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Abstract: We propose a robot learning method for communicating, planning, and
executing a wide range of tasks, dubbed This&That. We achieve robot planning
for general tasks by leveraging the power of video generative models trained on
internet-scale data containing rich physical and semantic context. In this work, we
tackle three fundamental challenges in video-based planning: 1) unambiguous task
communication with simple human instructions, 2) controllable video generation
that respects user intents, and 3) translating visual planning into robot actions. We
propose language-gesture conditioning to generate videos, which is both simpler
and clearer than existing language-only methods, especially in complex and uncer-
tain environments. We then suggest a behavioral cloning design that seamlessly
incorporates the video plans. This&That demonstrates state-of-the-art effectiveness
in addressing the above three challenges, and justifies the use of video generation
as an intermediate representation for generalizable task planning and execution.
Project website: https://cfeng16.github.io/this-and-that/.
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Figure 1: Video generation for robot planning. Using the same initial frame, our video diffusion
model can effectively generate various action sequences, each conditioned on different pairs of
gestures and text prompts. Our approach accommodates simple deictic language such as this and that.

1 Introduction
When we instruct other people to perform a task, we often point to the targets and say things like:

“Give me that glass.”, or “Put this there.”. Such simple language-gesture instructions can be more
effective in communicating tasks than verbally describing them without gestures. For example, a
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verbal instruction – “Give me the blue glass located on the third row of the wooden cabinet.”– can
be verbose and ambiguous. The combination of pointing gestures and diectic words such as “this”
and “that” is convenient and clear at the same time, so it is used widely across cultures. Wouldn’t it
be amazing if we could control robots on a wide range of tasks using these simple language-gesture
commands? Through this work, we strive to achieve exactly that.

Our proposed framework, dubbed This&That, includes a controllable video generation module and a
video-driven robot execution module. We build our video generator on top of a recent large-scale,
open-vocabulary text-to-video diffusion models [1], which we fine-tune to adapt to our robotics
setups. Our refined video diffusion model (VDM) is conditioned on input language describing the
task using deictic words such as “this” and “there,” as well as input gestures represented as the 2D
locations in the first frame image corresponding to the language. We introduce novel techniques to
effectively incorporate the multi-modal conditionings, leading to SOTA-quality videos that closely
align with human intentions even for uncertain tasks in complex scenes.

Inspired by recent developments, we consider the video generator as a generalizable planner that
envisions the change of environment for a wide range of tasks. Here, the predicted video is a guide
for robot actions, and the execution module only has to follow the predicted video. Unlike existing
video-based approaches that either simplify the action space [2] or devise special inverse dynamics
models [3], we incorporate the ability to follow video predictions into well-established behavioral
cloning (BC) architectures such as the Action Chunking Transformer [4]. Our BC-based execution
module efficiently cross-attends to the video frames to unify video-based planning and manipulation.

We conduct experiments on the Bridge video datasets [5, 6] and IsaacGym simulation datasets, where
we deploy virtual robot policy rollouts. Our experiments include a wide range of open-vocabulary
tasks within complex and uncertain environments. The results demonstrate that our This&That
framework produces higher quality videos with superior alignment to user intentions than prior works.
Our behavioral cloning experiments in simulation environments show the benefits of our proposed
language-gesture commands and further justify the use of conditional video predictions for multi-task
policy learning. Overall, we claim the following two contributions:

• We propose language-gesture interactions with robots to achieve simple yet effective human-robot
communication. Moreover, we develop language-gesture conditioned video generation techniques
that lead to high-quality video-based planning that better aligns with user intentions than previous
language-only methods.

• We devise a video-conditioned behavioral cloning architecture to integrate the generated video
predictions with live observations for multi-task robot policy learning.

2 Related work

2.1. Imitation Learning: Imitation learning is a technique to learn robotic behavior from expert
demonstration. Behavior cloning (BC) casts this task as supervised learning, where the aim is to train
a policy to directly mimic the expert’s actions. Recently, BC has demonstrated strong performance
in learning complex, dextrous robot skills [7, 8, 4, 9, 10]. While some BC policies rely solely on
the robot’s state, adding goal information to the policy allows the robot to disambiguate between
tasks [11]. Goals can be expressed as language instruction [9, 12, 13, 14, 15], images [16], or even
sketches [17]. When visual goals are expressed as a single image, as in [18, 9, 19], the goals can be
ambiguous and the models have a tendency to overfit. Instead, we represent goals as a dense sequence
of images, predicted by a video diffusion model. By providing intermediate goal information, we
find this formulation to better aid the policy to actually reach the long-term goal.

2.2. Video Diffusion Models: A Video Diffusion Model (VDM) aims to generate temporally
consistent and high-fidelity videos [20, 21, 22] that align the provided conditions, which may include
image [23], text [24], audio [25], segmentation [26, 27, 28], camera pose [29, 30], and human
pose [31, 32] and so on. These conditions can be combined to facilitate highly controllable video
generation outcomes.
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In VDM, significant attention has been given to motion and camera control. MotionCtrl [33] intro-
duces object motion control by learning sparse optical flow change and a self-attention mechanism
in the temporal layers to learn camera motion. DragAnything [26] and Follow-Your-Click [27]
leverage segmentation masks to identify target objects and provide complete trajectory data to each
frame during training, thus controlling object motion in generated videos. SparseCtrl [28] introduces
channel-wise concatenation to address the challenges posed by sparse temporal conditions during
the inference stage. However, these methods typically require either dense spatial or dense temporal
information, or both, for effective temporal control. In contrast, our approach requires minimal
temporal control inputs, as sparse as two points, with all other information such as trajectory inferred
by the model based on learned statistical patterns.

2.3. Video Diffusion Models in Robotics: Considerable progress has been made in advancing
VDM for use in downstream robotics application [34, 35, 36, 3, 2], yet both the mechanisms
of directed video prediction and video-conditioned control are still under-explored. UniPi [36]
and UniSim [3] demonstrate how basic image and text-to-video generation can simulate robotic
interactions in real-world scenes, and how the generated videos can be converted into robot actions
through inverse dynamics modeling. However, their VDM formulation cannot accurately predict
behavior in ambiguous scenes, a problem we address by conditioning the video on gesture as well.
AVDC [2] extracts optical flow information of the generated videos and depth information and
converts them into a discrete action.

3 Overview
Our proposed This&That framework is composed of two components: language-gesture-conditioned
video generation and video-based robot planning. In Sec. 4, we introduce our video diffusion model
built on top of a large video model. Notably, we use the language-gesture conditioning to provide
user-friendly control (Sec 4.2). In Sec. 5, we introduce our behavioral cloning approach which
references the generated video for executing the visual plans. In the experiment section (Sec. 6),
we mainly prove the better user alignment of the language-gesture conditioning and the ability to
translate a video into robot actions in simulated environments.

4 Language-Gesture Conditioned Video Diffusion Models

Preliminaries Recent video diffusion models (VDM) adopt training and sampling techniques
similar to image diffusion models. During the forward diffusion, VDMs add Gaussian noise of
random level to the video frames, training the model to predict this noise. In the reverse phase, VDMs
use a Markov chain of iterative steps, where the trained neural network denoises the current frames.
Message passing in both temporal and spatial dimensions is crucial for generating consistent frames.

Current leading generative methods [1, 37] often operate in the latent space instead of the raw pixel
space to reduce computational demands. Latent VDMs convert video frames to latent space using an
encoder E during denoising and revert these latents to pixel space using a decoder D post-denoising.

Fine-tuning Large Video Models In this work, we use pre-trained Stable Video Diffusion
(SVD) [1] as our foundational latent VDM, designed for open-vocabulary video generation due
to its training on high-quality internet-scale data. Our VDM generates T video frames from an initial
frame I0, aiming to learn a conditional joint distribution pθ(I1, ..., IT |I0, Ctext, Cgest) with added
language and gesture conditions. We fine-tune our VDM in two phases: first by fine-tuning SVD
with text and first frames on a robotics dataset, then making architectural modifications and further
refining with gesture conditioning.

4.1 Language-Conditioned Finetuning

Most large VDMs, such as SVD, are trained on general, broad datasets and are not directly suitable
for robotic tasks. To address this, we retain SVD’s core structure but initially fine-tune it on
robotics videos. We enhance SVD by incorporating language description Ctext and first frame
I0 conditionings through Feature-wise Linear Modulation (FiLM) [38], modulating intermediate
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features using parameters derived from cross-attention between language and image tokens, with
token extraction facilitated by the CLIP [39] encoder.

During training, we introduce Gaussian noise to frames I0:T and optimize the model using the noise
reconstruction loss, conditioned on the initial frame and text. Considering the nature of robotics
videos, which mark clear start and end of tasks, we uniformly subsample the sequence to compile T
target frames per video (T typically from 14 to 25). For detailed information on data processing and
fine-tuning methods, we highly recommend readers refer to the supplementary material.

4.2 Gesture-Conditioned Training and Inference

Figure 2: Overview of video diffusion model. Our
video diffusion model architecture with the first
frame image and language-gesture conditioning.

We use a combination of language and point-
ing gestures marked as 2D locations on the
first frame to intuitively control video gen-
eration. To condition video generation with
these gestures, we adapt our VDM architec-
ture (Fig. 2) to include a supplementary net-
work structure parallel to our fine-tuned dif-
fusion UNet, following ControlNet [40] for
image-conditioned generation. At this stage,
we freeze the diffusion UNet weights and train
only the new gesture conditioning branch.

We find that naı̈vely applying the ControlNet
scheme to our use case does not ensure that
the video follows the gesture, due to the spa-
tial and temporal sparsity of the conditioning
information. Specifically, the 2D gesture loca-
tions usually appear only in two frames, leav-
ing the other frames and locations unconstrained, which led ControlNet to ignore the conditioning.
Furthermore, the 2D gesture input alone does not fully define the task; it needs to be interpreted
alongside the generated video and the action-oriented language of the text prompt, such as flip this
cloth from here.

To resolve these issues, inspired by [27], we augment the gesture conditioning branch inputs with
the first frame I0, the current noisy image ϵt at each denoising step t, and the sparse gesture images
Cgest. We also modulate the branch with the text prompt. These adjustments ensure dense input
signals across the conditioning branch, allowing gestures to be integrated meaningfully with current
video content and language. Finally, images I0 and Cgest are processed with a pre-trained encoder E
from StableDiffusion, with random masking Mp applied to the image latent, form the inputs to the
conditioning branch.

Since most robotics video dataset lacks ground truth gesture locations, we automatically annotate
them by detecting the 2D gripper location when it opens and closes, identifying target gesture points.
Further annotation details are in the supplementary. After obtaining these locations, we enhance the
spatial signal by applying a 2D Gaussian filter to dilate the points, following [33]. For tasks like
opening a door, where only the initial contact point is relevant, we only consider one gesture point.

5 Video-Conditioned Behavioral Cloning

We want a policy π(·) to translate frames I = [I0, . . . , IT ] from the video plan into executable robot
actions. For this, we developed DiVA (Diffusion Video to Action), a behavioral cloning model
referencing the entire or partial subset of the predicted video sequence (see Fig. 3). DiVA, based on a
Transformer encoder-decoder architecture similar to ACT [4], is trained to predict the next chunk
of actions at+k based on the current image observation ot, the robot’s end-effector pose st, and the
video sequence τ : DiVA learns to sample from the conditional action distribution πθ(at:t+k|ot, st, τ).
For our action space, we use a 6D delta end-effector pose expressed in the end-effector frame.
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Figure 3: Video-conditioned behavioral cloning architecture. Our Diffusion Video to Action
(DiVA) model compresses the live and predicted video frames using TokenLearner [41]. DiVA uses
Transformer encoder-decoder backbone and references video plan tokens with cross-attention.

Methods FID↓ FVD↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
SVD [1] 29.49 657.49 11.17 0.285 0.473
StreamingT2V [24] 42.57 780.81 10.48 0.303 0.570
DragAnything [26] 34.38 764.58 9.88 0.283 0.590
AVDC [2] 163.93 1512.25 19.43 0.649 0.517
Ours 17.28 84.58 20.03 0.761 0.137

Table 1: Quantitative video quality analysis on Bridge dataset. The best is highlighted.

Given the video frames I and the live image frame ot, we first convert them into latent embeddings
using the ImageNet pre-trained ResNet-18 which is fine-tuned during training. Since we are dealing
with a potentially large number of images in the predicted video, we apply TokenLearner [41] to
compress the size of the embeddings to only 16 tokens per image. As shown in Fig. 3, we process
live image tokens with a Transformer [42] encoder that cross-attends to all video frame tokens
augmented with positional encoding. Finally, a Transformer decoder is used to convert a fixed
positional embedding into action chunk outputs, by cross-attending to the encoder output. Details of
the architecture and additional configurations can be found in the supplementary material.

During training, we use N evenly spaced images from each demonstration as ground-truth goals for
I. In inference, these are replaced by outputs from our video diffusion model. Initial experiments
revealed a domain gap between ground truth and model-generated goals, leading to errors potentially
due to small temporal misalignments. To enhance robustness, we introduce temporal noise by
randomly sampling an image from N even groups of ground-truth images to form the goal sequence
during training. We discuss the effect of varying N in the supplementary document.

6 Experiments
We conduct a series of experiments to show the superior user alignment of our This&That framework,
focusing on the accuracy of video generation and the translation of video plans into robot actions.
Specifically, our main experiments aim to 1) show realistic, user-aligned video generations, 2) assess
the effectiveness of our language-gesture conditioning, and 3) evaluate the successful integration of
predicted video plans with a behavior cloning algorithm in synthetic rollouts.

6.1 Video Generation Experiments and Comparisons
Bridge Dataset We evaluate our video generation framework with the Bridge V1 [6] and V2 [5]
datasets, which are widely-used real robot datasets with human demonstrations. The Bridge datasets
feature complex real-world scenes and tasks, focusing on household environments such as kitchens,
laundry areas, and desk tops. We solely use the frontal view scenes and prune both short and long
sequences for simplicity of training. Across V1 and V2, we obtain 25,767 videos for the initial
finetuning (Sec. 4.1) and gather 14,735 videos for the gesture conditioned training (Sec. 4.2), after
filtering out videos where the automatic annotation failed. Refer to the supplementary for details.
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Figure 4: Video-based Planning Qualitative Results. We present three examples to compare
This&That with AVDC [2]. The gesture locations are overlayed in the leftmost frame. Our method
can generate action sequences effectively with higher visual quality, even when using deictic words.

Evaluating Video Prediction Qualities To assess the quality of our video predictions for a robotics
setup, we compare against the most recent video synthesis methods in Image-to-Video (SVD [1]),
Image-Text-to-Video (StreamingT2V [24]), and Image-Gesture-to-Video (DragAnything [26]). We
also compare with the SOTA open-source VDM of robotics, AVDC [2] (Image-Text-to-Video) which
is trained on the entire Bridge dataset.

We evaluate these methods on the 646 test videos of the Bridge dataset using the Frechet Inception
Distance (FID) [43] and Frechet Video Distance (FVD) [44] to evaluate visual and temporal generation
quality. Moreover, we compute loss against the ground truth images using pixel-wise and perceptual
metrics (PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS [45]). As shown in Tab. 1, our language-gesture conditioned VDM
demonstrates its superior visual realism and temporal alignment against the baselines, including
AVDC which has seen these test videos during training.

User Alignment Study We conduct a human study to evaluate the alignment of the generated
videos. To this end, we explain our ground truth intention to the participants (using both language
and gesture) and ask whether the given video aligns with the intention. Here, we test AVDC and our
trained VDM models with different combinations of input conditioning: vision (first frame image),
language, and gesture. Moreover, we test two forms of language conditioning for the same model
weight: regular language from the original Bridge dataset and our deictic format. Moreover, we
select 24 test sequences from Bridge and categorize them into four robotics tasks: pick and place,
stacking, folding, and open or close.

The results in Tab. 2 and Fig. 4 demonstrate a significant improvement in alignment for the language-
gesture conditioning, outperforming baselines. Using ambiguous deictic language, e.g., “this” and
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(a) First Frame +Gesture

Predicted Videos (Middle and Final Frames)

(c) With language : “Fold  to ”this there(b) Gesture only (without language)

Figure 5: Limitation of gesture-only conditioning. 2D gestures can suffer from 3D ambiguity as
an image perspective coordinate does not fully decide a 3D coordinate (see (a) and (b)). A simple
language cue can break this ambiguity as shown in (c). Moreover, we empirically observe higher
visual quality for language-gesture models, likely due to reduced uncertainty during training.

Success Rate (%)

Modality Pick&Place Stacking Folding Open/Close Average
Regular

text
Deictic

text
Regular

text
Deictic

text
Regular

text
Deictic

text
Regular

text
Deictic

text
Regular

text
Deictic

text

Vision (V.) 0.0 - 6.6 - 11.1 - 60.0 - 16.7 -
AVDC (V.+Lang.) 8.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.6 40.0 40.0 12.5 12.5

V.+Lang. 37.5 4.2 26.7 6.6 50.0 33.3 100.0 66.7 51.4 25.0
V.+Gesture 58.3 - 66.7 - 55.6 - 100.0 - 68.1 -

V.+Lang.+Gesture 95.8 91.6 80.0 66.7 88.9 94.4 100.0 93.3 91.7 87.5

Table 2: User alignment evaluation of video generation. We conduct a user study to evaluate
whether the videos generated from various conditioning modalities align with the ground truth
intentions. Regular text refers to the prompt provided by the dataset and Deictic indicates the post-
processed ambiguous prompt. For V. and V.+Gesture, no text conditioning is used. The best for each
task is highlighted and the second best is underlined.

“there” does not significantly hurt user alignment scores while making commands much simpler from
the user side. Our this&that method shines in complex and uncertain tasks such as pick and place. We
do note that for the open and close task that involves one specific handle to manipulate, all methods
work effectively since there is little to no ambiguity and only a simple command is necessary. Finally,
we highlight, in Fig. 5, where gesture alone might fail to specify a task mainly due to the inherent
ambiguity of the 2D gesture location in the 3D space.

6.2 Synthetic Rollout Experiments
We design a simulation environment using Isaac Gym [46] to evaluate our method’s performance
in translating video plans into robot actions under significant amounts of ambiguity. We set four
blocks on a tabletop environment and prepare pick-and-place tasks by relating two randomly selected
objects in diverse ways (e.g., place the blue cube in front of the orange cylinder). We use a hand-
scripted policy to obtain ground truth trajectories and train our VDM and DiVA policy models using
programmatically generated conditionings. During testing, we further stress-test the methods by
introducing out-of-distribution scenes that contain identical objects in identical colors.

The results in Tab. 3 and Fig. 6 again show that our method conditioned on language and gesture
outperforms the policy relying solely on language for both in and out of distribution cases. We
also modify ACT [4] to consume the language and gesture conditioning directly and find that it
underperforms compared to our main model (refer to supplementary for details). These results
highlight the effectiveness and robustness of our language-gesture-guided VDM to accurately indicate
the goals of the policy.

7 Limitations
Although our model generates high-fidelity videos, object shapes often change over time, likely due
to the lack of 3D geometric constraints. Our predictions are limited to short, modular tasks; extending
them to longer tasks (e.g., cooking) with multi-modal instructions present a significant opportunity.
Moreover, our automatic gesture labeling is susceptible to image artifacts such as motion blur.
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Figure 6: Simulation Rollout Qualitative Comparison. We compare our language-gesture model
against the video-based baseline conditioned solely on language. The language-only VDM struggles
to interpret complex text instructions and resolve scene ambiguities. In contrast, our model effectively
translates user intentions into actions, even with the use of simple deictic words.

Success Rate (%)

Goal-Conditioning Pick Success Place Success Overall Success

ACT (Vanilla) 5/3 0/33 0/1
ACT(Language) 3/3 0/0 0/0

ACT(Lang.+Gesture) 57/56 61/63 35/35
Video-based (Langauge) 96/56 89/41 85/23

Video-based (Lang.+Gesture) 97/89 96/93 93/83

Table 3: A quantitative comparison on synthetic robot rollouts. We assess video-based methods
(DiVA) and goal-conditioned behavioral cloning methods (ACT) in simulation. Pick success indicates
whether the object of interest was grasped and picked up successfully while place success indicates
whether the object was moved to the target location, provided it was picked successfully. The overall
success is multiplied by the pick success and place success rate. The two numbers represent results
on in-distribution and out-of-distribution scenes, respectively. The best is highlighted.

Transfer to Real Robots. Finally, our video-based behavioral cloning experiments are currently
limited to simulated environments. While we achieved state-of-the-art generation results on Bridge
videos, the standard real datasets for this task, we could not test with real robots due to the unavail-
ability of the WidowX 250 arm at our academic facility. However, existing research involving the
Bridge data has consistently shown the successful transfer of generated video plans to real robot
manipulations, and that real-world performance closely correlates with simulated results. Based
on these findings, our advancements in video generative models and behavioral cloning represent
fundamental contributions to video-based real robot planning.

8 Conclusion
In this work, we present This&That, a framework that combines the power of visual generative
models and imitation learning for effective task communication and planning. This&That leverages a
language-gesture conditioned video generative model as an intermediate planner and uses a video-
based behavioral cloning model that elegantly combines the predicted frames and live observation
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into actions. Our experiments demonstrate that our generated videos and their subsequent rollouts
align exceptionally well with user’s intentions, suggesting an exciting new direction toward multi-task
human-robot collaborations.
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A Website and Video

We encourage the readers to open the website https://cfeng16.github.io/this-and-that/
through their internet browsers. This site hosts our introductory video and various other visual results,
allowing a dynamic view of our video-based approach’s versatile and powerful capabilities.

B Document Overview

In this supplementary document, we provide detailed additional content that complements the main
paper. Section C elaborates on details of additional qualitative results and ablation studies for
both our proposed Video Diffusion Model (VDM) and Diffusion Video to Action model (DiVA).
Section D elaborates on details of our proposed VDM architecture, training details, and automatic
gesture labeling methods. Section E elaborates on details of DiVA implementation details. Section F
elaborates on details of VDM training, testing, and user study details as well as DiVA training, testing,
and simulator environment details. Additionally, we show VDM limitations (Sec. G).

C Additional Experiments and Ablation Studies

C.1 Qualitative Comparison with Contemporary Video Generative Models.

In Fig. 8, we present a visual comparison of our method against contemporary video generation
models, augmenting the quantitative data presented in Table 1 of the main paper.

AVDC [2] is trained on the entire Bridge dataset, so it produces a semantically correct sequence.
However, the visual quality of AVDC’s output is lacking, characterized by low spatial and temporal
resolution along with visual artifacts on the microwave door. These deficiencies hinder the accurate
interpretation of the end-effector and environmental states, which are critical for translating the
videos into robot actions. Other leading video generation models, such as DragAnything [26],
StreamingT2V [24], and SVD [1], when used directly without specific fine-tuning, were unable
to adhere to the provided text or gesture commands. This underscores the need for a specialized
language-gesture VDM, specifically designed for robotic applications.

C.2 Additional Qualitative Results on Bridge.

In Fig. 7, we present additional qualitative results from our test split of the Bridge dataset. We use the
provided initial frame and construct new text and gesture prompts to generate unique videos. It’s
important to note that the combinations of prompts and frames in Figure 4 of the main paper and
the first example in Fig. 7 do not exist in the original dataset, and there are no corresponding ground
truth videos. This approach was chosen because the entire Bridge dataset, including our test split,
was used for training the AVDC model, which represents the current state-of-the-art open-source
video generator for robotics applications. Our results are compared against both our language-only
baseline and the AVDC.

In the first example from Fig. 7, video generators relying solely on language inputs (3rd row) struggle
to capture the nuanced geometric relationship implied by the prompts, resulting in implausible video
outputs. The second example reveals that both our language-only baseline (6th row) and the AVDC
(5th row) were deemed unsuccessful in a user study. Although the AVDC attempted to align with the
specified direction on the table, the generation quality was poor, and the blue box became invisible
after movement. In the third example, our language-only baselines (9th row) performed well, correctly
capturing the straightforward “closing” action. However, the AVDC (8th row) failed to follow the
text prompt accurately, likely due to overfitting the training data.
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Figure 7: Video-based Planning Qualitative Results. We present three examples to compare
This&That with AVDC [2] and our VDM baseline conditioned on just the first frame and language.
The gesture locations are overlayed in the leftmost frame. Our method can generate action sequences
effectively with higher visual quality, even when using deictic words. Note the exceptional quality of
our generated videos and the better alignment with the prompts compared to the baselines.
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Figure 8: Qualitative Comparison with State-of-the-art Video Generative Models. Recent
methods such as DragAnything [26], StreamingT2V [24], and SVD [1] fail to generate correct videos
following the language or gesture commands. AVDC [2] produces a reasonable result (this scene
is part of its training data) but lacks visual quality. This&That produces a high-quality video that
adheres to the user’s intention.

C.3 VDM Ablation Study

To validate the design decisions behind our Video Diffusion Model (VDM) architecture, we conducted
an ablation study from three distinct perspectives (as illustrated in Tab. 4).

Assessing Naı̈ve ControlNet Conditioning Our first ablation revisits the standard ControlNet
conditioning architecture. We substituted our proposed approach, which involved pre-trained VAE
encoding, with a simple zero convolution, and removed our concatenation method for integrating
gesture conditioning and VDM noise inputs. This change significantly reduced performance across all
assessed metrics. Visual inspections of the generated videos confirmed that they failed to accurately
follow the specified gesture cues, underscoring the superiority of our original concatenation and
encoding methods in maintaining adherence to gesture inputs.

Using Semantic Segmentation Masks in Gesture-Conditioning The second ablation experiment
investigates the usage of segmentation masks during training, which could potentially offer more
spatial information during gesture-conditioned training. By querying the SAM [47] with the “pick”
gesture location, we can obtain a segmentation mask that provides denser gesture signals. However,
this additional spatial information does not translate to improved numerical performance. The
segmentation algorithm often misinterprets the intended objects, outputting broader scene segments
rather than specific objects, like outputting a desk instead of just the cup on it. This inclusion of
extraneous pixel data complicates effective training. Consequently, we found that a simpler approach
using 2D dilation from a single point yields better results than employing SAM masks.
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Methods FID↓ FVD↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Regular Controlnet 22.158 124.710 18.244 0.727 0.167
With SAM Segmentation mask 17.922 88.757 19.871 0.759 0.141
No Layernorm on CLIP Embeddings 17.566 92.527 19.758 0.759 0.142
Ours 17.278 84.580 20.029 0.761 0.137

Table 4: Ablation study on VDM. The precision is 3 digits after the decimal point. The best is
highlighted.

b) Ablation on Temporal Noisea) Ablation on Number of Goal Frames

Figure 9: DiVA Ablation Studies. We ablate DiVA on a) the number of goal frames (N) and b) the
addition of temporal noise during training. DiVA performs best with either 15 or 25 goal frames and
with temporal noise.

Language and First Frame Conditioning The final ablation focuses on the analysis concerning the
cooperation between language and image embeddings using FiLM and cross-attention. Specifically,
we empirically find out that the layer normalization layer after concatenating the CLIP embeddings
plays an important role in maintaining the video quality: i.e., removing the layer resulted in poorer
performance across all numerical metrics.

C.4 Additional Qualitative Results from Simulation Rollouts

In Figures 10 and 11, we present further qualitative results from our simulated rollout experiments
on Isaac Gym [46]. These results showcase the ability of This&That to generate video plans and
effectively translate them into robotic actions. While our language-conditioned (without gesture)
VDM baseline generally performs well, as evidenced in Table 3 of the main paper, it encounters
difficulties with complex sentences involving geometric relations within the context of specific images
(see Fig. 10). In particular, when identical objects are presented, the language-only models often fail
to generate the correct actions. This issue is notably exacerbated in out-of-distribution tests, such as
those depicted in Fig. 11, where all objects involved are identical.

C.5 Ablating DiVA: Number of Goal Images and Frame Subsampling Randomization.

We perform two ablation studies for DiVA (Diffusion Video to Action) as shown in Fig. 9. For the first
study, we vary N, the number of goal frames we subsample from the generated video frames, from 1
to 25 in increments of 5. We see almost no success for N=1 (conditioning on just the last goal frame),
which can be regarded as a baseline for goal-conditioned ACT [4]. The performance increases with
the number of conditioning frames, but it plateaus at around N=15 until N=25. We hypothesize that
more frames will be beneficial for complex tasks and leave conducting such challenging experiments
as future work.

For the second study, we analyze the effects of adding randomness to the subsampling of the goal
frames during training. In other words, we split the GT goals into N consecutive groups and randomly
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Figure 10: Simulation Rollout Qualitative Comparison in Regular Scenes. We compare our
language-gesture model against the video-based baseline conditioned solely on language in regular
scenes. The language-only VDM struggles to resolve even slight scene ambiguities. In contrast, our
model effectively translates user intentions into actions, even with the use of simple deictic words.

sampled one image from each group. We find that implementing this temporal randomness makes
DiVA more accurate and robust.

D Video Diffusion Model Implementation Details

D.1 Base Architecture

The video diffusion model (VDM) we use is based on the Stable Video Diffusion (SVD) frame-
work [1], which incorporates a modified version of the denoising algorithm from the EDM [48], a
continuous-time diffusion model framework. Since the training code of SVD is not publicly available,
we first deploy an open-source codebase 1 and make several modifications to the denoise algorithm
as described in the following sections.

1https://github.com/pixeli99/SVD Xtend
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Figure 11: Simulation Rollout Qualitative Comparison in out-of-distribution (OOD) Scenes.
We compare our language-gesture model against the video-based baseline conditioned solely on
language in out-of-distribution scenes with blocks of the same type and color. The language-only
VDM struggles to interpret complex text instructions and resolve scene ambiguities. In contrast, our
model effectively translates user intentions into actions, even with the use of simple deictic words.

D.2 UNet Finetuning Details (Stage 1)

The SVD framework governs video motion using two key parameters: the motion bucket ID and noise
augmentation. In robotics applications, a complete video sequence is crucial, depicting the robot arm
completing its task. Consequently, we set the motion bucket ID to 200 and the noise augmentation to
0.1, both during training and inference, to override motion control from the pretrained model.

Building on the method proposed by [49], we enhance the stability of our VDM by discarding a
small amount of noise log σ ∼ N(−3.0, 0.52) traditionally added to the conditioning frame. Instead,
we introduce a fixed noise value of 0.1 as an augmentation during training.

For effective text and first frame image conditioning, we concatenate the embeddings prior to their
introduction to the encoder hidden states. Given the varying dimensions of text embeddings across
different open-source CLIP [39] models, we select a version that matches the feature dimension of
our SVD’s CLIP image embeddings, which is 1024. We utilize a CLIP encoder from the StableDif-
fusion2.1 framework [37] for text embeddings, resulting in dimensions of xtext ∈ Rb×77×1024 and
xI0 ∈ Rb×1×1024 for image embeddings, aligning perfectly for concatenation. The final concatenated
dimension is xconcat ∈ Rb×78×1024. We observe that applying Layer Normalization [50] to these
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Figure 12: A detailed visualization of our VDM architecture. In the first fine-tuning stage, we
fine-tune the UNet weights of SVD [1], conditioned on the first frame and the CLIP [39] embedding
of the text inputs. In the second stage, we initialize the conditioning branch using the weights from the
UNet encoder and attach a zero convolution layer whose weights are initialized to be zero, following
ControlNet [40]. Note that the gesture conditioning images are mapped into the latent space and
concatenated with the noise and first frame latents. The CLIP embeddings of the first frame and the
text prompts are concatenated and processed with layer normalization before being used to modulate
the UNet and the conditioning branch with cross-attention and FiLM [38] operation.

concatenated embeddings enhances both the visual and quantitative outcomes of our model as shown
in Tab. 4. The processed language and vision encoder hidden states for the diffusion model are then
defined as: yhs = LayerNorm([CLIP(xtext);CLIP(xI0)]).

D.3 Gesture Conditioning Branch Details (Stage 2)

In the second stage of training for the gesture conditioning branch, we implement temporal condi-
tioning by distributing two gesture points across different frames. For a sequence of T target frames,
only two frames contain gesture point pixel information, while the remaining frames hold zero-value
images as placeholders. The frames with gesture points are positioned randomly within the sequence,
ensuring that the first (red) point appears temporally before the second (green) point as shown in
Fig. 12. Each gesture point is represented as a square box, 10 pixels per side, centered on the specified
coordinate. Building on the techniques from MotionCTRL [33], we employ a 2D Gaussian dilation
method to enhance the visibility of gesture points.

The inputs for the first convolution layer include noise vector ϵ ∈ R(B×T )×4×H×W , the en-
coded initial frame repeated T times E(C0) ∈ R(B×T )×4×H×W , and the gesture condition vector
E(Cgest) ∈ R(B×T )×4×H×W . The dimensions (B×T ), H , and W indicate batch size times number
of frames, and the height and width of the latent space, respectively. The resulting channel-wise
concatenation forms a shape of R(B×T )×12×H×W .

Given the discrepancy in input dimensions between the gesture conditioning branch and the UNet’s
first convolution layer, we do not reuse the pre-trained convolution layer from the UNet. Instead, we
train a new convolution layer from scratch with zero initialization (zero convolution), which helps
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mitigate potential issues from random noise gradients during the initial stages of training. Following
the concept from Follow Your Clicks [27], we implement latent masking on the gesture conditioning
inputs by turning latent features off with some probability p. This masking technique is applied
exclusively on the gesture conditioning side to prevent the performance degradation observed when
applied on the UNet side.

The input formulations for the gesture conditioning and UNet in stage two are as follows:

yGest = Z([Mp(E(I0)); ϵ; E(Cgest)]),

yUNet = C([E(I0); ϵ]),
where Z(·) represents the zero convolution, C(·) represents the regular convolution layer, and Mp(·)
represents the latent mask with probability p. The yGest vector serves as the input to the conditioning
branch encoder, while yUNet feeds into the UNet encoder. Note that both the UNet and the gesture
conditioning branch intermediate features are modulated using FiLM [38] conditioning, whose
parameters are obtained by cross-attending to the CLIP embeddings. We refer readers to the SVD and
StableDiffusion implementations for details of this structure. Finally, the conditioning branch is used
to provide skip connection values to the UNet decoder following the ControlNet architecture [40].

D.4 Automatic Gesture Labeling on Real Data

The Bridge datasets [6, 5] provides metadata of the robot end-effector actions, from which we can
recover the key moments when the robot end-effector either closes to grasp or reopens to release
objects. Utilizing these temporal markers, our objective is to precisely determine the gripper’s
interaction points with objects at these key frames. To facilitate this, we employ a bounding box
detector developed through training a YoloV8 [51] model on 450 manually annotated images that
mark the gripper’s location. This specialized training enables the model to accurately outline the
gripper’s bounding box in subsequent frames, ensuring automatic detection and tracking of its
interactions with objects.

With the gripper’s bounding box identified, we extract the 2D coordinates of the objects at the target
frame index. We then employ the TrackAnything model [52] to track the objects’ motion over time.
This tracking approach is crucial, especially in scenarios where objects are released mid-air by the
gripper, necessitating continuous monitoring of their trajectory to determine their landing points.
This method reliably provides the two necessary gesture points for our application.

However, this automated annotation method is not infallible. Challenges arise in tracking more
complex interactions, and the Yolo model does not achieve perfect detection accuracy. Consequently,
we exclude results from cases where tracking accuracy falls below acceptable thresholds. Additionally,
we discard videos that exceed five times the length of the target frame count T or have fewer frames
than T .

To aid the research community in enhancing gripper detection capabilities, we will release both the
detection code and the pre-trained weights. For further details and to access these resources, we
encourage interested readers to consult our code repository once it is released.

E DiVA Model Implementation Details

Our Diffusion Video to Action (DiVA) framework is designed to model the distribution
πθ(at:t+k|ot, st, τ), where at:t+k represents the action chunk the robot executes from time t to
t+ k − 1. Here, ot is the image observation of the environment at time t, st is the pose of the robot’s
end-effector at time t, and τ includes a subset of goal images from the video diffusion model output
I := I0:T . We denote N = |τ | to be the size of the subset. DiVA processes each image of resolution
R256×384×3 through a ResNet-18 architecture, pre-trained on ImageNet and adjusted during training,
to produce latent embeddings of shape R8×12×512.

The latent embeddings for ot and τ are then flattened to zot ∈ R96×512 and zτ ∈ RN×96×512,
respectively. To incorporate the temporal dimension of τ , fixed 2D sinusoidal positional encodings
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of dimension RN×512 (expanded to RN×96×512) are added to zτ . The embeddings zot and zτ are
subsequently processed by a TokenLeaner [41] module, which utilizes spatial attention to select 16
dynamic and significant tokens per feature map, resulting in goal tokens G ∈ RN×16×512 and 16
tokens of dimension 512 for ot. TokenLearner is implemented as a multilayer perceptron (MLP) with
LayerNorm and a single hidden layer of 64 units.

Another MLP is used to encode the end-effector pose st into a single token. This token is concatenated
with ot to form O ∈ R17×512. DiVA then employs a transformer encoder to process O input with 4
layers of self-attention and cross-attention to the goal tokens G. This is followed by a transformer
decoder applying self-attention to fixed 2D sinusoidal positional embeddings of shape Rk×512 across
7 layers of self and cross-attention to the encoder outputs.

The final k output tokens of the transformer are decoded into the actionable sequence at:t+k using
a standalone MLP for each token. The full action chunk of size k is executed before querying the
model again. In our experiment, we use k = 10. We utilize an L1 loss function for training, which
ensures greater stability compared to L2 loss. A schematic overview of DiVA’s architecture is detailed
in Figure 3 of our main paper.

E.1 Alternative Method: Inverse Dynamics Model

Initially, we explored training an inverse dynamics model to interpolate actions between frames
produced by our video diffusion model, inspired by the methods described in UniPi [34]. However, we
observe that such a strategy failed to produce reasonable action outputs, likely because our diffusion
model generates a fixed number of frames for each demonstration, whereas the actual demonstrations
vary in length. This discrepancy made it impractical to train an inverse dynamics model that could
uniformly output a fixed number of actions for each frame sequence without introducing an additional
diffusion model dedicated to temporal interpolation as used in UniPi[34]. Our method avoids such
additional generative steps and is robust to the number of input images and temporal misalignments
as shown in Sec. C.5.

F Experiment Details

F.1 VDM Training Details

In the Bridge dataset training, we use 8 Nvidia L40S GPUs with 48 GB memory each to train 99K
iterations (the closest checkpoint to 100K iterations) for the UNet and 4 GPUs with 30K iterations to
train the gesture conditioning in the second stage. The batch size is 1 for each GPU. The pre-trained
weight we start with is the default SVD model for the 14-frame version. For our training on the
Isaac Gym dataset, we use 8 GPUs for 30K iterations in the stage 1 and another 4 GPUs for 15K
iterations in the stage 2. The pre-trained weight we start with is SVD-XT for the 25-frame version.
We apply the AdamW [53] optimizer with a constant learning rate of 1e-5 and 5e-6 respectively for
two stages. We apply the 8-bit Adam [54] strategy to decrease GPU memory consumption, and no
ema is employed.

To augment the sparsity of the dataset available, we propose a horizontal flip mechanism to augment
the dataset. The probability of flipping is 0.45. However, we keep in mind that if the language prompt
contains keywords with position meanings, like left and right, we will not do flipping.

F.2 VDMs Visual-Quality Experiment Details

The testing dataset is coming from the train-test split on 10% of the data from both V1 [6] and V2 [5]
to facilitate subsequent quantitative comparisons. For the VDM table, we apply all 646 videos from
Bridge V1 after gesture label filtering.

In the VDM quantitative comparisons, we employ FID [43], FVD [44], PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS [45]
as our numerical metrics. We compute FID by sampling 9,000 images randomly from the generated
frames and the ground truth dataset by the codebase of pyiqa [55]. The implementations of FVD,
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PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS are from an open source 2. FVD uses the inception network provided in
StyleGAN-V [56].

All methods first output at the resolution and number of frames available in their codebase and then
resize to 256x384 and 14 frames. Specifically, SVD [1] outputs at 256x384 with 14 frames and the
motion score is 180 with a noise aug strength of 0.1. StreamingT2V [24] outputs at 1280x720 with
24 frames and the base model we choose is SVD. We only keep the first 14 frames of 24 frames to
compare with GT. DragAnything [26] outputs at 576x320 with 14 frames. The two drag points we
chose are the same gesture points we applied in our gesture conditioning training. We connect two
drag points by a straight line. AVDC [2] outputs at 48x64 with 7 frames and 25 sampling steps in the
inference stage and the frames are interpolated to 14 frames by repeat. For our model, we directly
output at 256x384 with 14 frames for the Bridge testing.

F.3 User Alignment Experiment Details

For the human study, we selected three individuals with experience in robotics to evaluate our models.
Each participant reviewed independently generated results from This&That and other baseline VDMs
to minimize the stochasticity of the study stemming from the generative models’ random nature. We
selected a total of 24 test cases, divided into specific tasks: 8 cases for pick-and-place, 5 for stacking,
6 for folding, and 5 for opening or closing actions. We prepare video outputs of first-frame-only, first-
frame+language, first-frame+gesture, first-frame+gesture+langauge (ours) conditional approaches
along with those of AVDC. For methods that use text inputs, we test both deictic and regular versions.

Given that the AVDC model was trained using the entire Bridge v1 and v2 datasets, our traditional
train-test split method does not fully assess its capabilities. Instead, we opted to generate entirely new
content as conditioning input, which better demonstrates the model’s zero-shot generation abilities.
This involved altering the language prompts and gesture points to incorporate different objects to
pick up, different placement positions, or both. This approach allows us to more effectively evaluate
the model’s adaptability and performance in novel scenarios.

For our human study, participants were presented with an image accompanied by the non-deictic
language prompt and gesture points indicating the start and, optionally, the endpoint. We asked
evaluators the following question to gauge the alignment of the videos with the ground truth intentions:

”Given one image with the stated intention through a language prompt and gesture points, do you
think the generated videos correctly complete the task and align with our intentions?”

F.3.1 Preparing Deictic Language Prompts

The deictic language prompts are generated by automatic scripts that prepend the first action verb to
the phrase “this to there”, resulting in prompts like “put this to there”, “fold this to there”, and “stack
this to there”. These deictic text prompts, despite their ambiguity, are tested for zero-shot capability
using the same model weights trained on regular text conditions. Through our experiment, we explore
whether simplistic deictic language, such as “this” and “there,” affects the clarity and alignment of
the video generation.

F.3.2 Training Details of the VDM Baselines

• Vision Model: Utilizes the UNet from Stage 1 designed for the image-to-video task, operat-
ing independently of any text prompt.

• Vision+Language Model: This version of the UNet, also from Stage 1, incorporates both
image and text prompts to generate videos.

• Vision+Gesture Model: Employs the temporal ControlNet from Stage 2, using the vision
model’s pre-trained weights as its backbone.

2https://github.com/JunyaoHu/common metrics on video quality
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• Vision+Language+Gesture Model: Integrates gesture conditioning training from Stage 2,
leveraging the pre-trained UNet weights from the Vision+Language model.

• The AVDC model, which inherently accepts image and text prompts as input, was utilized
directly with its pre-trained weights for inference to evaluate its effectiveness under the
above configurations.

F.4 DiVA Training Details

We train DiVA using 900 instances for training and 100 instances holdout for testing. Each demon-
stration consists of approximately 75-100 observation, action pairs. We use a single Nvidia RTX 6000
Ada GPU for 2,000 epochs, which is the same quantity as ACT [4]. We save checkpoints every 500
epochs and use the checkpoint with the lowest validation error during evaluation. During training, we
only use goals sampled from the ground-truth (GT) data. In other words, we subsample the GT visual
observations to obtain goals instead of training directly on the generated videos. This is because we
retain high performance with such methods. Thus, we can conclude that there is very little domain
gap between GT goals and the videos we generate. For our hyperparameters, we use a batch size of 8,
a learning rate of 1e−5, a weight decay of 1e−4, and an action chunk size of 10.

F.5 Simulation Experiment Details

Our dataset consists of pick-and-place demonstrations with four blocks on a tabletop environment.
Our blocks are composed of two shapes (cube and cylinder) and eight colors (red, blue, green yellow,
magenta, cyan, grey, and black). Demos are generated by relating two randomly selected blocks
using five variations: in front of, behind, to the right of, to the left of, and on top of. We classify the
first four relations as near tasks and the last as a stack task. An example of a language instruction
would be stack the magenta cylinder on top of the black cube. To show where our method shines, we
also create a custom test set with out-of-distribution scenes that contain identical objects in identical
colors. In these scenes, we show it is difficult to use language to precisely define the task and is easier
to use gesture instead.

All demos are collected using a scripted policy. Actions are 6D delta end-effector pose commands
represented in the end-effector frame. An additional continuous scalar between -1 and 1 is appended
to the action to indicate whether to open or close the gripper. During inference (rollout), we execute
the full action chunk before querying the model again. Our success metrics are also scripted using a
set of basic rules. For pick success, we record the maximum vertical displacement that the object to
be picked achieves during rollout. If this value exceeds a block diameter for more than 5 timesteps,
we consider the pick to be successful. We divide place success into two separate criteria for near and
stack tasks. At each timestep, we calculate the planar and vertical distance from the picked object
to its goal location. For near tasks, we count place success if the planar distance to goal is within 3
block diameters and the vertical distance to goal is within a block radius. For stack tasks, we count
place success if the planar distance to goal is within a block diameter and the vertical distance to
goal is within a block radius. The robot achieves overall success if it has achieved both pick and
place success. We rollout actions for 250 timesteps, terminating 5 timesteps after the first instance of
overall success. For near tasks, we use more lenient metrics since 2D gestures has some 3D ambiguity.
In our experiments, a block diameter of 5cm is used.

F.5.1 Baseline Details of the Rollout Experiment

In Table 3 of our main paper, we provide simulation results for five models. In the first row, we train
vanilla ACT [4] without any goal-conditioning. For the second row, we condition ACT on language
by concatenating the CLIP [57] embedding of our language with the image tokens of the current
image observation, where the position embeddings for the CLIP is zero-value as a placeholder. For
the third row, we condition ACT on both language and gesture. The gesture condition is encoded
and position encoded with ResNet in the same way as the current image observation and all the
tokens are concatenated together. For the fourth row, we train a VDM with only the first frame
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“Put  to ”this there

This&That (Language+Gesture)

Figure 13: Object Appearance Artifact. Occasionally, our method generates a video where the
object being moved changes its appearance over time, even though the video closely adheres to
the user’s intention. We believe this issue comes from the inherent limitations of representing 3D
geometric relationships within 2D video media.

(vision) and language conditioned to mimic prior works [3, 36, 35, 34]. We feed these generated
videos to DiVA to generate robot actions. For the fifth row (our contribution), we train a video
diffusion model that is conditioned on the first frame (vision), language, and gesture. We feed these
generated videos to DiVA again to generate robot actions. Results on both the regular test set and the
out-of-distribution (OOD) test set are provided for all models. As shown in Fig. 10 and Fig. 11, the
model with Vision+Language+Gesture outperforms all other models, especially when the scenes are
ambiguous and OOD.

G Limitation: Changes in Object Appearance Over Time

While our Video Diffusion Model (VDM) framework typically generates high-quality videos, it
occasionally alters the shape of objects being moved over time, as shown in Fig. 13. We suspect that
this issue stems from the inherent limitations of representing 3D geometric relationships within 2D
video media. Nevertheless, we believe that these artifacts might not hinder the translation to robotic
actions, as long as the visuals of the end-effector remain clear and discernible.
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