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Abstract

This paper addresses the task of video question answer-
ing (videoQA) via a decomposed multi-stage, modular rea-
soning framework. Previous modular methods have shown
promise with a single planning stage ungrounded in visual
content. However, through a simple and effective base-
line, we find that such systems can lead to brittle behav-
ior in practice for challenging videoQA settings. Thus,
unlike traditional single-stage planning methods, we pro-
pose a multi-stage system consisting of an event parser, a
grounding stage, and a final reasoning stage in conjunction
with an external memory. All stages are training-free, and
performed using few-shot prompting of large models, cre-
ating interpretable intermediate outputs at each stage. By
decomposing the underlying planning and task complexity,
our method, MoReVQA, improves over prior work on stan-
dard videoQA benchmarks (NExT-QA, iVQA, EgoSchema,
ActivityNet-QA) with state-of-the-art results, and extensions
to related tasks (grounded videoQA, paragraph captioning).

1. Introduction
The predominant approach for solving video understanding
tasks such as video question answering (videoQA) has long
been end-to-end networks [2, 10, 11, 49, 56, 57]. A major
challenge with such methods, however, is their black-box
nature – leading to a lack of interpretability and composi-
tional generalization. For videos in particular, an impor-
tant desired capability is the ability to understand events at
different temporal scales, which is challenging for existing
end-to-end vision-language models (VLMs) that typically
see only a few frames [10, 11, 56]. This has led to a recent
interest in modular or programmatic approaches [26, 51, 52]
to solve such problems, particularly leveraging the suc-
cess of large language models (LLMs) [14, 54, 79] which
have shown impressive reasoning and planning capabilities.
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Figure 1. MoReVQA: a new multi-stage, modular reasoning
model for videoQA. Prior work relies on either (a) black-box end-
to-end models that are difficult to interpret, or (b) modular systems
where an interpretable planning step (program generation) is done
in a single, ungrounded stage. (i) In this work, we find that single-
stage planning leads in practice to brittle behavior, underperform-
ing a new simple baseline (JCEF) that captions frames and predicts
an answer (with two modules from (b)). (ii) We then introduce our
new MoReVQA method incorporating both modularity and multi-
stage planning, providing interpretable, grounded planning and
execution traces, while simultaneously delivering improvements
in overall accuracy by effectively decomposing the underlying task
complexity (still using consistent base models with (b)). Above:
Q is question, V is video, A is answer.

These methods generate symbolic programs [51, 52] using
an LLM capable of producing code. They are interpretable
and can be executed directly (leveraging independent visual
or language processing modules). Their advantages are that
they are training-free, compositional, and achieve impres-
sive performance on few-shot vision and language tasks.
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In this paper, we analyze the performance of such meth-
ods in closer detail, particularly for the case of videoQA
(across 4 datasets [41, 61, 66, 74], representative of a range
of video domains, lengths, and question types) and for sin-
gle stage modular frameworks (such as ViperGPT [52]).
We find that, while recent modular approaches building
on large, state-of-the-art end-to-end networks (LLMs and
VLMs) as modules have shown significant promise [52], a
simple Socratic [75] baseline, which we call Just Caption
Every Frame (JCEF), based on the same underlying mod-
els, can actually outperform these prior approaches by a
significant margin. As the name suggests, JCEF simply cap-
tions every frame in the video using a large vision-language
model (VLM) [12], and then feeds all captions along with
the question to an LLM to produce an answer (Fig. 1(i)
and Fig. 2). We hypothesize that the reason this baseline
outperforms prior work is that these modular frameworks
(Fig. 1(b)) consist of a single planning stage which may
be ungrounded in the video (i.e. the entire program or set
of steps to be executed is determined in a single stage di-
rectly from the language prompt alone), and hence in prac-
tice the single-stage planner must be prompted with a large
space of complex combinations required for answering di-
verse questions in video [33]. While the performance of
JCEF is impressive, it is less interpretable than the previ-
ously mentioned modular approaches, as captions for each
frame tend to be generic and not question-specific (Fig. 2).

In this work, we propose a decomposed, modular, and
multi-stage approach for video question answering to ad-
dress these limitations (Fig. 1(ii) and Fig. 3). Our method
consists of three key planning and execution stages: (1)
event parsing that explicitly decomposes the events in the
question, (2) grounding that identifies corresponding tem-
poral regions in the video that merit further tool use (so
that every single frame does not have to be processed in
detail), and (3) reasoning that gives the final answer af-
ter considering the outputs of composed modules/APIs and
the shared memory. This decomposition of single-stage
planning is motivated by natural sub-tasks for videoQA
and related video-language reasoning tasks. All stages are
training-free, and involve few-shot or zero-shot prompting
of off-the-shelf modules (consistent with the API behav-
ior in single-stage planning methods), in conjunction with
an external read/write memory that maintains state and en-
ables a more flexible design. We call our method Modu-
lar Reasoning for Video Question Answering (MoReVQA),
and show that it outperforms JCEF and other key single-
stage modular baselines, while providing a grounded, inter-
pretable planning and execution trace.

We summarize our key contributions as follows: (1) We
find that existing single-stage code-generation frameworks,
while being modular and interpretable, are not necessarily
well-suited for the complexity of generalizable VideoQA,

and can be outperformed by a simple baseline we propose
using a subset of its tool components (e.g. a large VLM
and LLM), (2) we design a multi-stage modular reason-
ing system (MoReVQA) that alleviates this issue by de-
composing the underlying planning sub-tasks effectively,
and (3) we achieve state-of-the-art results on four stan-
dard videoQA benchmarks (NExT-QA, iVQA, EgoSchema,
and ActivityNet-QA) across training-free (zero-shot/few-
shot) methods, in some cases even outperforming fully-
finetuned prior work. We also consider extensions to
grounded videoQA (NExT-GQA [63]) and paragraph cap-
tioning (ActivityNet-Para [34]) with strong performance.

2. Related Work
VideoQA. Video Question-Answering (videoQA) is a key
task for multimodal video understanding systems to assess
their ability to reason about a video [41, 61, 64, 66, 80].
Recent benchmarks have pushed towards assessing reason-
ing for temporal questions [25, 60, 61], longer videos [41,
74], and on domains like instructional [66] and egocentric
videos [20, 41]. We evaluate our modular approach on four
diverse and representative videoQA tasks: NExT-QA [61],
iVQA [66], EgoSchema [41], and ActivityNet-QA [74].
End-to-end Models for VideoQA. The recent success of
LLMs [14, 23, 54, 79] has led to an explosion of multimodal
models that jointly understand vision and text data. Many
works map frozen image encoders [17, 18, 48] to the LLM
textual embedding space: e.g., Flamingo [2], via a Perceiver
resampler [30], or BLIP2 [36] and Video-LLaMa [77],
via Q-formers for audio/vision [18, 22]. GIT2 [56] and
PALI [10–12] use simple encoder-decoder style architec-
tures which are trained for image captioning, while MV-
GPT [49] finetunes a native video backbone [4] for video
captioning. Although trained with a generative (caption-
ing) objective, such models achieve strong results for gen-
eral vision-language tasks (cast as auto-regressive genera-
tion with question as prefix). More recent works such as
Instruct-BLIP [15], MiniGPT-4 [82], and VideoBLIP [72]
improve zero-shot results with strong instruction tuning but
generally, end-to-end methods can be difficult to interpret.

For videos in particular, memory limits in end-to-end
models require significant downsampling: e.g. temporally
sampling a few frames with large strides [11, 56], spatially
subsampling each frame to a single token [57, 68, 81]. Such
models also tend process each frame with equal importance.
Unlike such works, our model has an explicit grounding
stage which searches for the most relevant video frames
to be processed in more detail. Other grounding works
for videoQA include SeViLa [73], MIST [21], and NExT-
GQA[63]; our model differentiates from these prior works
by incorporating modular multi-stage reasoning.
Visual Programming and Modularity. Visual program-
ming methods [3, 13, 26, 32, 51, 52] have shown promise
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towards addressing the limitations of end-to-end systems,
by composing multiple sub-task specific modules into an
executable program. Prior (earlier) work on neural modu-
lar networks [3, 32] made initial progress towards this goal,
but were eventually outpaced by developments in large-
scale end-to-end models. Recent work like CodeVQA [51],
ViperGPT [52], and VisProg [26] demonstrated accuracies
on par with some end-to-end systems [36], by replacing the
event/language parsing with a code-finetuned LLM that can
generate an entire python program (which invokes a number
of provided APIs in the prompt). While these approaches
are effective in terms of interpretability and flexibility in
solving VQA, they share common limitations in that they
heavily rely on a ‘single-prompt’ with large, complex code
generation examples [33], which must generate the entire
program without access to the image.
Multistage Planning Models. Recent methods have ex-
plored directly using natural language as the intermedi-
ate representation between large multimodal models. One
emerging class of models are Socratic models [75], which
use few-shot or zero-shot prompting of LLMs and VLMs
to solve video tasks, e.g. VidIL [59] which feeds image
captions, frame attributes and ASR to an LLM to perform
video-language tasks. The closest to our work is AVIS [28],
which also uses multistage LLMs with an external memory
for the task of visual question answering. However unlike
AVIS which works on knowledge focused QA for images,
we focus on the challenging domain of videos, where rea-
soning over multiple frames is required. A key difference
therefore is our grounding stage, which determines which
frames in a (potentially long) video contain the most rele-
vant information to then deploy additional reasoning steps
and tools in a more effective manner.

3. Technical Approach
In this section, we contextualize our technical approach for
videoQA (Sec. 3.1) by discussing limitations in the standard
single-stage (Sec. 3.2) paradigm before presenting our main
multistage modular reasoning model MoReVQA(Sec. 3.3).

3.1. Preliminaries: Video Question-Answering

Task. We focus on the task of video question-answering
(VideoQA) as it provides a good testbed for video reasoning
for multimodal systems. Formally, we are given an input
video V = {v1, . . . , vl} with l frames and a corresponding
question Q in natural language with a groundtruth answer
A, either directly from the question alone [66, 74], or from
among a set of candidate options A ∈ Acands [41, 61]. The
task is to develop a model M such that:

M(V,Q, [Acands]) 7→ A (1)

where Acands are present for closed-set VQA settings [41,
61] and not present for open-ended VQA [66, 74].

Design Approaches. The approaches for addressing this
task can vary broadly (Sec. 2 and Fig. 1); here, we center our
discussion around two key design principles in state-of-the-
art systems for M : (1) Modularity, where individual, stan-
dalone modules focused on specific sub-tasks are leveraged,
as opposed to a single monolithic black-box model; and
(2) Multi-stage planning, where there are explicit interme-
diate outputs while the system determines which modules
to leverage and how to use them most effectively, provid-
ing a more interpretable chain of execution. In this section,
we focus on contrasting modular methods with single-stage
(prior work) vs. multi-stage planning (our new model).

3.2. Single-Stage Planning

Overview. In Section 2, we discuss the broader space of vi-
sual programming and modular methods [32, 51, 52]. Here,
we focus on a specific representative state-of-the-art model
(ViperGPT [52]) and discuss key limitations with its single-
stage planning approach for modular videoQA, using nota-
tion consistent with prior work [32, 52].
ViperGPT. In the context of videoQA, ViperGPT is a
system M that consists of a single-stage program gener-
ator π that takes as input the query Q and a specialized
prompt P to directly output an intermediate executable pro-
gram z ∈ Z, where Z represents the space of all programs
(Python, natural language, etc.). This program z is then ex-
ecuted on the full input (V,Q, [Acands]) to produce the final
answer A. More formally, the full system can be described:

Msingle-stage : π(Q,P ) 7→ z(V,Q, [Acands];L) 7→ A (2)

where L denotes the API module library used to construct
the program z. The program generator π is instantiated
as a code-finetuned LLM [9, 23] conditioned on a well-
engineered prompt file P , consisting of two key compo-
nents: (1) a custom API description with API usage ex-
amples, and (2) a set of dataset-specific program exam-
ples that illustrate how to translate the questions Q found in
the dataset distribution into a full program z that composes
these modules together effectively.
Modules for Modular Reasoning. ViperGPT and re-
lated models [26, 51, 52] leverage a specialized module
library as described by their API to assemble executable
programs z. We denote this library of API modules as
m ∈ LAPI : examples include open-vocabulary detec-
tion (OWL-ViT [43]), text-image scoring (CLIP [48], X-
VLM [76]), and captioning (BLIP [36]). The overall pro-
gram z then describes the modular reasoning of the single-
stage code generation LLM for a given query.
Limitations. While a single-stage approach suggests an
appealing promise of simplicity, in practice, we observe that
this design leads to brittle programs that do not produce reli-
able outputs*. We show a representative example for videos

*Also noted by concurrent analysis [33] in the image-language domain.
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Figure 2. A simple, strong baseline – JCEF. Our proposed
baseline consists of a zero-shot prompted vision-language model
(VLM) which is used to caption n uniformly sampled frames from
a video (n is all frames at 1FPS unless explicitly stated). These
captions are then stored in an external memory, which is passed to
a zero-shot prompted LLM that is used to answer a question about
the video. We show that this baseline outperforms existing visual
programming methods by a large margin and investigate ways to
more effectively improve upon it in a modular, multistage manner.

in Fig. 4, with additional analysis in the supplement C.
The core issue of the overall system lies in the difficult

task given to its single-stage planner: before performing vi-
sual reasoning, the model must output a full program with-
out any grounding in the actual video itself. Thus, natu-
ral language ambiguity in the question cannot be resolved
by visual context, important for video / event reasoning
tasks [29, 63]. Furthermore, by expecting the model to
piece together full reasoning programs in one large LLM
inference step, the necessary complexity of examples in the
prompt grows accordingly. In practice, we observe this
leads to the system overfitting on the specific examples pro-
vided (also noted by [33]), falling short of realizing its true
potential for compositional modular generalization.

These limitations naturally beget two key questions:
(Q1) to what extent is brittle single-stage planning impact-
ing accuracy, and (Q2) how well can we overcome these
limitations through a multi-stage decomposition? These
motivate our proposed baseline and model in Sec. 3.3.

3.3. MoReVQA: Multi-stage, Modular Reasoning

Motivation: A Simple, Strong Baseline (JCEF). To
empirically characterize the limitations of single-stage ap-
proaches (per Q1), we create a simple but effective So-
cratic baseline called Just Caption Every Frame (JCEF)
(Figure 2), consisting of two strong modules mV LM [12]
and mLLM [23]. Our baseline involves no training, directly
prompting these large off-the-shelf models in what can be
considered as a very simple, deterministic “program”. For
each video, we sample n ≤ l frames from the video V , cap-
tioning each frame with an image-language model mV LM .

These n captions are then combined with frame numbers
(e.g., “[frame 5] caption: a person is throwing a baseball in
a field”) into a prompt P used to query the LLM mLLM

with the question Q and candidate answers Acand for mul-
tiple choice questions (prompt details in supplement A). By
comparing to a state-of-the-art baseline (ViperGPT+), up-
graded with the same modules m∗, we can observe the limi-
tations of single-stage planning designs: surprisingly, JCEF
outperforms this single-stage baseline (Sec. 4).
MoReVQA Overview. We address our second key ques-
tion (Q2) by considering a decomposition of the single-
stage pipeline into multiple stages, in order to effec-
tively improve beyond our JCEF baseline. Our new pro-
posed model, multi-stage modular reasoning for videoQA
(MoReVQA), consists of three stages, rooted in key sub-
tasks that are general to videoQA (and related video-
language reasoning tasks) across benchmarks and domains:
(1) event parsing (understanding what is relevant in the in-
put language), (2) grounding (understanding what is rele-
vant in the input video), and (3) reasoning (understanding
the relevant events, their attributes, and their relationships).

An overview of the pipeline is provided in Fig. 3. Each
stage is distinct yet interconnected, employing an LLM that
generates a set of API calls tailored for the specific sub-
tasks. Importantly, these APIs are backed by the same off-
the-shelf pretrained models [12, 43, 48] considered in the
single-stage setting (Sec. 3.2) for consistent comparison.
Central to this process is a shared external memory, man-
aging and storing information across stages, including nat-
ural language events, grounded regions of the video, video
captions, and intermediate tool outputs (details in Sec. 4.3).

Through this decomposition, our MoReVQA model
Mmulti-stage = {M1,M2,M3} relies on smaller focused
prompts {P1, P2, P3} for each stage†; furthermore, inter-
mediate reasoning outputs {z1, z2, z3} are able to handle
different aspects of the overall task, and incorporate ground-
ing in the video itself to resolve ambiguities and inform
new intermediate reasoning steps in a more effective man-
ner than the ungrounded single-stage setting. We describe
each stage Mi as follows:
Event parsing stage M1. The first stage focuses on the
initial analysis and processing of the input question Q. Dif-
ferent from traditional language parsing in early modular
systems [3, 32], our M1 stage parses at the event-level
rather than word-level, focusing on higher-level video se-
mantics while still decomposing relationships and attributes
for later stages. Our event parsing prompt P1 (see supple-
mentary A) conditions the LLM to examine the input ques-
tion, perform parsing tasks such as detecting temporal hints
and relationships (“in the beginning of the video”, “before”,
“during”), sub-question types (location, description, expla-
nation), and whether the language would suggest additional

†Please see supplement A for prompts and API details.
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Figure 3. Modular Reasoning for Video Question-Answering (MoReVQA). To address the limitations of single-stage planning LLMs,
we propose a new multi-stage, modular method Mmulti-stage that decomposes planning and execution into three key steps, motivated by
sub-tasks inherent to videoQA: (i) event parsing M1, (ii) grounding M2, and (iii) reasoning M3. See Section 3.3 for additional details.

tool types (e.g. OCR). The LLM then produces a set of API
calls based on these parsing tasks, expressed as z1, which
when executed populates the external memory with relevant
language-only data for later stages.
Grounding stage M2. In this stage, the focus shifts to
grounding identified events, a critical process to help re-
solve ambiguities and direct tool-use in the final reasoning
stage to the temporal regions where they can be most effec-
tive. Here, the prompt P2 is constructed with the external
memory state with outputs from M1 (e.g., parsed events),
and conditions the LLM to identify candidate frames and
temporal regions in the video with vision-language mod-
ules m for entity detection and image-text alignment. The
resulting z2 is then executed on the video, and the output
grounding (spatially and temporally) is appended to the ex-
ternal memory. Importantly, this process includes API calls
designed to help verify and resolve event ambiguity through
visual grounding, as illustrated in Fig. 3.
Reasoning stage M3. The final stage of our system per-
forms grounded reasoning before the final prediction. The
LLM prompt P3 is based on the memory state after the pre-
vious two stages, and constructs a final z3 executable with
API calls (Fig. 3) designed around reasoning sub-questions
to unravel different aspects of the original question, and fo-
cusing vision-language modules on the specific grounded
regions of the video identified previously. This localized,
context-specific information is subsequently combined with
a more general n ≤ l captions from frames sampled uni-
formly (general video context, in Fig. 3) across the video to
form a comprehensive (temporally-sorted) basis for a final
prediction LLM to output the final answer A (in general,
n here is significantly less than with JCEF). This final API

call here corresponds to the standard llm query module
found in prior work [52], typically at the end of the program
to ensure correct formatting and candidate answer selection.
Flexibility and Memory. The modular architecture of
MoReVQA allows it to be dynamically tailored to a wide
range of datasets, question types, and tasks by selectively
engaging different APIs and reasoning strategies based on
the task at hand. In particular, simple questions beget a
“simpler” execution pipeline (stages are equipped with “no-
op” like behavior, if necessary), while more complex ques-
tions are processed with a complex instruction set. This
adaptability is facilitated by the external memory compo-
nent, which not only serves as a repository of information
across stages but also enables the system to iteratively re-
fine its understanding and approach based on the evolving
context. We highlight that each stage (planning and execu-
tion) are informed by previous stages through this memory,
which leads to more robust reasoning behavior.

4. Experiments

Here, we describe the VideoQA datasets and evaluation
metrics used (Sec. 4.1), our key baselines (Sec. 4.2) and
implementation details (Sec. 4.3), and our discussion of re-
sults and analysis (Sec. 4.4).

4.1. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We consider four standard videoQA benchmarks to assess
the efficacy of our proposed method, across a range of rep-
resentative video domains, lengths, and question types.
NExT-QA [61] is focused on understanding the ability
of videoQA systems to effectively answer questions across
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three types: causal (C), temporal (T) and descriptive (D).
We focus on the same multiple choice (MC) setting reported
in prior single-stage modular reasoning work [52], where
each video clip (avg length, 43s) contains one question and
5 candidate answers; we use 4996 val video-question pairs.
iVQA [66] consists of 7-30s instructional video clips sam-
pled from the HowTo100M dataset [42], with 5615 training
and 1879 testing clips (after removing clips no longer on-
line). Each clip has a question and annotated set of ground
truth answers. We note that iVQA is open-ended (OE)
videoQA, and no candidate answers are provided as input.
EgoSchema [41] is a recent dataset of long egocentric
videos (180s) based on the Ego4D [24] benchmark with
multiple-choice (MC) questions, designed specifically to
assess long video understanding. EgoSchema is focused
entirely on evaluation: the hidden test set consists of 5000
videos via an evaluation server, of which 500 were publicly
released for validation. We report results (accuracy) on the
main (full, 5k) test set for comparison with prior work.
ActivityNet-QA [74] has 5800 videos, each accompa-
nied by 10 annotated question-answer pairs to character-
ize model comprehension of actions, objects, locations, and
events. ActivityNet-QA is open-ended (like iVQA) with
long videos (180s avg., like EgoSchema). We report test set
results using GPT-based evaluation following [37, 40, 78].

4.2. Baselines

We compare our method against a key set of baselines:
Single-stage Planning (ViperGPT+). As a representa-
tive state-of-the-art baseline for single-stage planning and
modular reasoning, we reimplement ViperGPT[52], as de-
scribed in Sec. 3.2. We extend the open-source imple-
mentation and upgrade some of the modules/APIs to en-
sure consistent comparisons with our method and to replace
prior module components that are not available (eg. GPT-3
Codex [9]); full description in the supplement A. We eval-
uate this baseline on video datasets that were not used in
the original paper (iVQA, EgoSchema, ActivityNet-QA) to
better characterize single-stage planning for videoQA.
Just Caption Every Frame (JCEF). We also consider our
JCEF baseline described in Sec. 3.3 as a simple but pow-
erful Socratic model that is a step up in interpretability to
a purely end-to-end system, but lacks the kind of modular
compositionality that is present in more fully fledged mod-
ular reasoning systems. The VLM and LLM models used
here are the same as with ViperGPT+ and our full system,
for consistent comparison (details in Sec. 4.3).
Language-only baseline. We also compare our model with
a language-only baseline, which is an LLM [23] prompted
to answer questions without any visual inputs, as a way to
quantify the amount of non-visual language and/or common
sense bias in each dataset. For consistent comparison, this
language model is used across all modular methods.

Method Accuracy (%)
NExT-QA iVQA EgoSchema ActivityNet-QA

Random (for MC) 20.0 - 20.0 -
LLM-only [23] 48.5 15.0 41.0 -
ViperGPT [52] 60.0 - - -

ViperGPT+ 64.0 46.6 49.3 37.1
JCEF 66.7 56.9 49.9 43.3

MoReVQA 69.2 60.9 51.7 45.3

Table 1. Comparison to single-stage modular methods.
ViperGPT [52] represents the state-of-the-art single-stage modular
question answering system, and ViperGPT+ is our upgraded reim-
plementation for consistent comparison. Our JCEF strong perfor-
mance highlights the relative weakness in single-stage planning
models, which can lead to brittle programs and outputs. We find
that our MoReVQA model outperforms all key baselines.

4.3. Implementation Details

Across all of our baselines and proposed models (e.g.,
MoReVQA, JCEF, ViperGPT+), our core VLM is PALI-
3 (5B) [10] for image captioning and related APIs, and
our core LLM is PaLM-2[23] (e.g., every LLM stage in
MoReVQA, JCEF, the language-only baseline, and for
the llm query module in ViperGPT+), unless otherwise
specified. Our video context / captioner component for
MoReVQA considers n = 16 uniformly sampled video
frames as a default. For JCEF, n = l, the number of
frames in the video (at 1 frame per second); we provide
additional JCEF ablations for different values of n in the
supplement B. We set decoding temperature to 0 to match
prior work [52]; other base models and settings (e.g., OWL-
VIT [43], CLIP [48], etc.) for MoReVQA and ViperGPT+
are in the supplement A and are also consistent wherever ap-
plicable. Our implementation relies on JAX/Scenic [6, 16].

MoReVQA stores outputs of each stages in an exter-
nal memory system, backed by global variables for track-
ing and updating information through the model’s process-
ing stages. These stages execute different API calls, e.g.,
event parsing reduces frame data for efficiency, the ground-
ing stage focuses on object localization and action verifi-
cation, and the reasoning stage decomposes and addresses
the question with VQA on selected frames. Additional API,
memory, and LLM prompt details for MoReVQA and other
models are provided in supplementary A.

4.4. Results and Discussion

4.4.1 Comparison to Baselines and Analysis

We compare our method to the baselines outlined in Sec. 4.2
in Table 1. The LLM-only baseline performance serves
as a measure of language and commonsense bias: our re-
sults for NExT-QA and iVQA align with prior expectations
(e.g., iVQA was explicitly designed to mitigate language
bias). However, this baseline also does surprisingly well
on EgoSchema, in spite of its explicit emphasis on testing
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Ground-truth: playing

Options
1. playing
2. playing with dog
3. tired
4. play with spool
5. getting her attention

Prediction stage

Question

[frame    42] what is the cat doing?: playing
...
[frame    48] what surrounds the cat?: a person
[frame    48] why was the cat lying on its back?: to be petted

Prediction: playing

✅

Memory after 𝑀!

Question (+ Language Metadata)
“why was the cat lying on its back near the end?”

Prediction LLM
Video captions

Prediction: tired Ground-truth: playing❌

Video

Captioner

JCEF

Visual Programming

Code generation
LLM

Question
def execute_command(video, question, options):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    cats = frame.find('cat’)
    cat = cats[0] if len(cats) == 1 else best_image_match(cats, 'cat’)
   if "yes" in cat.simple_query('is the cat lying?’):
      answer = cat.simple_query('why is the cat lying?’)
      info[f’[frame %4d] why cat is lying' % frame_number] = answer
  answer = video_segment.select_answer(info, question, options)
return answer

Generated program 𝑧

Prediction: tired Ground-truth: playing❌

info
[frame    3] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame    8] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame    9] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame   12] why cat is lying: playing
[frame   19] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame   26] why cat is lying: laying on its back 
[frame   38] why cat is lying: licking
… 
[frame   60] why cat is lying: scratching
[frame   61] why cat is lying: playing
[frame   63] why cat is lying: playing
[frame   65] why cat is lying: laying on its back

Options
1. playing
2. playing with dog
3. tired
4. play with spool
5. getting her attention

MoReVQA

Options
1. playing
2. playing with dog
3. tired
4. play with spool
5. getting her attention

question: “why was the cat lying on its back?”
frame_ids: [41, 42, 43, 44, …, 65, 66, 67] 
event_queue: [“cat lying on its back”]
conjunction: “none”
qa_type: “why”
require_ocr: False

question: “why was the cat lying on its back?”
frame_ids: [42, 44, 46, 47, 48] 
(+ event_queue, conjunction, qa_type, ...)

Video context 
(VLM on frame subset)

Event parsing stage 𝑀!

Grounding stage 𝑀" Reasoning stage 𝑀#

𝑧!

Memory after 𝑀"

Memory after 𝑀#

frame 0 frame 1 frame 2 frame 66 frame 67

…

Video

𝑧"

question: “why was the cat lying on its back?”
...
reasoning_outputs:

𝑧#

Question

question video
information

video grounded
frames

grounded
frames

reasoning
outputs

API calls  𝑧"

frame 42 frame 44 frame 46

frame 47 frame 48

cat = localize("cat")
verify_action("cat lying 
on its back", [cat])

API calls  𝑧#
vqa(“why is the cat lying on its back?”)
vqa([“what is the cat doing?”, 
 “what is the cat’s mood?”, 
 “what surrounds the cat?”])

[frame     0] caption: a kitten is sitting on a pink carpet looking at the camera .
...... 
[frame    54] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
[frame    55] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
……
[frame    67] caption: a cat is laying on its back on a bed being petted by a person .

Video

frame 42 frame 44 frame 46 frame 47 frame 48

grounded frames

Figure 4. Example qualitative result of MoReVQA on NExT-QA. We observe that the intermediate outputs from our MoReVQA model
are interpretable: event parsing stage parses key events from language, and other tool-use metadata. The grounding stage then determines
which frames contain the ‘cat lying on its back’, and the reasoning stage reasons about relevant sub-questions for the final answer, which
when combined with general video-level context (subset of frame captions), gives us the final correct answer. We observe that JCEF and
ViperGPT+ fail to predict correct answer for the same example (Sec. 4.4.1); we provide more examples and analysis in the supplement C.

Stages NExT-QA iVQA
Event parsing Grounding Reasoning Val Test

✗ ✗ ✗ 66.7 56.9
✓ ✗ ✓ 68.3 56.9
✓ ✓ ✗ 68.7 57.5
✓ ✓ ✓ 69.2 60.9

Table 2. Ablation study of the various stages in MoReVQA.
We show the impact of each of the key stages of our proposed
design, highlighting the improvements between a system without
our proposed stages (top row; defaults to the JCEF baseline) and
our multi-stage reasoning setting (bottom row; all 3 stages). We
observe stages provide complementary (e.g., NExT-QA) and syn-
ergistic (e.g., iVQA) gains (additional ablations in supplement B).

long form video understanding. We believe this could po-
tentially be an artifact of its dataset construction process,

which leveraged automatic LLM generations to form the
question/candidate answer language inputs [41] and may
have introduced unintended language bias.

Next, we highlight our simple Socratic baseline
JCEF outperforms state-of-the-art single-stage program-
ming methods such as ViperGPT+ (our upgraded imple-
mentation) across all datasets, even though both baselines
have access to the same VLM and LLM modules. This
gives us a quantitative assessment of the impact of brit-
tle program generations and tool executions for the single-
stage model, as observed in our qualitative analysis (Fig-
ure 4, bottom + additional examples in supplement C); we
also highlight concurrent analysis [33] which found similar
failure modes in image-language settings.

Finally, we note that our model MoReVQA outperforms
all previous training-free baselines across all datasets, while
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Method Val FT

MIST-CLIP [21] 57.2
✓HiTeA [70] 63.1

SeViLa [73] 73.8

ViperGPT [52] 60.0

✗

BLIP-2concat [36] 62.4
BLIP-2voting [36] 62.7

SeViLA [73] 63.6
JCEF 66.7

MoReVQA 69.2

(a) NExT-QA [61]

Method Test FT

VideoCoCa [65] 39.0
✓FrozenBiLM [67] 39.7

Text+Text [39] 40.2

FrozenBiLM [67] 27.3

✗

BLIP-2(FlanT5XXL) [36] 45.8
InstructBLIP(FlanT5XL) [15] 53.1

InstructBLIP(FlanT5XXL) [15] 53.8

JCEF 56.9
MoReVQA 60.9

(b) iVQA [66]

Method Test FT

VIOLET [19] 19.9

✗

SeViLA [73] 22.7
FrozenBiLM [67] 26.9
mPLUG-Owl [71] 31.1
InternVideo [58] 32.1
∗ShortViViT [47] 31.0
∗LongViViT [47] 33.3

JCEF 50.0
MoReVQA 51.7

(c) EgoSchema [41]

Method Test FT

Video-LLaMA [77] 12.4
VideoChat [37] 26.5

✗

∗LLaMa adapter [78] 34.2
∗Video-ChatGPT [40] 35.2

ViperGPT+ 37.1
JCEF 43.3

MoReVQA 45.3

(d) ActivityNet-QA [74]

Table 3. Comparison to SOTA on the standard video question-answering datasets: (a) NExT-QA, (b) iVQA, (c) EgoSchema, and (d)
ActivityNet-QA. Our method MoReVQA outperforms all training-free prior work or exceeds prior state-of-the-art fine-tuned systems (in
grey), on the main validation datasets [41, 61, 66, 74]. FT indicates fine-tuned methods. Methods with asterisk ∗ indicate concurrent work.

at the same time providing intermediate interpretable out-
puts – in Fig. 4, we show a representative example on
NExT-QA. We also show limitations in both JCEF and
ViperGPT given the same example: while JCEF is a strong
baseline, the general-level captions are not always informa-
tive enough to answer the question, while the program gen-
erated by ViperGPT+ does not focus on the frames in the
correct part of the video (specifically, the “if” statement
condition erroneously triggers on irrelevant early frames,
resulting in misleading “info”). See supplement C for more.

We also ablate the stages in MoReVQA (Table 2). Our
ablation without any stages (top row) effectively defaults to
the JCEF baseline with only frame-level captions and a final
LLM prediction stage. The absence of grounding indicates
that we simply return a single middle frame for this stage.
For all ablations without the final reasoning stage, we retain
a final LLM prediction on top of the shared memory state,
i.e., the reasoning performs the final VQA only with the in-
put question (without supporting questions). We observe
all three stages of our model (event parsing, grounding, and
reasoning) provide complementary (e.g. on NExT-QA) and
synergistic (e.g. on iVQA) gains, and meaningfully improve
over the JCEF baseline. The added benefit is the inter-
pretability of the intermediate outputs stored in the external
memory. Further, we ablate the impact of key components
in the memory; when the original question is provided to
the reasoning stage, as opposed to a revised version (e.g.,
question in Fig. 4), we note accuracy drops of 1.3% and
3.9% on NExT-QA and iVQA respectively. When grounded
frame locations are only given to prediction stage, instead
of reasoning stage, we observe drops of 1.2% and 3.9% on
the same datasets. Additional examples and analysis are in
the supplement B, including specific API usage statistics.

4.4.2 Comparison to State-of-the-Art

Finally, we compare our method to the state-of-the-art
methods on four datasets – NExT-QA, iVQA, EgoSchema,
and ActivityNet-QA (Table 3) – in which the numbers in
bold and underline respectively indicate the best and sec-
ond best. On all datasets we outperform previous zero-

shot and few-shot methods by large margins – on NExT-QA
we outperform SeViLA by almost 6%, making progress to-
wards closing the gap to fully finetuned performance. On
iVQA we outperform the nearest method InstructBLIP [15]
by almost 7%, while on EgoSchema the gaps are the largest
(approx. 20%). For EgoSchema, we report results using
n = 30 video frames; we provide results with other values
of n in the supplement B. We also show strong results on
ActivityNet-QA, outperforming concurrent work [40, 78]
under consistent evaluation protocols.
Extensions to related tasks. In our supplement B, we de-
scribe extensions of our MoReVQA system to other tasks.
We consider grounded videoQA (localizing the relevant
video segment while providing the answer) on the recent
NExT-GQA [63] dataset, and highlight our training-free
MoReVQA achieves strong performance (37.8 mIoP / 39.6
Acc@GQA) vs. prior state-of-the-art SeViLa (29.5 mIoP /
16.6 Acc@GQA; trained with grounding annotations). We
also show on ActivityNet-Para [34] strong performance for
video paragraph captioning (MoReVQA 28.2 CIDEr vs.
finetuned SOTA Vid2Seq [68] with 28.0), even though our
method is training-free. We observe our system’s reasoning
enables diverse long captions of human-centric events.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we have presented a baseline (JCEF) to help
characterize limitations with single-stage planning models,
along with MoReVQA, a new, modular, and decomposed
multi-stage pipeline for video question answering. Our
framework consists of 3 stages – event parsing, ground-
ing, and reasoning with an external memory. MoReVQA
achieves state-of-the-art results on popular VideoQA bench-
marks, while producing interpretable intermediate outputs.
Refer to supplement D for limitations and broader impacts.
Acknowledgements. We sincerely thank ViperGPT [52]
authors for sharing additional details helpful for the devel-
opment of ViperGPT+, and grateful to Chen S., Jasper U.,
and Lluis C. for discussions. Minsu Cho acknowledges IITP
grant (2022-0-00959: “Few-shot learning of causal infer-
ence in vision and language”) support by Korea (MSIT).
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MoReVQA: Exploring Modular Reasoning Models for
Video Question Answering

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we provide additional
implementation details with the prompts used in the experi-
ments (Sec. A), more results and analyses (Sec. B), and ad-
ditional qualitative comparisons (Sec. C). Finally, we con-
clude this supplement by discussing broader impacts, limi-
tations, and future work in Sec. D. Additional visualizations
and expanded supplementary material can be found in the
project website‡.

A. Implementation details

In this section, we present additional implementation de-
tails on our method MoReVQA. Specifically, we focus
on the API functions used for the grounding and rea-
soning stages. In grounding stage, two functions are
used for spatio-temporal localization: localize() and
verify action(); localize() function takes nat-
ual lanuage objects as input, utilizing two pretrained
image-text models: OWL-ViT [43] which employs ViT-
Base CLIP model with 32-patch size and a maximum
query length of 16 tokens as an image-text embedding
network and CLIP [48] which uses ResNet-50 back-
bone [27] with text-image comparison threshold of 0.7.
verify action() function employs a vision-language
model PALI-3 (5B) [10], designed to validate the action
of a single input object or interactions among multiple ob-
jects. PALI-3 is also integral to the reasoning stage, where
it facilitates VQA on grounded frames. Note that all the
three vision-language models, OWL-ViT, CLIP, and PALI-
3, utilized in our MoReVQA framework are pretrained in
the image domain, not the video domain, suggesting a po-
tential avenue for further improvements. Furthermore, we
re-iterate that all base models used across all methods (ours
+ key baselines) are consistent, as discussed in the main pa-
per (e.g., ViperGPT+ also uses the same OWL-ViT, PALI-3,
etc. where applicable).

Outputs from different stages of MoReVQA are stored
and retrieved via an external memory system. We high-
light 6 variables, commonly used across input examples,
here: frame ids (adaptively updated as objects within
the video are localized during grounding), question
(tracking transformations of the core question Q during
parsing, grounding, and reasoning), event queue and
conjunction (extracted in event parsing and utilized in
grounding), qa type (for tracking question sub-type, ex-
tracted in event parsing and utilized during reasoning), and

‡Project website: http://juhongm999.github.io/morevqa

require ocr (adjusts the prefix in the core PALI-3 call,
to encourage OCR outputs if necessary; set in event pars-
ing). As seen in Figures A2 - A8, at each stage, differ-
ent API calls are executed by MoReVQA : event parsing
involves video trimming (e.g. truncating ‘frame ids’ by
40% for parsed temporal arguments ‘beginning’, ‘middle’
or ‘end’ for efficiency), event parsing, question classifica-
tion, and OCR checks; the grounding stage focuses on local-
izing objects and verifying their actions; and the reasoning
stage decomposes questions into related questions and then
invokes VQA on the specifically identified frames, where
the line of reasoning is more relevant.

We also note that, since the original submission of
this work for review, there have been significant develop-
ments in stronger VLM and LLM modules and components
[46, 53, 69] – while our focus is on studying (in a con-
trolled manner, with consistent baseline) the design space
for modular reasoning models, inclusion of such models
would likely further increase our “state-of-the-art” numbers
for the benchmarks examined; we leave this to future work.

Prompts. On our project website, we provide the
prompts with partial example sets used in the proposed
method MoReVQA and Visual Programming method, e.g.,
ViperGPT+. We describe them further here: Prompts 1, 2,
and 3 are used for event parsing, grounding, and reason-
ing stages of MoReVQA respectively. Short programs and
plans generated as part of each stage are executed and in-
teract with the shared memory state across all three phases.
Importantly, our system has the capability to dynamically
decide to what extent each stage is useful to the ques-
tion (and can implicitly skip stages when necessary; see
Sec. C for examples of such “no-op” operations). After the
three stages, MoReVQA predicts the final answer by uti-
lizing Prompts 4 and 5 for multiple-choice (NExT-QA and
EgoSchema) and open-ended (iVQA and ActivityNet-QA)
questions respectively.

Based on the ViperGPT [52] original prompt, which the
authors provided directly (including their examples), we
provide the prompt that we improved for the evaluation of
ViperGPT+ (which also has the upgraded, consistent base
module set used in JCEF and MoReVQA). The examples of
the ViperGPT+ prompt are similar to its predecessor while
integrating improvements to ensure precise entity ground-
ing with additional if/else statements. Across all systems,
models are backed by Python implementation/execution,
and underlying base models/implementations are consistent
across all key methods and baselines that we run ourselves,
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as described in the main paper.

B. Additional results and analyses
In this section, we present additional results ans analyses
to further support the findings reported in the main paper.
These include expanded comparisons on the NExT-QA and
EgoSchema datasets, an ablation study on JCEF and further
evaluation of MoReVQA on other tasks.
Expanded NExT-QA SOTA comparison. In Tables A1
and A2, we expand SOTA comparison table on NExT-QA
dataset initially presented in the main paper. Table A1
shows a expanded comparison with a particular focus on the
Temporal and Causal subsets to highlight how each model
performs in specific types of videoQA; MoReVQA shows
its superiority over all the baselines, outperforming previ-
ous state of the art by approximately 3% and 9% in respec-
tive Temporal and Causal subsets. Table A2 focuses on the
more challenging subsets of Causal and Temporal subsets,
e.g., Hard-C and Hard-T. our proposed method MoReVQA
again outperforms its counterparts, achieving a new state of
the art in Hard-C (63.42%) and Hard-T (59.57%), showcas-
ing advanced grounding and reasoning of MoReVQA.
Expanded EgoSchema SOTA comparison. For a com-
parative analysis of how the model performs under vary-
ing degrees of available video information, we evaluate
MoReVQA on EgoSchema dataset under different numbers
of uniformly sampled frames, specifically 30 and 90. In 30-
frame setting, MoReVQA achieves 51.7%, setting a new
state of the art with substantial improvements over the pre-
vious baseline [58] which stood at 31.8% under identical
conditions. A similar trend was observed in the 90-frame
scenario, with MoReVQA recording 51.1%, once again sur-
passing the baseline [58] which noted 32.1% in the same
setting. The results collectively indicate the superiority of
MoReVQA across varied frame-sample settings.

Moreover, the marginal performance difference between
the 30- and 90-frame settings (51.7% vs. 51.1%) suggests
a plateau in the use of additional video information in this
dataset. The incremental frame count from 30 to 90 frames
did not result in a marked improvement, the same finding
that aligns with observations from the original EgoSchema
study by Mangalam et al. [41]. This outcome may indicate
that the video data within this dataset contain substantial re-
dundancy, to the extent that a set of 30 (or fewer) uniformly
sampled frames can be sufficient to accurately predict the
correct answers.
Ablation study of JCEF for varying n. In this study, we
explore the impact of frame sampling rates on the perfor-
mance of JCEF. Our evaluation spanned a range of frame
sampling rates from 0% to 100%. At a 0% rate, JCEF pre-
dicts without accessing video content, relying exclusively
on textual questions for generating predictions, thereby
omitting any visual cues. At this baseline rate, the accuracy

Method NExT-QA accuracy (%)
Average Temporal Causal Fine-tuned

All-in-One [55] 50.6 48.6 48.0

✓

MIST-CLIP [21] 57.1 56.6 54.6
HiTeA [70] 63.1 58.3 62.4
VGT [62] 55.0 55.1 52.3
VFC [45] 58.6 53.3 57.6

InternVideo [58] 63.2 58.5 62.5
BLIP-2voting [36] 70.1 65.2 70.1
BLIP-2concat [36] 72.6 68.1 72.9

SeViLa [73] 73.8 69.4 74.2

InternVideo [58] 49.1 43.4 48.0

✗

VFC [45] 51.5 45.4 51.6
BLIP-2voting [36] 62.7 59.1 61.3
BLIP-2concat [36] 62.4 59.7 60.8

SeViLa [73] 63.6 61.3 61.5
ViperGPT+ 64.0 59.8 67.3

JCEF 66.7 61.6 68.3
MoReVQA 69.2 64.6 70.2

Table A1. Expanded comparison w/state-of-the-art methods
on the NExT-QA dataset. We expand the table in the main paper
and report results of MoReVQA on the official dataset subsets for
“Temporal” and “Causal” questions, following prior work [61, 73]
([36] results reported in [73]). Our model sets a new state-of-
the-art across the board, indicating the effectiveness of our overall
multi-stage approach.

Method Val Hard-C Hard-T Fine-tuned

Temp[ATP] [8] 54.3 43.3 45.3
✓VFC [45] 58.6 38.3 39.9

HGA [31] 49.1 45.3 43.3
HiTeA [70] 63.1 47.8 48.6

VFC [45] 51.5 30.0 32.2
✗ViperGPT [52] 60.0 56.4 49.8

MoReVQA 69.2 63.4 59.6

Table A2. NExT-QA Hard subsets. For completeness, we also
explicitly report results of MoReVQA on the additional ATP-Hard
[8] subsets (Hard-C and Hard-T, following prior work [52]) to
compare against a selection of other prior work that also report
on these subsets. We observe consistent, state-of-the-art perfor-
mance across all relevant subsets, with the same trends observed
in Table A1.

on NExT-QA, iVQA, and EgoSchema datatsets yielded ac-
curacy scores of 48.5, 15.0, and 41.0, respectively. As
the frame sampling rate increased, we observe that across
datasets overall accuracy reaches the peak (or near it) at
about 50% sampling rate with scores of 67.2, 54.0, and 49.9
for the respective datasets. Beyond this point, further in-
creases in the sampling rate resulted in diminishing returns;
at a 100% rate – where the model uses captions from ev-
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Method Acc@GQA mIoP IoP@0.5 mIoU IoU@0.5 FT

IGV [38] 10.2 21.4 18.9 14.0 9.6

✓
Temp[CLIP] [67] 16.0 25.7 25.5 12.1 8.9
FrozenBiLM [67] 17.5 24.2 23.7 9.6 6.1

*SeViLA [73] 16.6 29.5 22.9 21.7 13.8

MoReVQA 39.6 37.8 37.6 19.7 15.4 ✗

Table A3. Comparison to SOTA on the NExT-GQA dataset.
We extend our training-free MoReVQA model to the grounded
QA setting, and show strong results compared with prior finetuned
work. Prior finetuned state-of-the-art methods are reported in [63],
and * indicates explicit localization supervision during pretraining.

ery frame – the accuracy scores slightly adjusted to 66.7,
56.9, and 49.9. The results suggest that the captions become
highly redundant after a certain ratio, which eventually lead
less accurate predictions.
Extensions to other tasks. One of the notable strengths
of MoReVQA lies in its modular design, which inherently
supports flexibility and ease of extension. This architecture
not only facilitates the integration of advanced models but
also enables the system to adapt to a wide range of video
multi-modal scenarios beyond those we initially explored,
e.g., grounded videoQA and paragraph captioning.

(1) Temporal grounding. To verify generalization be-
yond standard videoQA, we further evaluate our method
on the task of joint temporal grounding and question-
answering. Table A3 presents our evaluation of grounded
frames, which are provided in grounding stage, on the
NExT-GQA dataset [63]. Our training-free model sets
a new state-of-the-art in both the key grounding (mIoP)
and the combined grounded accuracy (Acc@GQA) metrics,
surpassing [73] which was pre-trained with localization an-
notations, with strong performance on other related metrics
as well.

(2) Long video paragraph captioning. Our explo-
ration extends to the ActivityNet-Paragraphs dataset [34,
68], which assesses the capability of systems to gener-
ate long paragraph-level coherent summarization descrip-
tions of long video content. We observe our training-free
MoReVQA method achieves a CIDEr score of 28.2, in com-
parison with Vid2Seq [68] – the previous state-of-the-art
fine-tuned model with learnt proposals – with a score of
28.0. We observe that our multi-stage system is able to
adapt to this alternate task setting well, e.g. by employing
its grounding stage to find the multiple different relevant
events for summarization, and its reasoning stage to ask for
more targeted event information that helps to create better
overall video descriptions.

Overall, we believe these results showcase our system’s
adaptability to various domains and related multimodal
video tasks.
Usage statistics. To examine the effectiveness of the event
parser stage – specifically, its capacity to classify question
types and identify temporal conjunctions in the questions
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Figure A1. Event parser statistics of MoReVQA. We observe
that the event parser of our (training-free) MoReVQA method nat-
urally identifies characteristics of the underlying dataset distribu-
tion (here, NExT-QA) and this corresponds to appropriate API
usage downstream in a well-correlated manner (without explicit
supervision). Note that since our API is designed to work consis-
tently across all datasets/settings (i.e. the prediction values are not
exactly the same as the dataset-specific metadata), we are reporting
an approximate categorization of our predictions vs. the dataset-
specific metadata. The graph shows the correlation between our
system (x-axis) and the dataset (y-axis), where the diagonal repre-
sents an ideal 1:1 mapping.

– we conducted a comparison between the distributions
of MoReVQA (event parser) predictions and the dataset
ground truth. Figure A1 visualizes the pie charts: the upp-
per two charts focus on the distribution of question type
predictions (e.g., “how”, “why”, “location”, “counting”,
and “others”), while the lower two charts address the pres-
ence of temporal conjunctions within questions. Addition-
ally, the right-side plots illustrate the discrepancies between
these two distributions. The results suggest that our event
parser stage not only proficiently classifies question types
but also accurately identifies the presence of temporal con-
junctions, thereby positively contributing to the subsequent
stages of grounding, reasoning, as well as final predictions.

C. Additional qualitative comparisons

In this section, we present additional qualitative analysis
of our proposed method MoReVQA, comparing it with the
baselines of JCEF and ViperGPT+. Figures A2-A8 demon-
strate the qualitative analysis.

In our comparative analysis, we generally observe that
MoReVQA consistently shows superior ability in temporal
grounding and understanding question types, as seen in var-
ious scenarios on NExT-QA in Figures A2, A3, A4, and A5.
Particularly, the proposed MoReVQA excelled in discern-
ing relevant parts of a video by leveraging hints in the input
questions, formulating auxiliary questions to aid in predic-
tion, and focusing on pertinent frames for accurate reason-
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ing. This contrasts sharply with JCEF, which often resorts
to guesswork, and ViperGPT+, which frequently generates
brittle programs that pose irrelevant questions or focus on
incorrect parts of the video during execution, leading to
inaccurate predictions. We re-iterate that the base model-
s/APIs used in all baselines are consistent with our method;
the advances in our grounding and execution are a conse-
quence of how well our system is able to effectively utilize
them in a more robust manner.

The analysis on iVQA further reinforced these obser-
vations as seen in Figures A6 - A7, and demonstrate the
generality of our multi-stage approach across different do-
mains and in an “open-ended” question-answer setting.
MoReVQA adeptly identified relevant video parts, even
in simple scenarios, and efficiently bypassed unnecessary
grounding stages, directly leading to accurate predictions.
This multi-stage approach notably differed from JCEF’s re-
liance on general video information, often resulting in in-
correct answers and ViperGPT+’s inability in effective gen-
eralization or localization, thus highlighting its limitations
in handling varied scenarios. These comparative qualita-
tive results thus underscore the robustness of the proposed
MoReVQA in event understanding, accurate grounding,
and effective reasoning, establishing its superiority over our
simple, strong Socratic baseline (JCEF) as well as the previ-
ous state-of-the-art single-stage program generation method
(ViperGPT+) in complex video question answering tasks.

We provide additional discussion in the captions accom-
panying each of the examples, and additional examples and
visualizations are included in the full supplement available
on the project website.

D. Broader Impacts and Future Work
In this supplement, we’ve described key additional de-
tails, observations, analysis, and results for our proposed
MoReVQA model and related baselines. We conclude with
remarks on the broader impacts, limitations, and areas for
future work of our approach.
Broader Impacts. Large-scale foundation model sys-
tems have shown great potential for effectively addressing a
range of tasks across many domains [7, 50], and our method
demonstrates how we can build on top of, and beyond, such
models [23, 48, 75]. However, the real-world challenges re-
garding potential for model bias [1, 44] in these base models
are naturally inherited by our system. As such, any system
based on the work presented should have proper precautions
and considerations in place.
Limitations and Future Work. Our MoReVQA system
presents a new path forward for modular videoQA systems,
whereby we can fundamentally improve beyond the con-
stituent base models and module APIs in way that prior
work with single-stage planning was not able to effectively
capitalize on. However, there remain a number of key lim-

itations that can be addressed as part of continual future
work that we wish to discuss here: first, like prior work
in modular systems, the performance of our system is fun-
damentally constrained by the base modules [23, 43, 48];
as these continue to improve, we expect our overall system
to also continue to improve (and importantly, to continue
to outperform the base models in a meaningful way). Fur-
ther, our analysis has highlighted key limitations in the ex-
isting tasks and benchmarks for video understanding, par-
ticularly as they relate to complex temporal reasoning (fur-
thering analysis from prior work [5, 8, 35]); to our surprise,
even recent benchmarks for long video understanding like
EgoSchema [41] have significant areas for improvement to
reduce key sources of bias. As later iterations of these
benchmarks continue to improve towards assessing tempo-
ral, long video understanding, we believe that new oppor-
tunities for further improvements to our system will simi-
larly emerge. Finally, our system is focused on the chal-
lenging VideoQA task, since it emphasizes spatiotemporal
reasoning across many frames of visual input and offers a
challenging testbed for video-language reasoning. We do
show our system generalizes well across different domains
(long videos, instructional, egocentric, etc.) and videoQA
types (closed set multiple choice, open vocabulary answer
generation, etc.), as well as extensions of our work to set-
tings which require language grounding (NeXT-GQA) and
to video paragraph captioning (ActivityNet-Paragraphs).
However, while we believe this is a strong assessment of
the general potential applicability of our system, extensions
to other video-language settings (and addressing any further
limitations there) remains an exciting area of future work.
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require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

question: “why was the cat lying on its back near the end?”

event_queue: [“why is the cat lying 
     on its back?”]
conjunction = “none”

API calls  𝑧"

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

question: “why was the cat lying on its back?”
frame_ids: [42, 44, 46, 47, 48] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

trim(“end”)
parse_event(conj=“none”, “why is the cat lying on its back?”)
classify(“why”)
require_ocr(“no”)

Video context

[frame     0] caption: a kitten is sitting on a pink carpet looking at the camera .
[frame     5] caption: a kitten is standing on its hind legs on a purple carpet .
...... 
[frame    25] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
[frame    30] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
[frame    35] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
…… 
[frame    60] caption: a person is petting a kitten on its back on a bed .
[frame    65] caption: a cat is laying on its back on a bed being petted by a person .

Video context
Options

Question: why was the cat lying on its back near the end?

VLM answers

1. playing
2. playing with dog
3. tired
4. play with spool
5. getting her attention

[frame    42] what is the cat doing?: playing
...
[frame    46] what is the cat doing?: playing
[frame    47] what is the cat's mood?: happy
[frame    47] what surrounds the cat?: a person 's hand
[frame    48] what surrounds the cat?: a person
[frame    48] why was the cat lying on its back?: to be petted

Prediction: playing Ground-truth: playing✅

cat = localize("cat")
verify_action("is cat lying on its back?", [cat])

Prediction LLM

Video context
Options

Question: why was the cat lying on its back near the end?

Prediction: tired Ground-truth: playing❌Video

Video context

[frame     0] caption: a kitten is sitting on a pink carpet looking at the camera .
[frame     1] caption: a kitten is standing on its hind legs on a purple carpet .
...... 
[frame    53] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
[frame    54] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
[frame    55] caption: a kitten is laying on its back on a bed .
…… 
[frame    66] caption: a person is petting a kitten on its back on a bed .
[frame    67] caption: a cat is laying on its back on a bed being petted by a person .

1. playing
2. playing with dog
3. tired
4. play with spool
5. getting her attention

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “why was the cat lying on its back?”
frame_ids: [42, 44, 46, 47, 48] 
event_queue: [“why is the cat lying?”]
conjunction = “none”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

Memory

Video

API calls  𝑧#

Code generation
LLM

Question
def execute_command(video, question, options):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    cats = frame.find('cat’)
    cat = cats[0] if len(cats) == 1 else best_image_match(cats, 'cat’)
   if "yes" in cat.simple_query('is the cat lying?’):
      answer = cat.simple_query('why is the cat lying?’)
      info[f’[frame %4d] why cat is lying' % frame_number] = answer
  answer = video_segment.select_answer(info, question, options)
return answer

Generated program 𝑧

Prediction: tired Ground-truth: playing❌

info
[frame    3] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame    8] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame    9] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame   12] why cat is lying: playing
[frame   19] why cat is lying: sleeping
[frame   26] why cat is lying: laying on its back 
[frame   38] why cat is lying: licking
… 
[frame   60] why cat is lying: scratching
[frame   61] why cat is lying: playing
[frame   63] why cat is lying: playing
[frame   65] why cat is lying: laying on its back

frame 0 frame 1 frame 2 frame 3 frame 4 frame 5 frame 6 frame 7 frame 8 frame 65 frame 66 frame 67

…

Input video

Options
1. playing
2. playing with dog
3. tired
4. play with spool
5. getting her attention

vqa(“why is the cat lying on its back?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([“what is the cat doing?”, 
 “what is the cat’s mood?”, 
 “what surrounds the cat?”]
 require_ocr=False)

Figure A2. Qualitative comparison between MoReVQA, JCEF, and ViperGPT+ [52] on NExT-QA. We observe that the intermediate
outputs from our MoReVQA model are interpretable: event parsing stage first determines the type of question (‘why’), which general
area of the video should be most relevant (the ‘end’), parses key events from language, and other tool-use metadata. The grounding stage
then determines which frames contain the ‘cat lying on its back’, and the reasoning stage reasons about relevant sub-questions for the
final answer (e.g. ‘what is the cat doing?’), which when combined with general video-level context, gives us the final correct answer. For
the same example, JCEF and ViperGPT+ obtain the wrong answer with less interpretable intermediates: JCEF performs its best guess
based solely on the general (not question-specific) captions, mostly consisting of the event ‘laying...’ which leads to the prediction
‘tired’. Meanwhile, ViperGPT+ program execution shows a grounding failure of ‘cat lying on its back’, returning early,
irrelevant frames of 3, 8, 9, 19 (as seen in info) and implying an error how it employs the same underlying API tools in its generated
program (e.g., arguments, logic flow, etc.).
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Prediction LLM

Event parsing
stage 𝑀!

API calls  𝑧!

question: “what is the girl doing?”
frame_ids: [15, 16, 17, 18, …, 30, 31, 32] 
event_queue: [“what is the girl doing?”]
conjunction = “none”
qa_type: “what”
require_ocr = False

Grounding
stage 𝑀"

Reasoning
stage 𝑀#

question

Memory

question: “what did the girl do in the middle of the video?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, …, 46, 47, 48] 
event_queue: []
conjunction = “”
require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

question: “what did the girl do in the middle of the video?”

event_queue: [“what is the girl
     doing?”]
conjunction = “none”

API calls  𝑧"

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

question: “what is the girl doing?”
frame_ids: [15, 16, 17, 18, …, 30, 31, 32] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “what”

trim(“middle”)
parse_event(conj=“none”, “what is the girl doing?”)
classify(“what”)
require_ocr(“no”)

Video context

[frame     0] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
…
[frame    16] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a room .
[frame    19] caption: a little boy is playing a guitar next to a little girl
[frame    22] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
… 
[frame    42] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
[frame    45] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
[frame    48] caption: a boy is playing a guitar and a girl is singing into a microphone .

Video context
Options

Question: what did the girl do in the middle of the video?

VLM answers

1. fall down
2. show her toy
3. start dancing
4. clap
5. hit the drum

Prediction: clap Ground-truth: clap✅

girl= localize(”girl")

Prediction: clap

Ground-truth: clap
✅

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “what is the girl doing?”
frame_ids: [15, 16, 17, 18, …, 30, 31, 32] 
event_queue: [“what is the girl doing?”]
conjunction = “none”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “what”

Memory

Video

API calls  𝑧#

Code generation
LLM

Generated program 𝑧

Prediction: show her toy

Ground-truth: playing
❌

…

Input video

Options

vqa(“what is the girl doing?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([], require_ocr=False)

frame 0 frame 3frame 1 frame 10frame 2 frame 9frame 8frame 7frame 6frame 5frame 4 frame 11 frame 48frame 47frame 46

…

frame 15 frame 18frame 16 frame 17 frame 19 frame 31 frame 32

…

[frame    15] what is the girl doing?: singing
… 
[frame    21] what is the girl doing?: singing
[frame    22] what is the girl doing?: clapping
[frame    23] what is the girl doing?: clapping
...
[frame    32] what is the girl doing?: singing

1. fall down
2. show her toy
3. start dancing
4. clap
5. hit the drum

Video context

Options

Question: what did the girl do in the middle of the video?

Video

Video context

1. fall down
2. show her toy
3. start dancing
4. clap
5. hit the drum

[frame     0] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
…
[frame    16] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a room .
[frame    19] caption: a little boy is playing a guitar next to a little girl
[frame    22] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
… 
[frame    42] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
[frame    45] caption: a boy and a girl are playing guitars in a living room .
[frame    48] caption: a boy is playing a guitar and a girl is singing into a 
microphone .

Best guess
given Video context

Best guess
given info

info
[frame    24] The action of the girl in the middle 
of the video: sitting

def execute_command(video, question, options):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  mid_frame = video_segment.num_frames // 2
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    if frame_number == mid_frame:
      if frame_number % 1000 == 0:
        print('Running for frame %d' % frame_number)
      girls = frame.find('girl’)
      if len(girls) == 0:
        continue
      if len(girls) == 1:
        girl = girls[0]
      else:
        girl = best_image_match(girls, 'girl’)
      action_of_girl = girl.simple_query('what is the girl doing?’)
      info[f'[Frame %4d] The action of the girl in middle of the video' % frame_number] 
= action_of_girl
  answer = video_segment.select_answer(info, question, options)
  return answer

Question: what did the girl do in the middle of the video?

Prediction LLM

…

Figure A3. Example qualitative comparison on NExT-QA. In the event parsing stage of MoReVQA, the LLM determines the general
part of the video that should be focused on (the ‘middle’) and parses natural language key event for the subsequent grounding stage,‘what
is the girl doing’. The grounding stage collects the frames which contain the ‘girl’, and the reasoning stage queries ‘what is the girl doing?’
to get the candidate answers for the final prediction. For the same example, JCEF has to guess to obtain the correct final answer as the
prediction LLM is not aware of if the girl is actually clapping in the video solely based on the general video information, e.g., captions of
every frame. The program generated by ViperGPT+ fails in grounding correct part of the video, focusing only on a single middle frame of
the video (the code highlighted in red) with some halluciations (highlighted in light orange), thereby obtaining the wrong final answer.
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Prediction LLM

Event parsing
stage 𝑀!

Grounding
stage 𝑀"

Reasoning
stage 𝑀#

question

question: “why did the boy walk over to the shelf in the
 beginning of the video after playing with the person?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, …, 71, 72, 73] 
event_queue: []
conjunction = “”
require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

question: “why is boy walking over to the shelf?”
frame_ids: [9, 12, 14, 15, 16] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

Video context

Video context
Options

Question: why did the boy walk over to the shelf in the beginning of 
   video after playing with the person?

VLM answers

Prediction: turn on television Ground-truth: turn on television✅

Prediction LLM

Video context
Options

Prediction: take out book

Ground-truth: turn on television

Video

Video context

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “why is boy walking over the self?”
frame_ids: [9, 12, 14, 15, 16] 
event_queue: [“boy playing with person”,
 “why is boy walking over the shelf?”]
conjunction = “after”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why” Memory

Video

info

question: “why did the boy walk over to the shelf in the
  beginning of the video after playing with the person?”

event_queue: 
[“boy playing with person”,
“why is boy walking over 
the shelf?”]
conjunction: “after”

API calls  𝑧"
boy = localize(”boy")
person = localize(”person")
playing = verify_action(”is boy playing with person?", [boy, person])
truncate(”after", playing)
shelf = localize(”shelf")
verify_action(”is boy walking over to the shelf?", [boy, shelf])

f 16f 15

frame 0

Input video

frame 1 frame 2 frame 3 frame 4 frame 5 frame 8frame 7frame 6 frame 11frame 10frame 9 frame 68frame 13frame 12 frame 71frame 70frame 69 frame 72 frame 73

…

f 4

question: “why is boy walking over to the shelf?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, …, 26, 27, 28] 
event_queue: [“boy playing with person”, 
  “why is boy walking over to the shelf?”]
conjunction = “after”
qa_type: “why”
require_ocr = False

Memory

API calls  𝑧!
trim(“beginning”)
parse_event(conj=“after”, “boy playing with person”, 
   “why is boy walking over to the shelf?”)
classify(“why”)
require_ocr(“no”)

[frame     9] what surrounds the boy?: tv
[frame     9] why is the boy walking over to the shelf?: to watch tv
[frame    12] what is the boy doing?: watching tv
[frame    12] what is the boy walking to?: tv
[frame    12] what surrounds the boy?: tv
[frame    14] what is the boy doing?: pointing at tv
...

❌

API calls  𝑧#
vqa(“why is boy walking over to the shelf?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([“what is the boy doing?”, 
 “what is the boy walking to?”, 
 “what surrounds the boy?”]
 require_ocr=False)

[frame     0] caption: a person is laying on a couch wearing a white shirt and green underwear .
[frame     5] caption: a close up of a child 's ear with a green shirt on .
…
[frame    19] caption: a flat screen tv is sitting on top of a entertainment center
[frame    24] caption: the back of a child 's head is shown in a blurry photo .
…
[frame    63] caption: a little boy is playing with a toy fire truck on a table .
[frame    68] caption: a little boy is playing with a toy ambulance with the number 112 on it
[frame    73] caption: a little boy playing with a toy fire truck with the number 112 on it

1. take out book
2. turn on television
3. take his blue toy
4. to take the phone
5. to take out cards

Question: why did the boy walk over to the shelf in the beginning of 
   video after playing with the person?

...
[frame    15] caption: a young boy wearing a t-shirt that says nuggets stands in front of a television
[frame    16] caption: a little boy is standing in front of a flat screen tv .
...
[frame    28] caption: a young boy is sitting in front of a bookshelf in a living room .
[frame    29] caption: a young boy with curly hair is sitting in front of a bookshelf .
...
[frame    72] caption: a little boy is playing with a toy fire truck with the number 112 on it
[frame    73] caption: a little boy playing with a toy fire truck with the number 112 on it

1. take out book
2. turn on television
3. take his blue toy
4. to take the phone
5. to take out cards

Question: why did the boy walk over to the shelf in the beginning of 
   video after playing with the person?

Prediction: take his blue toy Ground-truth: turn on television❌

[Frame   32] The action of the boy before walking over to the shelf: playing
[Frame   33] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: looking
[Frame   34] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: looking at camera
[Frame   35] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: standing
[Frame   36] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: smiling
…
[Frame   69] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: playing with toy fire truck
[Frame   70] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: playing
[Frame   71] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: playing
[Frame   72] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: playing
[Frame   73] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf: playing with a toy fire truck

def execute_command(video, question, options):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  walked_over_detected = False
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    if not walked_over_detected:
      boys = frame.find('boy')
      if len(boys) == 0: continue
      if len(boys) == 1: boy_with_person = boys[0]
      else: boy_with_person = best_image_match(boys, 'boy with person')
      if "yes" in boy_with_person.simple_query('is the boy with a person?'):
        action_of_boy_with_person = boy_with_person.simple_query('what is the boy doing with a person?')
        info[f'[Frame %4d] The action of the boy before walking over to the shelf' % frame_number] = action_of_boy_with_person
      info_str = '\n'.join([' - ' + k + ': ' + str(info[k]) for k in info])
      info_str = 'Answer the question in either yes or no: Based on given list of video frame information:\n' + info_str
      info_str = info_str + 'has the boy ever walked over to the shelf?.'
      yesno = llm_query(info_str)
      if 'yes' in yesno.split('\n')[0].lower():
        walked_over_detected = True
    else:
      boys = frame.find('boy')
      if len(boys) == 0: continue
      if len(boys) == 1: boy = boys[0]
      else: boy = best_image_match(boys, 'boy')
      action_of_boy = boy.simple_query('what is the boy doing?')
      info[f'[Frame %4d] The action of the boy after walking over to the shelf’ % \
    frame_number] = action_of_boy
  answer = video_segment.select_answer(info, question, options)
  return answer

Generated program 𝑧

Options
1. take out book
2. turn on television
3. take his blue toy
4. to take the phone
5. to take out cards

Code generation
LLM

Best guess
given info

Best guess
given Video context

f 9 f 14f 12

Figure A4. Example qualitative comparison on NExT-QA. The event parsing stage of MoReVQA effectively discerns general relevant
part of the video (the ‘beginning’) and parses two key events (‘boy playing with person’ and ‘why is boy walking over to the shelf’) with
conjunction ‘after’. The grounding stage first grounds the frame where the ‘boy is playing with person’ and focuses on frames after that
particular frame to localize the event ‘boy walking over to the shelf’. The reasoning stage reasons about relevant sub-questions for the final
answer, obtaining the final correct answer. However, JCEF, fully relying on the general context of the video, e.g., captions, has to guess
among multiple plausible candidate answers, implying that the captions alone are ambiguous and insufficient for the correct prediction.
The program of ViperGPT+ fails in correct grounding of ‘boy playing with person’ (highlighted in red in generated program) and ‘the
beginning of the video’ (highlighted in red in info), focusing on wrong temporal parts of the video and thus giving wrong final answer.
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Prediction LLM

Event parsing
stage 𝑀!

Grounding
stage 𝑀"

Reasoning
stage 𝑀#

question

question: “why did the girl in white put her hands in front
    of the horse?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, …, 33, 34, 35] 
event_queue: []
conjunction = “”
require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

question: “why did the girl in white put her hands 
    in front of horse?”

API calls  𝑧"

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

question: “why is girl in white … horse?”
frame_ids: [5, 6, 8, 13, 20] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

Video context

[frame     0] caption: a group of people are petting a pony in a field .
[frame     2] caption: a group of people standing in a field with a white barn in the background
[frame     5] caption: a group of people petting a pony in a field
[frame     7] caption: a group of people petting a pony in a field
[frame     9] caption: a group of people are petting a pony in a field . 
[frame    21] caption: two women and a little girl petting a horse in a field
…
[frame    33] caption: a woman and a little girl are petting a pony in a field .
[frame    35] caption: two women and a little girl are petting a pony in a field .

Video context
Options

Question: why is the girl in white putting her hands in front of horse?

VLM answers

1. not fall off
2. take video of baby
3. listen to her talk
4. to feed horse
5. wanted to help stop ball

Prediction: to feed horse Ground-truth: to feed horse✅

Prediction: not fall off

Ground-truth: to feed horse

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “why is girl in white putting her hands 
    in front of horse?”
frame_ids: [5, 6, 8, 13, 20] 
event_queue: [“what is the girl doing?”]
conjunction = “none”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

Memory

Video

API calls  𝑧#

Code generation
LLM

Generated program 𝑧

Input video

Options

Video context

Options

Question: why is the girl in white putting her hands in front of horse?

Video

Video context

Best guess
given Video context

Best guess
given info

info
Question: why is the girl in white putting her hands in front of horse?

frame 0 frame 3frame 1 frame 10frame 2 frame 9frame 8frame 7frame 6frame 5frame 4 frame 33 frame 35frame 34

…

API calls  𝑧!
trim(“none”)
parse_event(conj=“none”, “why is the girl in white putting her
      hands in front of horse?”)
classify(“why”)
require_ocr(“no”)

girl= localize(”girl”, noun_with_modifier=“girl in white”)
horse = localize(“horse”)
verify_action(”is girl in white putting her hands in front
     of the horse?”, [girl, horse])

event_queue: 
[“why is the girl in white 
putting her hands in front of 
horse?”]
conjunction = “none”

frame 5 frame 6 frame 8 frame 13 frame 20

question: “why is the girl in white putting her
    hands in front of horse?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, …, 33, 34, 35] 
event_queue: [“why is the girl in white putting her 

    hands in front of horse?”]
conjunction = “none”
qa_type: “why”
require_ocr = False

Memory

vqa(“why is girl in white putting … horse?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([“what is the girl in white doing?”,
  “what surrounds the girl in white?”], 

  require_ocr=False)

[frame     5] what is the girl in white doing?: petting a horse
[frame     5] what surrounds the girl in white?: people
[frame     5] why is the girl in white ... horse?: to feed it
...
[frame    13] why is the girl in white ... horse?: to feed it
[frame    20] what is the girl in white doing?: petting a horse
[frame    20] what surrounds the girl in white?: people

[frame     0] caption: a group of people are petting a pony in a field .
[frame     1] caption: a group of people are petting a pony in a field .
[frame     2] caption: a group of people standing in a field with a white barn
[frame     3] caption: a group of people are petting a donkey in a field .
[frame     4] caption: a group of people are petting a pony in a field .
[frame     5] caption: a group of people petting a pony in a field
...
[frame    33] caption: a woman and a little girl are petting a pony in a field .
[frame    34] caption: a woman and a little girl are petting a pony in a field .
[frame    35] caption: two women and a little girl are petting a pony in a field .

1. not fall off
2. take video of baby
3. listen to her talk
4. to feed horse
5. wanted to help stop ball

❌

Prediction: not fall off

Ground-truth: to feed horse
❌

1. not fall off
2. take video of baby
3. listen to her talk
4. to feed horse
5. wanted to help stop ball

def execute_command(video, question, options):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    girls = frame.find('girl')
    if len(girls) == 0: continue
    if len(girls) == 1: girl_in_white = girls[0]
    else: girl_in_white = best_image_match(girls, 'girl in white')
    if "yes" in girl_in_white.simple_query('is the girl in white?'):
      info[f'[Frame %4d] The action of the girl in white' % frame_number] = \
      girl_in_white.simple_query('What is the girl doing?')
  answer = video_segment.select_answer(info, question, options)
  return answer

[Frame    0] The action of the girl: walking
[Frame    1] The action of the girl: standing
[Frame    2] The action of the girl: walking
[Frame    3] The action of the girl: kneeling down
...
[Frame   25] The action of the girl: holding a 
stuffed animal
[Frame   26] The action of the girl: playing
[Frame   28] The action of the girl: hugging a 
horse
[Frame   29] The action of the girl: playing
[Frame   30] The action of the girl: kneeling 
down
[Frame   32] The action of the girl: hugging
[Frame   33] The action of the girl: hugging
[Frame   34] The action of the girl: hugging
[Frame   35] The action of the girl: hugging

Prediction LLM

Figure A5. Example qualitative comparison on NExT-QA. Given the key event of ‘girl in white putting her hands in front of the horse’
parsed in the event parsing stage, the grounding stage effectively grounds five most relevant frames of 5, 6, 8, 13, and 20. The reasoning
stage queries only on those five pertinent frames to get the correct answer, ‘to feed the horse’ based on VQA answers on the frames 5 and
13. Meanwhile, JCEF relying solely on the general video information, has to guess the answer based on natural language event ‘petting a
pony’, thereby giving ‘not fall off’ as the wrong final answer. The ViperGPT+ program fails in correct grounding of ‘girl in white putting
her hands in front of horse’ and instead it grounds ‘girl in white’ (highlighted red in generated program) and gives mostly whole part of the
video (highlighted in red in info), making the prediction LLM difficult to predict correct answer. Also, it reasons about ‘what is the girl
doing’, not ‘why is the girl putting her hands in front of horse’ (highlighted red in generated program), giving the wrong final answer.

20



Prediction LLM

Event parsing
stage 𝑀!

Grounding
stage 𝑀"

Reasoning
stage 𝑀#

question

question: “where did the food come from in the beginning 
    of the video?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]
event_queue: []
conjunction = “”
require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

API calls  𝑧"

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

question: “where is the food coming from?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “where”

Video context

Video context

Question: where did the food come from in the beginning of the video?

VLM answers

Prediction: plate Ground-truth: [plate, plate, plate, plate, plate]✅

Prediction: plate

Ground-truth: [plate, plate, plate, plate, plate]

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “where is the food coming from?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2] 
event_queue: [“where is the food coming from?”]
conjunction = “none”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “where”

Memory

Video

API calls  𝑧#

Code generation
LLM

Generated program 𝑧

Input video

Video context

Question: where did the food come from in the beginning of the video?

Video

Video context

Best guess
given Video context

Best guess
given info

Question: where did the food come from in the beginning of the video?

frame 0 frame 3frame 1 frame 2 frame 8frame 7frame 6frame 5frame 4

API calls  𝑧!

food= localize(”food”)

event_queue: 
[“where is the food coming from?”]
conjunction = “none”

frame 0 frame 1 frame 2

question: “where is the food coming from?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2] 
event_queue: [“where is the food coming from?”]
conjunction = “none”
qa_type: “where”
require_ocr = False

Memory

vqa(“where is the food coming from?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([“what surrounds the food?”,
  “what is the food?”],
   require_ocr=False)

✅

Prediction: kitchen

Ground-truth: [plate, plate, plate, plate, plate]
❌

def execute_command(video, question):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    foods = frame.find('food')
    if len(foods) == 0:
        continue
    if len(foods) == 1:
        food = foods[0]
    else:
        food = best_image_match(foods, 'food')
    food_origin = food.simple_query("where did the food come from?")
    info[f"[Frame %4d] The origin of the food" % frame_number] = food_origin
  answer = video_segment.answer(info, question)
  return answer

info
[Frame    0] The origin of the food: pot
[Frame    1] The origin of the food: plate
[Frame    2] The origin of the food: unanswerable
[Frame    3] The origin of the food: pan
[Frame    4] The origin of the food: unanswerable
[Frame    5] The origin of the food: kitchen
[Frame    6] The origin of the food: unanswerable
[Frame    7] The origin of the food: unanswerable
[Frame    8] The origin of the food: kitchen

[frame     0] what surrounds the food?: a plate
[frame     0] where is the food coming from?: pot
[frame     1] what is the food?: vegetables
[frame     1] what surrounds the food?: a plate
[frame     1] where is the food coming from?: pot
...
[frame     2] where is the food coming from?: kitchen

[frame     0] caption: a plate is being poured into a pot of chopped vegetables .
[frame     1] caption: a person is pouring vegetables into a pot .
[frame     2] caption: a pot filled with vegetables including onions and green peppers
[frame     3] caption: vegetables are being cooked in a pot on a stove
[frame     4] caption: a pot filled with chopped onions , green peppers and bay leaves .
[frame     5] caption: a person is stirring vegetables in a pot with a spoon .
[frame     6] caption: a pot filled with vegetables is being cooked on a stove .
[frame     7] caption: a pot filled with vegetables is being stirred with a wooden spoon .
[frame     8] caption: a pot filled with vegetables is cooking on a stove .

trim(“beginning”)
parse_event(conj=“none”, “where is the food coming from?”)
classify(“where”)
require_ocr(“no”)

question: “where did the food come from in the beginning
    of the video?”

[frame     0] caption: a plate is being poured into a pot of chopped vegetables .
[frame     1] caption: a person is pouring vegetables into a pot .
[frame     2] caption: a pot filled with vegetables including onions and green peppers
[frame     3] caption: vegetables are being cooked in a pot on a stove
[frame     4] caption: a pot filled with chopped onions , green peppers and bay leaves .
[frame     5] caption: a person is stirring vegetables in a pot with a spoon .
[frame     6] caption: a pot filled with vegetables is being cooked on a stove .
[frame     7] caption: a pot filled with vegetables is being stirred with a wooden spoon .
[frame     8] caption: a pot filled with vegetables is cooking on a stove .

Prediction LLM

Figure A6. Example qualitative comparison on iVQA. MoReVQA correctly identifies general parts of the video that should be focused
on (the ‘beginning’) in the event parsing stage, performs correct grounding of ‘food’ in the grounding stage, and reasons about relevant sub-
questions for the final answer, e.g., ‘what surrounds the food?’. JCEF also gets the correct final answer as the captions consist of relevant
information to predict the final answer in the beginning of the video, e.g., [frame 0] caption: a plate is being poured
into a pot of chopped vegetables. On the other hand, ViperGPT+ generates a program that localizes the ‘food’ and return
all the video frames (highlighted in red in info), ignoring the strong hint given in the question, ‘beginning’. Due to the ambiguous video
information in the info, the program returns the wrong answer of ‘kitchen’.
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Prediction LLM

Event parsing
stage 𝑀!

Reasoning
stage 𝑀"

question

question: “what is in the background?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12] 
event_queue: []
conjunction = “”
require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

question: “what is in the background?”

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

question: “what is in the background?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, …, 11, 12] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “what”

Video context

[frame     0] caption: a man in a gray shirt with the word mercury on it
[frame     1] caption: a man wearing a gray shirt with the word champions on it
[frame     2] caption: a man wearing a shirt that says ' pacific coast ' on it
[frame     3] caption: a man is kneeling down and working on a boat engine
[frame     4] caption: a man in a gray shirt is working on an outboard motor
[frame     5] caption: a man kneeling down looking under a boat engine
…
[frame    11] caption: a man wearing a grey shirt that says ' uhf ' on it
[frame    12] caption: a man wearing a t-shirt that says north shore marine

Video context

Question: what is in the background?

VLM answers

Prediction: rocks Ground-truth: [rocks, shrubs, rocks, rocks, wall]✅

Prediction: boat

Ground-truth: [rocks, shrubs, rocks, rocks, wall]

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “what is in the background?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12] 
event_queue: [“what is the girl doing?”]
conjunction = “none”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “what”

Memory

Video

API calls  𝑧"

Code generation
LLM

Generated program 𝑧

Input video

Video context

Question: what is in the background?

Video

Video context

Best guess
given Video context

Best guess
given info

Question: what is in the background?

API calls  𝑧!
trim(“none”)
parse_event(conj=“none”, “”)
classify(“what”)
require_ocr(“no”)

question: “what is in the background?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12] 
event_queue: []
conjunction = “none”
qa_type: “what”
require_ocr = False

Memory

vqa(“what is in the background?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([], require_ocr=False)

❌

Prediction: water

Ground-truth: [rocks, shrubs, rocks, rocks, wall]
❌

def execute_command(video, question):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    objects_background = frame.find('background')
    if len(objects_background) == 0:
      continue
    if len(objects_background) == 1:
      background = objects_background[0]
    else:
      background = best_image_match(objects_background, 'background’)
    background_objects = frame.simple_query("what is in the background?")
    info[f"[Frame %4d] The objects in the background" % frame_number] = background_objects
  answer = video_segment.answer(info, question)
  return answer

info
empty

Grounding
stage 𝑀#

event_queue: []
conjunction = “none”

API calls  𝑧#
localize(””)

frame 0 frame 3frame 1 frame 10frame 2 frame 9frame 8frame 7frame 6frame 5frame 4 frame 11 frame 12

frame 0 frame 1 frame 2 frame 11 frame 12

…

…

[frame     0] what is in the background?: rocks
[frame     1] what is in the background?: rocks and bushes
[frame     2] what is in the background?: a man kneeling down in front of a rock wall
...
[frame    10] what is in the background?: rocks
[frame    11] what is in the background?: a man kneeling down in front of a rock wall
[frame    12] what is in the background?: rocks

[frame     0] caption: a man in a gray shirt with the word mercury on it
[frame     1] caption: a man wearing a gray shirt with the word champions on it
[frame     2] caption: a man wearing a shirt that says ' pacific coast ' on it
[frame     3] caption: a man is kneeling down and working on a boat engine
[frame     4] caption: a man in a gray shirt is working on an outboard motor
[frame     5] caption: a man kneeling down looking under a boat engine
[frame     6] caption: a man is kneeling down and pointing at the propeller of a boat
[frame     7] caption: a man wearing a shirt that says world champions
[frame     8] caption: a man wearing a t-shirt that says ' world champions ' on it
[frame     9] caption: a man wearing a shirt that says world champions on it
[frame    10] caption: a man wearing a shirt that says world champions on it
[frame    11] caption: a man wearing a grey shirt that says ' uhf ' on it
[frame    12] caption: a man wearing a t-shirt that says north shore marine

Prediction LLM

Figure A7. Example qualitative comparison on iVQA. This example shows a simple question ‘what is in the background’ for a short
video of 13 frames (sampled at 1 frame per second), and highlights the capacity of MoReVQA to flexibly use its multistage pipeline in the
most effective manner (it is able to “skip” stages implicitly when needed). In the event parsing stage, MoReVQA discerns the question
type (‘what’) and at the same time, recognizing the simplicity of the input question, does not store any particular events for grounding
in the event queue to effectively skip the grounding stage. Due to its simplicity and directness, the reasoning stage reasons about the
input question without any supporting questions, obtaining the correct final answer ‘rocks’. With the only option of leveraging general
video information in the captions, JCEF gives the wrong answer of ‘boat’. The generated program of ViperGPT+ tries to localize an object
‘background’ (highlighted in red in generated program) which apparently is not an proper object to be localized, so it returns an empty
info (highlighted in red in info). Without grounded video information, ViperGPT+ then predicts the answer solely based on the text
information available in the question, giving the wrong answer ‘water’ as the final prediction (note: counterfactually, if its output program
logic been more robust, the (currently unexecuted) API call to simple query could have led to acquiring correct relevant information).
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❌Prediction: C is using the objects to solve a puzzle Ground-truth: C is using the objects to help her study

Prediction LLM

Event parsing
stage 𝑀!

question: “What’s the purpose and significance of 
  the person’s interactions with various objects?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 …, 178, 179, 180] 
event_queue: [“person interacting with objects”]
conjunction = “none”
qa_type: “why”
require_ocr = False

Grounding
stage 𝑀"

Reasoning
stage 𝑀#

question

Memory

question: “What’s the purpose and significance of the 
    person’s interactions with various objects?”
frame_ids: [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, …, 178, 179, 180] 
event_queue: []
conjunction = “”
require_ocr = None
qa_type: “”

Memory

event_queue, conjunction

event_queue: [“person interacting
     with objects”]
conjunction = “none”

API calls  𝑧"

Question

Video

question, frame_ids,
require_ocr, qa_type

Video context

Video context

Question: What’s the purpose and significance of the person’s 
                  interactions with various objects?

VLM answers
Options

Prediction: C is using the objects to help her study Ground-truth: C is using the objects to help her study✅

Prediction LLM
Video context

❌

Video

Video context

MoReVQA

JCEF

Visual Programming

question: “What’s the purpose … various objects?”
frame_ids: [1, 2, 4, 14, 19, 25, …, 107, 109] 
event_queue: [“person interacting with objects”]
conjunction = “none”
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

Memory

Video

API calls  𝑧#

Question

Generated program 𝑧

info

…

Input video

frame 0 frame 15 frame 30 frame 45 frame 60 frame 75 frame 90 frame 105 frame 120 frame 150 frame 165 frame 180

question: “What’s the purpose and significance of the person’s
    interactions with various objects?”

API calls  𝑧!

person = localize("person")
objects = localize(“object")
verify_action("is person interacting with objects?", 
     [person, objects])

frame 1 frame 2 frame 4 frame 14 frame 19 frame 25 frame 66 frame 70 frame 107 frame 109

…

question: “What’s purpose and significance of 
       the person’s interaction … objects?”
frame_ids: [1, 2, 4, 14, 19, 25, …, 107, 109] 
require_ocr = False
qa_type: “why”

vqa(“what’s purpose and … objects?”,
      require_ocr=False)
vqa([“what is the person doing?”, 
    “what is the person interacting with?”, 
 “what surrounds the person?”]
 require_ocr=False)

…

Code generation
LLM

Options

Question: What’s the purpose and significance of the person’s interactions with various objects?

Options

Prediction: C is using the objects create a work of art Ground-truth: C is using the objects to help her study
Best guess

given Video context

Best guess
given info

[frame     0] caption: a person is writing on a piece of paper that says behaviour
[frame     1] caption: a book titled double entry sits on a desk
......
[frame    99] caption: a book is open to a page that has a drawing on it
[frame   100] caption: a book is open to a page that has a drawing on it
[frame   101] caption: a book is open to a page that says ' double edge ' on it
......
[frame   179] caption: a person holding a piece of paper that says ' i 'm sorry ' on it
[frame   180] caption: a book is open to a page that says ' ae ' on it

1. C is using the objects to create a work of art.
2. C is using the objects to help her study.
3. C is using the objects to play a game.
4. C is using the objects to solve a puzzle.
5. C is using the objects to build something.

def execute_command(video, question, options):
  video_segment = VideoSegment(video)
  info = OrderedDict()
  for frame_number, frame in enumerate(video_segment.frame_iterator()):
    person_patches = frame.find('person')
    if len(person_patches) == 0:
      continue
    person_patch = person_patches[0]
    if "yes" in person_patch.simple_query('is the person doing something?'):
      interaction = person_patch.simple_query('what interaction is being done?')
      info[f'[frame %4d] action of person' % frame_number] = interaction
  answer = video_segment.select_answer(info, question, options)
return answer

1. C is using the objects to create a work of art.
2. C is using the objects to help her study.
3. C is using the objects to play a game.
4. C is using the objects to solve a puzzle.
5. C is using the objects to build something.

[frame    1] action of person: none
[frame    2] action of person: none
[frame    3] action of person: unanswerable
…
[frame    19] action of person: none
[frame    20] action of person: unanswerable
[frame   170] action of person: unanswerable
[frame   175] action of person: none

[frame 0] caption: a person is writing on a piece of paper that says behaviour 
[frame 12] caption: a stack of books sits on a desk next to a notebook that says chemistry 
[frame 24] caption: a stack of books on a desk including double entry bookkeeping
[frame 36] caption: a stack of books including one titled double entry 
[frame 48] caption: a stack of books on a desk including one that says ' oxford text ' on it 
[frame 60] caption: a person 's hand is pointing at a book that says anne frank on it 
…
[frame 156] caption: a book is open to a page that says produce / value added method
[frame 168] caption: a person is holding a piece of paper with a mathematical equation
[frame 180] caption: a book is open to a page that says ' ae ' on it

1. C is using the objects to create a work of art.
2. C is using the objects to help her study.
3. C is using the objects to play a game.
4. C is using the objects to solve a puzzle.
5. C is using the objects to build something.

[frame 1] What's the purpose … objects?: to study
…
[frame 19] what is the person doing?: studying 
[frame 19] what is the person interacting with?: book
[frame 19] what surrounds the person?: books
…
[frame 107] what is the person doing?: studying

trim(“none”)
parse_event(conj=“none”, “person interacting with objects”)
classify(“why”)
require_ocr(“no”)

Figure A8. Example qualitative comparison on EgoSchema. MoReVQA adeptly identifies key event of ‘person-object interactions’
during its event parsing and grounding stages. Given ’why’ question type, the reasoning stage probes with supporting questions like ‘what
is the person doing?’ and ‘what is the person interacting with?’, thus securing the correct answer. Conversely, JCEF, limited to general
caption information, faces ambiguity in choosing between plausible options of ‘C is using objects to create a work of art’ and ‘C is using
the objects to aid her studies’, as it is presented with objects like ‘book’ and ‘drawing’. ViperGPT+ fails in querying exact question, instead
querying ‘what interaction is occurring?’, thus giving uninformative ‘info’ for the LLM to deduce the right answer which implies the
limitation of its single-stage reasoning framework in terms of generalizability.
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