surrounding stars and debris.

Figure A.7. Examples of Duality VidQA-Test. We show the real video and counterfactual video pair and the generated question. Answers
for the counterfactual video are shown in red, and answers for the real video are shown in green.
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