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Abstract

Zero-shot video captioning requires that a model gener-
ate high-quality captions without human-annotated video-
text pairs for training. State-of-the-art approaches to the
problem leverage CLIP to extract visual-relevant textual
prompts to guide language models in generating captions.
These methods tend to focus on one key aspect of the scene
and build a caption that ignores the rest of the visual in-
put. To address this issue, and generate more accurate and
complete captions, we propose a novel progressive multi-
granularity textual prompting strategy for zero-shot video
captioning. Our approach constructs three distinct memory
banks, encompassing noun phrases, scene graphs of noun
phrases, and entire sentences. Moreover, we introduce a
category-aware retrieval mechanism that models the distri-
bution of natural language surrounding the specific topics
in question. Extensive experiments demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our method with 5.7%, 16.2%, and 3.4% im-
provements in terms of the main metric CIDEr on MSR-
VTT, MSVD, and VATEX benchmarks compared to existing
state-of-the-art.

1. Introduction

The fact that video captioning remains a challenge, despite
significant effort, reflects the inherent complexity of under-
standing video. Part of the specific problem with captioning
is the vast difference between video and natural language
as data forms. Video represents a voluminous stream of
continuous pixel measurements, whereas natural language
is a sequence of discrete symbols with a peculiar structure.
Methods that directly model associations between modali-
ties are vulnerable to missing the structure in either. This
is visible in the fact that they are susceptible to generating
captions that focus on a single scene element. We propose
an approach that models the structure of scenes, and the spe-

cific language that describes them, at multiple scales in the
hope that the resulting model might not be easily distracted.

Traditional supervised video captioning methods [19, 32,
35, 44] utilize an encoder-decoder architecture trained on
large-scale, manually annotated video-text pairs. The en-
coder leverages pre-trained convolutional neural networks
(e.g., ResNet [9], I3D [2], C3D [8]), while the decoder uses
LSTMs [11] or Transformers [4, 15]. Despite achieving
remarkable performance, their reliance on human-labeled
data constrains real-world scalability.

To address these limitations, zero-shot video caption-
ing has emerged as a promising direction, aiming to gener-
ate high-quality descriptions without relying on video-text
pairs for training. Existing methods can be broadly cate-
gorized into two types: training-free approaches and those
trained solely on text corpora. Training-free methods lever-
age pre-trained vision-language models (e.g., CLIP [26])
to guide pre-trained language models (e.g., GPT-2 [25],
BERT [5]) in generating text during inference. For instance,
Tewel et al. [31] employ randomly initialized pseudo-
tokens and prefix prompts (e.g., “Video of”) to assist GPT-
2 in generating new tokens. After generating a complete
sentence, the model updates the pseudo-tokens based on
the gradient derived from the CLIP cross-modal similarity.
However, introducing visual supervision after token genera-
tion can lead to the language model’s priors dominating the
captioning process, resulting in hallucinations unrelated to
the video content.

The other line of work involves training a text decoder on
pure text corpora. Textual units (e.g., nouns, noun phrases,
complete sentences) are extracted from the training corpus
to form various memory banks. During training, embed-
dings of these textual units serve as prefix prompts for the
text decoder to reconstruct the original caption. At infer-
ence time, visual features are used to retrieve relevant tex-
tual semantic units from the memory bank via CLIP simi-
larity, which are then fed into the text decoder. For exam-
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Figure 1. Current zero-shot captioning methods are easily dis-
tracted. NP, SG, and EC denote noun phrase, scene graph (triplets
are displayed as concatenated strings), and entire caption prompt,
respectively. “Res” indicates the generated captions, with correct
and incorrect words highlighted. In the top example, MultiCap-
CLIP [40] fails to capture the rider-motorcycle interaction as the
prior does not model the distribution of subject-object interactions
effectively. In the bottom example, MultiCapCLIP’s top-K re-
trieval strategy produces repetitive similar noun phrases and lacks
person and environment information, because it fails to model ei-
ther the structure of the scene or of natural language. DeCap [16]
struggles to fully understand the video details due to its coarse-
grained prompt of global caption embedding. By contrast, our
method generates more accurate and comprehensive descriptions.

ple, MultiCapCLIP [40] constructs a memory bank of noun
phrases and retrieves top-K elements as prefix prompts. De-
Cap [16], on the other hand, builds a memory bank of entire
captions and uses a single token of global embedding as
the prefix prompt. Other text-only trained zero-shot image
captioning methods, such as MeaCap [42], create a mem-
ory bank of complete captions as well, retrieve the top-K
relevant descriptions, and parse key entities to input into a
pre-trained language model.

Despite the progress, the above-mentioned methods still
face limitations in their prefix prompt construction and re-
trieval strategies. They often rely on single-granularity tex-
tual units, such as nouns, noun phrases, or complete sen-
tences, as prompts, failing to fully exploit multi-granularity
textual units to provide rich information for the language
model. While noun phrases offer more attribute informa-
tion than simple nouns, they lack interaction information
between entities. In addition, the adopted global embed-
dings of complete sentences of existing methods may di-
lute fine-grained details. As illustrated in the top video ex-
ample of Fig. 1, MultiCapCLIP fails to accurately capture
the rider’s stunt action providing only noun phrase prompts,

while DeCap fails to identify the “motorcycle”. Further-
more, top-K retrieval strategies, which simply select the K
most similar elements, tend to retrieve semantically repeti-
tive textual units, reducing the diversity of the prompts and
the accuracy of the generated captions. We provide such
an example in Fig. 1 bottom, where MultiCapCLIP repeti-
tively prompts with musical instrument phrases but neglects
information about the person and the environment.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel pro-
gressive multi-granularity textual prompting strategy. We
construct three distinct memory banks comprising noun
phrases, scene graphs that incorporate noun phrases, and
entire sentences, ensuring the text decoder receives compre-
hensive semantic cues. Existing parsers [17] typically ex-
tract scene graphs with noun-only nodes, while we propose
a text-similarity-based approach to enhance initial scene
graphs by incorporating noun phrases with additional at-
tributes wherever possible. We further develop a category-
aware retrieval mechanism with top-p filtering for noun
phrases and scene graphs, ensuring both diversity and vi-
sual relevance. Fig. 1 shows the captions generated by our
method.

The main contributions of our work are summarized as
follows:
• We propose a progressive multi-granularity textual

prompting strategy, providing the language model with
comprehensive semantic information across varying lev-
els of abstraction.

• We introduce a category-aware retrieval method with top-
p post-processing for semantic units, enhancing the diver-
sity and relevance of the prompts during inference.

• Extensive experiments on the MSR-VTT, MSVD, and
VATEX benchmarks demonstrate the effectiveness of our
method with 5.7%, 16.2%, and 3.4% CIDEr improve-
ments over state-of-the-art methods.

2. Related Work
Zero-shot visual captioning research splits into two main
categories. The first uses training-free methods, leverag-
ing pre-trained language models to generate captions dur-
ing inference. These methods either optimize internal con-
texts [30, 31] or design sampling strategies to align tokens
with visual inputs [29, 41]. The second trains models on
text-only corpora, reconstructing captions from semantic
units like nouns or noun phrases [6, 16, 22, 39, 40, 42],
mapping visual features to textual prompts for inference.

2.1. Frozen vs. Trainable Language Models
Training-free and text-only training approaches both rely on
pre-trained language models (e.g., BERT [5], GPT-2 [25])
and vision-language models (e.g., CLIP [26]). Training-free
methods keep these models frozen. ZeroCap [30] and its
variant for zero-shot video captioning [31] employ GPT-2



to iteratively predict new textual tokens, with cross-modal
similarity calculation using CLIP after each token is gener-
ated. Subsequently, the two methods use gradient descent
to respectively optimize the key-value cache and the prefix
pseudo-tokens. ConZIC [41] utilizes a pre-trained BERT-
Base with bidirectional attention for Gibbs sampling. It fur-
ther incorporates cross-modal matching scores from CLIP
to determine each token finally. In contrast, text-only train-
ing approaches fine-tune the weights of a pre-trained lan-
guage model like GPT-2 (e.g., CapDec [22], ViECap [6],
EntroCap [39]) or CBART [10] (e.g., MeaCap [42]), or
train transformers from scratch (e.g., DeCap [16], Mult-
iCapCLIP [40]). Our approach trains a lightweight ran-
domly initialized Transformer, demonstrating strong adapt-
ability and favorable performance.

2.2. Textual Memory Bank

Text-only training methods for zero-shot visual captioning
often employ a textual memory bank for efficient storage
and rich semantics. ViECap [6] and EntroCap [39] uti-
lize a memory bank of object class names from Visual
Genome [14]. They concatenate embeddings of parsed
nouns with global caption embeddings during training, and
retrieve relevant nouns using CLIP during inference. De-
Cap [16] and MeaCap [42] build memory banks with all
training captions, employing sentence-level and core noun
embeddings as prefix prompts, respectively. MultiCap-
CLIP’s [40] memory bank is composed of the 1000 most
frequent noun phrases parsed from training captions, al-
lowing the decoder to generate sentences from concept
prompts. However, existing methods have not fully ex-
plored the potential of textual semantic units as prompts,
as nouns and noun phrases often lack action-related infor-
mation, while global sentence embeddings tend to dilute
finer details, leading to incomplete information for the lan-
guage decoder. To address this, we construct three separate
memory banks composed of noun phrases, scene graphs in-
corporating noun phrases, and entire sentences, applying a
progressive multi-granularity prompting strategy to ensure
comprehensive information for the language model, leading
to excellent experimental performance.

3. Method

As shown in Fig. 2, our approach includes three key pro-
cesses: (1) Memory Bank Construction (top-left): con-
structing memory banks at three progressive granularities
from training captions (Sec. 3.1); (2) Training Process (top-
right): retrieving prompts from memory banks using per-
turbed text embeddings (Sec. 3.2); (3) Inference Process
(bottom): generating diverse, visually-relevant prompts via
category-based retrieval with top-p refinement during infer-
ence (Sec. 3.3).

3.1. Multi-Granularity Memory Bank Construction
Our method constructs three distinct memory banks to cap-
ture progressive multi-granularity textual semantics, which
are used to obtain prompts during the caption generation
process: noun phrases, scene graphs incorporating noun
phrases, and entire sentences.
Noun Phrase Memory Bank (MNP) Let S represent the
set of all captions in the training split. For each caption S ∈
S, we identify all the noun phrases from S using SpaCy1,
forming a set P(S). We then aggregate all noun phrases
from all captions into a single set. The complete set of noun
phrases extracted from the training corpus is denoted as

P =
⋃
S∈S

P(S). (1)

We then rank the noun phrases in P based on their fre-
quency of occurrence and retain the top-Np most frequent
noun phrases to construct the noun phrase memory bank:

MNP = {p1, p2, · · · , pNp
}, (2)

where pi denotes the i-th most frequent noun phrase. These
noun phrases provide fundamental object-level semantics,
serving as the basic building blocks of textual prompts.
Scene Graph Memory Bank (MSG) Scene graphs are
crucial for capturing the relationships between entities
within a video. To build the memory bank, we first uti-
lize an off-the-shelf textual parser [17] to extract basic
scene graphs from each caption. Initially, the results in-
clude triples of the ⟨subject, predicate, object⟩ form, such
as ⟨boy, play, basketball⟩ for the sentence “A young boy
is playing basketball”. We enhance the scene graph by
transforming it from being based solely on nouns to in-
corporating noun phrases wherever possible. For the ob-
jects at the beginning and end of the initial scene graph,
if attribute information exists in the caption, we include
it in. In the example above, we identify “young boy” as
a noun phrase and transform the initial scene graph into
⟨young boy, play, basketball⟩.

For the i-th basic scene graph gi = ⟨subi, predi, obji⟩ ex-
tracted from the caption S, we first identify all noun phrases
in P(S) that contain subi, and combine them with subi it-
self to form the set Ai. Similarly, we form the set Bi for
obji. These sets are then used to create the enhanced scene
graph set Xi, where each enhanced graph is a triple of the
form ⟨a, predi, b⟩, with a ∈ Ai and b ∈ Bi. Next, with
the embeddings of S and all of the enhanced scene graphs
in Xi, denoted as ES and EXi

respectively, all produced by
BGE [37] (we encode a scene graph by encoding the string
formed by concatenating the subject, predicate, and object
with a single space), we calculate the cosine similarity be-
tween them. The enhanced scene graph xbest with the high-
est cosine similarity to S is selected as the final improved

1https://spacy.io

https://spacy.io


Figure 2. We construct noun phrase memory bankMNP and scene graph memory bankMSG by parsing training captions, selecting high-
frequency elements, and enhancing scene graphs with noun phrases to include more attribute information. The entire caption memory bank
MEC contains all training captions. During training, following MultiCapCLIP [40], we retrieve top-K elements from memory banks using
perturbed embedding ẽ and train a text decoder to reconstruct the original text. During inference, we first classifyMNP with GPT-4 [23] and
MSG based on noun phrase categories, compute statistical priors, retrieve a diverse set of relevant noun phrase and scene graph elements
using CLIP embeddings with top-p filtering and generate a weighted embedding fromMEC using softmax similarity scores between video
and caption features. Three types of prompt are transformed by respective FFNs and concatenated to generate the final caption.

representation of the original scene graph gi. Finally, we
collect the enhanced scene graphs from all captions and se-
lect the top-Ng most frequent to form the scene graph mem-
ory bank MSG. This is used to provide richer and more
semantically informative prompts for caption generation.

MSG = {x1, x2, . . . , xNg}, (3)

where xi denotes the i-th most frequent enhanced scene
graph. We also provide a pseudocode description of the
enhanced scene graph memory bank construction in the ap-
pendix.
Entire Caption Memory Bank (MEC) This memory bank
provides holistic textual descriptions that help maintain lin-
guistic coherence in the generated captions. It is simply
composed of all captions in the training set.

These three memory banks—noun phrases, enhanced
scene graphs, and entire sentences—serve as progressively
richer textual representations of the visual content and are
significant for guiding the caption generation process.

3.2. Training Procedure
Our training objective is to learn a text decoder that gen-
erates captions conditioned on multi-granularity prompts,
while maintaining robustness to noise during cross-modal
retrieval. The text decoder is constructed as a stack of
Transformer-BASE [33] decoder blocks, each comprising

masked self-attention, cross-attention, and feed-forward
network (FFN) components. The training process consists
of the following four steps.
Step 1: Embedding Augmentation For each caption So,
we first retrieve the most similar M captions from the train-
ing set, based on their cosine similarity to the CLIP sentence
embedding e(So). Among these M captions, we randomly
select one, denoted as Sr. We use e(Sr) and add Gaussian
noise ϵ ∼ N (0, λ2) to obtain a perturbed embedding ẽ:

ẽ = e(Sr) + ϵ. (4)

Step 2: Memory Bank Retrieval The perturbed embed-
ding ẽ is used to retrieve the top-Kp noun phrases and top-
Kg scene graphs from MNP and MSG, respectively, based
on the cosine similarity of CLIP embeddings. The repre-
sentations of these retrieved elements are denoted as eNP
and eSG.
Step 3: Prompt Construction eNP, eSG, and ẽ are passed
through individual FFNs and then concatenated as the prefix
prompt for the text decoder. Specifically, the final prompt is
given by:

P = Concat(e′NP, e
′
SG, eEC), (5)

where e′NP, e′SG, and eEC represent the transformed embed-
dings of the noun phrases, scene graphs, and the entire sen-
tence, respectively.



Step 4: Teacher-Forced Decoding The model is trained
using teacher forcing, and the goal is to minimize the cross-
entropy loss:

L = −
T∑

t=1

log p(yt|y<t,P; θ), (6)

where yt is the target word of sentence So at time step t,
and θ represents the model parameters.

3.3. Inference with Category-Aware Retrieval
During inference, we utilize a specialized strategy for
prompt generation, combining category-aware retrieval
with top-p post-processing, to ensure diverse and relevant
textual prompts for accurate and expressive video captions.

3.3.1. Noun Phrase Prompt Generation
The inference begins with generating prompts from MNP,
involving noun phrase classification, relevant candidates re-
trieval based on statistical priors, and refinement with a top-
p mechanism. Specifically, the retrieval step employs sta-
tistical priors tailored to the in-domain and cross-domain
settings, respectively, and is discussed separately below.
Classification with GPT-4 For the noun phrase memory
bank MNP, we apply GPT-4 [23] to automatically classify
the noun phrases into different categories. The classifica-
tion is completely unsupervised, allowing GPT-4 to deter-
mine the optimal categories for the noun phrases. Once the
classification is completed, all noun phrases are assigned to
one of the predefined categories, such as singular people,
object, place, etc. Distribution details are provided in the
appendix.
In-Domain Retrieval with Statistical Priors To adaptively
determine hyperparameters (e.g., the number of most rele-
vant elements to select per-category) and obviate manual
configuration during the categorized retrieval process, we
initially compute in-domain statistical priors. For a video
from the training video set V , unique noun phrases from its
corresponding captions form a set PV . For each category
κ with noun phrases Pκ ⊆ MNP, we compute two statis-
tics: a probability of occurrence, pκ = Nκ

|V| , where Nκ is the
number of videos containing at least one noun phrase in Pκ,
and |V| is the total number of training set videos; and an av-
erage frequency, µκ =

NP
κ

Nκ
, where NP

κ is the total count of
noun phrases parsed from the training corpus that overlap
with Pκ. This process is formalized in Algorithm 1.

Next, for a test video V = {ft}Tt=1, we compute frame-
level cosine similarity between its CLIP visual features
ϕ(ft) and text embeddings e(n) of noun phrase n ∈ Pκ.
The video-phrase similarity sn is derived by averaging
frame-level scores. We retrieve the top-round(µκ) noun
phrases from Pκ based on sn, and retain all of them with
probability pκ. The retained noun phrases across all cate-
gories are aggregated into a set Y .

Algorithm 1: Category-based Statistics Computa-
tion

Input: V: Training videos; Pκ: Noun phrases of category
κ

Output: µκ, pκ: Average number of noun phrases per
video and category probability

1 Nκ ← 0, NP
κ ← 0;

2 for V ∈ V do
3 Parse captions of V to extract noun phrases PV ;
4 PV ← Remove duplicates from PV ;
5 if PV ∩ Pκ ̸= ∅ then
6 Nκ ← Nκ + 1;
7 NP

κ ← NP
κ + |PV ∩ Pκ|;

8 end
9 end

10 pκ ← Nκ
|V| , µκ ← NP

κ
Nκ

;
11 return pκ, µκ

Cross-Domain Retrieval with Statistical Priors In the
cross-domain scenario, visual features of the target do-
main are leveraged to retrieve textual units from memory
banks constructed from the source domain. These retrieved
prompts are subsequently fed into the text decoder pre-
trained on the source domain to generate captions. We
compute category statistics using only the source domain
training captions S. For each category κ, we compute the
total count of noun phrases parsed from the training cor-
pus that belong to the category’s noun phrase set Pκ, de-
noted as Nκ. We designate the category with the mini-
mum count Nκ as the base category, with its correspond-
ing count denoted as b. Then, for each category κ, we re-
trieve rκ = round(Nκ/b · B) noun phrases, where B is
a pre-defined base retrieval number. We adopt the same
cross-modal similarity computation method as in the in-
domain setting and aggregate the top-rκ most relevant el-
ements from each category into a set Y .
Top-p Refinement To balance relevance and diversity, we
refine Y using a top-p strategy [12]: we normalize the sim-
ilarities between the video and all noun phrases in Y into a
probability distribution {ŝn|n ∈ Y }, sort Y in descend-
ing order of ŝn, and select the smallest subset Y ′ ⊆ Y
whose cumulative probability

∑
n∈Y ′ ŝn reaches a prede-

fined threshold τ . We encode Y ′ using CLIP text encoder
to obtain the noun phrase prompt e(Y ′) of test video V .

3.3.2. Scene Graph Prompt Generation
For the scene graph prompt generation, we follow a pipeline
similar to the previous section: Scene graphs in MSG are
classified by pairing the categories of their subject and ob-
ject noun phrases (e.g., “People pred Object” in Fig. 2).
Noun phrases not in MNP are assigned to the category of
their nearest neighbor in MNP based on BGE embedding
similarity. Then, we computed the statistical priors analo-



gously to the noun phrase case and aggregate the retrieved
items into a set Z. Finally, top-p filtering is applied to Z,
and the filtered result is encoded with CLIP’s text encoder
to produce the scene graph prompt e(Z ′).

3.3.3. Entire Caption Prompt Generation
For the entire caption prompt, we compute the similarity
between each video and each global caption embedding
in MEC as in DeCap [16], then apply softmax to obtain
weights, and finally generate a single prompt token ec by
weighted summation.

3.3.4. Integrating Prompts and Generating Captions
e(Y ′), e(Z ′), and ec are processed by their respective FFNs
and concatenated into a sequence, which is fed into our text
decoder to generate the final caption for V .

4. Experiments
We begin by introducing the datasets, evaluation met-
rics, and implementation details in Sec. 4.1. Sec. 4.2
presents comprehensive comparisons with existing meth-
ods on in-domain zero-shot video captioning, wherein the
model undergoes both training and evaluation on the same
dataset. Sec. 4.3 further evaluates our method on cross-
domain scenario, using a source domain corpus for training
and a target domain dataset for evaluation. Sec. 4.4 conducts
ablation studies to validate the effectiveness of our core de-
sign and the scalability of our model. Finally, Sec. 4.5 pro-
vides qualitative visualizations that intuitively demonstrate
the superior performance of our model.

4.1. Experimental Setups
Datasets We evaluate our method on three video-text
datasets: MSR-VTT [38], MSVD [3], and VATEX [36].
MSR-VTT includes 10,000 web videos, split into 6,513
training, 497 validation, and 2,990 testing videos. MSVD
contains 1,970 YouTube clips, divided into 1,200 training,
100 validation, and 670 testing videos. VATEX comprises
over 30,000 videos, and we use 25,006 clips for training,
and 2,893 and 5,792 video clips for validation and testing
respectively following MultiCapCLIP [40]. Experiments on
VATEX concentrate exclusively on the English corpus.
Evaluation Metrics Following the common practice, we
evaluate the caption quality with four metrics, includ-
ing BLEU@4 (B@4) [24], METEOR (M) [1], ROUGE-L
(R) [18] and CIDEr (C) [34]. Among them, the CIDEr
is specifically designed to evaluate captioning systems and
better captures human judgment of consensus better than
the others. We also report Self-BLEU [45], a measure of
text diversity in our ablation study on retrieval strategies.
Implementation Details In Tab. 1, we present key hyperpa-
rameters in our method. For feature extraction, we employ
the frozen pre-trained CLIP (ViT/B-16). The text decoder is

Np Ng Nc Kp Kg M λ2

MSVD 1000 37711 48774 13 16 5 0.01
MSR-VTT 1000 100000 130260 14 19 5 0.01

VATEX 3000 400000 250060 10 13 5 0.01

Table 1. Hyperparameters used in our in-domain experiments.
Nc represents the number of captions in each dataset’s training
set. For MSVD, 37711 equals the total number of enhanced scene
graphs derived from all training captions.

an 6-layer Transformer trained from scratch. More details
are provided in appendix.

4.2. In-domain Captioning
As shown in Tabs. 2 and 3, our method establishes new
state-of-the-art zero-shot performance across all bench-
marks. Three key performance patterns emerge:
Vertical Dominance Our method significantly outperforms
existing text-only training methods, achieving CIDEr scores
of 39.3% and 92.9% on MSR-VTT and MSVD, respec-
tively, exceeding MultiCapCLIP by 5.7% and 16.2%. Su-
perior performance is also observed on VATEX across all
metrics. These results, coupled with substantial gains over
training-free methods, validate the efficacy of our approach.
Horizontal Consistency The disparity in CIDEr scores be-
tween MSVD (92.9%) and VATEX (41.4%) reflects the pos-
itive correlation between absolute performance and dataset
complexity. VATEX, with its longer videos and denser tem-
poral relations, presents a greater challenge than the shorter,
simpler clips in MSVD.
Supervised Proximity On MSVD, our CIDEr score of
92.9% has already exceeded supervised methods like
SAAT [44], STR [20], and POS-CG [35], and is approach-
ing VPT’s [13] 94.7%. Although a performance gap re-
mains on MSR-VTT and VATEX compared to top super-
vised methods, our results highlight the strong potential of
our approach in narrowing the gap with traditional super-
vised techniques.

4.3. Cross-domain Captioning
To evaluate the generalization ability of our method,
we conduct cross-domain experiments on MSR-VTT and
MSVD datasets. The results are presented in Tab. 4. Our
method consistently outperforms both DeCap and Mul-
tiCapCLIP. In MSR-VTT ⇒ MSVD task, we achieve
a CIDEr score of 51.7% (+11.8% over MultiCapCLIP,
+23.5% over DeCap) and a B@4 score of 28.9% (+4.1%
over MultiCapCLIP, +5.8% over DeCap). In MSVD ⇒
MSR-VTT task, we obtain a CIDEr score of 28.1% and a
B@4 score of 25.0%, again demonstrating significant en-
hancements. These improvements underscore the superior
generalization performance of our approach, attributed to
the utilization of multi-granularity textual semantic units



Settings Method Pre-trained Model
Training Data MSR-VTT MSVD

Video Text B@4 M R C B@4 M R C

Supervised

SGN [27] ResNet-101 + C3D ✓ ✓ 40.8 28.3 60.8 49.5 52.8 35.5 72.9 94.3
POS-CG [35] InceptionResNetV2 ✓ ✓ 42.0 28.2 61.6 48.7 52.5 34.1 71.3 88.7

SAAT [44] InceptionResNetV2 + C3D ✓ ✓ 39.9 27.7 61.2 51.0 46.5 33.5 69.4 81.0
HRNAT [7] InceptionResNetV2 + I3D ✓ ✓ 42.1 28.0 61.6 48.2 55.7 36.8 74.1 98.1
STR [20] InceptionResNetV2 + I3D ✓ ✓ - 25.8 54.8 47.6 - 34.2 68.6 86.5
VPT [13] CLIP (ViT/B-16) ✓ ✓ 41.2 27.9 61.5 50.3 54.6 36.0 73.1 94.7

CoCap [28] CLIP (ViT/B-16) ✓ ✓ 43.1 29.8 62.7 56.2 55.9 39.9 76.8 113.0

Zero-shot

ZeroCap [30] CLIP (ViT/B-32) + GPT × × 2.3 12.9 30.4 5.8 2.9 16.3 35.4 9.6
ZeroCap-Video [31] CLIP (ViT/B-32) + GPT × × 3.0 14.6 27.7 11.3 3.0 17.8 31.4 17.4

MAGIC [29] CLIP (ViT/B-32) + GPT × ✓ 5.5 13.3 35.4 7.4 6.6 16.1 40.1 14.0
DeCap‡ [16] CLIP (ViT/B-16) × ✓ 26.6 23.5 53.2 29.7 35.2 29.0 65.2 41.3

MultiCapCLIP† [40] CLIP (ViT/B-16) × ✓ 22.0 24.4 50.2 33.6 40.2 34.2 68.6 76.7
Ours CLIP (ViT/B-16) × ✓ 31.4 26.5 55.1 39.3 45.7 35.9 71.5 92.9

Table 2. In-domain captioning results on the MSR-VTT and MSVD test sets. ‡indicates the reproduced results on both datasets using
CLIP (ViT/B-16) for fair comparison. † denotes that the results on MSVD are from our implementation.

Settings Method
VATEX

B@4 M R C

Supervised
VATEX [36] 28.4 21.7 47.0 45.1
HRNAT [7] 32.5 22.3 49.0 50.7
CoCap [28] 31.4 23.2 49.4 52.7

Zero-shot
DeCap‡ [16] 19.2 19.3 42.8 27.5

MultiCapCLIP† [40] 21.7 20.1 43.3 38.0
Ours 23.8 21.0 44.5 41.4

Table 3. In-domain captioning results on the VATEX test set. ‡ in-
dicates the reproduced results using CLIP (ViT/B-16). † marks the
MultiCapCLIP implementation with English annotations.

Method
MSR-VTT ⇒ MSVD MSVD ⇒ MSR-VTT

B@4 M R C B@4 M R C

DeCap‡ 23.1 25.4 56.9 28.2 16.4 18.6 50.3 8.8
MultiCapCLIP‡ 24.8 28.9 57.7 39.9 20.4 22.2 50.9 22.4

Ours 28.9 30.4 60.6 51.7 25.0 23.2 54.7 28.1

Table 4. Performance on cross-domain captioning. ‡ denotes our
reproduction with CLIP (ViT/B-16).

and category-aware retrieval with top-p filtering. This fa-
cilitates effective knowledge transfer from source to target
domain without video-text pairs.

4.4. Ablation studies
Multi-granularity Textual Prompts To evaluate the con-
tributions of our proposed progressive multi-granularity
prompts, we conduct in-domain ablation studies on
MSR-VTT and MSVD, with results in Tab. 5. Start-
ing with Ours (w/o Prompt), adding noun phrase
prompts (Ours (NP)) boosts performance across all met-
rics—e.g., BLEU@4 increases from 25.9% to 28.7%
on MSR-VTT and CIDEr from 60.8% to 79.7% on

MSVD—highlighting their role in providing key entity in-
formation. Incorporating scene graphs enhanced with noun
phrases (Ours (NP+SG)) yields further gains, notably a
9.5% CIDEr increase on MSVD, capturing relational and
action details. The full model (Ours (NP+SG+EC)),
integrating entire caption prompts, achieves peak perfor-
mance—e.g., BLEU@4 of 31.4% on MSR-VTT and CIDEr
of 92.9% on MSVD—demonstrating that the progressive
inclusion of multi-granularity prompts continuously refines
caption quality by capturing complementary semantic infor-
mation at various abstraction levels.
Category-aware Retrieval with Top-p We evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of our retrieval strategy for cross-domain cap-
tioning using noun phrase prompts, with results in Tab. 6.
Both Direct Top-K and Category-based methods
retrieve the same total number of noun phrases: the former
selects the most similar ones from the entire memory bank,
while the latter retrieves specific number from each cate-
gory based on statistical priors. The Category-based
method improves diversity of retrieved noun phrases over
Direct Top-K, as evidenced by a lower self-BLEU
score, though it slightly reduces CIDEr due to potential
noise from irrelevant categories. Adding top-p filtering
further enhances diversity and significantly boosts caption
quality across all metrics, with CIDEr improving from 31.0
to 41.4% on MSR-VTT ⇒ MSVD task. These results high-
light the superiority of our category-aware retrieval com-
bined with top-p filtering, which balances diversity and rel-
evance to produce higher-quality captions.
Scaling Up Pre-trained Multimodal Models In Tab. 7,
we explore how the scale of pre-trained multimodal mod-
els affects the performance of zero-shot video captioning
on two relatively large datasets, MSR-VTT and VATEX.
As model size increases, all metrics improve significantly
on both datasets. For instance, on MSR-VTT, scaling from



Method
MSR-VTT MSVD

B@4 M R C B@4 M R C

Ours (w/o prompt) 25.9 25.8 52.6 29.8 33.4 31.4 64.9 60.8
Ours (NP) 28.7 26.0 54.0 33.9 40.9 34.1 68.7 79.7

Ours (NP+SG) 29.7 26.2 54.8 37.3 45.0 35.6 71.1 89.2
Ours (NP + SG + EC) 31.4 26.5 55.1 39.3 45.7 35.9 71.5 92.9

Table 5. Ablation study on multi-granularity semantic prompts.
NP: Noun Phrase, SG: Scene Graph, EC: Entire Caption.

Method B@4 M R C Self-BLEU (↓)

MSVD ⇒ MSR-VTT
Direct Top-K 19.7 21.7 50.7 20.9 0.565

Category-aware 19.9 22.1 51.3 19.1 0.432
Category-aware w/ Top-p 20.9 22.8 51.9 23.2 0.419

MSR-VTT ⇒ MSVD
Direct Top-K 21.3 28.2 55.9 34.7 0.598

Category-aware 23.0 28.0 57.6 31.0 0.538
Category-aware w/ Top-p 25.2 29.1 58.7 41.4 0.475

Table 6. Ablation study on retrieval strategies, with metrics for
caption quality and prompt diversity.

Pre-trained VL Model Size VATEX MSR-VTT

B@4 M R C B@4 M R C

CLIP (ViT/B-16) 0.15B 23.8 21.0 44.5 41.4 31.4 26.5 55.1 39.3
GME-Qwen2VL-2B 2.2B 26.3 23.2 46.3 50.9 31.8 26.6 56.1 41.5
GME-Qwen2VL-7B 8.2B 32.7 24.5 49.9 62.2 34.8 28.5 57.7 48.2

Table 7. Impact of different scales of pre-trained vision-language
models on in-domain zero-shot video captioning performance.

CLIP (ViT/B-16) to GME-Qwen2VL-7B [43] increases the
CIDEr score from 39.3% to 48.2%. The improvement is
even more pronounced on VATEX, with CIDEr increasing
from 41.4% to 62.2% (+20.8%). This indicates that our ap-
proach, when supported by larger multimodal models, can
more more effectively retrieves relevant textual elements,
achieving notable gains under a text-only training, visual-
only inference paradigm. The advantage of stronger pre-
trained vision-language models is particularly evident in the
more complex VATEX dataset, highlighting our method’s
potential with even more powerful multimodal models in
the future. See the appendix for a qualitative comparison
of retrieved text units and generated captions across model
scales.

4.5. Qualitative Analysis
Fig. 3 provides a qualitative comparison of the generated
captions from our method and other state-of-the-art ap-
proaches on three example videos. In the first video, our
model precisely identifies the key entity “birthday cake”
from the noun phrase memory bank, and, by leveraging
both the scene graph and entire caption prompts, recognizes
the action “blow out candles” which enables the model to
generate a caption that covers all the essential information.
For the remaining two videos, our three types of prompts

Figure 3. Comparison of generated captions of our method and
other state-of-the-art methods. We emphasize ground-truth im-
portant words and accurate words in our generated descriptions.

continue to work synergistically. Through our designed re-
trieval method, noun phrases and scene graphs provide fun-
damental entities and action details, respectively, while en-
tire captions capture the global context. As a result, our
method produces more comprehensive captions.

5. Conclusion

We propose a novel zero-shot video captioning frame-
work featuring two core innovations. First, our pro-
gressive multi-granularity prompting strategy hierarchically
combines noun phrases (capturing fine-grained entities),
attribute-enriched scene graphs (modeling structured ob-
ject interactions), and entire captions (preserving contextual
coherence) to comprehensively represent visual semantics.
Second, we introduce category-aware retrieval with top-p
filtering, which leverages statistical priors from the train-
ing data for adaptive selection to ensure prompt diversity,
and employs top-p filtering to maintain semantic relevance.
Experiments on MSR-VTT, MSVD, and VATEX achieve
new SoTA results. Ablation studies confirm our design’s ef-
fectiveness and highlight potential for further improvement
with future larger pre-trained vision-language models.
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Appendix

6. Implementation Details
This section provides additional details on our implemen-
tation. We adopt the same model architecture as Multi-
CapCLIP [40], where the text decoder consists of a 6-layer
Transformer [33] with 8 attention heads and a hidden size
of 512. The CLIP (ViT/B-16) [26] model encodes textual
units, which are subsequently processed by a feed-forward
network (FFN) with both input and output dimensions set
to 512 before being fed into the text decoder. During train-
ing, we apply label smoothing with a value of 0.1, while for
inference, we employ beam search with a beam size of 3 to
generate text tokens. All experiments are conducted over
10 epochs using the AdamW [21] optimizer, incorporating
a linear warm-up phase over the first 10% of the training
steps.

The threshold τ for top-p post-processing remains con-
sistent across noun phrases and scene graphs. For in-
domain tasks, the MSR-VTT [38] and MSVD [3] datasets
utilize a peak learning rate of 1 × 10−4, which remains
fixed after the warm-up phase. In contrast, the VATEX [36]
dataset employs a peak learning rate of 5× 10−4, followed
by a linear decay to 0 after the warm-up period. The value
of τ is set to 0.6 for both MSVD and VATEX, and to 0.8 for
MSR-VTT.

In the cross-domain setting, for the MSR-VTT ⇒
MSVD task, the parameters Kp and Kg are configured to
12 and 34, respectively. For the MSVD ⇒ MSR-VTT task,
these parameters are set to 14 and 25, respectively. The
learning rate and scheduler configurations mirror those of
the in-domain tasks, with τ fixed at 0.5 for both cross-
domain tasks.

7. Scene Graph Memory Bank Construction
Algorithm 2 details the process of constructing the en-
hanced scene graph memory bank. It takes the training cap-
tions as input and generates a memory bank consisting of
scene graphs enriched with noun phrases.

8. Classification of Noun Phrase Memory Bank
We first performed unsupervised classification using GPT-
4 [23] on the noun phrase memory bank MNP of MSR-
VTT. Subsequently, the same categories are applied to the
classification process for the MSVD and VATEX datasets.
Tab. 8 presents the eight categories identified by GPT-4, to-
gether with their interpretations. Examples of noun phrases
belonging to each category are provided in the last col-

Algorithm 2: Enhanced Scene Graph Memory Bank
Construction

Input: S: Training captions;
{P(S)}S∈S : Noun phrase sets;
Ng: Frequency threshold
Output:MSG: Enhanced scene graph memory bank

1 Xall ← ∅;
2 for caption S ∈ S do
3 GS ← TextualParser(S);
4 for gi = ⟨subi, predi, obji⟩ ∈ GS do
5 Ai ← {p | p ∈

P(S) ∧ subi is substring of p} ∪ {subi};
6 Bi ← {p | p ∈

P(S) ∧ obji is substring of p} ∪ {obji};
7 Xi ← {⟨a, predi, b⟩ | a ∈ Ai, b ∈ Bi};
8 ES ← BGE(S);
9 EXi ← BGE(Xi);

10 xbest ← argmax
x
j
i∈Xi

cos(ES ,EXi [x
j
i ]);

11 Xall ← Xall ∪ {xbest};
12 end
13 end
14 F ← {(x, count(x ∈ Xall)) | x ∈ Xall};
15 MSG ← Sort(F , by count descending)[0 : Ng − 1];
16 returnMSG

umn. Fig. 4 illustrates the distribution of noun phrases
across these categories in the MSR-VTT, MSVD, and VA-
TEX datasets. As can be observed, object noun phrases con-
sistently dominate across all datasets, followed by singular
people. For the complex VATEX dataset, which contains
more diverse and intricate scenes, place noun phrases also
exhibit a significant presence.

9. Other Ablation Studies

9.1. Impact of Memory Bank Size
As illustrated in Tab. 9, we evaluate the performance of in-
domain zero-shot video captioning with varying sizes of
memory bank of noun phrase and scene graph containing
noun phrases. Following DeCap [16], where the prompt
at the entire caption granularity occupies only one token,
computations during retrieval are considerably simplified.
Therefore, we fix the size of the entire caption memory bank
to the number of captions in the training set. Upon increas-
ing the sizes of both the noun phrase and scene graph mem-
ory bank, we observe improvements across all metrics, with
the enhancement in CIDEr [34] being the most notable. A



Category ID Category Name Category Description Example Noun Phrases

1 Video Overall Description Video types and content descriptions “a talk show”, “sports highlights”, “a music video”
2 Abstract Noun Phrases Noun phrases representing abstract concepts “different types”, “the features”, “beauty”
3 Plural People Nouns representing plural people “some kids”, “two men”, “a band”
4 Personal Pronouns Pronouns referring to people “he”, “us”, “they”
5 Object Noun Phrases Noun phrases representing physical objects “black t-shirt”, “a frying pan”, “a race car”
6 Place Noun Phrases Noun phrases representing different environments “a busy street”, “a basketball court”, “a restaurant”
7 Singular People Noun phrases representing single people “the man”, “a police officer”, “Captain America”
8 Quantifiers & Others Quantifiers and other general terms “one”, “which”, “another”

Table 8. GPT-4-generated Categories for Noun Phrases Memory BankMNP with Example Phrases.

Figure 4. Distribution of Noun Phrases across Different Categories in the MSR-VTT, MSVD, and VATEX Datasets.

Size of Memory Bank VATEX

NP SG B@4 M R C

1000 200,000 23.1 20.6 44.1 37.4
1000 400,000 23.3 21.0 44.2 39.1
3000 400,000 23.8 21.0 44.5 41.4

Table 9. Impact of memory bank size on in-domain captioning,
evaluated on VATEX test set. NP: Noun Phrase, SG: Scene Graph.

larger memory bank suggests a more comprehensive and
enriched knowledge base from the training set, thereby en-
hancing the generalization capability from training to infer-
ence phases.

9.2. Impact of top-K Selection from Memory

During training, we retrieve fixed numbers of elements from
both the noun phrase (NP) and scene graph (SG) memory
banks for each caption, which are then fed into the language
decoder as prefix prompts for reconstruction. As visual-
ized in Fig. 5, our ablation study on MSR-VTT and MSVD
datasets systematically investigates how varying selection
quantities of NP and SG elements affect the CIDEr met-
ric. Notably, the model demonstrates well robustness across

Figure 5. Impact of number of selected elements from noun phrase
and scene graph memory banks on in-domain CIDEr scores. NP:
Noun Phrase, SG: Scene Graph.

different parameter combinations, maintaining consistently
high performance levels. Through grid search optimization,
we ultimately identify top-14 NP with top-19 SG as the op-
timal configuration for MSR-VTT, while top-13 NP paired
with top-16 SG achieves peak performance on MSVD.

9.3. Qualitative Gains from Scaling Multimodal
Models

Building on the quantitative analysis of scaling up pre-
trained multimodal models of the main paper, we present a
qualitative analysis in Fig. 6, visually illustrating the ben-



Figure 6. Comparison of the three granularities of text prompts re-
trieved using different pre-trained multimodal models and the gen-
erated captions, denoted as “Res”. We emphasize ground-truth im-
portant words and accurate words in our generated descriptions.

efits. Compared to CLIP (ViT/B-16), larger models like
GME-Qwen2VL-2B [43] and GME-Qwen2VL-7B [43] re-
trieve more video-relevant textual units from the same
memory bank, leading to more semantically accurate and
detail-rich captions.
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