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Abstract

Visual agents must turn video observations into timely decisions to track progress and choose
what to do next. Building on the emerging System One paradigm, we introduce Videolev, a
family of models that cast video understanding and interaction as structured decision tasks. We
adapt pretrained multimodal large language models (MLLMs) by replacing autoregressive answer
decoding with a shared head that scores temporal intervals and textual options against video
evidence. These scores yield event spans or answer choices, unifying temporal grounding and
multiple-choice video question answering. This combines the semantic flexibility of MLLMs with
efficient decisions that agents can use directly. As an interaction unfolds, new goals and intermedi-
ate results prompt further queries about the same visual history. VideoJev therefore reuses visual
computation through Cached inference for queries as they arrive and Joint inference for multi-
ple queries in a single forward pass. Across three temporal grounding benchmarks, VideoJev-4B
and VideoJev-35B-A3B improve mean mloU over their backbones by 6.7 and 10.8 points, re-
spectively, with measured inference speedups of 2.8—-3.1X. On four video QA benchmarks, both
achieve performance comparable to their backbones in Thinking mode, with measured inference
speedups exceeding 100X . These results offer a unified, reusable decision interface for composing
structured visual judgments into complex, open-ended workflows.
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Figure 1 Videolev: structured visual decisions with shared computation. Top: temporal intervals and
textual options share a candidate-scoring interface; Cached inference reuses the video prefix for arriving queries, while Joint
inference scores each query group in one forward pass. Bottom: prediction quality versus model forward latency at both model
scales, using the results in Tables 1 and 2. Left: mean grounding mIoU across three benchmarks and per-query latency on full
Charades. Right: mean Video QA score across four benchmarks and per-question latency on full LVBench.
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1 Introduction

Visual intelligence enables systems to perceive, reason about, and interact with the world. For such systems,
video understanding must support timely decisions that guide reasoning and action. An agent may need to
locate evidence, check progress, or assess possible actions, often using the same visual history. For example,
an assistant following a cooking procedure may check whether an ingredient has been added before choosing
the next step. High-level goals can be decomposed into conditions to verify and options to evaluate, through
predefined procedures or generated plans [1, 47]. This suggests a central premise: structured visual judgments
can support open-ended behavior without requiring open-ended generation at every step.

Existing visual models offer complementary strengths. Discriminative vision models make efficient predictions
but often depend on task-specific designs or fixed label spaces. Video multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) provide broad semantic understanding and flexible language interfaces [24, 51], yet typically express
decisions through autoregressive generation. They generate timestamps for temporal grounding [16, 35, 61]
or answer text for video question answering [23, 25|, even when the output is a compact, structured decision.
Our goal is to combine efficient direct prediction with the semantic flexibility of pretrained MLLMs through
a unified, language-conditioned interface.

The System One paradigm offers a foundation for this goal. Jev produces typed probabilistic judgments that
software can use directly, without generating answers token by token [2, 38]. Recent work extends this idea to
images [48, 58]. Video introduces an additional requirement: decisions must reflect temporal structure while
sharing expensive visual context across queries. When successive questions share the same observations, the
cost of each additional judgment becomes central to responsive interaction.

We introduce Videolev, a family of video System One models built around two principles: direct candidate
scoring and reusable visual computation (Figure 1). Temporal grounding scores intervals for membership in
a queried event and assembles them into a contiguous span. Multiple-choice video question answering (Video
QA) scores textual options and selects the answer best supported by the video. Both tasks share a scoring
architecture, while task-specific supervision and output rules preserve their different structures. This design
draws on pretrained multimodal representations without autoregressive answer decoding.

To support repeated judgments, VideoJev organizes training and inference around a shared video prefix. In
Cached inference, the video is encoded and prefilled once, and queries reuse the cached context as they arrive.
In Joint inference, multiple queries follow the same prefix and receive separate scores in one causal forward
pass. Training uses the same layout to share computation across questions.

We evaluate VideoJev-4B, a dense model, and VideoJev-35B-A3B, a mixture-of-experts (MoE) model, on
three temporal grounding and four Video QA benchmarks. Relative to their Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.6-35B-
A3B backbones in Instruct mode, the two models improve mean grounding mIoU by 6.7 and 10.8 points and
mean QA scores by 8.0 and 5.7 points, respectively (Tables 1 and 2). Measured inference speedups reach
2.8-3.1x for grounding; on QA, both remain competitive with their Thinking counterparts while achieving
over 100X speedups. The timed generative baselines also reuse the video prefix.

With identical training data and settings, VideoJev-4B also exceeds autoregressive fine-tuning by 1.3 points
in mean grounding mIoU and 1.9 points in mean QA score (Table 3), supporting the benefit of direct decision
learning beyond data alone. These findings support learning structured judgments for visual agents.

Our contributions are threefold:

e We introduce VideoJev, a family of video System One models that unifies temporal grounding and multiple-
choice Video QA through direct candidate scoring.

e We reuse visual computation across training queries and through two inference modes: Cached inference
for arriving queries and Joint inference for queries processed together.

e We evaluate dense 4B and MoE 35B-A3B models across seven benchmarks, demonstrating strong prediction
quality and inference efficiency, with a controlled comparison against autoregressive fine-tuning.
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Figure 2 Videolev: direct candidate scoring with shared visual computation. (a) Temporal intervals,
represented by timestamps, and textual options share an input format. (b) Cached inference prefills the video once
and processes each query suffix separately; Joint inference processes each query group in one causal language-model
forward pass. Both modes share the backbone and scorer. (c) Temporal scores yield an event span; option scores
select an answer. Scores and the reference interval are illustrative.

2 Videolev

2.1 A Unified Video Decision Framework

VideoJev scores temporal intervals and textual options with a shared head over pretrained multimodal rep-
resentations. Figure 2 summarizes the architecture, video-prefix reuse, and task-specific output rules.

Architecture. We adapt a pretrained MLLM with a causal language backbone and native video inputs.
Following the observation that pre-MLP features support semantic similarity [62], we remove the final MLP
and replace the language-model output head with a candidate scorer. Two new tokens, <|option_end|> and
<|decide|>, provide candidate readouts and a query-level decision readout. Both are initialized from the
pretrained <|im_end|> embedding. Separate linear projections map their hidden states to 512 dimensions
and normalize them to unit length:

thd + bq Wihi + b, T
U= V= —————— s$; = 10w v; +b. 1
[Wyha + byl [Wehs + bl W
Here, hq and h; are the decision and candidate states; W, Wy, by, by, are learned projection parameters, and

|- |l2 is the Euclidean norm. Their normalized similarity gives logit s;, with fixed scale 10 and learned scalar
bias b.

Unifying temporal and option decisions. Given a video V, a language query ¢, and K candidates
C ={ecy,...,cx}, we place video tokens first, followed by the task instruction, query, and candidate list. The
instruction specifies temporal grounding or multiple-choice Video QA. Each candidate ends with <|option_-
end|>, and the list ends with <|decide|> Causal modeling lets candidate readouts use the video, query,
and preceding candidates; the decision readout sees the full list. Temporal candidates are timestamp texts
copied from the video prefix into this list, each identifying a frame-pair interval. Their sigmoid scores indicate



event membership, from which we decode a contiguous span. Option candidates are answer texts; softmax
normalizes their logits into probabilities for selecting the highest-scoring option. Thus, candidates and output
rules specify the task.

Reusable video computation. Causal modeling makes the video prefix independent of subsequent queries,
allowing its computation to be shared. In Cached inference, we encode and prefill the video once. Each arriv-
ing query branches from the cached prefix and requires one language-model forward over its query, candidates,
and readout tokens. In Joint inference, multiple queries and their candidate lists follow a single video prefix,
with a separate <|decide|> readout for each query. One causal language-model forward pass yields all query
scores. Later queries can access preceding query text and candidates, but no reference or predicted answers
are appended. Training uses the same concatenated query layout to share video computation across questions
for efficiency.

2.2 Temporal Grounding through Interval Decisions

An event may span many candidate intervals. Grounding therefore requires both identifying relevant intervals
and covering the event as a whole. We train these complementary judgments with local membership and
coverage supervision, then decode a single continuous span.

Learning temporal decisions. The backbone’s twofold temporal compression groups frames into pairs.
We partition the timeline into K candidate intervals, one per pair. For interval B; = [¢;, 1], t; is the mean
of its two frame timestamps, and /;, r; are its boundaries. Each internal boundary lies halfway between the
previous pair’s last frame and the next pair’s first frame; /1 = 0 and rx equals the video duration. Timestamp
strings identify intervals; labels and boundaries use unrounded times. Let G be the union of annotated event
intervals. Candidate ¢ has label y; = 1{t; € G} and membership probability p; = o(s;), where 1 is the
indicator function and o is the sigmoid function. Several candidates may belong to the same event, so we
use multi-label binary cross-entropy to supervise each one independently:

K
1
Lpce = K Zl [yilog pi + (1 — y;) log(1 — pi)] . (2)

BCE supervises local membership but does not directly reward event coverage. We therefore add a soft
intersection-over-union (IoU) loss over the positive intervals. With interval duration d; = r; — ¢;, we define

_ > dipiyi
> di lyi +pi(1— ys)]

The numerator rewards coverage of the event, while the denominator penalizes responses outside it. Weighting
by duration accounts for unequal interval lengths.

‘CIOU =1

(3)

Soft IoU is omitted when no midpoint is positive; BCE uses only valid candidates.

Decoding a temporal interval. To combine interval scores into an event span, we adjust logits by a
probability threshold 7 and select the nonempty contiguous range with the largest sum. We fix 7 = 0.25
across both model sizes and all inference modes in every experiment, with smoothing window 1:

b

(a*,b*) = arg  max Z{si—long ] (4)

1<a<b<K -7

1=a

Here, a and b index the first and last candidates in a range, and a* and b* identify the selected range. Kadane’s
algorithm finds this range in O(K) time. The selected candidates’ interval boundaries give the continuous
prediction [{y«,75<]. If all adjusted logits are negative, the decoder returns the interval of the strongest
candidate. We then apply lightweight boundary postprocessing to obtain a valid, nonempty interval.



2.3 Video QA through Option Selection

Multiple-choice Video QA requires selecting one textual option rather than identifying multiple positive
intervals.

Learning candidate preferences. For a question with K answer options, the shared head assigns logit
s; to option i. Let y be the index of the correct option. Since exactly one answer is correct, we normalize
the logits with softmax and train with cross-entropy:

expls;
pi = #, Lcg = —logpy, (5)
Zj:l exp(s;)

where p; is the probability of option .

Reducing position bias. To discourage shortcuts based on option position, we apply a reproducible,
answer-independent permutation to each eligible training question and update its correct-answer index. Ques-
tions referring to option positions or earlier turns retain their original order to preserve meaning. At inference,
we keep the supplied order and select the option with the highest p;.

2.4 Training Recipe

We instantiate VideoJev with Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.6-35B-A3B. Scoring-head projection weights are ini-
tialized from a Gaussian with standard deviation 0.005; biases start at zero.

Training data. We train temporal membership on TimeLens-100K [55] and TimeLens2-93K [61], con-
verting annotated intervals into candidate-level labels. Option selection uses an internally curated corpus of
approximately 240K multiple-choice questions over 19K videos. The content includes gaming, sports, cooking,
music and dance, outdoor activities, and crafts. Questions cover entity and action recognition, spatiotempo-
ral reasoning, information retrieval, event understanding, counting, OCR, and summarization. Videos range
from 4 minutes to nearly 2 hours, and each question has four or five answer options. We group queries from
the same video around a shared prefix.

Two-stage training. Inspired by projector alignment in MLLMs [28], we first train the new scorer against
fixed pretrained features, then adapt the language backbone. This gives the scorer a stable representation
space during its initial updates. Stage one trains only the head on 30% of the videos, with the backbone and
new marker embeddings frozen. The grounding and QA objectives are

Lrc = LBcE, Lqoa = LcE. (6)

Stage two trains the language backbone, marker embeddings, and aligned head on the remaining 70% of the
videos. Soft IoU adds event-level coverage supervision to grounding, while QA retains cross-entropy:

Lt = Lpce + 2 Liou, (7)
Laoa = LcE. (8)

Task losses are averaged equally over questions. The visual encoder and merger remain frozen throughout.
Each stage runs for one epoch with a separate optimizer and learning-rate schedule.

3 Experiments

We evaluate prediction quality and inference efficiency on grounding and multiple-choice Video QA, then
examine model design and confidence. Unless otherwise stated, VideoJev uses Joint inference.



Table 1 Video temporal grounding. Generative models use Instruct mode by default; VideoJev uses Joint
inference. The superscript T* marks TimeLens-Bench refined annotations. Bold marks the best value and underline
the second best. Appendix A details the evaluation settings.

Model Latency ({) Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™

seconds R1@.3 R1@.5 R1@.7 mloU R1@.3 R1@.5 R1@.7 mloU R1@.3 R1@.5 R1@.7 mloU Avg.
Proprietary models
GPT-5[31] - 59.3 42,0 22.0 405 574 449 304 429 724 604 464 568 467
Gemini-2.5-Pro [13] - 741 61.1 340 528 723 642 471 581 84.1 759 611 704 60.4
Open-source dense models (4B language backbone)
Molmo2-4B [8] 0.636 444 311 185 347 508 403 299 409 737 626 518 608 45.5
Qwen3-VL-4B [3] 0.703 718 538 287 494 674 548 376 507 784 664 511 623 54.1
Mage-VL [45] 1.437 75.5 63.1 36.1 55.0 65.1 57.0 397 516 764 68.1 53.6 634 56.7
Qwen3.5-4B [33] 0.763 752 566 315 523 726 616 426 556 829 731 58.1 679 58.6
VideoChat3-4B [25] 1.067 784 649 359 561 701 605 422 546 81.0 725 56.8 670 59.2
Video-ORA-4B [26] 2.347 771 649 379 568 693 60.1 438 573 814 726 586 675 60.5
TimelLens2-4B [67] 0.646 803 66.6 375 577 746 655 472 590 833 752 600 693 620
Videolev-4B 0.276 828 694 403 60.1 788 705 514 628 873 794 648 732 653
Open-source MoE models (30-35B total, 3B active)
Nemotron-3-Nano-Omni-30B-A3B [30] 3.882 652 499 26.6 453 547 435 279 406 66.7 557 412 526 46.2
Qwen3-VL-30B-A3B [3] 1.055 703 465 251 481 657 51.1 365 494 793 676 526 632 53.6
Qwen3.5-35B-A3B [33] 1.021 715 442 211 46.0 721 573 404 544 803 673 532 643 54.9
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B [34] 1.054 726 47.0 232 473 739 598 424 560 833 725 576 675 569
VideoJev-35B-A3B 0.336 86.1 748 445 637 810 725 544 655 880 799 655 74.0 67.7

3.1 Experimental Setup

Training configuration. We train both model sizes on 64 NVIDIA H200 GPUs with BF16 computation
and a global batch size of 64 packed sequences. Training videos are sampled at 2 fps, with a maximum
sequence length of 144K tokens and an 80% visual-token budget. We use AdamW with weight decay 0.01
and gradient clipping at 1.0. Each stage uses 5% warm-up followed by cosine decay to 10% of its peak
learning rate. The head learning rate is 3 x 10~* during head alignment and 10~ during joint adaptation. In
the latter stage, the language-backbone learning rate is 5 x 1076 for 4B and 2 x 10~ for 35B-A3B. The two
stages run for 160 and 375 optimizer updates, respectively. We use DeepSpeed ZeRO-2 for 4B and ZeRO-3
for 35B-A3B.

Temporal grounding benchmarks and metrics. We evaluate on the TimeLens-Bench refined annota-
tions [55] of Charades-STA [12], ActivityNet Captions [19], and QVHighlights [21]. For each query, we report
rank-one recall at temporal IoU thresholds 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7 (R1@0.3/0.5/0.7), together with mean temporal
IoU (mloU). VideoJev uses a fixed decoding threshold 7 = 0.25 and smoothing window 1 across both model
sizes and all inference modes.

Video QA benchmarks and metrics. We evaluate multiple-choice Video QA on the LVBench [41]
test set (1,549 questions), Video-MME [11] test set (2,700 questions), LongVideoBench [42] validation set
(1,337 questions), and the seven multiple-choice tasks of MLVU [57] development (2,174 questions). Inputs
contain video frames only, without subtitles or audio. We report accuracy on LVBench, Video-MME, and
LongVideoBench, and M-Avg on MLVU.

Inference latency. We measure grounding latency on the complete Charades test set (1,313 videos; 3,363
queries) and QA latency on the complete LVBench test set (103 videos; 1,549 questions), using H200 GPUs
at batch size 1. Both tasks measure model forward time only, excluding preprocessing and data transfers.
VideoJev uses Joint inference, encoding each video once and scoring its queries together. Generative baselines
share visual encoding and prefix prefill, then generate answers from independent query branches. We divide
accumulated forward time, including visual encoding, prefill, and all autoregressive decoding steps, by the
number of queries. Generations reaching the output limit are included. Grounding uses 4 fps inputs and
at most 640 x 640 pixels per frame; QA models retain their native visual settings. Appendix A.1 gives the
timing details.



3.2 Video Temporal Grounding

Table 1 shows consistent gains across the three grounding benchmarks. VideoJev-4B reaches 65.3 mean mloU,
improving on Qwen3.5-4B by 6.7 points and TimeLens2-4B by 3.3 points. Against TimeLens2-4B, it also
raises R1@0.7 by 2.8-4.8 points across the three datasets. Gains under this stricter overlap criterion indicate
more precise temporal localization, supporting interval membership scoring as an effective way to recover
event spans.

VideoJev-35B-A3B raises mean mloU to 67.7, 10.8 points above its Qwen3.6-35B-A3B backbone. Scal-
ing from VideoJev-4B adds 2.4 points with only a 22% increase in measured latency. Both sizes lead all
reported grounding metrics and achieve the lowest measured latency within their respective open-source
groups, with 2.8-3.1X speedups over their backbones. Since the generative baselines also share video prefill,
these speedups highlight the value of avoiding autoregressive timestamp generation when repeated queries
draw on the same visual context.

3.3 Option Selection on Video QA Benchmarks

All VideoJev long-video QA evaluations in this paper use a fixed 256K (262,144-token) context budget across
benchmarks, model sizes, and inference modes. We sample the full video at a requested 2 fps, uniformly
subsampling when needed to cap the input at 2,048 frames. Frames contain at most 640 x 640 pixels;
resolution is reduced as needed to keep visual tokens within 80% of the context budget. Table 2 groups
baselines by language-backbone scale and distinguishes Instruct and Thinking modes where reported.

In Table 2, VideoJev-4B and VideoJev-35B-A3B improve four-benchmark mean scores over their Instruct
backbones by 8.0 and 5.7 points, respectively. Both lead their open-source groups on LVBench, and the
MoE model achieves the highest group mean. The gains extend to every QA benchmark.

Direct scoring also remains competitive with explicit reasoning. VideoJev-4B is within 0.6 points of Qwen3.5-
4B Thinking in mean score, while VideoJev-35B-A3B exceeds Qwen3.6-35B-A3B Thinking by 0.7 points.
Both outperform their Thinking counterparts on LVBench and match or improve on LongVideoBench; Think-
ing retains an edge on Video-MME and MLVU. Measured speedups over these Thinking baselines are 129 X
and 100 X, respectively. Section 3.5 further compares direct-option and reasoning baselines.

3.4 Ablation Study

We control for training data, then examine inference modes, task composition, supervision, and design choices.
Architectural, objective, and schedule ablations use VideoJev-4B with the same complete test sets, Joint
inference, and grounding decoder. QA ablations and the autoregressive control retain the fixed 256K-token
context; tables report changes from the marked baseline.

Isolating VideoJev’s architectural gains. To test whether the gains arise solely from our training
data, we fine-tune an ordinary Qwen3.5-4B autoregressive model on exactly the same post-training data as
VideoJev. It retains the native final MLP and language-model head and learns to generate temporal intervals
or answer letters. Both models use single-stage training on 100% of the data; VideoJev results are copied from
the single-stage variant in Table 8. Table 3 shows that VideoJev improves mean grounding and QA scores by
1.3 and 1.9 points. The gains under matched data and schedules support an architectural benefit: directly
supervising temporal membership and option preferences aligns the readout with the required decisions,
enabling more effective use of the same supervision. Appendix A.3 gives the key settings.

Cached inference and Joint inference. Cached inference evaluates each query independently against the
same video prefix, providing a reference without interference between queries. Joint inference efficiently scores
all queries in a group in one forward pass. To retain the benefits of optimized kernels such as FlashAttention,
it uses standard causal attention without custom masks to isolate queries. Later queries can therefore attend
to preceding questions and candidates. We verified that earlier questions do not leak answers to later ones;
no reference or predicted answers are inserted. Table 4 tests whether these interactions degrade prediction
quality using the same trained checkpoint within each size. Surprisingly, Joint inference improves mean



Table 2 Multiple-choice Video QA. Molmo2 uses a 32K context; Nemotron uses 128K. Bold marks the best value
and underline the second best. Appendix A details the evaluation settings.

Model Latency (|) LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
seconds test; w/o sub. test; w/o sub. val; w/o sub. dev MCQ; M-Avg 4-bench mean
Proprietary models
GPT-5.2 [33] -- 73.7 85.8 -- 85.6 --
Gemini-3-Pro [33] -- 76.2 87.7 -- 83.0 --
Claude-Opus-4.5 [33] -- 57.3 81.4 -- 81.7 --
Seed?2.0-Pro [4] -- 76.4 -- 80.3 -- --
Open-source dense models (4B language backbone)
Molmo2-4B [8] 0.748 53.9 69.6 68.0 74.3 66.5
VideoChat3-4B [25] 1.210 56.7 70.1 64.1 73.8 66.2
Qwen3-V0L-4B nstruct [3] 3.012 56.2 69.3 66.5 75.3 66.8
Qwen3-VL-4Bhinking [3] 19.713 53.5 68.9 63.4 75.7 65.4
Qwen3.5-4Bnstruct [33] 1.355 60.0 70.6 61.2 73.3 66.3
Qwen3.5-4Brpinking [33] 144,929 66.4 76.9 73.6 82.8 74.9
VideoJev-4B 1.123 67.9 75.0 73.6 80.6 74.3
Open-source MoE models (30-35B total, 3B active)
Nemotron-3-Nano-Omni-30B-A3Binstruct [30] 1.106 54.9 70.8 67.5 77.2 67.6
Nemotron-3-Nano-Omni-30B-A3Brhinking [30]  229.095 52.2 72.2 69.6 79.6 68.4
Qwen3-VL-30B-A3Bnstruct [3] 4817 62.5 745 70.9 81.3 72.3
Qwen3-VL-30B-A3Brhinking [3] 9.637 59.2 73.3 69.1 78.9 70.1
Qwen3.5-35B-A3Bnstruct [33] 1.683 58.8 74.4 65.7 77.4 69.1
Qwen3.5-35B-A3Brhinking [33] 164.730 714 82.5 74.5 85.6 78.5
Qwen3.6-35B-A3Bnstruct [34] 2.379 66.0 771 72.4 79.5 73.8
Qwen3.6-35B-A3Brhinking [34] 149.777 714 82.5 749 86.2 78.8
VideoJev-35B-A3B 1.493 73.4 81.8 77.1 85.9 79.5

Table 3 Isolating architectural gains with an autoregressive control. VideoJev-4B and an autoregressive
Qwen3.5-4B are both fine-tuned in a single stage on exactly the same post-training data.  denotes the VideoJev-4B
Single-stage (100%) variant from Table 8. The two models share the same training and evaluation settings.

Model Temporal grounding Video QA
Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™ Avg. LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
VideoJev-4B' (baseline) 60.6 62.8 72.9 65.4 67.7 74.9 73.5 82.6 74.7
61.0 61.3 70.0 64.1 66.9 74.5 71.4 786 728
Qwen3'5-4B AR SFT (+0.4) (-1.5) (-2.9) (-1.3) (-0.8) (-0.4) (-2.1) (-4.0) (-1.9)

grounding/QA scores by 0.8/0.5 points at 4B and 0.3/0.7 points at 35B-A3B. Scores improve in 13 of the 14
model-benchmark comparisons, with only a 0.1-point decrease on QVHighlights at 35B-A3B. These small
gains may reflect alignment with training, which uses the same joint layout for efficiency: the model learns
to accommodate query interactions while sharing visual computation.

Table 4 Cached inference versus Joint inference.

Setting Temporal grounding Video QA
Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™ Avg. LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
Videolev-4B
Joint inference (baseline) 60.1 62.8 73.2 65.3 67.9 75.0 73.6 80.6 74.3
. 58.6 61.8 73.1 64.5 67.1 749 729 80.1 738
Cached inference (-1.5) 1.0 (-0.1) (-0.8) (-0.8) (0.1 -0.7) (-05)  (-0.5)
Videolev-35B-A3B
Joint inference (baseline) 63.7 65.5 74.0 67.7 73.4 81.8 771 85.9 79.5
. 63.1 65.0 74.1 67.4 72.2 81.3 76.7 85.0 788
Cached inference (-0.6) (-0.5) (+0.1) (-0.3) (-1.2) (-0.5) (-0.4) (-0.9) (-0.7)

Joint training for grounding and QA. Temporal grounding and video QA require different forms of
prediction: localizing an event in time and selecting a textual answer. We therefore examine whether the two
tasks interfere, remain independent, or reinforce each other within VideoJev. Table 5 compares VideoJev-4B



trained jointly on both tasks with models trained on either task alone. Joint training improves performance
on all seven benchmarks, raising mean grounding mloU by 0.7 points and mean QA score by 1.3 points,
with the largest QA gain on LongVideoBench (+1.9 points). These gains indicate mutual benefit: temporal
supervision may sharpen evidence localization, while QA strengthens semantic discrimination. The shared
scorer provides a simple interface for learning these complementary capabilities.

Table 5 Joint versus single-task training. VideoJev-4B is trained on temporal grounding (T'G), video question
answering (QA), or both.

Setting Temporal grounding Video QA

Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™ Avg. LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
TG+QA (baseline) 60.1 62.8 73.2 65.3 67.9 75.0 73.6 80.6 74.3
TG-only i o o Wl - - - - -
QA-only - - - - | B lam 1 il

Auxiliary supervision. Correct local judgments must also cover the event as a whole. Table 6 tests the
value of adding Soft IoU to the grounding objective in Eq. (7), while QA retains cross-entropy. Soft IoU
raises mean grounding mloU from 60.7 to 65.3 (44.6 points) and mean QA score from 73.9 to 74.3 (+0.4
points), with improvements on all seven benchmarks. These results highlight the value of event-level coverage
supervision and suggest that better temporal learning also benefits the shared representations used for QA.

Table 6 Effect of Soft loU supervision in Videolev-4B. Soft IoU augments the grounding BCE objective; QA
retains cross-entropy. Deltas are relative to BCE/CE only (baseline). Both variants use two-stage training.

Setting Temporal grounding Video QA
Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™ Avg. LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
BCE/CE only (baseline) 53.3 58.8 70.0 60.7 67.4 74.6 72.9 80.5 73.9
60.1 62.8 73.2 65.3 67.9 75.0 73.6 80.6 74.3
+ Soft loU (+6.8) (+4.0) (+3.2) (+4.6) (+0.5) (+0.4) (+0.7) (+0.1)  (+0.4)

Final-layer MLP removal. The final MLP adds a transformation before candidate scoring, but Table 7
shows that it is not needed to maintain prediction quality. Removing it raises mean grounding and QA
scores by 0.2 points each, leaving overall performance essentially unchanged. Following Occam’s razor, we
adopt the simpler readout: pre-MLP features preserve both capabilities while avoiding an additional layer of
computation.

Table 7 Effect of the final-layer MLP in Videolev-4B.

Setting Temporal grounding Video QA
Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™ Avg. LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
Remove final MLP (baseline) 60.1 62.8 73.2 65.3 67.9 75.0 73.6 80.6 74.3
" 60.5 62.1 72.7 65.1 67.9 74.7 73.0 80.8 74.1
Retain final MLP (+0.4) -0.7) -0.5) -0.2) 0.0 -0.3) -0.6) #02)  (-02)

Two-stage adaptation. The two-stage schedule first aligns the scorer with frozen features, then adapts
the language backbone and scorer together. Table 8 shows broadly comparable performance to single-stage
training: two-stage adaptation scores slightly higher on four of seven benchmarks, while single-stage training
leads by only 0.1 point in mean grounding mloU and 0.4 points in mean QA, mainly due to MLVU. Two-
stage adaptation achieves this quality while updating the language backbone on only 70% of the videos; the
remaining 30% use cheaper head-only training. We adopt this schedule for its lower cost and comparable
performance; aligning the scorer first may also stabilize backbone adaptation.



Table 8 Two-stage versus single-stage adaptation of Videolev-4B. The baseline warms up the head on
30% of videos and jointly adapts on the remaining 70%; single-stage training directly adapts on all videos with the
full objectives.

Setting Temporal grounding Video QA
Charades™ ActivityNet™ QVHighlights™ Avg. LVBench Video-MME LongVideoBench MLVU Avg.
Two-stage (baseline) 60.1 62.8 73.2 65.3 67.9 75.0 73.6 806 743
: o 60.6 62.8 729 65.4 67.7 74.9 73.5 82.6 74.7
Single-stage (100%) (+0.5) 0.0) -0.3) +0.1) -0.2) -0.1) -0.1) #20)  (+0.4)

3.5 Analysis

Query scaling and inference efficiency. Figure 3 compares the computational efficiency of Cached
inference and Joint inference as the number of queries about the same video increases. VideoJev supports
both modes. Autoregressive QA supports joint processing in Direct mode, which predicts exactly one option
token without reasoning. Multi-token outputs, including temporal intervals and reasoning traces, require
sequential token feedback and use Cached inference. Appendix A.4 details these modes.
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Figure 3 Multi-query efficiency at 4B. Mean forward time for 1-10 queries per video on Charades (a) and
Video-Holmes [6] (b); shading shows 95% confidence intervals. Solid/dotted lines use Cached inference (dotted: multi-
token generation); dashed lines use Joint inference. End labels pair ten-query latency with separately evaluated
full-benchmark Charades mIoU or LVBench accuracy; quality settings follow the source evaluations in Appendix A.2.

We measure 1-10 queries about the same video at batch size 1, counting visual encoding and prefix prefill
once. For each task, we randomly sample 40 videos within duration strata. End labels report full-benchmark
Charades mloU and LVBench accuracy. Quality is evaluated separately from timing; Appendices A.1 and A.2
specify the respective protocols and remaining score sources.

VideoJev’s Joint inference adds only 55 ms for grounding and 31 ms for QA as query count grows from one to
ten. At ten queries, forward times are 0.39s and 1.64 s, versus 0.85s and 2.17s under Cached inference, while
independently measured Charades mloU and LVBench accuracy improve by 1.5 and 0.8 points, respectively.
The autoregressive Direct QA baseline benefits less from joint processing: its accuracy drops from 60.0% under
Cached inference to 58.7% under Joint inference, below VideoJev’s 67.9% at comparable latency (1.67 s versus
1.64s). Multi-token generation remains costly: Qwen3.5-4B Instruct takes 5.98s for ten grounding queries
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at 52.3 mloU, versus VideoJev’s 0.39s and 60.1 mloU; Qwen Thinking takes 1,393 s for ten QA queries at
66.4% accuracy. The small marginal cost comes without a loss in prediction quality.

—o— VideoJev-4B —o— VideoJev-35B-A3B ---- lIdeal calibration
(a) LVBench (b) Video-MME (c) LongVideoBench (d) MLVU
n=1,549 n=2,700 n=1,337 n=2,174
100% A , , . p
ECE (pp) ’ ECE (pp) ECE (pp) ECE (pp)
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Figure 4 Confidence calibration on Video QA. Points show mean confidence and observed accuracy in equal-
width bins containing at least 20 questions; all bins contribute to ECE. The dashed diagonal denotes perfect calibration.
MLVU uses seven-task-balanced weights; the other benchmarks weight questions equally. Curves use the reported
per-benchmark predictions.

Confidence and calibration. Candidate scores also provide a signal for deciding when to trust a pre-
diction. We examine the highest option probability, max; p;, using the predictions from Table 2. Higher
confidence generally accompanies higher accuracy (Figure 4). On LVBench, the 35B-A3B model reaches
95.8% accuracy on its 591 predictions with confidence at least 99%, compared with 73.4% overall. This
separation suggests potential for selecting reliable answers or escalating uncertain cases.

Calibration requires confidence to match the frequency of correct predictions [14, 15]. Jev explicitly opti-
mizes this property through reinforcement learning [2]; VideoJev receives no calibration-specific training. Its
probabilities tend to overestimate correctness: the four-benchmark mean expected calibration error (ECE;
ten equal-width bins) is 8.65 and 8.13 percentage points for 4B and 35B-A3B. Temperature scaling on an
independent calibration set [15] or calibration-aware training could address this gap.

4 Related Work

MLLM video understanding. VideoChat [22] and Video-LLaMA [53] connect visual representations to
language models for instruction-driven video understanding. VideoChat2 23] and VideoChat3 [25] expand
these capabilities through multimodal training and diverse supervision. For long videos, VideoChat-Flash [24]
compresses visual tokens, while Video-03 [51] interleaves reasoning with visual clue seeking. VideoLLM-
online [5] supports streaming interaction with continuous cache reuse, and StreamingVLM [44] maintains
a bounded cache for long-running video streams. JoyAI-VL-Interaction [46] learns when to remain silent,
respond, or delegate during real-time interaction, while OneStreamer [50] jointly models streaming percep-
tion, memory formation, and proactive response. Complementary work studies vision-language transfer in
AWT [59] and efficient test-time prompt adaptation [63]. Benchmarks probe compositional understanding in
TVQA [20], temporal and causal reasoning in NExT-QA [43], long-horizon understanding in EgoSchema, [29],
and broader video skills in MVBench and Video-MME [11, 23]. VideoJev focuses on direct decisions over
time and options, sharing an encoded video context across multiple queries.

Temporal grounding. Temporal grounding localizes language-described events through candidate match-

ing [12, 56], span prediction [54], moment-set prediction [21], or clip-level foreground, boundary, and saliency
outputs [27]. In temporal action detection, DualDETR [60] jointly refines instance and boundary queries.
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TimeChat and VTimeLLM bring temporal grounding into video MLLMs [16, 35]; LITA and Grounded-
VideoLLM introduce explicit temporal tokens [17, 39]. TimeSuite uses grounded tuning to improve long-video
understanding [49], and TimeLens2 advances generalist temporal modeling [61]. DisTime predicts boundary
distributions [52], while controlled comparisons examine temporal output designs [18]. Recent analysis also
extracts temporal evidence from prefill attention to guide subsequent answer generation [10]. Grounding and
QA have already been combined: GroundVQA uses a temporal localizer and an answer decoder [9], while
SEAL learns compact representations for both tasks [40]. VideoJev uses a shared scoring head for temporal
membership and textual options, decoding a contiguous span from temporal scores.

System One models. Jev [2, 38] introduces typed probabilistic judgments, while this-that-model-1.0 and
JevLite explore one-pass decision readouts [7, 36]. Visual Jev [48] evaluates multiple forced-choice questions
over a shared image, and PixelJev [58] supports image recognition and multiple-choice VQA. FreeRet [62] ex-
tracts multimodal representations and reranks candidates using an MLLM’s multiple-choice probabilities; its
reranker can be viewed as a training-free route to Jev-style relevance judgments. Related video studies assess
quality from metadata and derived features [37] or anomalies from captions and summaries [32]. VideoJev
extends this paradigm to temporal decisions and repeated video queries, aligning multi-query training with
inference.

5 Future Work

Toward general-purpose visual decisions. Beyond temporal grounding and multiple-choice Video QA,
tasks such as action recognition, event detection, scene-state classification, and visual condition verification
can also be formulated as decisions over candidate hypotheses. Extending the candidate interface to these
tasks and output structures could reduce reliance on task-specific models and prediction heads.

From closed-set decisions to open-ended agent workflows. A higher-level agent could decompose
open-ended goals into visual checks using standard operating procedures or generated plans. It could propose
candidate events, actions, or states for VideoJev to evaluate, then use these judgments to guide planning and
execution. Ambiguous or unexpected observations could trigger candidate revision or further reasoning. Here,
System Two organizes the decision space, while System One evaluates it against visual evidence. Applications
include procedural monitoring, interactive assistance, embodied agents, and computer-use systems.

Toward streaming and reliable visual interaction. Streaming inputs will require incremental visual
encoding, efficient memory management, and timely updates to the decision context. Reliability also needs
improvement: higher confidence generally accompanies higher Video QA accuracy, but predicted probabilities
tend to overestimate correctness. Calibration-aware training, uncertainty estimation, and selective prediction
could help determine when to accept System One decisions or defer to higher-level reasoning.

6 Conclusion

We introduced VideoJev, a family of video System One models that unifies temporal grounding and multiple-
choice video QA through direct candidate scoring. Cached inference and Joint inference make repeated
judgments efficient by reusing visual computation. Across seven benchmarks, dense 4B and MoE 35B-A3B
models achieve strong prediction quality and inference efficiency. Ablations show that these gains extend
beyond training data alone and that the two tasks benefit from joint learning. VideoJev thus offers a
foundation for visual agents that compose structured judgments into complex, open-ended workflows.
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A Detailed Evaluation Protocol

Generative baselines use Instruct unless labeled Thinking; VideoJev defaults to Joint inference. Both tasks
use video frames without subtitles or audio. Main benchmarks use full-video sampling at 4 fps for grounding
and up to 2 fps (at most 2,048 frames) for QA, with frame area capped at 640 x 640 pixels.

A.1 Latency

Both tasks use initially idle H200 GPUs at batch size 1. We sum synchronized forward time for visual encoding,
prefill, and all decoding steps through EOS or the model-specific output limit, including Thinking tokens,
then divide by the query count. Video loading and decoding, preprocessing, transfers, and postprocessing
(including parsing and metric computation) are excluded; truncated and invalid outputs remain included.

VideoJev encodes each video once and scores its queries in one forward. Generative baselines reuse visual
encoding and prefix prefill, then decode from independent query branches without answer history.

Temporal grounding latency. Table 1 covers all 1,313 Charades videos (3,363 queries) on a single H200,
with one untimed warm-up per video. VideoJev removes the final-layer MLP, retains native FP32 scoring
heads and MoE routers, and matches the visual inputs of Qwen3.5-4B and Video-ORA-4B. Greedy decoding
allows 4,096 output tokens (Nemotron: 1,024). Context is 262,144 tokens, except for Molmo2 (110,592; YaRN
factor 3). Mage lowers frame resolution only to avoid context overflow; native visual merging and pruning
are retained.

Video QA latency. Table 2 covers all 103 LVBench test videos (1,549 questions) on a single H200, measur-
ing each video once after untimed warm-up. VideoJev-4B and Qwen use fixed RGB geometry with the QA
sampling defaults, a 256K context, and an 80% visual-token budget; other architectures retain native visual
settings and backends. Instruct requests an option letter and Thinking an answer field; Qwen3.5-4B Thinking
retains its earlier prompt. VideoJev-35B-A3B retains FP32 routers and a FP32 decision head. Qwen3.5/3.6
MoE and VideoJev-35B-A3B use Transformers’ native grouped_mm experts.

Multi-query scaling. Figure 3 uniformly samples 40 distinct videos per task with a fixed seed: ten per
Charades duration quartile and five per Video-Holmes [6] duration stratum (eight strata). All methods use
the same ordered 1-10 queries per video, cycling native questions when needed, at 2 fps, at most 640 x 640
pixels per frame, and a 262,144-token context. Inference modes follow Appendix A.4; Qwen sampling follows
Appendix A.2; with at most 32,768 output tokens. Shared visual encoding and prefill are charged once,
followed by query and decoding forwards. On exclusively idle H200 GPUs, we run an untimed warm-up and
three fixed-seed traces per video, retaining the whole trace with median ten-query time. We report equal-
video means and pointwise 95% confidence intervals from 10,000 paired bootstrap resamples within duration
strata. Generation monitoring overhead is measured separately and excluded.
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A.2 Performance

Temporal grounding performance. Qwen3.5-4B/35B-A3B, Qwen3.6-35B-A3B, Mage-VL, and Nemotron
are evaluated on all Charades (3,363), ActivityNet (4,500), and QVHighlights (1,541) test queries. Full videos
use 4 fps, reducing frame area to fit a 144K (147,456-token) context and 114,688-token input budget. De-
coding follows Appendix A.1l; invalid intervals count as failures. Other baselines retain published scores.
VideoJev uses the same budget with Joint inference and fixes 7 = 0.25 and smoothing window 1 across both
sizes and all experiments.

Video QA performance. All VideoJev QA evaluations—both sizes, inference modes, and ablations—use
the QA sampling defaults and a fixed 256K (262,144-token) context. Frame area is reduced to keep visual
tokens within 80% of this budget. MLVU averages seven development tasks.

Generative baselines answer questions independently without answer history, unlike the shared-prefix latency
protocol. Qwen also uses the QA sampling defaults and a 256K token budget. Qwen3.5/3.6 Instruct requests
one option letter; Thinking retains the earlier answer-field prompt. Nemotron retains Conv3D temporal
merging with factor 2 and disables EVS, with Instruct and Thinking evaluated separately. Published scores
retain their source settings. Before scoring, we verify complete prediction and answer-extraction coverage.
Deterministic option parsing is followed, when needed, by a text-only extractor without ground-truth access;
invalid answers count as incorrect.

Multi-query prediction quality. Figure 3 reports full-Charades mIoU and full-LVBench accuracy, evalu-
ated separately from timing. All grounding scores, including the fresh Qwen Thinking evaluation, follow the
grounding input protocol above. Direct predicts exactly one option token and is evaluated separately from
the Instruct baseline in Table 2. Qwen uses temperature/top-p 0.7/0.8 (Instruct) or 1.0/0.95 (Thinking),
top-k 20, presence penalty 1.5, and at most 32,768 output tokens. Direct masks invalid option tokens before
sampling filters; CoT reasons before emitting Answer: X. Scoring accepts unambiguous final options with
optional answer text, ignores preceding reasoning, and assigns zero to invalid or truncated answers.

A.3 Autoregressive Control with the Same Training Data

Table 3 compares single-stage VideoJev-4B (Table 8) with native Qwen3.5-4B retaining its final MLP and
tied language-model head. Both train on the same 404,037 questions from 58,424 videos across VideoJev’s
training partitions. The control trains for one epoch (546 updates) with XTuner FSDP2, global batch size
64, 147,456-token packs, a 5 x 1076 learning rate, 5% warm-up, and cosine decay to 5 x 10~7. Inputs and
optimizer settings follow VideolJev’s joint adaptation; the video encoder and merger stay frozen. Answer-
token cross-entropy includes EOS and is averaged within questions, then across questions. Targets are all
annotated intervals as JSON pairs in seconds, or a QA option letter; Thinking is disabled.

Evaluation uses VideoJev’s visual features, full benchmark splits, and context budgets: 147,456 tokens for
grounding and 262,144 for QA. Queries branch independently from an immutable video prefix without answer
history. Greedy decoding allows 256 tokens for interval lists and 16 for QA. Grounding scores the first interval,
counting invalid or truncated outputs as failures; QA uses benchmark-specific prompts and deterministic
option parsing.

A.4 Inference Modes and Direct Baseline

Shared inference modes. Cached inference encodes and prefills the video once, then processes queries
sequentially from independent copies of the prefix cache. Each branch contains only its query and any
generated tokens, without query or answer history. Joint inference concatenates queries after one video
prefix and reads all predictions in one causal forward. Later queries can attend to earlier queries, but no
reference or predicted answers are inserted. Both modes use batch size 1.

VideoJev supports both modes for grounding and QA through direct candidate scores. Autoregressive Joint
inference requires single-token answers read from each query’s next-token distribution. Multi-token outputs,
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(a) Cached inference (b) Joint inference

N independent query forwards 1 causal forward for all queries

21 v °’_’ti°“5 —. ] Q1+ opts Q2 + opts QN + opts
- nswer : Video — —
Video cache Ansver : @ Answver : @ Ansver : @

encode + prefill Q2 + options _. prefix
computed once Ansver : k
+ i oy
SN oAptlons _’ [ Read all Answer: positions ]
nswer :

Each query starts from the same cache. Later queries see earlier query text.

Jointturn: USER Q + options <|imend|> ASSI STANT <t hi nk></thi nk> Answer: [readout] <|im end|>

Figure 5 Qwen3.5-4B Direct inference. (a) Queries branch independently from a shared video cache. (b) All
option predictions are read in one causal forward. Both modes use batch size 1, restrict logits to valid option tokens,
and leave answer slots empty; [readout] marks a logit readout, not inserted text.

including intervals, CoT, and Thinking, require sequential token feedback and thus use Cached inference.
Their dotted curves in Figure 3 use this mode even when all queries are available together.

Direct option prediction. Direct predicts exactly one option token without reasoning. Figure 5 shows
Qwen3.5-4B’s native non-thinking template. Cached reads option logits after one query suffix forward; Joint
reads every Answer: position in one forward over complete turns with empty answer slots. Both mask logits
to valid plain or leading-space option tokens before applying official sampling filters.

Empty answer histories. With per-turn non-thinking prefixes, unconstrained LVBench readouts pro-
duced valid options for all 103 first questions but <|im_end|> for 1,418 of 1,446 later questions. Inserting
earlier answers, even incorrect ones, restored option outputs, suggesting sensitivity to empty answer histories.
Reported Direct results use complete turns, uniform official non-thinking prefixes, no inserted answers, and
the option-token masking above; unconstrained outputs are archived separately.

B Qualitative Benchmark Cases

Eight cases across seven benchmarks compare Joint inference outputs. Frames retain native aspect ratios;
details are enlarged for display only. Green denotes ground truth; brown and red denote the models. QA
bars show uncalibrated scores with selected options outlined. Grounding times are video-relative.

01 Six questions in one forward

Charades-STA / 27.3s / 3 of 6 queries shown E6DLK
= g g g . . 1
X P 1 »
1s 4.5s 65 8s 10s 10.5s 11.5s 20s
Shared vid . - N Joint inference . 6 readout
ared video Q1 ...Q 1forward readouts
Shown query Ground truth VideoJev-4B VideoJev-35B-A3B
Q2 A man is sitting on a chair. [5,10] s [5 11]s [5,10] s
loU 0.833 loU 1.000
Q3 The man runs toward the door. [11,12]s [10,12] s [11,12] s
loU 0.500 loU 1.000
Q4 The man gets up from the chair. [10,111's [10, 1] s [10, 1] s
loU 1.000 loU 1.000

Figure 6 Joint inference grounds six Charades queries in one forward; three readouts are shown in order. Both
models match the one-second transition, while VideoJev-35B-A3B locates adjacent actions more precisely.
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02 Locating a compound sports event
ActivityNet Captions / 147.4s v_Frv8r4l5ZUum

Two children performed a set of jump rope moves, then two girls continued jumping.

2s
Ground truth
VideoJev-4B [2,40] s/0.842
VideoJev-35B-A3B [4,39]s/0.914
0.0s 73.7s 147 .4s interval / loU

Figure 7 Localizing a compound jump-rope event on ActivityNet Captions. VideoJev-35B-A3B more closely matches
the annotated interval.

03 Retrieving an event amid distractors
QVHighlights / 150.0s NUsG9BgSes0_510.0_660.0

Someone opens a cup of instant noodles and adds the seasoning packet and hot water.

20T\ - : /&‘t o

55s 01:18 01:21 01:26 01:30 01:50

Ground truth [ ] [78,91] s
VideoJev-4B | ] [78,91] s/ 1.000
VideoJev-35B-A3B [ ] [78,91] s/ 1.000

0.0s 75.0s 150.0s interval / loU

Figure 8 Retrieving a preparation sequence amid vlog distractors on QVHighlights. Both models match the
annotated interval.

04 Eighteen questions over an hour-long video

LVBench / 3665.5s / 2 of 18 queries shown Cm73ma6lbcs
P* 8 ik w 1 ) 3 : f
T I -
125 165 185 20s 425 *
Joint inference
i - - -
Shared video Q1..Q18 1forward 18 readouts

IN 1633, ]

18s / detail
Q1 What year appears in the opening caption of the video?
A. 1636 B. 1366 C. 1363 D. 1633
Ground truth: D VideoJev-4B: D (>99.9%) VideoJev-35B-A3B: D (>99.9%)
Q2 How is the weather like in the opening?
A. Cloudy B. Snowy C. Sunny D. Rainy
Ground truth: B VideoJev-4B: B (>99.9%) VideoJev-35B-A3B: B (>99.9%)

Figure 9 Joint inference answers 18 questions over a 3,665.5-second LVBench video in one forward. Two readouts
test caption retrieval and weather recognition; the caption detail is enlarged for display.

21



05 Relating an event to what happens next
LongVideoBench / 538.1s h4jloMxZopU

In front of a blue background, a gentleman wearing a shirt with pink floral patterns is speaking. What did the gentleman
do after becoming friends with the unicorn?

4s 10s 20s 24s 28s ] 36s
GT:E | 4B:E | 35B-A3B:E VideoJev-4B VideoJev-35B-A3B
A. Put on a watch <0.1% [ <0.1%
B. Changed into a different shirt <0.1% \ <0.1%
C. Put on a mask <0.1% [ <0.1%
D. Put on a pair of sunglasses <0.1% | <0.1%
E. Put on a unicorn headpiece CT [ >99.9% [ >99.9%

Figure 10 Recognizing an event relation on LongVideoBench. Both models select the annotated answer from six
options.

06 Counting recurring scenes across a video

MLVU / 500.1s count_108
In this video, how many instances are there of the 'carving pumpkin' action scene in total?

Occurrence 1 Occurrence 2 Occurrence 3 Occurrence 4 Ocqurence 5

265 02:20 02:22 04:53 04:56 07:05 07:08 08:01 08:03

GT:A | 4B:A | 35B-A3B: A VideoJev-4B VideoJev-35B-A3B
A5 CT (| 7ic% (N ] 87.2%
B.3 [ ] 28.3% [ | 12.7%
C.1 0.1% \ 0.1%
D.0 <0.1% | <0.1%

Figure 11 Counting five recurring scenes amid unrelated footage on MLVU. Each frame pair shows one occurrence.
Both models select the annotated answer, with different option scores.

07 Inferring intent at a specified moment
LVBench / 6856.5s 5dZ_lvDgevk

101:12 101:16 101:21 101:24 101:28 101:32

GT:C | 4B:B | 35B-A3B:C VideoJev-4B VideoJev-35B-A3B
A. Ensuring safety | 8.0% [ | 6.7%
B. Accompanying and showing courtesy [ | 87.8% 1 6.0%
C. Arresting GT | 0.7% [— ] 37.2%

D. Displaying friendliness 1 3.6% [ <0.1%

Figure 12 An intent-inference disagreement on LVBench: VideoJev-4B interprets the interaction as courtesy, while
VideoJev-35B-A3B selects the annotated arrest intent.
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08 A shared failure on small-object counting
Video-MME / 38.0s aqTIB_q40bo

At the end of the video, how many books can be seen resting on the living room table?

E—————

21s 24s

25s/ book detail

Display enlargement; models receive the full video.
GT:B | 4B:D | 35B-A3B: A VideoJev-4B VideoJev-35B-A3B
A. 2. | 27.8% [ | 63.4%
B. 4. GT & 7.5% || 32.1%
C. 1. 0.1% [ <0.1%
D. 3. [ | 64.6% 1 4.4%

Figure 13 A shared failure on small-object counting in Video-MME. Both models miss the annotated answer of four
books; the book detail is enlarged for display.
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