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Dataset Splits CCA Our objective
split 1 67.1% 77.7%

TACoS split 2 64.9% 78.3%
split 3 63.2% 72.9%
mean 65.1% 76.3%
split 1 36.2% 73.4%

MPII-MD split 2 42.9% 72.5%
split 3 45.7% 69.9%
mean 41.6% 72.0%
split 1 63.1% 81.2%

MEDTEST14 split 2 62.8% 80.9%
split 3 63.6% 81.0%
mean 63.2% 81.0%

Table 2. Comparison our objective with CCA on describing the
present easy task.

from candidates at testing time, ranking loss is more suit-
able for modeling the problem.

Analysis of sentence and phrase weight. We lever-
age semantic meanings of sentences and phrases. Here we
demonstrate how could leveraging two levels of representa-
tion help answer questions. In Figure ??, we show a sim-
ple case where “A man dribbles a basketball over a bridge
in NYC and then others play basketball in outdoor courts”.
Note that the candidates are “basketball”, “football”, “ten-
nis”, and it is easier to answer questions based on words
directly. However, if the candidates are long phrases, for
example the questions is “He is .”, it would be bene-
ficial to use sentence descriptions.

We quantitatively analysis how weight affect perfor-
mance and results is shown on Figure ??. We can see that
sentences weigh more than phrases. We believe it is be-
cause our visual features represent more global abstraction,
specific objects might be overlooked in some cases.

Our visual model outperforms a ConvNets model. We
demonstrate our visual model can generate good video rep-
resentations by comparing with a strong baseline - averag-
ing frame level features from GoogLeNet model. We sim-
ply plug our visual features with representation from our en-
coder or GoogLeNet. Note that the comparison is quite rea-
sonable as both features are with same dimension of 1024
and we use the same transformation layer and same hyper
parameters during training. We conduct comparisons on the
task of describing the represent for hard setting, results are
shown in Table 3.

Our encoder-decoder model performs better than Con-
vNets as averaging all frames level features would loss tem-
poral information across frames. For completeness, we also
report results of our model on hard setting for the task of
describing the present in Table 4,

5.2. Evaluation of inferring past and future

Results of our model on past and future modeling are
shown on Table 5. It shows our encoder is capable of rea-
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Datasets Splits CNN Average Our model
split 1 63.0% 65.5%

TACoS split 2 65.8% 69.7%
split 3 64.2% 68.3%
mean 64.3% 67.8%
split 1 55.3% 59.6%

MPII-MD split 2 53.2% 56.2%
split 3 57.1% 58.7%
mean 55.2% 58.2%
split 1 72.1% 77.6%

MEDTEST 14 split 2 72.9% 76.5%
split 3 71.8% 77.4%
mean 72.3% 77.2%

Table 3. Comparison between CNN average and GRU average on
present hard task.

Split 1 Split 2 Split 3 Mean
TACoS 78.5% 81.9% 79.1% 79.8%
MPII-MD 75.1% 73.4% 71.5% 73.3%
MEDTEST14 83.1% 82.2% 81.4% 82.2%

Table 4. Result of our model on task of describing the present on
easy setting

soning context. We visualize part of the experiment results
of our full model in Figure 6 and some wrong answers are
shown as well. Note that hard questions are difficult to an-
swer due to more candidates and the candidates are more
related.

Another observation is that our model can achieve better
result for future prediction than past inferring. We give our
hypothesis here but explore in the future. For future predic-
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