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Abstract

Video captioning aims to generate comprehensive and coher-
ent descriptions of the video content, contributing to the ad-
vancement of both video understanding and generation. How-
ever, existing methods often suffer from motion-detail imbal-
ance, as models tend to overemphasize one aspect while ne-
glecting the other. This imbalance results in incomplete cap-
tions, which in turn leads to a lack of consistency in video
understanding and generation. To address this issue, we pro-
pose solutions from two aspects: 1) Data aspect: We con-
structed the Harmonizing Motion-Detail 270K (HMD-270K)
dataset through a two-stage pipeline: Motion-Detail Fusion
(MDF) and Fine-Grained Examination (FGE). 2) Optimiza-
tion aspect: We introduce the Caption Set Equivalence Re-
ward (CSER) based on Group Relative Policy Optimization
(GRPO). CSER enhances completeness and accuracy in cap-
turing both motion and details through unit-to-set matching
and bidirectional validation. Based on the HMD-270K super-
vised fine-tuning and GRPO post-training with CSER, we de-
veloped OwlCap, a powerful video captioning Multi-modal
Large Language Model (MLLM) with motion-detail balance.
Experimental results demonstrate that OwlCap achieves sig-
nificant improvements compared to baseline models on two
benchmarks: the detail-focused VDC (+4.2 Acc) and the
motion-focused DREAM-1K (+4.6 F1).

Code/Dataset — https://github.com/clzhongg/OwlCap

Introduction

Video captioning is intended to generate comprehensive
and detailed descriptions based on video content. Compared
with image captioning, video captioning must depict static
details while simultaneously capturing temporal motion spe-
cific to video. It has become an important research domain in
Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) whose ad-
vances significantly impact other fields, including stream-
ing video understanding (Xiong et al. 2025), text-to-video
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Figure 1: Video captioning encourages capturing both mo-
tion and detail. Qualitative (a) and quantitative (b) compar-
isons show that OwlCap manages to cover both aspects.

generation (Bar-Tal et al. 2024), and video editing (Chai
et al. 2023). With the development of MLLMs, some stud-
ies (Chai et al. 2025; Yuan et al. 2025) have focused on im-
proving performance in video captioning across two key di-
mensions: detail and motion. AuroraCap (Chai et al. 2025)
enhances detail extraction capabilities by retraining on task-
specific datasets, generating more detailed captions com-
pared to traditional video captioning models. Tarsier (Wang
et al. 2024) strengthens motion and event capture in video
modalities via large-scale pre-training and 150K human-
annotated action-oriented video captions. However, while
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Figure 2: Pipeline for HMD-270K and OwlCap creation.

enhancing one aspect, they often overlook the other, opti-
mizing for either detail characterization or motion capture
in isolation, rather than achieving joint optimization of both
dimensions: (1) as shown in Figure 1(a), Tarsier typically fo-
cuses on outputting motion information in videos, while Au-
roraCap emphasizes detail presentation, both neglecting the
other aspect; (2) as illustrated in Figure 1(b), existing models
tend to excel in specific benchmarks: Tarsier performs well
on the motion-focused DREAM-1K benchmark (Wang et al.
2024), while AuroraCap excels on the detail-focused Video
Detailed Captions (VDC) benchmark (Chai et al. 2025). In
summary, existing MLLMs fail to balance motion and de-
tail in video captioning. This imbalance results in incom-
plete captions, which in turn leads to a lack of consistency
in video understanding and generation.

To address this, as shown in Figure 2, we optimize
motion-detail from two aspects:

1) Data aspect: We collect videos from various open-
source datasets and construct the Harmonizing Motion-
Detail 270K (HMD-270K) dataset using a two-stage
pipeline. First, Motion-Detail Fusion (MDF) leverages dis-
tinct MLLMs to separately extract motion and detail infor-
mation, then integrates them into a fused caption. Second,
Fine-Grained Examination (FGE) validates captions by de-
composing them into units for individual verification. As
shown in Table 1, we calculated words and verbs per second
of video in each dataset, and used these statistics to reflect
the granularity of detail and motion in the captions. Based
on these two statistics, we designed a Motion-Detail Bal-
ance (MDB) to measure the balance of the datasets. These
data indicate that HMD-270K contains more balanced and
comprehensive motion-detail descriptions.

2) Optimization aspect: We first perform Supervised Fine-
Tuning (SFT) using the HMD-270K dataset, enabling the
model to acquire motion-detail balance capabilities through
training on this dataset. Furthermore, we introduce the Cap-
tion Set Equivalence Reward (CSER) based on the Group
Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al. 2024).
Guided by set equivalence theory (Cantor 1874), CSER en-
courages the model to pursue completeness and correctness
of captions through a unit-to-set matching and bidirectional
validation strategy, thereby harmonizing the capture of mo-
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tion and detail information. Compared with VideoCap-R1’s
Event Score (Meng et al. 2025), which evaluates the single-
sided ground-truth event entailed by the predicted caption,
CSER adopts a more fine-grained and bidirectional approach
to optimize both correctness and completeness of captions.

Based on HMD-270K SFT and CSER, we develop Owl-
Cap, a powerful video captioning MLLM that captures
both motion and detail information in videos. As shown
in Figure 1(b), OwlCap outperforms in both the motion-
focused DREAM-1K and the detail-focused VDC bench-
marks simultaneously, achieving an accuracy of 46.8% on
VDC_ Detail and a Recall of 35.3% on DREAM-1K. Fur-
thermore, OwlCap outperforms existing video captioning
methods in the Text-to-Video (T2V) generation task. Our
key contributions are summarized as follows:

* We introduce HMD-270K, a large-scale dataset com-
prising 270K video-caption pairs that contain compre-
hensive motion-detail information, constructed via a
designed two-stage pipeline.

To address the lack of fine-grained modeling in video
captioning methods, we introduce CSER, a reward
function that employs unit-to-set matching and bidirec-
tional validation to optimize completeness and correct-
ness of generated captions.

We propose OwlCap, which uses HMD-270K SFT and
reinforcement learning with CSER, to enable balance
motion-detail caption generation, and our approach
outperforms all existing models on mainstream video
captioning benchmarks.

Related Work
Video Captioning

Traditional video captions generate a brief text to summa-
rize the main content of a video (Yan et al. 2022; Yang
et al. 2023). With the advancement of MLLMs, achiev-
ing more comprehensive and coherent video captioning has
emerged as a key direction for model optimization (Chen
et al. 2024; Yang et al. 2024; Chai et al. 2025). For instance,
ShareGPT4Video (Chen et al. 2024) leverages detailed
video captions generated by GPT-4V and trains the model
using a differential video captioning strategy, enabling it to
better describe detailed information. Taesier (Wang et al.
2024) undergoes pre-training on 40 million video-text pairs
and further fine-tunes with 150K manually annotated event-
focused data, thereby enhancing the model’s motion ability.
However, these studies fail to effectively balance motion and
detail. In contrast, our work addresses this issue by gener-
ating large-scale motion-detail balance video-caption pairs
through a two-stage pipeline and designing a dedicated cap-
tion reward for video captioning.

Reinforcement learning for MLLMs

Recently, numerous studies have begun exploring the appli-
cation of reinforcement learning to multimodal tasks (Liu
etal. 2025; Feng et al. 2025; Li et al. 2025): Visual-RFT (Liu
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Figure 3: Pipeline for generating high-quality video captions that simultaneously accommodate motion and detail information.

et al. 2025) employs a GRPO-based strategy for various vi-
sual perception tasks, improving model performance under
limited data. Similar efforts have emerged in the video un-
derstanding domain. Video-R1 (Feng et al. 2025) utilizes
temporal-based T-GRPO in multiple video tasks, enhanc-
ing the model’s video understanding capability by integrat-
ing GRPO with temporal information. VideoCap-R1 (Meng
et al. 2025) attempts to use event coverage as a reward func-
tion to improve video caption quality, but its calculation
method is overly simplistic, failing to adequately verify the
correctness and completeness of captions. Our work further
optimizes the model’s captioning ability based on GRPO
through more fine-grained unit division and more accurate
calculation of rewards for correctness and completeness.

HMD-270K Dataset

We introduce a new dataset for video captioning, Harmo-
nizing Motion-Detail (HMD-270K), which contains 270K
video-caption pairs capturing both video motions and de-
tailed descriptions. We will first introduce the dataset collec-
tion, then illustrate the construction pipeline of HMD-270K,
and finally present its statistics.

Dataset Collection

To ensure the diversity of the dataset, we take both dy-
namic and static information of videos into account dur-
ing the video collection process. Following Tarsier2-Recap-
585K (Yuan et al. 2025), we collected a large pool of videos
drawn from the open-source datasets such as WebVid-
10M (Bain et al. 2021), ActivityNet (Krishna et al. 2017),
and Ego4D (Grauman et al. 2022). These datasets cover
multiple domains, including wildlife, movies, cooking,
sports, news, and TV programs, providing a solid founda-
tion for understanding various real-world scenarios. Note
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that the videos used in the evaluation benchmark are not
included in the HMD-270K.

Dataset Construction Pipeline

As shown in Figure 3, we designed an information fusion
and filtering pipeline that leverages open-source video cap-
tioning MLLMs to generate motion-detail balanced captions
through Motion-Detail Fusion (MDF) and Fine-Grained Ex-
amination (FGE) stages. The MDF stage completes the cap-
tions, while the FGE stage verifies their accuracy.
Motion-Detail Fusion Stage. The defining characteristic
of video captioning lies in two aspects: compared with
image captioning, videos contain comprehensive temporal-
related motion information specific to video; Furthermore,
video captioning requires detailed descriptions of static
elements—including object attributes, environmental fea-
tures, and scene ambiance. To optimize these aspects dur-
ing dataset construction, as shown in Figure 3, we first in-
put the video into the motion-oriented MLLM Tarsier (Wang
et al. 2024). Guided by a prompt designed to focus on tem-
poral motion description, we generate a caption centered on
temporal motion. After generation, this motion-focused cap-
tion and the original video are jointly fed into the general
multimodal large model Qwen2.5-VL-72B (Bai et al. 2025).
Through a prompt that guides it to supplement static details,
we ultimately generate a video caption that simultaneously
contains temporal motion and static details.

Fine-Grained Examination Stage. Compared to other
video understanding tasks, video captioning requires de-
scribing all video elements. This makes it highly challeng-
ing to directly use MLLMs to determine whether a gener-
ated caption aligns with the video content. To address this,
we design a dedicated “examination” to evaluate the consis-
tency between the generated caption and the video content.



Words Verbs
Dataset Per second Per second MDB 1
Panda-70M 1.5 0.2 0.22
ShareGPT4Video 10.7 1.3 0.54
Vript 13.0 1.4 0.50
Tarsier-585K 52 0.8 0.49
HMD-270K 13.9 2.0 0.68

Table 1: Comparison of different video caption datasets.
MDB stands for Motion-Detail Balance, its formula and de-
tailed introduction can be found in “Data Statistics”.
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Figure 4: Word cloud (left) and length distribution (right) of
captions in HMD-270K.

As illustrated in Figure 3, we decompose the video caption
into indivisible units and validate each unit against the video
using the Judge Model (InternVL2.5-78B in our pipeline).
The motivation behind FGE stems from the fact that this de-
composition reduces ambiguity and markedly enhances the
transparency and interpretability (Ye et al. 2025). Lastly, we
set a 90% unit accuracy (Unit Acc) threshold to filter video-
caption pairs and address two challenges: subjective cap-
tions (e.g., “exuding a warm atmosphere”) causing inconsis-
tent judgments, and ambiguous video targets (e.g., ’speak-
ing” vs. “arguing”) that cannot be clearly distinguished from
frames alone. This threshold provides model fault tolerance.

Data Statistics

The HMD-270K dataset, constructed via a two-stage
pipeline, captures both motion and detailed information in
videos. Table 1 provides statistics on the number of words
and verbs per second for various video captioning datasets,
indicating the comprehensiveness of their descriptions of
motion and detail. To quantify the balance between motion
and detail, we introduced the Motion-Detail Balance (MDB)
metric, calculated using the following formula:

MDB:(l—w_” )
w4+ v

) : IOg(w + 1) )
where w and v denote the number of caption words and
verbs per second, respectively. MDB comprehensively ac-
counts for both Motion and Detail in captions. Specifically,
(1 — 775) measures the proportion of motion-related words
relative to the total number of words, while log(w-+ 1) quan-

tifies the level of detail using a logarithmic scale. Figure 4
(left) illustrates the balanced distribution of words related to
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motion (red color) and detail (green color). Figure 4 (right)
depicts the length distribution of captions in HMD-270K,
which follows a normal distribution with a mean length of
approximately 200 words.

Methodology

To further alleviate the issues of omissions and incorrect
outputs in captioning motions and details by MLLMs us-
ing the HMD-270K dataset, inspired by reinforcement learn-
ing (RL), we designed a Caption Set Equivalence Reward
(CSER) based on the GRPO algorithm to improve caption
correctness and completeness.

Group Relative Policy Optimization

GRPO (Shao et al. 2024) is a variant of Proximal Policy Op-
timization (PPO) (Schulman et al. 2017), a policy gradient-
based RL algorithm. Unlike PPO, GRPO estimates advan-
tages by comparing candidate answers, without relying on a
critic model. Specifically, for a given query ¢;, GRPO gener-
ates multiple distinct candidate outputs {01, 02,03, ...,0,}
based on the current policy mg,,. These outputs are then
evaluated using a predefined reward function to obtain cor-
responding rewards 71,72, ...,7,. The relative quality A;
of these candidate answers is determined by calculating the
mean and standard deviation of these rewards:

r; —mean ({ry,...,m,})
std({r1,...,mn})
GRPO encourages the model to prioritize the responses with

higher advantages within the group by updating the policy
mp using the following clipped surrogate objective:

A= 2

G

JGRP()(Q) = qu{oi} |:é Z (min (MAZ,7

im1 T4 (0ilq)
clip (M 1—e 14 e> Ai)
T0o1a (0ilq)

- 5D (rollme) )|

3

where E means the expectation operation, G Denotes the
number of group, clip(-, 1 — ¢, 1 + ¢) is the clipping function
that restricts the input value to the interval [1 —¢, 1 +¢]. Dgp.
Stands for Kullback-Leibler Divergence between the new
and the reference (old) policies to stabilize updates.

Caption Set Equivalence Reward

The reward function is crucial in reinforcement learning,
guiding the model’s optimization direction (as shown in
Equations (2) and (3)). To address overlooked video ele-
ments and erroneous descriptions in video captioning, we
developed the Caption Set Equivalence Reward (CSER)
functions. CSER is an elegant approach that ensures the
correctness and completeness of the predicted captions by
leveraging the set equivalence theory (Cantor 1874), which
means that for every element in one set, there is exactly
one corresponding element in the other set, and vice versa.
Specifically, we introduce two components: Correctness
Score ensures that units of the predicted caption set match
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Figure 5: Caption reinforcement fine-tuning with GRPO.

the GT caption set, thereby preventing erroneous outputs.
Meanwhile, Completeness Score ensures that units of the
GT caption set are fully represented in the predicted caption
set, guaranteeing full coverage of GT information. Together,
these scores encourage semantic equivalence between the
predicted and GT captions through a unit-to-set matching
and bidirectional validation strategy, thereby ensuring the
model accurately captures all video elements and matches
the captions precisely to the video content.

As shown in Figure 5, aligned with the Fine-Grained Ex-
amination stage in the HMD-270K construction pipeline, we
decompose both the predicted and GT captions into min-
imal semantic units using the Qwen3-32B large language
model. This decomposition follows the principle of break-
ing down descriptions into irreducible semantic elements.
After decomposition, the predicted caption is represented
as a sequence of prediction units: Uy, Us, ..., U,, while the
GT caption is transformed into a sequence of GT fact units:
I, Fs, ..., F,,. We then assess the generation quality using
two scores based on the concept of set equivalence:

* Correctness Score: Measured by the matching accu-
racy between predicted units and the entire GT Caption.
If a single predicted unit fails to match the GT Caption
as a whole, it indicates that the unit contains informa-
tion irrelevant to the video content, thereby reducing
the overall accuracy of the generated caption.

Completeness Score: Calculated as the proportion of
GT facts covered by the entire predicted caption. If a
fact in the GT is not covered by the predicted caption
as a whole, it signifies that this key part of the video
content is not described, thus reducing the overall com-
pleteness of the generated caption.

The specific formulas are as follows:
Z?:1 H(Ui € Cgt)

Scar'r‘ectness = ) (4)
n
Zm: H(F' eC red)
Scompleteness = =1 7; £ ) (5)

where C),..q and Cy; denote the predicted caption and
the ground truth caption, respectively; Scorrectness and
Scompleteness denote the Correctness Score and Complete-
ness Score; n and m represent the number of units and facts,
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respectively. We use the Qwen3-32B model to assess the rel-
evance of units to the GT caption and the coverage of facts
by the predicted caption. Notably, we encourage semantic
equivalence rather than strict equality (Halmos 1960) be-
tween the predicted and GT caption sets, which aligns with
RL optimization goals.

Training Processes

We adopted Qwen2.5-VL-7B as the base model, with the
training process divided into two phases: Supervised Fine-
Tuning (SFT) and reinforcement learning training. In the
first phase, we performed SFT on the HMD-270K dataset,
enabling the model to balance motion and detail better. In
the second phase, we selected 6K samples from the HMD-
270K dataset, all of which achieved 100% unit accuracy.
These samples were then used as the training set for GRPO.
This stage of training aims to optimize the model’s correct-
ness and completeness, facilitating the generation of higher-
quality video captions. The final reward function for GRPO-
based training combines multiple scoring components:

(6)

The format score Sgoma 1S to enable the model to output
responses in the format we desire.

Reward = Sformal + Scorrectness + Scompleteness-

Experiments
Experiment Setups

Implementation details. During video training, the sam-
pling frame rate is fixed at 2 FPS. In the SFT phase, we
adopt the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of le-5, us-
ing a global batch size of 64 for one epoch of training, which
takes approximately 26 hours. For the GRPO phase, fol-
lowing Video-R1 (Feng et al. 2025), we set 5 = 0.001 for
the KL penalty. Each machine utilizes 6 GPUs for training
and 2 dedicated GPUs for reward inference, with a global
batch size of 24. Training for one epoch in this phase takes
about 35 hours. All experiments are implemented on 32 H20
(96GB) GPUs.

Benchmarks. We evaluate our model using two mainstream
benchmark datasets: Video Detailed Captions (VDC) (Chai
et al. 2025) and DREAM-1K (Wang et al. 2024). The VDC
benchmark, comprising over 1,000 videos, rigorously eval-
uates detailed video caption quality, focusing on character-
izing video details. DREAM-1K assesses models’ ability to
capture fine-grained actions and events, emphasizing accu-
rate motion descriptions. For fair comparison, all benchmark
tests and metrics are strictly implemented according to the
original code from the papers, and comparative model data
is sourced from official leaderboards. We further conduct
experiments on the T2V-oriented VidCapBench-AE (Chen
et al. 2025) and the fine-grained CaReBench (Xu et al. 2024)
to demonstrate generalizability.

Main Results

Result on video captioning. We conducted a compre-
hensive evaluation of OwlCap across two distinct bench-
marks, comparing its performance with that of other gen-
eral MLLMs and specialized video captioning MLLMs.



Model Average Detailed Camera Short Background Object
(Acc / Score) (Acc / Score) (Acc / Score) (Acc / Score) (Acc / Score) (Acc / Score)

Video Caption MLLMs

ShareGPT4Video-8B (Chen et al. 2024)| 36.2/1.9 35.6/1.8 33.3/1.8 39.1/1.9 35.8/1.8 37.1/1.9
Vriptor (Yang et al. 2024) 37.7/2.0 38.5/2.0 37.6/2.0 38.4/2.0 37.1/1.9 37.0/1.9
AuroraCap-7B (Chai et al. 2025) 38.2/2.0 41.3/2.1 43.5/2.3 32.1/1.7 35.9/1.8 39.0/2.0
Tarsier-7B (Wang et al. 2024) 40.2/2.1 38.3/2.1 42.6/2.3 41.7/2.2 36.4/1.9 42.2/2.2
VideoCap-R1-7B (Meng et al. 2025) 43.0/2.3 43.8/2.4 41.7/2.3 35.2/1.9 47.2/2.5 47.0/2.5
General MLLM

VILA-v1.5-8B (Lin et al. 2024) 40.5/2.1 42.8/2.2 39.7/2.1 39.3/2.0 39.8/2.1 40.9/2.1
VideoChat2-7B (Li et al. 2024b) 36.5/1.9 40.5/2.1 31.9/1.7 40.2/2.1 34.9/1.8 34.9/1.8
InternVL-v2-8B (Cai et al. 2024) 33.7/2.0 34.9/1.8 39.12.1 33.0/1.7 37.5/1.9 44.2/2.2
LLaVA-OneVision-7B (Li et al. 2024a) | 38.8/2.0 41.8/2.2 37.6/2.0 41.6/2.1 34.3/1.8 38.8/2.0
LLaVa-Video-7B (Zhang et al. 2024) 39.0/2.0 35.0/1.8 46.1/2.3 32.8/1.7 37.6/1.9 46.2/2.4
Video-R1-7B (Feng et al. 2025) 43.9/2.3 45.6/2.4 42.7/2.2 44.5/2.3 40.6/2.1 45.9/2.3
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (Bai et al. 2025) 42.712.2 43.4/2.3 41.3/2.2 42.2/2.3 41.4/2.1 45.2/2.3
OwlCap-7B 46.9/2.4 46.8/2.4 46.9/2.5 47.0/2.4 46.5/2.4 47.1/2.5

Table 2: Quantitative comparison with 12 cutting-edge competitors on the VDC benchmark. Best results in bold, second-best
in underlined. Qwen2.5-VL-7B serves as the baseline. Higher values indicate better performance for all metrics.

Overall
Model FI  Recall
Video Caption MLLMs
ShareGPT4Video (Chen et al. 2024) 19.5 15.4
AuroraCap-7B (Chai et al. 2025) 20.8 18.1
Tarsier-7B (Wang et al. 2024) 34.6 30.2
VideoCap-R1-7B (Meng et al. 2025) 34.2 34.7
General MLLM
VILA-v1.5-8B (Lin et al. 2023) 29.9 25.8
VideoChat2-7B (Li et al. 2023) 26.6 23.3
InternVL2-8B (Cai et al. 2024) 26.9 24.7
LLaVa-OneVision (Li et al. 2024a) 31.7 294
LLaVA-Video-7B (Zhang et al. 2024) | 32.5 284
Video-R1-7B (Feng et al. 2025) 333 34.5
Qwen2.5-VL-7B (Bai et al. 2025) 30.1 29.7
OwlCap 34.7 353

Table 3: Evaluation results on DREAM-1K benchmark.

As clearly illustrated in Table 2, OwlCap, after undergo-
ing the two-stage training process leveraging the HMD-
270K dataset, has achieved a visible improvement in ev-
ery aspect of the VDC benchmark when compared to the
baseline model. Meanwhile, it also outperforms the exist-
ing general-purpose MLLMs and video captioning MLLMs,
demonstrating OwlCap’s advantage in detailed description.
Similarly, as presented in Table 3, within the DREAM-1K
benchmark, which focuses on motion description, OwlCap
has also achieved a significant improvement compared to the
Baseline. This consistent performance enhancement further
serves to validate the effectiveness of OwlICap.

Validating video captioning models via T2V evaluation.
To further validate OwlCap’s performance, we conducted
additional evaluations using the T2V task, a downstream
application of video captioning. Specifically, we collected
200 videos (5-30 seconds long) from Pixabay and used Tar-
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Model SSMI 1 PSNR 1 FID |
Tarsier-7B 0.30 28.45 242.35
AuroraCap-7B 0.27 25.97 261.45
VideoCap-R1-7B 0.30 28.60 240.72
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.29 28.02 245.09
OwlCap 0.33 29.32 231.60

Table 4: Comparison of model caption effects on T2V task.

sier, AuroraCap, VideoCap-R1, Qwen2.5-VL-7B, and Owl-
Cap to generate captions. These captions were then fed into
HunyuanVideo (Kong et al. 2024) to generate corresponding
videos. Subsequently, we compared each generated video
with its corresponding reference by uniformly sampling 30
frames from both and then computing the evaluation met-
rics—SSIM, PSNR, and FID—on these aligned frames. As
shown in Table 4, OwlCap demonstrated advantages in the
T2V task: videos generated from its captions exhibited no-
tably higher quality than those from competing models.

Ablation Studies

Effect of MDF and FGE. To validate the effectiveness
of two stages in the HMD-270K construction, we selected
4K videos from the HMD-270K and generated correspond-
ing captions using Tarsier (the motion-oriented model) and
Qwen2.5-VL-72B (the detail-completion model) for com-
parative analysis. Inspired by (Yan et al. 2024), we evaluated
the Motion and Detail Scores of captions using GPT-40 with
specific instructions. As shown in Table 5, the captions gen-
erated after Motion-Detail Fusion achieved higher scores in
both motion and detail dimensions. For Unit Acc, we use
GPT-40 in place of InternVL2.5-78B as the judge model for
evaluation. The initial performance in Unit Acc was unsatis-
factory. After optimization through Fine-Grained Examina-
tion, Unit Acc improved, along with enhancements in both



| Motion Score Detail Score | Unit Acc

Tarsier 7.32 6.15 -
Qwen2.5-VL-72B 6.99 6.36 -
MDF 7.80 7.02 78.93
FGE 7.92 7.13 96.54

Method ‘ Train ‘ VDC DREAM-1K
Time | Acc Score F1 Recall
Baseline - 44.8 2.31 31.9 32.1
+ Event Score | +33h | 452 233 | 32.7 33.2
+ CSER +35h | 46.9 243 | 347 353

Table 5: Impact of the MDF and FGE in HMD-270K con-
struction pipeline.

HMD Reward VvDC DREAM-1K
SFT | Com. Cor. | Acc Score F1 Recall
427 221 30.1 29.7
N 448 231 31.9 32.1
v 435 227 | 320 31.7
v 437 226 | 31.7 31.3
v v 442 229 | 327 329
v v 459 234 | 335 33.9
v v 46.2 235 | 337 34.0
v v v 46.9 243 | 347 353

Table 6: Contribution of HMD-270K (HMD) SFT, Com-
pleteness (Com.), and Correctness (Cor.) score rewards.

47| Acc of VDC_Average
46
45
44
+SFT+CSER
43| 427, —o— +SFT

0% 1% 10% 30% 70%

HMD-270K dataset subset

100%

Figure 6: Impact of different ratios in the HMD-270K.

Motion Score and Detail Score.

Effect of HMD-270K and caption score in CSER. Abla-
tion experiments in Table 6 demonstrate how HMD-270K
and the correctness and completeness scores in CSER boost
video captioning. Key findings include: (i) First-stage SFT
training alone offers limited gains; (ii) RL training without
prior SFT on HMD-270K also yields minimal improvement;
whereas (iii) using the SFT-trained model as the base for RL
achieves significant performance enhancements.
Comparison of other Caption reward. To compare CSER
with the Event Score in VideoCap-R1 (Meng et al. 2025).
We conducted comparative experiments under the same base
model. As shown in Table 7, we used the model fine-tuned
on HMD-270K via SFT as the baseline, tested the perfor-
mance of the model on the VDC and DREAM-1K after
adding Event Score training. The results indicate that Event
Score achieves significant gains on DREAM-1K but only
limited improvements on VDC. In contrast, CSER consis-
tently outperforms Event Score across all metrics.
Performance of diverse base models. OwlCap is compat-
ible with multiple Qwen-family models. To investigate the
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Table 7: Comparisons of different caption reward. Event
Score is the caption reward proposed in VideoCap-R1.

Model VDC DREAM-1K
Acc Score |Fl Recall
Qwen2-VL-7B  [39.8 2.1 29.6 26.3
OwlCap 45.2(+5.4) 2.4(+03) | 34.4(+4.8) 34.7(+8.4)
Qwen2.5-VL-3B [41.1 2.1 293 28.9
OwlCap 45.7(+4.6) 2.3(+0.2) | 32.5(+32) 33.3(+44)
Qwen2.5-VL-7B [42.7 2.2 30.1 29.7
OwlCap 46.9+4.2) 2.4+0.2) | 34.7(+4.6) 35.3(+5.6)

Table 8: OwlCap performance with Qwen family models.

impact of different base models on OwlCap, we present
the performance of OwlCap equipped with Qwen2-VL-7B,
Qwen2.5-VL-3B, and Qwen2.5-VL-7B in Table 8. It can be
clearly seen that, OwlCap consistently outperforms the base-
lines on both the VDC and DREAM-1K benchmarks, high-
lighting its stability and effectiveness.

Ablation study about different data sizes. Figure 6 shows
the impact of different subsets of HMD-270K with vary-
ing proportions on OwlCap. We highlight two key find-
ings: first, the performance improvements become increas-
ingly marginal as the data radio grows; second, SFT training
serves as the foundation that enables the subsequent GRPO
phase based on CSER to yield further improvements.

Conclusion

The primary purpose of this paper is to explore how to en-
hance the quality of video descriptions in video caption-
ing task. We observe that existing methods struggle to si-
multaneously capture both dynamic actions and fine-grained
details in videos. To address this challenge, we propose a
video captioning dataset, Harmonizing Motion-Detail 270K
(HMD-270K) via a two-stage pipeline. This framework in-
tegrates a Motion-Detail Fusion (MDF) and a Fine-Grained
Examination (FGE), to synthesize and refine video cap-
tions. Furthermore, to fully leverage the potential of HMD-
270K, we introduce a Group Relative Policy Optimization
(GRPO)-based reinforcement learning strategy, enhanced
with a Caption Set Equivalence Reward (CSER), to improve
the correctness and completeness of video captioning capa-
bilities for MLLMs. By leveraging HMD-270K for SFT pre-
training and GRPO post-training with CSER, we develop
OwlCap, a model that effectively captures both motion dy-
namics and detailed descriptions in videos, overcoming the
inherent caption-bias limitation in conventional approaches.
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