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Abstract

Video large language models (Video-LLMs) have made sig-
nificant progress in understanding videos. However, pro-
cessing multiple frames leads to lengthy visual token se-
quences, presenting challenges such as the limited context
length cannot accommodate the entire video, and the inclu-
sion of irrelevant frames hinders visual perception. Hence,
effective frame selection is crucial. This paper empha-
sizes that frame selection should follow three key princi-
ples: query relevance, list-wise diversity, and sequential-
ity. Existing methods, such as uniform frame sampling and
query-frame matching, do not capture all of these prin-
ciples. Thus, we propose Markov decision determinantal
point process with dynamic programming (MDP3) for frame
selection, a training-free and model-agnostic method that
can be seamlessly integrated into existing Video-LLMs. Our
method first estimates frame similarities conditioned on the
query using a conditional Gaussian kernel within the re-
producing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). We then apply the
determinantal point process (DPP) to the similarity matrix
to capture both query relevance and list-wise diversity. To
incorporate sequentiality, we segment the video and ap-
ply DPP within each segment, conditioned on the preced-
ing segment selection, modeled as a Markov decision pro-
cess (MDP) for allocating selection sizes across segments.
Theoretically, MDP3 provides a (1− 1/e)-approximate so-
lution to the NP-hard list-wise frame selection problem with
pseudo-polynomial time complexity, demonstrating its effi-
ciency. Empirically, MDP3 significantly outperforms exist-
ing methods, verifying its effectiveness and robustness.

1. Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have exhibited remark-
able performance across various natural language process-
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Figure 1. Overall accuracy (%) on Video-MME (without subtitles)
for LLaVA-OneVision, comparing uniform sampling and MDP3

selected from 128 frame candidates.

ing tasks [2, 12, 42, 62]. Concurrently, transformers for vi-
sual tasks (e.g., ViT [10]) and cross-modal visual-language
models (VLMs), such as CLIP [43] and BLIP [22], have
advanced rapidly. Riding the waving of LLMs, multimodal
large language models (MLLMs) are transforming the land-
scape of computer vision globally [36, 49, 52, 53, 56].

MLLMs typically use the visual encoder from VLMs
and a new-trained projector to extract a long sequence of
visual tokens from images. The combined sequence of vi-
sual and text tokens is then fed into LLMs for visual un-
derstanding [9, 24, 29]. However, a video contains hun-
dreds or even thousands of frames. Directly concatenat-
ing sequences from multiple frames and feeding them into
Video-LLMs poses several challenges: 1) LLMs’ limited
context length can not accommodate excessively long visual
sequences; 2) Redundant and duplicate frames can hinder
visual perception, as irrelevant frames may cause “lost-in-
the-middle” issues [32, 66]. 3) Edge-deployed LLMs face
resource constraints when processing overly long input se-
quence, and 4) Proprietary models charge based on token
usage, making excessive frame input costly.

As shown in the empirical example in Fig. 1, the blue line
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illustrates that the marginal benefits of increasing the num-
ber of frames diminish, with performance even declining
when using 64 frames instead of 32 frames. This indicates a
law of diminishing marginal utility as the number of frames
increases, and additional frames may even have negative ef-
fects. Hence, selecting a limited number of key frames is
crucial for effective and efficient video understanding.

In previous research, uniform frame sampling is a com-
mon strategy in Video-LLMs [27, 38, 55, 69]. However, it is
arbitrary, especially in video question-answering (VidQA)
tasks, as it disregards the current query, potentially missing
important key frames and including irrelevant ones. Fur-
thermore, Liang et al. [26], Wang et al. [51], Yu et al. [65]
have explored using the query to retrieve the most relevant
frames. However, these point-wise frame selection methods
overlook the list-wise relationships among selected frames,
including: 1) Diversity: Videos often contain many similar
frames; redundantly selecting them increases the computa-
tional burden during inference with little information gain
and may hinder the usage of text information. 2) Sequen-
tiality: The inherent sequential nature of frames is essential.
For instance, when asking, “What did the chef take after
adding the spices?” in a cooking video, frames depicting
the steps following the addition of the spices are essential.

Building on the insights from the above analysis, we
emphasize that effective frame selection in Video-LLMs
should adhere to three key principles: query relevance,
list-wise diversity, and sequentiality. Previous research
has addressed some of these principles but has not fully en-
compassed all of them, particularly the latter two [16, 54].
Modeling list-wise relationships in subset frame selection
presents two main challenges: 1) the lack of available super-
vised list-wise datasets; 2) even if a dataset is constructed to
learn a list-wise scoring function, finding the optimal sub-
set with the highest score remains an NP-hard problem that
cannot be solved in polynomial time complexity [4, 6].

In this paper, we propose a training-free, model-agnostic
list-wise frame selection method called Markov Decision
Determinantal Point Process with Dynamic Programming,
abbreviated as MDP3. We reuse pretrained VLMs to com-
pute list-wise score for the subset using Determinantal Point
Process (DPP), thereby eliminating the need for collecting a
supervised dataset or training a scoring model from scratch.
DPP was originally introduced to characterize the Pauli ex-
clusion principle, where no two fermions can occupy the
same quantum state. This repulsion, interpreted as list-wise
diversity, is effectively modeled by DPP [37], which can
obtain a (1 − 1/e)-approximate solution with polynomial
complexity [6]. In MDP3, we extend standard DPP to con-
sider query relevance, list-wise diversity, and sequentiality
for frame selection in VidQA.

Specifically, we define a conditional multiple Gaussian
kernel (CMGK) to estimate high-dimensional frame sim-

ilarities conditioned on the query within the reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), rather than using a query-
agnostic low-dimensional measure such as cosine similar-
ity. We then apply DPP to the conditional similarity ma-
trix generated by CMGK to capture the relevance of frames
to the current query and ensures list-wise diversity among
them. To incorporate sequentiality, we partition the video
into continuous segments and apply DPP within each seg-
ment, conditioned on the selection from the immediately
preceding one. This process is modeled as a Markov Deci-
sion Process (MDP) to optimize the allocation of the total
selection size k across segments, resulting in a solution with
pseudo-polynomial time complexity.

To evaluate MDP3, we integrate it as a plug-and-
play process during the inference stage of state-of-the-
art (SOTA) Video-LLMs, including VILA-V1.5 [28],
MiniCPM-V2.6 [63], and LLaVA-OneVision [21]. We
conduct extensive experiments on three widely used long-
video benchmarks: Video-MME [13], MLVU [71], and
LongVideoBench [58]. Experimental results show signif-
icant performance improvements over baseline methods.

Furthermore, we summarize our main contributions:
1. We demonstrate that effective frame selection should ac-

count for query relevance, list-wise diversity, and se-
quentiality. The proposed MDP3 is the first to address
all three aspects comprehensively.

2. MDP3 is effective, offering a (1− 1/e)-approximate so-
lution to the NP-hard list-wise subset frame selection
problem, achieving significant performance improve-
ments over existing baselines.

3. MDP3 is efficient, extending DPP methods by optimally
allocating the selection capacity k across the video for
VidQA, maintaining pseudo-polynomial time complex-
ity, even though this allocation problem is NP-hard.

4. MDP3 is training-free and model-agnostic, enabling
seamless plug-and-play integration with various existing
Video-LLMs.

2. Realted Work
MLLMs have achieved impressive performance in visual
understanding tasks by utilizing VLMs to process an im-
age into a sequence of visual tokens, with lengths rang-
ing from 64 to 729 [43, 67], which are then input into
LLMs [7, 21, 30, 62, 63]. However, in video understand-
ing, a video contains hundreds or even thousands of frames,
resulting in a long sequence of visual tokens. As a result,
feeding an entire video into Video-LLMs becomes imprac-
tical. Some research has explored extending the context
length of LLMs [47, 50, 60, 61, 68], but these methods
still struggle with computational burden and the “lost-in-
the-middle” issue, where important context may be over-
looked in long sequences [32, 66].

Most existing Video-LLMs rely on uniform frame sam-
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pling [8, 23, 33, 46], which arbitrarily disregards the current
query, often missing relevant frames and including irrele-
vant ones. Traditional key-frame methods that detect sig-
nificant transitions between adjacent frames also face this
limitation [40, 45, 57]. Some studies have attempted to use
the query to retrieve the top-k most relevant frames with
VLMs but fail to consider frame diversity [51, 65], often re-
sulting in redundant frame selection, and increased compu-
tational burden without meaningful information gain. Some
cluster-based methods attempt to regularize pair-wise di-
versity among frames but still fail to capture combinatorial
relationships in a list-wise manner [16, 17]. Recently, Yu
et al. [66] proposed a frame selection method tailored for
VILA [28], which requires collecting a supervised dataset
and end-to-end training of a selector, limiting its general-
izability to other Video-LLMs. Furthermore, this method
does not explicitly address list-wise diversity or sequential-
ity, both of which are essential for effective frame selection.

The DPP was introduced by Macchi [37] to model the
distribution of fermions in thermal equilibrium, where no
two fermions can occupy the same quantum state, resulting
in an “anti-bunching” effect that can be interpreted as di-
versity and effectively modeled using DPP. DPP has been
widely applied to characterized list-wise diversity in subset
selection problems [5, 6, 19, 25, 39]. However, standard
DPP does not account for sequentiality. Gong et al. [15]
addressed this by segmenting the video and modeling local
diversity within each segment conditioned on the selections
from the preceding segment. Nevertheless, allocating the
total selection size k across segments remains challenging.
Zheng and Lu [70] treat it as an integer programming prob-
lem, relaxing problem constraints to find an approximate
solution. In contrast, we model DPP for sequentiality as an
MDP, enabling optimal allocation of k through a dynamic
programming algorithm with pseudo-polynomial time com-
plexity. This approach avoids constraint relaxation and can
find the optimal allocation efficiently in practice.

3. Method
In this paper, we focus on VidQA, which can be general-
ized to other video understanding tasks such as video sum-
marization and grounding [31, 59]. This task is formulated
as (V, q) 7→ answer, where V = {fi}ni=1 is a video with n
frames, fi is the i-th frame, and q is the query. The index
set of frames is denoted by Nn := {1, 2, . . . , n}, and the
list-wise k frame selection can be expressed as:

S∗ = argmax
S⊆Nn,|S|=k

Score(S) . (1)

This problem presents two challenges: 1) How can we de-
sign an effective Score function that simultaneously ad-
dresses query relevance, list-wise diversity, and sequential-
ity? 2) How can we tackle the NP-hard challenges of the

list-wise subset frame selection problem to find an effective
solution with practical time complexity?

In Sec. 3.1, we introduce the conditional multiple Gaus-
sian kernel (CMGK) within the reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS) to estimate high-dimensional similarities be-
tween frames conditioned on the current query. In Sec. 3.2,
we employ the determinantal point process (DPP) based on
the conditional similarity matrix of the frames, capturing
both query relevance and list-wise frame diversity. More-
over, in Sec. 3.3, we partition the video into continuous seg-
ments and model frame selection as a Markov decision pro-
cess (MDP) to ensure list-wise diversity within local seg-
ments while maintaining sequentiality across segments.

3.1. High-dimensional Conditional Similarity
With the success of VLMs [1, 43, 67], frames and queries
can be mapped into a unified latent embedding space. For
conciseness, we reuse fi and q to denote the embeddings of
the i-th frame and the query, respectively, to avoid defining
redundant symbols. This is expressed as:

fi ← VLMvision(fi) ∈ Rd, q ← VLMtext(q) ∈ Rd , (2)

where VLMvision() and VLMtext() denote the vision and
text encoders of the VLM, respectively. Notably, since the
vision encoder is commonly used in MLLMs, the additional
parameters introduced by the text encoder are negligible.

Instead of directly estimating similarity using cosine
similarity or the inner product of embeddings, we map the
embeddings into an RKHS via the reproducing kernel fea-
ture map ϕ ∈ Hk, where, according to the kernel trick [44],
the high-dimensional similarity in RKHS is expressed by
⟨ϕ(x), ϕ(y)⟩ = k(x, y). We employ a characteristic multi-
kernel defined as a convex combination of multiple positive
semi-definite (PSD) kernels {ku} (e.g. Gaussian kernel):

K ≜

{
k =

U∑
u=1

βuku :

U∑
u=1

βu = 1, βu ≥ 0,∀u

}
. (3)

The multi-kernel utilizes various kernels to enhance the es-
timation of high-dimensional similarity, thereby providing
a principled method for optimal kernel selection [34, 48].

In VidQA tasks, both frame-query relevance and list-
wise diversity among the selected frames are important.
Therefore, estimating frame similarity should consider the
query relevance. To address this, we propose the CMGK as:

k̃(fi, fj |q) = g(fi, q)k(fi, fj)g(fj , q), g, k ∈ K . (4)

This conditional kernel refines frame similarity by consider-
ing the query, reducing the importance of irrelevant frames.

Consequently, we construct a high-dimensional condi-
tional similarity matrix that captures the similarities among
frames while considering the query relevance, expressed as:

L̃ ∈ Rn×n, L̃ij = k̃(fi, fj |q) . (5)
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This can also be expressed as:

L̃ = diag(r) · L · diag(r) , (6)

with frame similarities L ∈ Rn×n,Lij = k(fi, fj), k ∈ K,
and frame-query relevances r ∈ Rn, ri = g(fi, q), g ∈ K.

3.2. Determinantal Point Process (DPP)
DPP was initially introduced to model fermion repulsion
in quantum physics and has proven effective in modeling
list-wise diversity in machine learning [6, 64]. We apply
DPP to the high-dimensional conditional similarity matrix
L̃ to capture both query relevance and list-wise diversity in
frame selection. In fact, it represents the geometric volume
of the subset in the RKHS; a larger volume indicates a more
well-spread subset, leading to better list-wise diversity.

Formally, DPP P serves as a probability measure over
the 2n subsets of frames sampled without replacement from
a video V = {fi}ni=1. The probability of selecting a subset
of frame indices S ⊆ Nn is defined as:

P(S) = det(L̃S)

det(L̃+ I)
∝ det(L̃S) , (7)

where L̃S ≡ [L̃ij ]i,j∈S ∈ R|S|×|S| is a PSD matrix denot-
ing the submatrix of L̃ corresponding to the selected frame
indices in S. Based on Eq. (6) and Eq. (7), we can derive
the unnormalized log-probability of the subset S as:

log
(
det(L̃S)

)
=
∑
i∈S

log
(
r2i
)
+ log (det(LS)) , (8)

which clearly shows how to capture query relevance (i.e. r)
and list-wise frame diversity (i.e. det(L̃S)) in frame selec-
tion. Without loss of generality, we introduce a weighting
factor to trade-off query relevance and list-wise diversity:

log
(
det(L̃S)

)
=

1

λ

∑
i∈S

log
(
r2i
)
+ log (det(LS)) . (9)

This is a more general form of the standard DPP, equiv-
alent to scaling the bandwidth h in the Gaussian kernel
k(x, y) = exp

(
−∥(x−y)/h∥2

2σ2

)
from h to

√
λ · h.

Frame selection follows the law of diminishing marginal
utility, as the marginal gain from selecting additional frames
is non-increasing (as shown in Fig. 1). This phenomenon
is formally known in statistics as submodularity, which is
a well-established property of DPP, as shown in previous
research [14, 18]. Selecting the optimal subset to maximize
the submodular score function Eqs. (7) and (9), known as
the submodular maximization problem in subset selection,
is generally NP-hard. Fortunately, there is a popular greedy
algorithm can solve this problem, which offers polynomial
complexity and guarantees a (1− 1/e)-approximation, i.e.,
the solution is at least (1− 1/e) of the optimal score [6].

Specifically, we employ maximum a posteriori (MAP)
inference [6, 64] to solve DPP (corresponding to Eqs. (7)
and (9)). We initialize the selected subset as S ← ∅. In
each iteration, we select a new frame that maximizes the
marginal gain in log-probability, given by:

j = argmax
i∈Nn\S

log
(
det(L̃S∪{i})

)
− log

(
det(L̃S)

)
. (10)

The selected frame index j is then added to S until the sub-
set size reaches the capacity limit k. By using Cholesky de-
composition, the time complexity is reduced from O(nk3)
to O(nk) per iteration through incremental updates to the
Cholesky factor [6]. Therefore, the overall time complexity
of the MAP inference is O(nk2), compared to the vanilla
KNN, the additional latency is negligible while k ≪ n [64].

3.3. Markov Decision DPP
As described above, applying DPP to the conditional simi-
larity matrix effectively captures both query relevance and
list-wise diversity. However, standard DPP treats video
frames as independently permutable, disregarding the se-
quential structure inherent in video. To address this, exist-
ing works on video summarization [15, 70] segment a video
into multiple consecutive short segments and apply DPP
within each segment, conditioned on the selections from
the preceding segment. This approach effectively mod-
els sequentiality by enhancing diversity among neighbor-
ing frames while reducing it for temporally distant ones. In
VidQA, frames relevant to the query are often concentrated
in specific segments rather than being uniformly distributed
across the video. This presents a new challenge in allo-
cating the total selection size k across multiple segments.
Focusing on video summarization, Gong et al. [15] allocate
k uniformly across segments, while Zheng and Lu [70] for-
mulate it as an integer programming problem and relax the
constraints to find an approximate solution. Instead, we fo-
cus on general VidQA and model this sequential DPP across
the segment sequence as an MDP. We propose a dynamic
programming algorithm that can optimally allocates the to-
tal selection size k across segments with pseudo-polynomial
complexity, without relaxing problem constraints.

First, we segment a video into multiple segments of
equal length m, so that a video with n frames is divided into
T = ⌈n/m⌉ segments. The corresponding frame indices of
the video, Nn, are divided as Nn =

⋃T
t=1 Nt, where Nt de-

notes the frame indices of the t-th segment, with |Nt| = m.
Moreover, let the selected subset from the t-th segment be
denoted as St ⊆ Nt. Therefore, when applying DPP to the
t-th segment, conditioned on the selection in the (t − 1)-th
segment St−1, the DPP conditional distribution [15] for the
current segment St is expressed as:

P(St|St−1) =
det(L̃St−1∪St

)

det(L̃t + It)
, (11)
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where L̃t is the submatrix of L̃ for the indices St−1 ∪ Nt,
and It is a diagonal matrix with zeros for St−1 and ones for
Nt. Thus, the joint distribution of subsets can be written as:

P(S1, S2, . . . , ST ) = P(S1)

T∏
t=2

P(St | St−1) . (12)

If the selection size for the t-th segment is predetermined
as |St| = kt, the MAP inference in Eq. (12) can be per-
formed sequentially, from the first to the last [15], similar to
Bayesian belief updates (such as Kalman filtering):

S∗
t = argmax

St⊆Nt,|St|=kt

P(St | S∗
t−1) . (13)

This implies that when determining one of kt and S∗
t , the

other is uniquely determined, i.e., kt ⇆ S∗
t .

Determining the optimal allocation of selection size kt
for each segment is challenging. We observe that the
MAP inference (Eq. (13)) of the DPP conditional distribu-
tion (Eq. (11)) uniquely depends on a triplet state, consist-
ing of: 1) the candidate indices in the current segment Nt,
2) the selections from the preceding segment S∗

t−1, deter-
mined by kt−1, and 3) the remaining capacity for further
selections k−Ct−1, where Ct−1 denotes the total selection
size before the (t−1)-th (inclusive) segment. Consequently,
this MAP inference can be formulated as an MDP, where
the state is defined as the triplet (Nt, kt−1, Ct−1). More-
over, the segment index t − 1 can uniquely determine Nt.
Therefore, the state can be represented as (t ∈ [1, T ], kt ∈
[0, k], Ct ∈ [0, k]). The state transition from t − 1 to t is
deterministic when the action of selecting kt frames from
the t-th segment is given, which can be expressed as:

(t−1, kt−1, Ct−1)

selecting St

with |St| = kt−−−−−−−−−→ (t, kt,

Ct︷ ︸︸ ︷
Ct−1 + kt) . (14)

The corresponding reward in MDP is defined as

RSt(t− 1, kt−1, Ct−1) = log
(
P(St | S∗

t−1)
)
, (15)

where S∗
t−1 is uniquely determined by kt−1 in the state

(t − 1, kt−1, Ct−1). This reward can be efficiently com-
puted using a greedy DPP algorithm applied to the condi-
tional DPP (i.e., Eq. (11)). Therefore, the list-wise Score
function in Eq. (1), based on Eq. (12), is defined as:

Score(S1, S2, . . . , ST ) =

T−1∑
t=0

RSt+1
(t, kt, Ct) . (16)

Using this definition and the (1 − 1/e)-approximate
greedy DPP algorithm, we can apply a dynamic pro-
gramming approach to identify a solution Ŝ such that
Score(Ŝ) ≥ (1− 1/e) · Score(S∗), with a closely O(nk4)
time complexity (proof provided in the Appendix).

Algorithm 1: MDP3

Input: Video V = {fi}ni=1, query q, select size k.
Output: A set of frame indices S with |S| = k.

1 Initialize Q∗
0,0 = 0 and T0,0 = [ ];

2 Extract embeddings fi and q using Eq. (2);
3 for t← 1 to T = ⌈n/m⌉ do
4 Compute rt, Lt, and L̃t using Eqs. (3) to (6);
5 Compute offset o = − log(det(L̃t + It));
6 for Ct−1 ← 0 to k do
7 for kt−1 ← 0 to min(m, k, k − Ct−1) do
8 Get Ct = Ct−1 + kt−1;
9 Get rwd∗ = R∗

St
(t− 1, Ct−1) and

St = π(t, Ct) using DPP as Eqs. (10)
to (12) and (15);

10 Compute cur q = Qt−1,Ct−1
+ rwd∗;

11 if cur q > Qt,Ct then
12 Update Qt,Ct ← cur q;
13 Update Tt,Ct

← Tt−1,Ct−1
∪ St;

14 return TT,k;

We define a value function Q(t, kt, Ct) as the maximum
accumulated reward from the initial state (0, 0, 0) to the cur-
rent state (t, kt, Ct). Consequently,

Q∗(t, Ct) = max
0≤kt≤k−Ct

Q(t, kt, Ct) (17)

represents the maximum accumulated reward for selecting
Ct frames up to and including the t-th segment. The solu-
tion to Eq. (16) is given by Ŝ = argmaxS Q∗(T, k).

Dynamic programming can be used to update the Q
score and identify the solution Ŝ with an optimal allocation
of k, with a time complexity closelyO(nk4). In practice, to
improve efficiency further, we adopt lazy dynamic program-
ming strategies. First, we directly maintain the Q∗ score
instead of updating Q. This strategy assumes that selecting
a frame from the t-th segment depends only on the preced-
ing state with optimal k∗t−1, i.e., (t − 1, k∗t−1, Ct−1), cor-
responding to Q∗(t − 1, Ct−1), similar to the online MAP
inference described in Eq. (13) [15]. Second, only the most
recently selected frame is used as the condition in Eq. (15),
approximating an adaptive condition size and a fixed can-
didate segment size m for the t-th segment. Consequently,
with the lazy strategies, the state is simplified to (t, Ct).
The policy function is denoted by S∗

t = π(t, Ct), and Tt,Ct

is an initially empty list [ ] that tracks the selection trace
[S1, S2, . . . , St]. The corresponding reward simplifies to:

R∗
St
(t− 1, Ct − kt) = log(P(St | Tt−1,Ct−1

[−1])), (18)

where Ct − kt = Ct−1. For brevity, we denote Q∗
t,Ct

=
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Model LLM
Size #Frames Video-MME(wo/w subs) MLVU LVBval

Overall Short Medium Long
Avg. Video Duration 17min 1.3min 9min 41min 12min 12min

Video-LLaVA 7B 8 39.9 / 41.6 45.3 / 46.1 38.0 / 40.7 36.2 / 38.1 47.3 -
Qwen-VL-Chat 7B 8 41.1 / 41.9 46.9 / 47.3 38.7 / 40.4 37.8 / 37.9 - -
VideoChat2 7B 8 39.5 / 43.8 48.3 / 52.8 37.0 / 39.4 33.2 / 39.2 44.5 -
Chat-UniVi-V1.5 7B 8 40.6 / 45.9 45.7 / 51.2 40.3 / 44.6 35.8 / 41.8 - -
VideoLLaMA2 7B 8 47.9 / - 56.0 / - 45.4 / - 42.1 / - - -
LLaVA-NeXT-QW2 7B 8 49.5 / - 58.0 / - 47.0 / - 43.4 / - - -
LongVILA 8B 128 49.2 / - 60.2 / - 48.2 / - 38.8 / - - -
LongVA 7B 128 52.6 / 54.3 61.1 / 61.6 50.4 / 53.6 46.2 / 47.6 - -
Video-XL 7B 128/256 55.5 / 61.0 64.0 / 67.4 53.2 / 60.7 49.2 / 54.9 64.9 -
LLaVA-OneVision∗ 7B ∗ 58.2 / - - / - - / - - / - 64.7 56.3

VILA-V1.5 8B 8 47.5 / 50.0 57.8 / 61.6 44.3 / 46.2 40.3 / 42.1 46.3 47.1
+FRAME-VOYAGER 8B 8 50.5 / 53.6 60.3 / 65.0 47.3 / 50.3 43.9 / 45.3 49.8 -
+MDP3 8B 8 53.3 / 56.6 65.7 / 68.7 49.9 / 54.4 44.2 / 46.6 58.6 50.8
MiniCPM-V2.6 7B 8 52.6 / 53.1 61.1 / 63.8 50.3 / 50.2 46.4 / 45.4 55.4 51.2
+MDP3 7B 8 58.0 / 61.8 69.1 / 71.6 56.4 / 61.7 48.4 / 52.1 66.6 57.1
LLaVA-OneVision 7B 8 53.6 / 53.9 64.7 / 65.0 51.4 / 52.0 44.7 / 44.6 59.3 54.2
+MDP3 7B 8 59.6 / 59.1 71.8 / 71.1 57.6 / 57.6 49.6 / 48.8 69.8 59.0

Table 1. Comparison of Video-LLMs with and without MDP3 as a plug-and-play process. Results are shown for the Video-MME bench-
mark under two settings: without subtitles (w/o sub.) and with subtitles (w sub.). LVBval denotes the LongVideoBench validation set,
excluding interleaved subtitles. Video-XL uses 128 frames for Video-MME and 256 frames for MLVU. LLaVA-OneVision∗ refers to
results from the official report with the well-tuned number of frames. The accuracy percentage sign (%) has been omitted for clarity.

Q∗(t, Ct). The dynamic programming update is:

Q∗
t,Ct

= max
St⊆Nt

Q∗
t−1,Ct−kt

+R∗
St
(t− 1, Ct − kt) ,

π(t, Ct) = argmax
St⊆Nt

Q∗
t−1,Ct−kt

+R∗
St
(t− 1, Ct − kt) ,

Tt,Ct
= Tt,Ct−|S∗

t | + [S∗
t ],where S∗

t = π(t, Ct) . (19)

The final solution is Ŝ = argmaxS Q∗(T, k) = T (T, k).
The pseudocode for MDP3 is provided in Algo. 1. The

end index (t, Ct + kt) is iterated, while the start index
(t− 1, Ct) remains fixed. The update functions are equiva-
lent with Eq. (19). This implementation is more efficient as
the greedy DPP algorithm (line 9) can be computed incre-
mentally in O(mk). Thus, the worst-case time complexity
of Algo. 1 is closely O(nk3) in practice (proof provided in
Appendix). Compared to the standard DPP complexity of
O(nk2), the additional factor k ≪ n is negligible. Addi-
tionally, the iteration in line 6 is independent, enabling par-
allel updates. This results in a time complexity of O(nk2),
making its efficiency comparable to the standard DPP.

4. Experiments

We integrate MDP3 as a plug-and-play process during infer-
ence with 7B SOTA Video-LLMs. We conduct experiments

using LMMs-Eval [20] and VLMEvalKit [11] on three long
video benchmarks. Due to space limitations, additional ex-
perimental details and results are provided in the Appendix.

4.1. Experiments Protocol
Backbone Models & Primary Baselines: Based on the
Video-MME leaderboard [13], we choose the 7B SOTA
Video-LLMs LLaVA-OneVision-7B [21] and MiniCPM-
V2.6-7B [63] as our primary baselines. To compare with
the recent frame-selection approach [66], tailor-made for
VILA [28], we also include VILA-V1.5-7B as the primary
baseline. We integrate MDP3 with these baselines and eval-
uate its performance against other recent Video-LLMs.

Benchmarks: We evaluate MDP3 on three long video
benchmarks: 1) Video-MME [13], comprising 2700
human-annotated question-answer pairs, with an average
video duration of 17 minutes. 2) MLVU [71], a comprehen-
sive benchmark for multi-task long video understanding,
consisting of 2593 tasks from 9 categories, with an average
video duration of 12 minutes. 3) LongVideoBench [58], for
which we use the validation set without subtitles, denoted
as LVBval, which contains 1337 question-answer pairs and
has an average video length of 12 minutes.

Implementations Details: Following the setup in Yu
et al. [66], we uniformly sample 128 candidate frames and
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Model LongVideoBenchval

Video Duration Overall (8s, 15s] (15s, 1m] (3m, 10m] (15m, 60m]

VILA-V1.5 47.1 56.1 60.5 43.4 42.7
+MDP3 50.8+3.7↑ 57.7+1.6↑ 66.3+5.8↑ 48.3+4.9↑ 45.6+2.9↑

MiniCPM-V2.6 51.2 67.7 66.9 46.8 44.1
+MDP3 57.1+5.9↑ 67.2-0.5↓ 70.9+4.0↑ 56.1+9.3↑ 50.4+6.3↑

LLaVA-OneVision 54.2 68.3 66.9 52.4 46.8
+MDP3 59.0+4.8↑ 70.4+2.1↑ 73.3+6.4↑ 57.8+5.4↑ 51.8+5.0↑

Table 2. Performance of MDP3 and its absence on LongVideoBenchval for varying video
durations across different baseline Video-LLMs.
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Figure 2. Performance of baselines and the
improvement of MDP3 on LongVideoBenchval

for different video durations.

apply MDP3 to select 8 frames as input to the Video-LLMs.
All three primary baselines employ SigLIP [67] as the vi-
sual encoder, which we also adopt as the VLM in Eq. (2)
to avoid including excessive additional parameters. Since
the context length of the text encoder in SigLIP is 64, po-
tentially insufficient for the entire question, we split the text
sequence into multiple sequences of equal length, each no
longer than 64 tokens. We then extract multiple text embed-
dings and aggregate them into a final text embedding using
pooling. Additionally, we set the trade-off hyperparameter
λ = 0.2 and the segment size m = 32 for all tasks and
benchmarks in MDP3, determined through cross-validation
on a subset of the LLaVA-OneVision-mid [21] training set.

4.2. Results and Analysis

4.2.1. Comparison with SOTA Methods
Tab. 1 presents a comparison of MDP3 while applied
to VILA-V1.5 [28], MiniCPM-V2.6 [63], and LLaVA-
OneVision [21]. Additionally, we compare MDP3 to recent
Video-LLMs, including Video-LLaVA [27], Qwen-VL-
Chat [3], VideoChat2 [23], Chat-UniVi-V1.5 [16], Vide-
oLLaMA2 [9], LLaVA-NEXT-QW2 [30], LongVILA [61],
LongVA [68], and Video-XL [46]. The number of input
frames for the LLMs is shown in Tab. 1. Specifically, Video-
XL processes 128 frames for Video-MME and 256 frames
for MLVU, while LLaVA-OneVision∗ reports the official
results using a well-tuned frame count. Compared to the
baselines, MDP3 substantially improves the SOTA perfor-
mance across all three evaluated benchmarks. The main re-
sults presented in Tab. 1 highlight several key observations:
1. Our frame selection method, MDP3, empowers LLaVA-

OneVision to achieve the highest overall performance
without subtitles, while MiniCPM-V2.6 excels with sub-
titles, confirming the effectiveness of MDP3.

2. When MDP3 is applied to Video-LLMs, including
VILA, MiniCPM-V2.6, and LLaVA-OneVision, it con-
sistently outperforms uniform frame sampling. This
demonstrates that MDP3 is effective in frame selection
and generalizes well across various Video-LLMs.

3. Notably, LLaVA-OneVision with MDP3 selecting 8
frames outperforms LLaVA-OneVision∗, which uses a
well-tuned frame count. This demonstrates that select-
ing key frames is more effective and efficient than simply
increasing the number of frames, a finding supported by
comparisons with LongVA, LongVILA, and Video-XL.

4. Compared to FRAME-VOYAGER, a custom-built method
for VILA-V1.5 trained on extensive data, MDP3 shows
superior performance. This result validates that even
a training-free, model-agnostic method can effectively
achieve frame selection by reusing pretrained VLMs.

4.2.2. Results across Various Selection Sizes
Fig. 1 presents the results of LLaVA-OneVision on Video-
MME (without subtitles), comparing performance with and
without applying MDP3 for key frame selection. There are
four noteworthy insights:
1. Regardless of whether MDP3 is applied, the law of di-

minishing marginal utility is evident as the number of
frames fed into Video-LLMs increases. This shows that
as the frame count rises, the visual understanding ca-
pacity of Video-LLMs quickly reaches its inherent up-
per bound, emphasizing the necessity for effective frame
selection within limited capacity.

2. When MDP3 is applied, the performance of LLaVA-
OneVision consistently improves across various selec-
tion sizes, demonstrating the stability and generalizabil-
ity of MDP3 under different selection size settings.

3. The improvement of MDP3 is more pronounced when
selecting fewer frames rather than more. Notably, se-
lecting 8 frames outperforms the best baseline of uni-
formly sampling 32 frames. Selecting just 2 frames
(1/16 of the best baseline) achieves 90.8% of the top per-
formance, while 4 frames (1/8) reach 96.3%. This shows
that MDP3 effectively reduces the number of frames re-
quired for input, thereby enhancing inference efficiency.

4. Notably, performance with 64 frames is lower than with
32 frames, whether or not MDP3 is used. This may
be because LLaVA-OneVision was only trained on 32
frames, leading to potential performance drops when
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Qry. Div. Seq. HDS TFMA Acc.

VILA-8B (+ Uniform) ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ 47.5
+ RGB Histogram ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ 45.9
+ Edges Change ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ 47.3
+ Optical Flow ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ 46.7
+ Katna ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ 45.7
+ FRAME-VOYAGER ✓ ✓✗ ✓✗ ✗ ✗ 50.5
+ SigLIP ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ 50.6
+ MDP3 w. MGK ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 48.9
+ DPP w. CMGK ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ 51.8
+ MDP3 w. cos. sim. ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ 50.2
+ MDP3 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 53.3

Table 3. Accuracies (%) of various frame extraction methods
and ablation variants of MDP3 on Video-MME (without sub-
titles), based on VILA. Qry: whether considering query rele-
vance; Div: whether considering list-wise diversity; Seq: whether
considering list-wise sequentiality; HDS: whether employ high-
dimensional similarity in RKHS; TFMA: whether tuning-free and
model-agnostic for Video-LLMs.

more frames are input. This indicates that current Video-
LLMs often struggle to generalize beyond their training
frame counts. Thus, effective frame selection methods
like MDP3 are crucial for improving performance by fo-
cusing on frame selection during inference and avoiding
the high costs of increasing frame counts during training.

4.2.3. Results across Various Video Durations
We present the performance of baseline Video-LLMs and
the improvements by MDP3 on LongVideoBenchval for
various video durations, as shown in Tab. 2 and Fig. 2.
The results show that MDP3 substantially improves baseline
performance for most video durations. However, for videos
lasting 8 to 15 seconds, the improvements are smaller, and
MiniCPM-V2.6 even shows a slight decline. This is be-
cause uniformly sampling 8 frames in this range results in
about 1 fps, making frame selection less impactful for very
short videos. This highlights that frame selection is more
crucial for long videos than short ones. Indeed, for effec-
tiveness and efficiency in video understanding, focusing on
long videos provides a higher return on investment (ROI).

4.2.4. Ablation Study
We conducted an ablation study of MDP3, with the re-
sults shown in Tab. 3 and Fig. 3. The study considered
variations such as directly using SigLIP to select the top-
k similar frames based on the query, using standard DPP
with CMGK while disregarding sequentiality, and applying
MDP3 with similarity matrix modifications such as MGK
and cosine similarity. We also compared MDP3 with tra-
ditional rule-based shot boundary detection methods, such
as RGB Histogram [45], Edges Change Ratio [40], and
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Figure 3. Accuracies (%) of various ablation variants of MDP3

applied with MiniCPM-V2.6 on Video-MME (without subtitles).

Optical Flow [57], which select frames based on signifi-
cant transitions between adjacent frames. These methods
do not account for the current query or the list-wise rela-
tionship among selected frames. The cluster-based method
Katna [17] only considers pair-wise diversity, overlook-
ing query relevance, list-wise diversity, and sequentiality.
FRAME-VOYAGER [66] is a recent end-to-end frame selec-
tion method specifically designed for VILA. The ✓✗ sym-
bol indicates that some factors, while not explicitly ad-
dressed, may be implicitly captured. Training on VILA’s
intermediate hidden states with a list-based loss enables
FRAME-VOYAGER to potentially capture list-wise informa-
tion, while position embeddings may address sequentiality.

Tab. 3 shows that the key principles of query relevance,
list-wise diversity, and sequentiality are crucial for frame
selection. The complete MDP3 is the first to incorporate
all these principles and achieves the best performance in
the ablation study. A comparison of the ablation variants
of MDP3 further confirms that all components are effective
and indispensable, including high-dimensional similarity in
RKHS, list-wise diversity with DPP, and sequentiality with
MDP. Fig. 3 further illustrates the ablation results across
various video durations. While MDP3 outperforms other
methods overall, it performs slightly worse than DPP for
short videos. Standard DPP accounts for list-wise diver-
sity but lacks sequentiality. However, the performance of
standard DPP deteriorates significantly with longer videos.
These observations reveal two conclusions:
1. Sequentiality is more critical for long videos than for

short ones, and it should be prioritized when selecting
frames from longer videos.

2. Standard DPP cannot handle sequentiality, which be-
comes a drawback as video length increases. Therefore,
sequentiality is essential for frame selection and MDP3.

5. Conclusion
This paper emphasizes that good frame selection should
consider query relevance, list-wise diversity, and sequen-
tiality. We propose MDP3, a training-free and model-
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agnostic method that fully addresses these principles for
the first time. Experiments on three long video benchmarks
show that integrating MDP3 with existing Video-LLMs sig-
nificantly improves performance, demonstrating its effec-
tiveness and robustness. MDP3 also provides a (1 − 1/e)-
approximation for the NP-hard list-wise frame selection and
selection size allocation problem in sequential video seg-
ments. This method has a practical time complexity of
O(nk4), reducible to O(nk2) through lazy and parallel up-
dates. Future work could use training-free MDP3 to refine
the quality of training data, improving data efficiency.
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A. Proofs
A.1. Preliminaries
Definition 1 (Submodular Maximization [35]). Let Ω de-
note a finite set, and let f : 2Ω → R≥0 be a set function,
where 2Ω is the power set of Ω. The function f is called sub-
modular if it satisfies one of the following three equivalent
conditions:
• For every X,Y ⊆ Ω with X ⊆ Y , and for all x ∈ Ω \ Y ,

we have

f(X ∪ {x})− f(X) ≥ f(Y ∪ {x})− f(Y ) , (20)

• For every X,Y ⊆ Ω, we have

f(X) + f(Y ) ≥ f(X ∪ Y ) + f(X ∩ Y ) , (21)

• For every X ⊆ Ω and x1, x2 ∈ Ω \X such that x1 ̸= x2,
we have

f(X∪{x1})+f(X∪{x2}) ≥ f(X∪{x1, x2})+f(X) .
(22)

These three conditions are equivalent, and the first con-
dition is the most commonly used, as it directly reflects the
law of diminishing marginal utility as the number of items
increases.

Definition 2 (Sub-additive). A set function f : 2Ω → R≥0

is sub-additive if for every two sets X,Y ∈ Ω, we have

f(X ∪ Y ) ≤ f(X) + f(Y ) . (23)

Lemma 1. A non-negative submodular set function f :
2Ω → R≥0 is sub-additive.

Proof. As the second condition Eq. (21) in Definition 1. for
X,Y ⊆ Ω, we have f(X)+f(Y ) ≥ f(X∪Y )+f(X∩Y ).
So, f(X) + f(Y ) ≥ f(X ∪ Y ) as f(X ∩ Y ) ≥ 0.

Lemma 2. Let f : 2Ω → R be submodular. Let S ⊆ Ω,
and fS(X) = f(S ∪ X) − f(S) for every X ⊆ Ω. (fS
is the marginal value function for set S.) Then fS is also
submodular.

Proof. Let X,Y ⊆ Ω \ S; it suffices to consider ground set
Ω \ S.

(fS(X ∪ Y ) + fS(X ∩ Y ))− (fS(X)− fS(Y ))

= f(S ∪X ∪ Y )− f(S) + f(S ∪ (X ∩ Y ))− f(S)

− (f(S ∪X)− f(S) + f(S ∪ Y )− f(S)) (24)
= f(S ∪X ∪ Y ) + f(S ∪ (X ∩ Y ))

− f(S ∪X)− f(S ∪ Y )

≤ 0 .
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The last inequality is by S ∪X ∪ Y = (S ∪X)∪ (S ∪ Y ),
S ∪ (X ∩ Y ) = (S ∪X) ∩ (S ∪ Y ) and submodularity of
f . Therefore, fS is also submodular is proved.

A.2. Proof of (1− 1/e)-approximation
Submodular maximization is NP-hard in general. There-
fore, most research in this field focuses on approximation
algorithms with polynomial-time complexity. While the
submodular function is monotone, i.e., for every X,Y ⊆ Ω,
we have f(X) ≤ f(Y ). The problem of maximizing
a monotone submodular function subject to a cardinality
constraint admits a (1 − 1/e)-approximation greedy algo-
rithm (as introduced in Sec. 3.2) [41].

In this section, we provide a concise proof of the 1−1/e
approximation ratio for the greedy algorithm.

Theorem 1 ((1 − 1
e )-approximation of Greedy Algo.).

There exists a greedy algorithm for the submodular maxi-
mization problem, which starts with an empty set S = ∅
and iteratively selects the item that maximizes the marginal
gain:

j = argmax
i∈Ω\S

f(S ∪ {i})− f(S) . (25)

The algorithm continues until the selected set S reaches the
cardinality limit k.

This greedy algorithm provides a solution Ŝ, which guar-
antees a (1 − 1/e) approximation, where the optimal solu-
tion is denoted as S∗:

f(Ŝ) ≤ f(S∗) (26)

Proof. According to Lemma 2, fS is submodular, and by
Lemma 1, it is also sub-additive. Therefore, we have:

fS(S
∗) ≤

∑
x∈S∗

fS(x) , (27)

which implies that:

∃x ∈ S∗, fS(x) ≥
1

k
fS(S

∗) . (28)

For this x, we have the following margin lower bound:

f(S ∪ {x})− f(S) ≥ f(S∗)− f(S)

k
. (29)

Let St denote the selected subset after the t-th step of
the greedy algorithm. According to Eq. (25), in the greedy
algorithm, we have:

f(St+1)− f(St) ≥ f(St ∪ {x})− f(St), ∀x ∈ Ω \ St .
(30)

Therefore, in the greedy algorithm, the marginal gain is
lower-bounded by:

f(St+1)− f(St) ≥
f(S∗)− f(St)

k
. (31)

This implies:

f(S∗)− f(St+1) ≤
(
1− 1

k

)
(f(S∗)− f(St)) . (32)

Hence, when the greedy algorithm selects a subset Ŝ = Sk

after k steps, we have:

f(S∗)− f(Sk) ≤
(
1− 1

k

)
(f(S∗)− f(Sk−1))

≤
(
1− 1

k

)2

(f(S∗)− f(Sk−2))

...

≤
(
1− 1

k

)k

(f(S∗)− f(S0)) ,

(33)

where S0 is the initial set at t = 0, with S0 = ∅, such that
f(S0) = 0. Therefore, we obtain:

f(S∗)− f(Ŝ) ≤
(
1− 1

k

)k

f(S∗) . (34)

Hence, we have:

f(Ŝ) ≥

(
1−

(
1− 1

k

)k
)
f(S∗)

≥ lim
k→+∞

(
1−

(
1− 1

k

)k
)
f(S∗)

=

(
1− 1

e

)
f(S∗) .

(35)

The proof is complete.

Previous works [14, 18] have established that the de-
terminantal point process (DPP) is a monotone submod-
ular function. Therefore, when selecting 8 frames us-
ing the standard DPP, the approximation ratio is at least
1−

(
1− 1

8

)8
= 65.6%.

A.3. Proof of Time Complexity
The time complexity of Algo. 1 is closely O(nk3), where
n represents the number of candidate frames and k denotes
the selection size.

Proof. As indicated by the pseudocode in Algo. 1, there are
three loops, with the iteration sizes specified as follows:
• Line 3: ⌈ nm⌉;
• Line 6: k + 1;
• Line 7: kt−1 ≤ min(m, k, k − Ct−1) ≤ min(m, k).
Here, m denotes the segment size. The DPP update in each
iteration (Line 9) has a time complexity of O(mkt−1), uti-
lizing Cholesky decomposition for incremental computa-
tion.
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Therefore, the overall time complexity can thus be ex-
pressed as:

O
( n

m
· (k ·mk2t−1)

)
= O

(
n ·min(m2k, k3)

)
(36)

Additionally, the time complexity of computing the deter-
minant in line 5 is O(m3), resulting in the following time
complexity:

O
( n

m
·m3

)
= O

(
nm2

)
(37)

Next, we analyze the relationship between m and k, leading
to the following total time complexity: O(nm

2), if k < m2/3

O(nk3), if m2/3 ≤ k < m
O(nm2k) < O(nk3), if k ≥ m

(38)

In practice, the segment size m is typically small, so in most
practical cases, the time complexity of Algo. 1 is upper-
bounded by O(nk3).

This algorithm exhibits pseudo-polynomial time com-
plexity, analogous to the knapsack problem. In the dynamic
programming approach proposed in this paper, the runtime
of the pseudo-polynomial complexity is practically compa-
rable to that of a polynomial-time algorithm.

In practical applications, the segment size m and selec-
tion size k are both much smaller than the total number of
video frames n, i.e., m ≪ n and k ≪ n. Thus, regard-
less of the relationship between m and k, the total time
complexity is much smaller than feeding all frames into
transformer-based LLMs, which have a time complexity of
O((n · #tokens per image)2) per layer and attention head.

Additionally, the iteration in line 6 of Algo. 1 is inde-
pendent, enabling parallel updates. This results in a time
complexity ofO(nk2), making its efficiency comparable to
that of the standard DPP. Moreover, without lazy strategies
and parallel updates, the time complexity is closelyO(nk4)
in most practical cases, and the proof is similar.

B. Experiments Details

B.1. Experiments Compute Resoureces
We integrate MDP3 as a plug-and-play process during in-
ference with 7B SOTA Video-LLMs. We conduct exper-
iments using LMMs-Eval [20] and VLMEvalKit [11] on
three long video benchmarks. All experiments are run on
NVIDIA A100-PCIE-40GB or NVIDIA A100-PCIE-80GB
GPUs, using 256 AMD EPYC 7H12 64-Core @ 2.600GHz
CPUs, with Ubuntu 20.04.6 as the operating system, adher-
ing to a rigorous experimental protocol to ensure fair com-
parisons among compared methods.

B.2. Dataset Details
Video-MME [13]: Video Multi-Modal Evalua-
tion (Video-MME) is a dataset designed to enhance
video understanding for Multimodal Large Language
Models (MLLMs). It consists of 900 videos spanning 6
visual domains, with durations ranging from 11 seconds
to 1 hour, capturing a variety of contextual dynamics. All
videos are manually annotated by experts, generating 2700
question-answer pairs, ensuring high-quality and reliable
data for model evaluation. Experiments on Video-MME
will be conducted both with and without subtitles to assess
the impact of multi-modal inputs.

MLVU [71]: Multi-task Long Video Understanding
Benchmark (MLVU) is a new dataset designed to evalu-
ate Long Video Understanding (LVU) performance. It ad-
dresses the limitations of existing benchmarks by offer-
ing longer video durations, diverse video genres (such as
movies, surveillance footage, and cartoons), and a range of
evaluation tasks. The benchmark includes 2593 tasks across
9 categories, with an average video duration of 12 minutes,
providing a comprehensive assessment of MLLMs’ capabil-
ities in understanding long videos. This allows for a more
comprehensive assessment of MLLMs’ capabilities in un-
derstanding long videos.

LongVideoBench [58]: It is a recent benchmark designed
to evaluate long-term video-language understanding for
MLLMs. It consists of 3763 web-collected videos of vary-
ing lengths, up to one hour, with subtitles, covering a wide
range of themes. The dataset is tailored to assess models’
ability to process and reason over detailed multimodal in-
formation from long video inputs. It includes 6678 human-
annotated multiple-choice questions across 17 fine-grained
categories, making it one of the most comprehensive bench-
marks for long-form video understanding. In this paper,
we focus on the validation set without subtitles, denoted as
LVBval, which contains 1337 question-answer pairs and has
an average video length of 12 minutes.
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MLLM Used LLM Used VLM MLLM Params Additional Params Increase

VILA-V1.5-8B LLama3-8B SigLIP-400M 8.494B 0.450B 5.298%
MiniCPM-V2.6-7B Qwen2-7B SigLIP-400M 8.099B 0.450B 5.556%
LLaVA-OneVision-7B Qwen2-7B SigLIP-400M 8.027B 0.450B 5.606%

Table 4. Parameter scales for VILA-V1.5-8B, MiniCPM-V2.6-7B, and LLaVA-OneVision-7B, along with the increase due to the additional
parameters introduced by MDP3. Here, “MLLM Params” refers to the parameter scale of the baseline, including the LLM, the visual
encoder in the VLMs, and the projector between them. “Additional Params” comes from the text encoder of the pretrained SigLIP,
introduced by MDP3.

B.3. Implementation Details of Multi-kernel

Eq. (3) presents a principled approach for selecting the opti-
mal kernel. Factors exist to combine positive semi-definite
(PSD) kernels. For implementation, we use the Gaus-
sian kernel as the base PSD kernel, defined by k(x, y) =

exp
(
−∥(x−y)/h∥2

2σ2

)
. Consequently, the base kernel with a

combination factor can be expressed as:

βu · ku(x, y) = βu · exp
(
− ∥x− y∥2

2(huσu)2

)
. (39)

We denote αu = (huσu)
2 as a single hyperparameter. Fol-

lowing the multi-kernel maximum mean discrepancy (MK-
MMD) framework [34], the optimal βu can be optimized
using a quadratic program (QP). However, optimizing βu is
orthogonal of this work. In the recent official implementa-
tion of Long et al. [34], average weights βu = 1/U were
employed, yielding good performance. Hence, we adopt
average weights for βu and concentrate on configuring αu.
Consistent with Long et al. [34], Sun and Li [48], for both
g, k ∈ K, we set αu to 2i where i ∈ {−3,−2, 0, 1, 2}
and use an averaged ensemble of multiple Gaussian kernels.
Additionally, the difference between g and k is modulated
by λ.

B.4. Additional Parameters Analysis

MDP3 is a training-free, model-agnostic method that lever-
ages pretrained VLMs. In our experiments, we eval-
uate MDP3 using three primary baselines: VILA-V1.5-
8B [28], MiniCPM-V2.6-7B [63], and LLaVA-OneVision-
7B [21]. All three baselines integrate the vision encoder
from SigLIP [67], so MDP3 only needs to introduce the ad-
ditional parameter from the text encoder in SigLIP. The pa-
rameter scales for each baseline are reported in Tab. 4. The
results indicate that the additional parameters from the text
encoder amount to no more than 6% of the original MLLM
scale, which is negligible. More importantly, these parame-
ters are pretrained in VLMs and do not require tuning with
the specific MLLMs.

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5
Inference Latency (s)

MDP3

Baseline 2.02 0.71 12.75 Total: 15.49s

1.99 0.71 1.94 1.28 Total: 5.92s

Inference Latency Comparison

Image Process in VLMs
Extract Embedding
Frame Selection
MLLM Inference

Figure 4. Latency of various processes during inference using
MiniCPM-V2.6 on Video-MME (without subtitles).

B.5. Latency Comparison

Our method, MDP3, is training-free, which eliminates any
additional latency during the training phase. Accordingly,
we report the average latency of various processes dur-
ing inference with MiniCPM-V2.6 on Video-MME (with-
out subtitles), as illustrated in Fig. 4. To ensure fair-
ness, parallel optimization for frame selection is not em-
ployed. The baseline refers to MiniCPM-V2.6 process-
ing all 128 candidate frames without applying frame selec-
tion. By selecting only 8 essential frames for input into the
MLLMs, MDP3 achieves a significant speedup during the
inference stage, offering nearly a 10-fold improvement. Al-
though this is smaller than the theoretical O(n2) speedup
of (128/8)2 = 256 times, we attribute the discrepancy to
the numerous engineering optimizations involved in LLM
inference. Nonetheless, a 10-fold speedup represents a sig-
nificant improvement. Furthermore, the yellow segment in
Fig. 4, which represents the frame selection stage of MDP3,
accounts for 32.8% of the total process. This indicates that,
even when compared to the ablation of the MDP3 frame
selection, the additional latency introduced by the method
remains minimal, underscoring its efficiency during infer-
ence. Moreover, the latency of the image processing stage
in VLMs is notable, suggesting that optimizing this stage
could lead to significant speedups in future work.

B.6. Case Study

We sample six representative cases from Video-MME [13],
illustrated in Figs. 5 to 10, to compare different frame se-
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lection methods, including uniform sampling (marked by
in the top right corner of frame) and top-k query-frame
matching with SigLIP [67] (marked by ). The selection
by MDP3 is marked by . Besides, the ground-truth of op-
tion is colored by green.

We categorize the issues observed in the baseline frame
selection process. Especially, the point-wise top-k query-
frame matching with SigLIP, which is the best-performing
baseline frame selection method in Tab. 3, but still falls sig-
nificantly short compared to MDP3. The observed issues
are as follows:

1. Over-matching Specific Text (Fig. 5): As shown in
Fig. 5, when asked, “How many people are wearing ties
in the video?”, the query-frame matching over-focuses
on the keyword “tie”, resulting in the selection of nu-
merous duplicate frames featuring an individual with a
prominent, visible tie. This leads to the omission of
frames where multiple people are wearing ties that are
smaller or less noticeable. In contrast, the selection by
MDP3 demonstrates better balance between query rel-
evance and frames diversity, effectively addressing this
over-matching issue.

2. Failure of Counting Across Frames (Figs. 6 and 7):
As shown in Figs. 6 and 7, when posed with questions
such as, “What is the total number of bird species visi-
ble in the video?” or “How many different kinds of an-
imal faces appear in this video?”, these counting ques-
tions differ from the example in Fig. 5. Unlike the case
in Fig. 5, the counted items are distributed across dif-
ferent frames and do not appear in a single frame. To
answer accurately, it is necessary to select frames that
include various relevant counted items. However, the
baseline method of uniform sampling fails to identify
specific counted items, while the query-frame matching
approach struggles to avoid duplication, often focusing
repeatedly on frames with the same item. In contrast, the
frame selection by MDP3 demonstrates greater diversity,
allowing for the inclusion of different frames with vari-
ous items, thereby aiding MLLMs in accurately counting
across frames.

3. Failure of Summarization (Fig. 8): In this case, when
the question is a summarization-type query such as
“What is the genre of this video,” the frame selec-
tion requires a comprehensive representation of the en-
tire video rather than focusing on specific event clips.
Since there is no specific key text to match frames, the
query-matching fails, performing even worse than uni-
form sampling. In contrast, the frame selection by MDP3

demonstrates a global understanding of the entire video,
exhibiting good diversity and assisting MLLMs in sum-
marizing the content effectively.

4. Failure of Reverse Question Answering (Fig. 9): This
case is particularly interesting as it focuses on identify-

ing events or items that do NOT appear in the video, such
as “Which of the following elements does not appear in
the video?” This type of reverse QA poses a significant
challenge for query-frame matching since there is no key
text for matching. However, MDP3 demonstrates strong
performance, ensuring diversity in the selected frames
and providing a more comprehensive representation of
the video.

5. Failure of Transition Awareness (Fig. 10): As shown
in Fig. 10, when asked, “How many times does the in-
terviewed girl appear in the video?”, this question repre-
sents a special type of counting task: it not only requires
counting across frames but also identifying the distinct
number of times the interviewed girl appears. While the
concept of the “interviewed girl” is singular, the actual
item to be counted is the “number of appearances”, mak-
ing temporality and sequentiality crucial. As shown in
Fig. 10, the query-frame matching fails to recognize the
transitions between appearances of the interviewed girl.
This oversight leads to missing frames between appear-
ances, resulting in multiple occurrences being merged
into a single one. Consequently, MLLMs cannot accu-
rately count the number of appearances with such a se-
lection. In contrast, MDP3 effectively captures the se-
quential nature of the video and recognizes transitions
between appearances, enabling accurate counting.
Additionally, this case study not only provides a quali-

tative analysis of various frame selection methods, but also
reveals the limitations of baseline frame selection and high-
lights the strengths of MDP3. Besides, it raises several chal-
lenges in VidQA, and serves as a guide for constructing a
more comprehensive benchmark to evaluate the video un-
derstanding capabilities of MLLMs. This study is highly
valuable to the technology community focused on MLLMs.
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Question: How many people are wearing ties in the video?

A. 4.
B. 5.
C. 3.
D. 2.

Figure 5. : uniform sampling; : top-k query-frame matching with SigLIP; : MDP3. Over-matching of the keyword “tie” leads to
duplicate frames being selected, omitting frames where multiple people wear ties. MDP3 addresses this issue by balancing query relevance
with frame diversity.
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Question: What is the total number of bird species that are visible in the video?

A. 2.
B. 3.
C. 1.
D. 0.

Figure 6. : uniform sampling; : top-k query-frame matching with SigLIP; : MDP3. In counting tasks across frames, such as “How
many bird species or animal faces are in the video?”, uniform sampling and query-frame matching struggle with item duplication. MDP3

improves diversity, aiding in accurate counting across frames.
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Question: How many different kinds of animal faces are made in this video?

A. 4.
B. 3.
C. 5.
D. 2.

Figure 7. : uniform sampling; : top-k query-frame matching with SigLIP; : MDP3. In counting tasks across frames, such as “How
many different kinds of animal faces are made in this video?”, uniform sampling and query-frame matching struggle with item duplication.
MDP3 improves diversity, aiding in accurate counting across frames.
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Question: What is the genre of this video?

A. It is a news report that introduces the history behind Christmas decorations.
B. It is a documentary on the evolution of Christmas holiday recipes.
C. It is a travel vlog exploring Christmas markets around the world.
D. It is a tutorial on DIY Christmas ornament crafting.

Figure 8. : uniform sampling; : top-k query-frame matching with SigLIP; : MDP3. For summarization queries like “What is the
genre of this video?”, query-frame matching fails to represent the entire video. MDP3 shows a global understanding of the video, enhancing
diversity and assisting in summarization.

9



Question: Which of the following elements does not appear in the video?

A. Iceberg.
B. Moon.
C. Earth.
D. River.

Figure 9. : uniform sampling; : top-k query-frame matching with SigLIP; : MDP3. Reverse QA, such as “Which elements DO
NOT appear in the video?”, presents a challenge due to the lack of a specific key text for matching. MDP3 excels by ensuring diversity in
selected frames and providing a comprehensive video representation.
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Question: How many times does the interviewed girl appear in the video?

A. 4.
B. 1.
C. 2.
D. 3.

Figure 10. : uniform sampling; : top-k query-frame matching with SigLIP; : MDP3. For questions like “How many times does the
interviewed girl appear?”, query-frame matching fails to capture the transitions between appearances. MDP3 accurately counts the number
of appearances by considering sequentiality.
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C. Limitations of MDP3 and Future Directions
MDP3 is a training-free, model-agnostic method that, for
the first time, fully addresses query relevance, list-wise di-
versity, and sequentiality. Theoretically, MDP3 offers a (1−
1/e)-approximate solution to the NP-hard list-wise frame
selection problem, achieving pseudo-polynomial time com-
plexity and demonstrating its efficiency. Empirically, MDP3

outperforms existing methods significantly, confirming its
effectiveness and robustness.

However, MDP3 still has certain limitations that merit
further exploration in future research.
1. Limitation: The use of pretrained VLMs to develop a

training-free, model-agnostic method is a double-edged
sword. While MDP3 can be seamlessly integrated into
existing Video-LLMs, pretrained VLMs often have lim-
itations in understanding complex instructions. Future
Directions: Fortunately, MDP3 is highly adaptable for
future extensions. Fine-tuning the VLMs within MDP3

with more complex instructions could significantly im-
prove frame selection. Specifically, although the se-
lection process is discrete and not directly optimizable,
paired selection data can be gathered, and contrastive
learning methods (such as DPO) can be applied for fine-
tuning. The selection order could be supervised using
existing LLMs, with the list-wise score finetuned to align
with this supervision.

2. Limitation: The selection size k is fixed in MDP3, and
as shown in the case study, MDP3 may occasionally se-
lect some useless frames. This issue can be mitigated
by adjusting the trade-off between relevance and diver-
sity, but such strategies are not feasible to apply on each
sample. Future Directions: Therefore, exploring how
to set an adaptive selection size k is a promising area
for future research. In MDP3, during dynamic program-
ming, the optimal selection for any size i < k has been
captured in the trace matrix TT,i. This provides a conve-
nient framework for determining the optimal k, but the
challenge of identifying the best i < k still remains and
warrants further investigation.
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