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Abstract

Temporal logical understanding, a core facet of human cog-
nition, plays a pivotal role in capturing complex sequential
events and their temporal relationships within videos. This
capability is particularly crucial in tasks like Video Question
Answering (VideoQA), where the goal is to process visual
data over time together with textual data to provide coherent
answers. However, current VideoQA benchmarks devote lit-
tle focus to evaluating this critical skill due to the challenge
of annotating temporal logic. Despite the advancement of
vision-language models, assessing their temporal logical
reasoning powers remains a challenge, primarily due to the
lack question-answer pairs that demand formal, complex
temporal reasoning. To bridge this gap, we introduce the
TimeLogic QA (TLQA) framework to automatically generate
the QA pairs, specifically designed to evaluate the tempo-
ral logical understanding in VideoQA. To this end, TLQOA
leverages temporal annotations from existing video datasets
together with temporal operators derived from logic theory
to construct questions that test understanding of event se-
quences and their temporal relationships. As such, TLOA
framework is generic and scalable, capable of leveraging
both, existing video action datasets with temporal action
segmentation annotations, or video datasets with temporal
scene graph annotations, to automatically generate temporal
logical questions. We leverage 4 datasets, STAR, Breakfast,
AGQA, and CrossTask, and generate two VideoQA dataset
variants — small (TLQA-S) and large (TLQA-L) — contain-
ing 2k and 10k question-answer pairs for each category,
resulting in 32k and 160k total pairs per dataset. We under-
take a comprehensive evaluation of leading-edge VideoQA
models, employing the TLQA to benchmark their temporal
logical understanding capabilities. We assess the VideoQA
model’s temporal reasoning performance on 16 categories
of temporal logic with varying temporal complexity.

1. Introduction

At the intersection of vision and language, VideoQA poses a
unique challenge: it requires models to accurately capture
visual content over time and integrate textual information
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to generate coherent and precise answers. This is especially
challenging in the realm of temporal logical reasoning, a
fundamental human skill that allows deducing information,
resolving ambiguities, and answering questions based on a
sequence of events in a video. Temporal logical reasoning
goes beyond merely recognizing objects and their spatial
relationships; it necessitates a nuanced understanding of
how these relationships evolve over time, influenced by a
sequence of actions and events. For instance, to answer a
question like “Which action always occurs before person
opening a cabinet, which in turn always occurs before person
holding the clothes?” the model must parse and reason
about the temporal order and logical connections between
the actions depicted in the video.

However, annotating temporal logic is challenging for
humans, therefore existing VideoQA benchmarks [1, 18, 19,
21, 25] devote only a small fraction of their questions to this
task, primarily focusing on simple logical constructs such
as ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘not’, ‘before’, and ‘after’. As a result, these
benchmarks provide a limited assessment of complex tem-
poral understanding within videos. While current VideoQA
benchmarks are impressive in scope, they predominantly
cater to questions revolving around objects, fine-grained at-
tributes, and simple ordering-based logical constructs, often
failing to encapsulate full spectrum of complexity inherent
in temporal reasoning of video data as shown in Table 1.

Recognizing these challenges,we introduce a new frame-
work the Time Logic QA (TLQA) framework as well as a
respective benchmark called Time Logic QA (TLQA) bench-
mark, aimed explicitly at evaluating the temporal understand-
ing ability of VideoQA models and systems. Our framework
generates QA pairs for each of the 16 temporal logic cate-
gories shown in Table | with pre-defined template questions.
The temporal categories in TLQA benchmark can be orga-
nized into 5 complexity levels, requiring multiple inference
steps with level 1 being the least complex and level 5 be-
ing the most complex. The proposed TLQA framework
is generic and scalable to any existing video dataset with
temporal annotations, including dense scene graph anno-
tations utilized in VideoQA datasets such as STAR [18],
AGQA [1], AnetQA [25] or traditional temporal segmen-



Temporal Complexity Syntax CLEVRER MarioQA TGIF-QA ActivityNet-QA STAR AGQA NEXxT-QA AnetQA TLQA
Operators Level [21] [17] [3] [24] [1] [1] [19] [25] (ours)
Real-world data X X v v v v v v v
Eventual 1 E(X) v v v v v v v v v
Always 2 G(X) X X X X X X X X v
Until 3 XUY X X X X X X X X v
Since 3 XSY X X X X X X X X v
Disjoint 3 XDY X X X X X X X X v
Implies 3 X—=Y X X X X X X X X v
Co-Occur 3 XAY X X X X X X X X v
Next/Before 3 X>Y/X<Y v X v v v v v v v
Immediately Next/Before 4 XIAY/XIBY v X X X X X v X v
Always (Next/Before) 4 XAAY/AABY X X X X X X X X v
Always Co-Occur 4 XACY X X X X X X X X v
Compounding
Strict Ordering X,Y,Z 5 XABY ABZ X X X X X X X X v
Loose Ordering X,Y,Z 5 X<Y<Z X X X X X X X X v
X always before Y,Z 5 X<(Y,2) X X X X X X X X v

Table 1. Comparison of temporal complexity of current VideoQA datasets compared to our proposed TLQA dataset including respective

complexity levels. * indicates very few questions.

tation datasets like Breakfast [7] and CrossTask [30]. The
proposed framework can transform any video dataset with
temporal annotations into temporal logic QA pairs.

The TLQA benchmark embodies a structured suite of
questions, each crafted to encapsulate temporal operators
that are rooted in logic theory. These operators are tools
through which the dataset examines a model’s capacity to
decipher the order, concurrency, and causality of events as
depicted in video content. By integrating a systematic analy-
sis of temporal logic within video content, TLQA aspires to
fill a critical gap in current benchmarks, offering a more chal-
lenging and comprehensive testbed that mirrors the temporal
complexity and logical depth of real-world events. TLQA
comprises of 16 temporal logic categories and 32k/160k QA
pairs, including 16k/80k Boolean questions and 16k/80k
multiple-choice questions per dataset, combining for four
datasets leads to cumulative of 128k/640k QA pairs, provid-
ing a comprehensive and challenging benchmark for evaluat-
ing temporal logical understanding in video analysis.

We undertake a comprehensive evaluation of leading-
edge VideoQA models, employing the TLQA to bench-
mark their temporal logical understanding capabilities. We
perform Zero-Shot evaluation on current VideoQA mod-
els across various architectures with differing temporal ca-
pacities, including models specialized for QA tasks, expert
models, and caption-based QA. Our results indicate that
while current models perform relatively well on the multiple-
choice task, they struggle significantly with boolean ques-
tions. Additionally, models tend to be dataset agnostic for
boolean questions, and there are variations in the percentage
of ’yes’ responses across temporal categories. By highlight-
ing these findings, we underscore the necessity for advance-
ments in the modeling of temporal understanding.

Our key contributions are: (i) We propose the TLQA frame-
work to automatically build temporal logical QA pairs at
scale from existing video datasets and their annotations, (ii)
we propose the TLQA benchmark, a comprehensive set of

temporal QA pairs that enables evaluating temporal logical
reasoning abilities across multiple levels of complexity and
datasets, and (iii) we evaluate current state-of-the-art models
for temporal Video QA and provide extensive evaluation.

2. Related Works

VideoQA Benchmarks VideoQA has gained significant at-
tention in recent years, with several benchmarks proposed to
evaluate model capabilities [1, 3, 17-19, 21, 24, 25]. Those
benchmarks cover a wide range of questions about objects
and actions involving fine-grained attributes, simple causal
relationships, as well as spatio-temporal reasoning. However,
while temporal processing is one of the main features that
distinguishes video from image-based QA, VideoQA bench-
marks consider only a fraction of the questions to evaluating
temporal logical reasoning abilities, e.g. STAR features 25%
sequencing questions, NextQA reports 29% of temporal QA
pairs, and ANetQA reports 20.05% sequence and 0.05% du-
ration questions, also noting that those types of questions
have the lowest performance of all questions from this type.
Additionally, as shown in Table 1, those questions primar-
ily focus on simple logical constructs like *and’, *or’, "not’,
"before’, and ’after’. In terms of automatic generation of tem-
poral QA pairs for video data, various approaches have been
leveraged so far. CLEVRER [21] generates complex rea-
soning questions on synthetic data, also including temporal
prediction. STAR [18] also uses automatize scripts to gener-
ate QA pairs from situation hypergraphs, including questions
about sequences. In a similar context, AGQA [1] proposes
handcrafted programs that operate over the annotated scene
graphs to also generate questions and answers automatically.
However, even those scripts usually only cover a small frac-
tion of all possible temporal logic operators. Compared to
those work, we systematically combine temporal logic op-
erators with existing annotation for temporal logic question
generation, providing a more exhaustive coverage of possible
temporal correlations than previous works.



Temporal Syntax Description Definition

Operator

Eventual E(X) Eventually X will be true at some point M tEEX)if 3t >t: M, t ): X

Always G(X) X is always true at all points in time MtEGX) < VU >t Mt EX

Until XUy X is true at every moment before Y becomes true M tEXUY <= 3r>tC:MUCEYandV O (t<"<t)M, " =X

Since XSY X has been true since a time where Y was true M tEXSY <= Ir<t: MU EYandV' (U <t"<t) M, 1" =X

Disjoint XDY Both X and Y cannot be true at the same time M tEXDYifMtE-XorMtE=-Y

Implies X=Y If X is true, then Y must also be true M tEX=YifM tE-XorMtEY

Before X<Y X occurs before Y M tEX<Y <= 30 (t<t):MtE=Xand Mt =Yand 230 (<" <t)M, =Y
After X>Y X occurs after Y MtEX>Y <= 30U <t):MCEYandM, tl=Xand -3¢0 (<< M, " =X
Immediate Before XIBY X is true immediately before Y M, tE=EXIBYifM, t-1 =EXand M, t =Y

Immediate Next XIAY X is true immediately after Y M, tEXIAYifM, t+] = Xand M, t =Y

Always Before XABY Whenever Y is true, X was always true before M, t=XABYifvVt (M, t |=Y)implies V" <t', M, t" =X

Always Next XAAY Once Y is true, X is always true afterwards M, t =EXAAYifVt (M, ¢ EY)implies V" >t, M, t" =X

Co-Occur XAY X and Y occur simultaneously M tEXAY < M tE=XandM, tE=Y

Always Co-Occur XACY X and Y always occur together M t=EXACYif VO, M, ¢ ): X < M¢ ): Y

Compounding

X always occurs before Y,
which in-turn always occurs before Z
X occurs before Y and Y occurs before Z
X always occurs before Y, Z

Strict Ordering X,Y,Z X ABY ABZ

Loose Ordering X,Y,Z X<Y<Z
X always before Y,Z X<(Y.2)

M, t=XABYABZif vVt (M, t' = X) implies (V" <t', M, t" = Yand 3t <t”, M, " |=Z)

M, tEX<Y<Zif (Y (M, t |=2)implies V " < ', M, t” = X) and (V £ (M, " = Y) implies V " < ', M, " = Z)
M, tEX<(Y,Z)if (V& (M, t = Z) implies V " < ', M, t” = X) and (V ' (M, " = Y) implies V " < €, M, t” = X)

Table 2. Overview of temporal operators syntax. M indicates the temporal model, t indicates time.

VideoQA models While early works on VideoQA [3, 21, 29]
focused on building elaborated reasoning architectures, this
trend changed with the increased availability and perfor-
mance of language models. As a result, current architectures
explore different ways to combine video input with text
based processing. SeViLA [23] utilizes BLIP-2 to create
special localizer and reasoning modules in order to build a
VideoQA system. LLoVI [27] leverages a video captioner
and a text LLM is supplied with the captions to answer ques-
tions. These methods are specialized for VideoQA tasks and
are not truly general VideoLLMs. Video LLaMA [28] was
one of the first methods to extend BLIP-2 to build a video
LLM using dual video and audio Q-Formers and trained it
on image-caption & video-caption data. Video-LLaVA [12]
achieves strong multi-modal performance by utilizing the
LanguageBind vision model unifying representations of im-
ages and videos, projected into a shared language feature
space. Video-ChatGPT [15] built a high-quality Video in-
struction tuning dataset by utilizing strong vision foundation
models to extract semantic information from the videos and
using an LLM to generate questions and answers from this
corpus. VideoChat [10] utilizes foundation models to gener-
ate video captions, tags etc and utilizes them as additional
input along with video features. LLaMA-VID [11] uses a
context attention module to reduce each frame of the video
down to 2 tokens, permitting it to use a large number of input
frames per video. Chat-UniVI [4] utilizes token merging
methods to achieve the same goal. ImageGrid-VLM [6] and
PLLaVA [20] take a different approach by passing videos as
image grids or filmstrips to pre-trained Image VLMs.

Evaluation Protocols Finally, evaluating the performance
of VideoQA models is a critical aspect of benchmarking.
Existing benchmarks include the following question types:
boolean, i.a. [19, 25], multiple-choice [18, 19, 21] and open-
ended questions [19, 25] which are evaluated by matching
the generated answer to the ground truth. Since, this evalu-
ation is straightforward for boolean and multiple-choice as
they can be directly matched with ground-truth, we chose to

generate boolean and multiple-choice QA pairs for bench-
marking. For open-ended answers, they can be incorrectly
classified wrong if not matched exactly to the ground-truth
text. To address this, external judges like ChatGPT is em-
ployed to compute accuracy, but it can be inconsistent and
susceptible to biases. Also, different models support differ-
ent form of QA. While some models resp QA tasks require
fine-tuning for a specific target vocabulary, models based on
LLMs [5, 13, 16], can handle any form of open ended QA.

3. TLQA Framework: Time-Logic QA

The TLQA benchmark is generated automatically by lever-
aging existing VideoQA datasets with either dense temporal
scene graph annotations [1, 18] or temporal action localiza-
tion/segmentation datasets [7, 30] with temporal annotations
for actions. Utilizing these annotations as a foundation,
we generate questions related to actions and their ordering.
Given the temporal logic operators, we define template ques-
tions for each of the temporal category as shown in Table 3.
We offer 2 versions of the dataset for small/large scale eval-
uation, encompassing 16 categories spanning across com-
plexity levels 1 to 5, totaling 32k/160k QA pairs per dataset.
Accurately answering these questions requires complex tem-
poral logical understanding and multi-step inference.

The automatic creation of the TLQA benchmark involves:
(1) defining the temporal logic categories; (2) creating tem-
plate questions for each category; (3) building instance states
for any video dataset with temporal annotations; (4) automat-
ically generating positive QA pairs for each category; and
(5) automatically generating negatives for both boolean and
multiple-choice questions based on the positive QA pairs.

3.1. Formal Temporal Logic Definition

Temporal logic is an extension of Description Logic for
formal representations of temporal relationships. In Table. 2
we present the temporal operators along with their syntax
and formal definitions for each of the 16 categories. For
simplicity, we show it pictorially in Figure. 2 illustrating their
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Always Next XAAY since they <action> ? oora o g Phons e Bina since they held phone ? Has the person been holding bottle
Always Past H(X) Operator since they held phone ?
Co-Occur XXAQ‘YY : < Person, Holding bottle > Has the person been holding phone -
Always Co-Occur } since they held bottle ?

Figure 1. Framework Overview. Given existing video datasets with either dense scene graph annotations or temporal action annotations as
illustrated, our framework will automatically generate QA pairs for temporal logic with varying complexity. First, we build instance states
representing the overall action at each time step (¢;) throughout the video as shown. For each temporal category as shown, we generate all
positive questions (Pg) valid for the video satisfying the temporal logic definition. Then we generate all possible questions (A¢) by taking
all possible action for the video/dataset. The negative questions are the sampled from Ag-FPg .

application for two actions. Note that X U Y is the same
as X immediately occuring before Y as shown in Figure. 2.
We take the most common occurring temporal order variants
observed in real-world situations.

3.2. Template Questions with Temporal Operators

As shown in Table. 2, the temporal categories involve unary
and binary temporal operators. To further add more com-
plexity beyond unary and binary temporal operators, we
meaningfully compound them and select the most relevant
combination that commonly occur in real-world videos. Ta-
ble 3 shows the template questions for each category for
boolean question type. Please refer to supplementary Sec-
tion 4 for multiple-choice template questions. In order to
generate the questions with proper english syntax structure,
we define tenses for all actions to accurately represent past,
present, future, continuous, and perfect tenses. For e.g.: ‘Has
the <person> been <action( in present perfect continuous
tense> since they <actionl in simple past tense> 7’.

Question Types For deterministic evaluation of VideoQA,
we categorize questions into two types: Boolean and
Multiple-Choice. Boolean questions require the model to
respond with a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’. In contrast, Multiple-
Choice type questions present the model with multiple op-

ts

----- e

X J J J x x X, Y Co-Occur
YL AX XX D

X J J J x x X, Y always Co-
LWL L (XX e

X J J J x x Y Since X
X X\ L

X J J J x x X UntilY

Y x x x J J X immediately before Y

X J J J J x Y implies X
XL XX

Figure 2. Temporal Intervals for two actions X, Y. ¢;: time step.

tions, from which it must select the one that correctly an-
swers the question. The following sections delve into the
methodologies for multiple-choice selection and question
sampling, ensuring a systematic evaluation framework.

3.3. Building Instance States: Re-purposing Exist-
ing Annotated Datasets

Our framework is generic and scalable to multiple datasets,
leveraging traditional video action datasets with temporal
annotations such as Breakfast [7], CrossTask [30]; while
also extending to prior VideoQA datasets which have dense
annotations such as STAR [18], AGQA [1]. We discuss the



Temporal Operators Complexity Template Questions
Eventual 1 Does the <person> eventually <action> ?
Always 2 Is the <person> always <action> ?
Until 3 Did the <person> <action> until <action> ?
Since 3 Has the <person> been <action> since they <action> ?
Disjoint 3 Is it true that <person> <action> does not overlap with <action> ?
Implies 3 Does the <person> <action> imply <action> ?
Before 3 Did the <person> <action> before <action> ?
Next 3 Did the <person> <action> after <action> ?
Co-Occur 3 Do <person> <action> and <action> co-occur ?
Immediate Next 4 Did the <person> <action> immediately after <action> ?
Always Before 4 Did the <person> <action> always before <action> ?
Always Next 4 Did the <person> <action> always after <action> ?
Always Co-Occur 4 Is it true that <person> <action> always co-occur with <action> ?
Compounding
. Is it true that <person> <action> always occurs before <person> <action>,
Strict A,B,C 5 L. .
which in turn always occurs before <person> <action> ?
Loose A,B.C 5 Is it true that <person> <action> occurs before <person> <action>,

A always before B,C 5

which in turn occurs before <person> <action> ?
Is it true that <person> <action> always occurs before <person> <action>

and <person> <action> ?

Table 3. Illustration of template questions for each category of the Temporal Logic Dataset.

dataset details in Section 4.

Given the dense scene graph/temporal annotations, we
build comprehensive instance states capturing object and
action at each time step in the video, as shown in Figure 1. By
examining the instance states in the video, for example we
can infer that the action ‘holding phone’ occurs throughout
the video as illustrated in Figure 1. We now define the
automated QA generation process given the instance states.

3.4. Automatic Positive QA Generation

Given the template questions for a temporal category, we
now present the fully automated positive QA generation
process leveraging the instance states generated from video
datasets with temporal annotations. For each video, we com-
pute all unique actions occurring in it and represent each
action with both ‘actor’ and ‘action’. If the annotation for ac-
tor is missing (as in the case of Breakfast/CrossTask which
only have action annotations), we use ‘person’ to denote
actor. We also store all unique actions in the dataset to rep-
resent the full action set. Given a template question and
all instance states in a video, we implement a dynamic pro-
gramming solution to find all valid/positive questions for
the temporal operators in the template question. We define
scripts for each temporal category to recursively build the set
of positive questions satisfying the temporal logic as per the
definition in Table 2. First, we generate all positive instance-
level objectives at each time-step from the instance states,
i.e., at time step t, we have all positive actions set. Then,
we recursively build the set of positive actions satisfying the
temporal operators in a given category by implementing the
logic for each temporal operator. For example, to generate

all positive questions for eventual category, at each time-step,
we take the actions list and merge them recursively to get
unique positive actions for the category. To transform them
into positive questions, we replace the <actor> and <action>
in the template question with the computed unique positive
actions, and the answer is set to ‘yes’ for boolean questions.
For multiple-choice questions, the positive actions form the
correct answer choice which we position randomly at dif-
ferent positions (a,b,c,d) to have a uniform answer-choice
distribution. Similarly, for the always temporal category, to
satisfy the constraint, the action must occur in all time steps.
We implement this constraint while computing the unique
positive actions for each video following the definition in
Table 2.

3.4.1. Automatic Negative QA Generation

Given the template questions for a temporal category, along
with the positive actions set and instance states, we now
present the negative QA generation process. To generate
negative questions, we take the list of all unique actions for
each video and remove the positive actions to get a list of
negative actions for that video. These form hard-negative
actions set, as the actions are relevant to the video but are
negatives. For categories, where the positive actions list
matches all unique actions in video, we take the full action
set in the dataset and remove the positive actions set to
generate negative actions list. To generate a balanced split
of negative questions for boolean category, we sample an
equal number of negatives to match the number of positive
questions. To transform the negative action list to questions,
we replace the <actor> and <action> in the template question



Temporal STAR Breakfast AGQA CrossTask
Operators Complexity SeViLA IGVLM LLoVI SeViLA IGVLM LLoVI SeViLA IGVLM LLoVI SeViLA IGVLM LLoVI
Eventual 1 59.1 34.5 42.5 344 22 31.6 59.2 21 44.6 76.8 40 37.1
Always 2 58.8 43.8 51.8 - - - 63.6 35.7 50.9 - - -
Until 3 55.8 56.1 515 374 33.6 29.4 58.7 54.8 53.3 72 63.3 38.5
Since 3 57.3 45.1 45.6 - - - 57.8 39.2 39.6 - - -
Implies 3 67.7 68.6 62.2 - - - 67.5 61.3 54.6 - - -
Before 3 55.1 58.6 49 44.6 36 36.6 60.5 56.8 52.6 72 63.5 50.2
Next 3 50.2 429 33 38.8 30.5 31.9 63.5 432 48.2 78.5 61.6 50.3
Co-Occur 3 61 432 57.1 - - - 57.1 33.7 49.7 - - -
Disjoint 3 32.7 43.1 43 26.1 28.9 33.1 324 422 452 31 51.1 422
Immediate Next 4 49.4 40.3 35 41 324 29.9 63.2 41.6 432 78.5 53 64.7
Always Before 4 52.5 57.6 522 39.5 41.6 35 58.6 554 529 62.1 62.5 423
Always Next 4 51.8 49 479 42.8 34.6 342 59.8 44 48.7 62.6 52.7 50.3
Always Co-Occur 4 69.3 68.1 69.8 - - - 68.7 67.2 72.2 - - -
Strict A,B,C 5 48.4 60 60.5 48.1 40.7 47.8 61.9 66.4 65.2 74 56 59.7
Loose A,B,C 5 65.1 73.8 74.2 49.9 353 49.9 70 66.1 67.6 74.9 70.4 79
A always before B,C 5 56.8 63.5 60.5 524 34.4 45.7 68.7 71.4 65 71.4 59.5 65
Mean Acc. 55.7 53 52.3 414 339 36.9 60.7 50 52.7 68.5 57.6 52.7

Table 4. Zero-Shot Results for Multi-choice TLQA-S over four datasets evaluated on three models, SeVilLa [22] IGVLM [6] and LLoVI [26].

with the computed negative actions, and the answer is set to
‘no’ for boolean question. For multiple-choice, we randomly
sample three negative options from the negative actions list
to generate the choices. Note that we do not add ‘no’ or ‘not’
to generate negative questions, instead we generate questions
that are not true for the video as discussed.

4. Dataset Details

Benchamrking variants For evaluation, we define 2 ver-
sions of the balanced TLQA benchmark to provide multi-
scale inference. We define the splits based on number of
samples per category in Table 2: (i) TLQA-Small (TLQA-S)
- each category has 2k samples per dataset, (ii)) TLQA-Large
(TLQA-L) - each category has ~ 10k samples per dataset.
Note that for each split and for each category, we balance the
positive and negative questions equally. We provide links to
access the data in supplementary.

STAR [18] is a multi-choice VideoQA benchmark for
Situated Reasoning with dense scene-graph annotations for
object actions and attribute relationships. STAR contains
3k videos consisting of 22K video clips having an aver-
age length of 12s. AGQA [1] is an open-ended VideoQA
benchmark with compositional spatio-temporal reasoning.
It has around 9.7K videos with an average length of 30
seconds with scene-graph annotations. Breakfast [7] has
fine-grained temporal annotations for 1.2k cooking videos
with average length of 2.3 minutes. CrossTask [30] has
2.7k videos with temporal action annotations with an av-
erage length of 4 minutes 57 seconds. For both Breakfast
and CrossTask dataset we utilize the temporal annotations
to generate QA pairs. By employing these diverse datasets,
we cover wide range of actions and situations. Note that
there are no overlapping actions in Breakfast and CrossTask
datasets. Check supplementary Section 1 for more details.

S. Experiments

We evaluate the proposed benchmark on various state-of-the-
art models. For benchmarking, we do zero-shot evaluations
with VideoLLaVA [13], VideoChatGPT [16], ChatUnivi [5],
SeViLA [22], IGVLM [6], LLoVI [26]. Note for all LLaVA-
based [14] models we use the 7b backbone and SeViLA
employs BLIP-2 [9] with FlanTSXL. We present more eval-
uations in Supplementary Section 2, we also report perfor-
mance on LITA [2] and LLaVAOneVision [8]. Further, we
perform Instruction fine-tuning using TLQA Benchmark and
report performance in Supplementary Section 2.

5.1. Experimental Setup

For benchmarking on TLQA, which includes both boolean
and multiple-choice QA, we evaluate a variety of models
with different temporal capacities (using 8/32/100 frames
per video), general models, models specialized for multiple-
choice QA, and caption-based approaches. Additional re-
sults are provided in the supplementary material Section
3, including CrossTask dataset and simple baselines for
multiple-choice QA alongside caption-based approaches.
For boolean QA benchmark, we perform evalua-
tion on general models like Video-LLaVA [13], Video-
ChatGPT [16] and ChatUniVi [5] that are trained on con-
versations and caption datasets. We prompt these models
to generate yes or no responses by appending the following
prompt to the question, ‘Answer in yes or no only’. We
then compute the performance by comparing the model re-
sponse with the actual answer and report Accuracy. We
report Fl-score and % Yes ratio which captures the number
of times the model responded with a yes answer in the Sup-
plementary Section 3. These metrics will provide insights to
overall model performance for boolean QA. Please refer to



Temporal Complexity STAR Breakfast AGQA CrossTask
Operators Level VL VCG CVvV VL VCG CVvV VL VCG CV VL VCG cv
Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc. Acc.
Eventual 1 51.1 502 563 50.1 51.3 51.1 51.5 502 552 53.6 507 542
Always 2 60.7 50.7 545 - - - 61.6 469 526 - - -
Until 3 529 509 594 50.6 514 541 513 502 603 525 51.6 557
Since 3 549 508 55.1 - - - 552 512 547 - - -
Implies 3 573 622 526 - - - 59.6 613 534 - - -
Before 3 515 505 533 503 512 516 509 51 555 55.6 513 569
Next 3 52.1 51.1 565 51.5 523 548 513 508 556 53.1 512 543
Co-occur 3 51.1 534 58.1 - - - 502 547 57.6 - - -
Disjoint 3 51.8 53.1 469 509 509 518 51.2 556 49.1 504 517 54
Always Before 4 49 498 49.1 479 481 503 49 507 504 483 497 513
Always Next 4 494 496 49.6 477 486 482 505 499 477 486 495 493
Always Co-occur 4 51.7 526 538 - - - 563 522 56.6 - - -
Strict A,B,C 5 53 514 56.1 513 501 519 503 55 563 51.6 56.6 51.6
Loose A,B,C 5 51,5 508 527 S51.1 49.6 508 50.6 504 552 533 49.6 529
A always before B,C 5 512 509 551 512 50.1 529 51.1 505 56.6 517 53.6 49.1
Mean Acc 526 519 539 503 504 518 527 52 544 519 516 529

Table 5. Zero-Shot Results on Boolean QA TLQA-S over four datasets. The models are: VL: VideoLLaVA [13], VCG: VideoChatGPT [15],
CV: ChatUniVi [4]. It shows that binary QA performance is in general closer to the random base performance than multiple choice QA,

indicating a harder task.

= SeViLA = Baseline
80

60

40

Temporal Operators

(a) MC Baseline for TLQA-S on CrossTask

= SeViLA = Baseline

Temporal Operators

(b) MC Baseline for TLQA-S on Breakfast

Figure 3. Baseline comparison for multiple-choice TLQA. We provide blank frames to SeViLA as a baseline to evaluate the performance on

multiple-choice TLQA benchmark. MC: Multiple-Choice.

Supplementary Section 3 for more details.

For more evaluations, please refer to Supplementary sec-
tion 2 and we perform instruction fine-tuning on TLQA
benchmark and report improved performance in Supple-
mentary Section 3. We present more qualitative samples
in Supplementary section 7.

5.2. Results

We present results for multi-choice TLQA in Table 4. Over-
all SeViLA demonstrates superior performance across most

temporal operators and datasets compared to IGVLM. Note
that SeViLA takes 32 frames as input which is higher tem-
poral capacity than IGVLM. The STAR dataset generally
yields higher accuracy for both models, whereas the Break-
fast dataset presents more challenges. We present more re-
sults in Supplementary Section 3. In Figure 4, we show some
qualitative examples for multiple-choice QA from Breakfast
and STAR dataset.

The table 5 presents the zero-shot results for Boolean
QA TLQA-S across three datasets (STAR, Breakfast, and



Which action always occurs before person frying egg which
in turn always occurs before person reaching for plate 7 Is it
Option A: carry milk cap, Option B:open/close teabox, Option C:

pour pepper, Option D: reach for egg.

Answer: D SeVilA: D IGVLM: D

Which action always occurs before person transferring fruit to
bowl which in turn always occurs before person reaching for bowl 7
Is it Option A: open pepper cap, Option B: carry knife, Option
C: close egg carton, Option D: open Choco lid.

SeVilLA: C

Answer: B IGVLM: A

(b)

What action does the person do throughout the video ? Is it
Option A: wash a dish/dishes, Option B: sit on sofa/couch,
Option C: wash a table, Option D: put a broom somewhere.

Answer: B SeViLA: B IGVLM: B

(©)

Figure 4. Qualitative Results for Multiple-Choice QA: It shows that in some cases, scene or object information might correlate with the
correct answer, thus resulting in a easier setup compared to binary QA.

AGQA) and three models (VideoLLaVA, VideoChatGPT,
and ChatUnivi) for various temporal operators. Overall,
ChatUnivi performs marginally better than VideoLLaVA
and VideoChatGPT. Note that ChatUnivi can process up to
100 frames, whereas both VideoLLaVA and VideoChatGPT
are limited to only 8 frames. Despite this, the performance
for the boolean category is close to random, highlighting
the inherent challenges. This can be attributed to the very
high ‘yes’ ratio for VideoLLaVA and VideoChatGPT, while
ChatUnivi, despite having a lower ’yes’ ratio, also exhibits
near-random performance. We find that the performance
trend on TLQA-S and TLQA-L are very similar, we report
the details results for TLQA-L in Supplementary Section 6.
Across both boolean and multiple-choice QA, we observe
that models with higher temporal capacity tend to perform
better. The performance trends on TLQA-S and TLQA-L
are very similar. Detailed results for TLQA-L are provided
in Supplementary Section 6.

LLoVI [26] leverages video captions to perform VideoQA
task using LLMs. For LLoVI [26] evaluation on TLQA-S,
we extract captions from video at 0.5 fps using LLaVA 7B
and employ GPT-3.5-Turbo-1106 model. Following the pro-
tocol outlined in [26], we generate captions and prompt
GPT3.5 to evaluate for QA task. Additionally, we conduct
a simple baseline evaluation for Multiple-Choice QA to ex-
amine the significance of choices in option selection. For
this baseline, we omit the original frames and instead pro-
vide blank frames to SeViLA [22] along with question and
choice options. As shown in Figure 3, the baseline perfor-

mance is lower than SeViLA demonstrating that frames aid
in better understanding, however note that despite not having
any frame information the baseline seems to do well gener-
ally highlighting the LLMs ability to pick a choice given 4
choices and question. This is more evident in cases where
the question is very generic like ‘what does the person do in
this video?’ - the performance of baseline is close to random
while SeViLA significantly performs better. For questions
that include information about other actions specifically as
you go for higher complexity the baseline performance gets
better due to LLMs knowledge.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we have introduced the TimeLogic QA (TLQA)
framework and benchmark, designed specifically to evaluate
the temporal logical understanding capabilities of VideoQA
models. Our findings underscore the necessity for advance-
ments in modeling temporal understanding in VideoQA. The
TLQA benchmark provides a structured and comprehensive
testbed, offering a more challenging and realistic evaluation
of temporal logical reasoning in video analysis. This frame-
work is scalable and adaptable to various video datasets with
temporal annotations, enabling the transformation of any an-
notated video dataset into temporal logic QA pairs. It is our
contention that the future of VQA, and by extension video
comprehension, lies in the development of models that can
navigate the temporal dimension with the same agility that
humans do.
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