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Figure 1. Audiovisual temporal context is an important cue for the temporal localization of actions in egocentric unedited videos.
In the first video the recorder is preparing a glass of juice (a). The green drawn boxes spatially localize the juicebox. Knowing the content
of the box in action ’pour juice’ could help in predicting ambiguous actions ‘open juice’, 'close juice’, and "grab juice’ green arrows). By
following the violet arrows in the annotations, we can see the pattern of how people interact with kitchen items. In the second video (b), the
action, “turning off the extractor fan”, is more evident when observing the interplay between audio and visual streams. The fan is invisible
but the interruption of the humming noise in the audio signal provides context to the movement of the hand in the visual domain.

Abstract

Temporal action localization (TAL) is an important task
extensively explored and improved for third-person videos
in recent years. Recent efforts have been made to perform
fine-grained temporal localization on first-person videos.
However, current TAL methods only use visual signals, ne-
glecting the audio modality that exists in most videos and
that shows meaningful action information in egocentric
videos. In this work, we take a deep look into the effective-
ness of audio in detecting actions in egocentric videos and
introduce a simple-yet-effective approach via Observing,
Watching, and Listening (OWL) to leverage audio-visual in-
formation and context for egocentric TAL. For doing that,

we: 1) compare and study different strategies for where and
how to fuse the two modalities; 2) propose a transformer-
based model to incorporate temporal audio-visual context.
Our experiments show that our approach achieves state-of-
the-art performance on EPIC-KITCHENS-100.

1. Introduction

Egocentric videos capture the world from a first-person
point of view using wearable cameras. Arguably, in these
video types, localizing actions in time is top of mind [14].
In doing so, we could enable world-changing applications
ranging from generating consumer highlights to building ar-



tificial episodic memory for health monitoring. Compared
to the existing literature in third-person temporal action lo-
calization (TAL) [5,27,46,49], and despite its importance,
TAL in egocentric videos remains relatively underexplored.

Localizing (in time) and recognizing human actions in
egocentric video imposes several challenges. Due to the
capture nature, videos tend to be long and highly uncon-
strained w.r.t. the activities occurring on the stream. Given
that the capture happens through a camera mounted on a
person’s head, challenging conditions such as undesired
camera motions, occlusions, and poor quality video make
the problem of localizing and recognizing actions a com-
plex task. Additionally, existing egocentric datasets, e.g.
EPIC-KITCHENS-100 [15], focus on localizing atomic ac-
tions that happen densely across long videos. Consequently,
the performance of TAL in egocentric videos lags far behind
compared to that in the third-person setting [9,23].

Despite its challenges, there are particular properties of
egocentric videos to benefit the TAL task. Since the videos
are unedited and continuous, the audio stream is synchro-
nized with the visual stream, capturing the sounds and ap-
pearance of what is happening in the video at the moment.
This is different from videos in traditional datasets that are
curated from online video platforms like YouTube. In such
datasets and due to the editing, audio might not correspond
to the original sounds present in the scene. We argue that
audio, in egocentric video, plays an important role in as-
sisting visual models to localize human actions. For exam-
ple, looking at Fig. 1 (bottom), we notice a person reaching
for something in a kitchen. Because of the camera view,
we cannot see the object they are interacting with. Can we
guess what exactly he is doing? How was this action even
annotated? Maybe they are grabbing a box of cereal or a
dish? By observing the lighting and the location (above the
stove), we could imagine the interaction with the fan. But
how can we discern if the fan was turned off or on? By hear-
ing the sounds from the scene, you would not doubt that the
person is ’turning off the fan’. The fan’s distinctive hum-
ming noise and its disappearance indicate the action hap-
pening and its precise temporal endpoints.

Furthermore, using temporal context has been proven
to be effective for both action recognition, and localiza-
tion [12,13,24,34,43,46-48]. In egocentric videos, tempo-
ral context might be even more informative. For instance, at
being unedited and continuous, actions unfold, with a more
often than not, predictable sequence [20,21,24]. Beyond vi-
sual cues, we argue that context from the audio stream also
provide priors to better localize actions. This is not nec-
essarily the case on edited videos, where multiple trimmed
pieces and an edited sound stream compose the video. To
illustrate how context can be helpful to localize egocentric
actions, we present a toy example in Fig. 1 (top). The fig-
ure shows a sequence of egocentric actions. Looking at the

sequence holistically, the scenario is clear: the recorder is
preparing a glass of juice. If we look at each shot separately
(imitating a neural network trying to classify a trimmed
clip), we could probably struggle to classify some actions.
It is unclear that the box, which the recorder is grabbing
from the fridge, then opening and closing, contains juice.
When we see some orange liquid (and hear) pouring from
it, we can better guess it must be orange juice. The instances
‘grab juice’ and ‘pour juice’ are almost five seconds away,
but still are informative to each other. Moreover, by leverag-
ing context, we can decode the sequential patterns of actions
in cooking activities. These intuitions motivate us to inves-
tigate the role of audiovisual context for egocentric action
localization purposes.

This work proposes OWL (Observe, Watch, and Lis-
ten), a transformer-based architecture that fully leverages
audio-visual context to localize actions in egocentric videos.
OWL uses self-attention to encode context within each
modality and cross-attention to capture relevant context
across modalities. To develop OWL, we performed a de-
tailed exploration of plausible design choices. First, we
study which components of action localization would ben-
efit from audio cues. We explore what part in the fea-
ture space would be best to fuse the audio-visual infor-
mation. Finally, we analyze what temporal neighborhood
would provide the richer context. Our experiments in
EPIC-KITCHEN-100 validate that OWL effectively en-
codes audio-visual context for egocentric action localiza-
tion and achieves state-of-the-art performance.
Contributions. We aim at developing temporal action lo-
calization in egocentric videos by means of audiovisual sig-
nals and temporal context as a way to boost localization
performance. The contributions of our work are three-
fold: (1) We did a thorough analysis on the effectiveness
of the audio modality to boost localization performance.
We design multiple alternatives to fuse audio into tradi-
tional action localization pipelines (Sec. 3.2.3). (2) We pro-
pose, OWL, a transformer-based method for egocentric ac-
tion localization, that effectively fuses audiovisual context
(Sec. 3.2.3). (3) We conduct extensive experiments on the
EPIC-KITCHENS-100 dataset in Sec. 4. We compare the
performance of the different fusion alternatives and OWL.
All in all, OWL achieves state-of-the-art performance in the
egocentric action localization.

2. Related Work

Temporal action localization. Given an untrimmed video,
temporal action localization (TAL) aims to detect the
boundaries and classes of all actions happening inside the
video. Recent action localization works can be catego-
rized into separate-stage and combined-stage methods. The
separate-stage methods generate a set of class-agnostic pro-
posals (generation) first and then use a separate classifier to



assign an action class to each proposal [5, 8, 18,27,28,46].
Most of the existing separate-stage methods focus on gen-
erating better proposals and rely on the video-level class to
classify them. Combined-stage solutions suggest doing ac-
tion localization in one unified pipeline by optimizing for
both tasks simultaneously [29,33,45,49]. The combined-
stage methods are more suitable for the datasets without
too many classes, such as THUMOS14 [23]. In contrast, a
separate-stage method is better when classifying proposals
as the number of classes in a video increase. In this paper,
considering that the egocentric dataset contains thousands
of action classes, we follow the separate-stage approach.

Egocentric (unedited) videos. TAL has been extensively
studied for third-person and mostly edited videos (typi-
cally, from consumer media platforms like YouTube and
movies) [9,23,50]. The appearance of new large-scale ego-
centric datasets [ 14, 15,22] opened up a unique opportunity
for researchers to study human actions in unedited videos.
The annotations for action localization in most common
(third-person) benchmarks are relatively sparse, with a low
variation in assigned classes per video (ActivityNet [9] has
on average 1.5 instances and 1.0 class per video, in THU-
MOS14 [23] these numbers are 15.4 and 1.1, respectively).
That makes it possible to condition the localized action class
by gathering visual cues at the video-level. This paradigm
is not suitable for more dense and diverse datasets. For
instance, EPIC-KITCHENS-100 has on average 128.5 in-
stances and 53.2 classes per video. That said, assigning
proposals with a single video-level class would yield pretty
poor localization results. To address the densely annotated
videos on EPIC-KITCHENS-100, Damen et al. introduce a
baseline separate-stage approach using BMN [27] proposals
and SlowFast [19] classification. Contrarily, AGT [33] pro-
poses a combined-stage method that leverage graph-based
and transformer-based architectures to localize and classify
actions jointly. Note that these approaches do not explicitly
(or implicitly) model temporal context or leverage the ego-
centric audio streams. Our work lies in the separate-stage
group; thus, to design OWL, we thoroughly investigate ef-
fective multi-modal and contextualized classifiers to assign
each proposal an action class.

Audiovisual learning. In video understanding, video and
audio are common modality choices for a multi-modal
learning scenario. Deep learning facilitates audiovisual
learning as it enables learning per-modality hierarchical
representations [37], which are more optimal than de-
signing hand-crafted features. Recent works provide us
with more sophisticated solutions where the learned modal-
ity representations are being fused implicitly by the net-
work and are optimized for the downstream task, such as
[1,17,24,25,32,42,44]. While several works discussed the
audiovisual scenario for the action recognition task [44],
incorporating audio for TAL is not a widely researched
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Figure 2. Separate-stage framework for temporal action local-
ization. Proposal generation: given a sequence of snippet features,
action proposals with start/end timestamps are produced. Proposal
classifier: given a set of proposal features, classification scores for
each proposal are produced.

area. [39] proposes a new task of audiovisual event local-
ization that aims at predicting the event class from a 10-
second clip. [4] studies multi-modal fusion approaches for
audiovisual localization but ablates it on THUMOS14 and
ActivityNet . Compared to them, we design our method for
long, diverse egocentric videos. We are particularly moti-
vated by [25], who emphasized the advantage of using ego-
centric unedited videos, with a focus on human hand-object
interactions, for applying audiovisual learning. To the best
of our knowledge, we are the first work that analyzes this
advantage in egocentric TAL.

Temporal context in action localization. The impor-
tance of temporal context has been a long-standing as-
pect in action localization [2, 13, 36, 43, 46, 47]. [46, 47]
propose graph-based methods, where they define propos-
als and snippets as graph nodes and perform graph con-
volutions for the information exchange. Our approach is
closer to recent work that leverage the Transformer archi-
tecture [30, 33, 38]. Due to the rising popularity of trans-
formers for vision tasks [3, 10, 16], [30,33, 38] extended the
transformer building blocks to the inner working of TAL as
a way to infuse temporal context between proposals. In con-
trast to prior art, our work considers the interplay of multi-
ple modalities, visual and audio, while also modeling the
surrounding context of an action. By putting audiovisual
context at the fore front, architectural differences arises in
comparison to existing Transformer-based approaches.

3. Methodology
3.1. Problem formulation

Given a sequence of video frames V = {I,}I_, , the
task of temporal action localization (TAL) is to predict a set
of segments ¥ = {wn}f:le with start/end timestamps and

action class labels. In our work, we consider both the visual
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Figure 3. Fusion methods for the audio and video streams. Early fusion (a) does features aggregation. Intermediate fusion (b) combines
intermediate representations of each modality. The model can be trained jointly by optimizing for three losses, or we can simplify it by
setting W,, = W, = 0 (the affected branches are highlighted with dashed lines). Late fusion (c) combines scores of two modalities. The
gating module produces per-class weight for the scores generated by each modality. The weighted scores are aggregated by summation.
Here we illustrate cross-gating, in which the gating module takes representations of both modalities as the input.

and audio modalities of the video sequence. We first en-
code either modality into snippet-level features x € RP*L,
where L is the number of encoded snippets and D is the
channel dimension. The feature encoder usually adopts the
pre-trained backbone of an action recognition model, such
as TSN [41] and SlowFast [19]. We use the superscripts v
and a for the visual and audio modalities, respectively, in
the following description. For egocentric datasets such as
EPIC-KITCHENS [14, 15], action labels are determined by
the combination of noun and verb labels, which are directly
predicted for each segment. Our approach to action local-
ization follows a separate-stage pipeline, which first gener-
ates proposals and then classifies them, as shown in Fig. 2.
Proposal generator. Given the visual features x" and the
audio features x® of the video sequence, the proposal gen-
erator G (e.g. BMN [27]) predicts a set of candidate seg-
ments with temporal boundaries, namely, proposals ® =
{m = (ts.ms tem, sm)}%zl, where ¢,,, represents an ac-
tion proposal, and i ,,, te mand s,, are its start time, end
time and score, respectively. Proposals don’t have class la-
bels, but only have confidence scores s, of being an action.
Proposal classifier. Given the predicted set of proposals P,
as well as the snippet-level visual features x* and audio fea-
tures x“, we first extract visual features x;, and audio fea-
tures x¢, for the m™ proposal by max-pooling the snippets
within its start/end boundaries'. Then, the proposal classi-
fier C predicts from x;, and x?, verb and noun class labels
" and ™" a5 well as their respective scores s¥er and
s"". Based on the predicted verbs and nouns, we gener-
ate action predictions ¥ = {1, = (ts.n, te.n, Cn, sn)}gzl,
where ¢, = (¢, cJ") € Aand s, = s}"*s1"". Alis a
set of pre-defined actions, each composed of a noun and a

'We round the start/end values to the nearest snippets indices.

verb,and 1 <4 < M and 1 < j < M are proposal indices.

3.2. Fusing audio and visual modalities

For both the proposal generator and the proposal classi-
fier, we can choose to use either or both of the visual and
audio modalities. Here, we discuss which modalities to use,
and if we use both, where to use them and how to use them.

3.2.1 Which modality to use

The first question is how helpful the visual and audio modal-
ities are to each temporal action localization pipeline stage.
For the proposal generator G, we can either: use only vi-
sual features (as most existing proposal generation meth-
ods), use only the audio features, or fuse the audio features
with the visual features into one single input to the network.
As we will discuss in Sec. 4.3, using both visual and audio
modalities is the most effective strategy, even if we fuse the
two modalities by simple concatenation. This shows that
the audio modality helps predict proposals from snippet-
level features when used with the visual modality. For the
proposal classifier C, we also find using both modalities
together most effective. This stage is the focus of our ex-
ploration. We will compare and study different strategies
to fuse the modalities, discussing where to fuse and how to
fuse them in the following subsections.

3.2.2 Where to fuse the modalities

We use both modalities for the proposal classifier C, so the
second question is where in C we fuse these modalities.
We categorize the modality fusion into the following: early,
late, and intermediate fusion, as shown in Fig. 3.



Early fusion happens at the input feature level (Fig. 3 a).
Given the proposal’s visual features x;, and audio features
x5, we first fuse them and obtain one singe feature vector
X = Fearly(Xp,,X%,) (the fusing function Fiqy will be
discussed in Sec. 3.2.3). We feed x,, to the following layers
of operations (e.g., MLP), and classify it into different noun
and verb classes.

Late fusion happens at the output score level (Fig. 3 c).
The visual and audio features of all proposals are inde-
pendently processed until they produce classification scores
SZ’L — {S;lzrb,v c RV’SI;Y(;HH,U c RU}, and S;zn — {Syzrb,a c
RV, shouna ¢ RUY where V and U are the numbers of verb
and noun classes, respectively. We fuse the scores from both
modalities via s, = Flae(st,,s?,), and apply softmax to
S, to generate the final prediction for nouns and verbs (the
fusing function Fy, will be discussed in Sec. 3.2.3).
Intermediate fusion happens at the intermediate feature
level (Fig. 3 b). We process the audio and video features
independently for certain layers, and generate intermediate
features (z%, and z% ). We fuse them to one feature via
Zm, = Finter (22, 2%,) (the fusing function Fiyer will be dis-
cussed in Sec. 3.2.3). The fused features z,, as well as
the visual and audio intermediate features z;, and z{, are
processed independently in the following layers, and corre-
spondingly predict three groups of classification scores. We
use them all for training, and only use the scores from the
fused features for inference.

3.2.3 How to fuse the modalities

For early fusion and intermediate fusion, we can simply
fuse the two modalities by concatenating the visual and au-
dio features along the channel dimension. This doesn’t re-
quire extra computations and counts on the following net-
work layers to learn from the fused features. Our OWL uses
intermediate fusion, and instead of simple concatenation, it
adaptively fuses audio to visual features by correlating to
the context (will be detailed in Sec. 3.3).

For late fusion, which applies on the classification
scores, there is no straightforward way to do simple con-
catenation. Naively averaging or multiplying correspond-
ing scores of the two modalities is not effective, due to
the imbalance between the modalities. While audio can
be a complementary source of information, it doesn’t con-
tribute equally as the visual modality to solving the task.
We observe that either modality ‘specializes’ in different
classes, and it’s beneficial to combine the scores with dif-
ferent weights per class. For example, the action of ‘taking
something’ is usually not evident from the sound, but ‘turn-
ing on’ a kitchen device is.

For effective late fusion, motivated by [31], we design
a gating module to weight the per-class scores before fus-
ing them. The gating module © is composed of a fully-
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Figure 4. The proposed transformer-based proposal classifier.
We input the auditory sequence (yellow) into the encoder and the
visual sequence (blue) into the decoder. K,V and @ refer to the
components of multi-head attention as in [40]. The transformer en-
coder and decoder first perform a self-attention mechanism to en-
rich the intra-modal representations. Then, the decoder performs
multi-head cross-attention to exchange these representations. The
amount of context within which self-attention and cross-attention
are being performed can be controlled by the attention mask of
size M x M, where M is the input sequences size.
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connected layer followed by a sigmoid activation function.
It learns from the concatenated intermediate features of the
two modalities z,, = [z7,;z% ] to predict weights for the
verb and noun classes for both modalities: w), = ©"(z),
w¢ = ©V(a). The weights are applied to the classification
scores s;,, and s of two modalities for linear combination,
and generate the final scores via s,,, = s) Ow, +s% OWe .
We call the gating strategy cross-gating.

Alternatively, we also experiment with a self-gating
strategy, where the weights for each modality is learned

only from its own features: wp, = OV(z"), wl, = ©%(z%).
3.3. Observe, watch, and listen

In this work, we concatenate the visual and audio
snippet-level features in the proposal generator. We pro-
pose OWL (Observe, Watch, Listen) for intermediate fu-
sion model in the proposal classifier. OWL is built on the
transformers architecture. It uses an encoder composed of
a self-attention module to encode the audio features, and a
decoder composed of a self-attention and a cross-attention
modules to encode the visual features and to fuse both
modalities (refer to Fig. 4). Besides watching the visual
signal and listening to the audio signal, our OWL is also
able to observe the context around each proposal.

Watch and listen separately. Both transformer encoder
and decoder contain a self-attention module, where the fea-
tures of all proposals for either modality are input tokens
that generate Query(Q), Key(K) and Value(V) via different
MLPs. Considering that transformer input are permutation
invariant, whereas our proposals have clear positional rela-
tionship in terms of their start/end timestamps, we use po-



sitional encodings to preserve their temporal locational re-
lationship. We encode the proposal start time scaled by the
video length and absolute duration of each proposal. The
relative start time p,. ,,, incorporates the position of an action
in the video and the temporal order of actions. We believe
that this information is useful when learning the patterns in
human interactions with objects (Fig. 1). By encoding the
absolute duration pg_,,,, we inject the proposal temporal in-
formation that is lost after pooling operations. Specifically,

Pd,m :te,m - ts,my (1)
ts,m

rm = 2

Dr, T 2)

We pass p;. , and pg p, to a fully connected layer to generate
the positional encoding p,, € RD. P is concatenated to
z. and z¢ before being passed to the transformer encoder.

For each token of either modality, the self-attention mod-
ule observes its relevant intra-modal context, correlat-
ing other proposals to enhance its feature representation.
Theoretically, this module can correlate all proposals in a
video, but to study how much context is needed, we re-
strict the self-attention and the cross-attention to attend only
to the proposals within its temporal neighborhood (inspired
by [6]). After self-attention, we obtain updated visual and
audio features z?, and z? for each proposal.

Watch and listen jointly. The transformer decoder fuses
both modalities. It contains a cross-attention module, which
takes the updated features z;, and z%, of both modalities as
input tokens. The visual modality tokens are used as Q,
and audio modality tokens are used a K and V. Recall that
attention mechanism transforms Q, K, V as

QKT
VD

Hereby, the audio features are linearly combined based on
the similarities between video and audio features. The
resulting features are enhanced by observing the inter-
modal context from neighboring audio and video features.

Attention(Q, K, V) = softmax( W (3)

Training and inference. We generate classification scores
based on the enhanced features from the transformer s,,, =
g (y?%,), where s, = [s'";s"°"] contains the scores for
verbs and nouns. We train our model to optimize for both

noun and verb classification with a joint loss:
[, — )\houn snoun + )\verbﬁverb’ (4)

where £ and L' are cross-entropy losses between
the predicted classification scores and the one-hot encoded
classes for nouns and verbs, respectively, and A" and \'er®
are the weights for the corresponding losses. During infer-
ence, we multiple the scores of each noun and verb pairs to
generate the scores for actions.

4. Experiments
4.1. Dataset

We evaluate our proposed method on the largest avail-
able egocentric video dataset: EPIC-KITCHENS-100 [15].
It contains 700 unscripted videos of people performing their
daily kitchen routines. It has, on average, 129 annotated in-
stances per video, which make it significantly harder to per-
form temporal action localization, compared to the estab-
lished [23] and [9]. Around 28% of actions are overlapping
and each annotated instance is composed of a verb and a
noun pair describing an action performed with an object.

4.2. Implementation Details

Features. We experiment with TBN [25], SlowFast vi-
sual [19], and SlowFast auditory [26] features. We observe
that using SlowFast features shows superior performance
than TBN. Thus, we report all experiments using SlowFast
features. We provide the experimental results with TBN in
the supplementary material. We extract both auditory and
visual SlowFast features at 5 FPS for training the proposal
generator, and we max-pool them temporally for the pro-
posal classification part. The extracted features have the
dimensionality of D" = D* = D =2304.

Proposal generator. We used BMN [27] for generating
class-agnostic proposals. In the original implementation the
input is rescaled to a fixed size before being fed to the net-
work. Given that the dataset is dense and contains mostly
atomic actions, we also implemented the sliding window
approach (similarly to [35]). We use sliding window of size
256 and a stride of 128. We show the increase in Aver-
age Recall (AR) from using BMN over the sliding windows
compared to the rescaled inputs, as well as the ablation for
the best window size in the supplementary material. We
find a simple concatenation of visual and audio features, fol-
lowed by a single MLP layer, to be an effective strategy to
fuse the modalities (early fusion). We apply Soft-NMS [7]
during post-processing.

Proposal classification. For the cross-attention trans-
former, both the encoder and the decoder have 1 layer and
8 attention heads. We experiment using learned and fixed
positional encodings, and find that the learned encodings
perform better. We set D¢ = 32.

4.3. Quantitative results

Audiovisual impact. To show the effect of the auditory
signal on both proposal generation and classification, we
demonstrate the performance for nine cases (Tab. 1): the
proposal generator with visual (V) and/or auditory (A) in-
puts followed by early fusion classifier with visual (V)
and/or auditory (A) inputs. We find that the audiovisual
classifier (Class-AV) achieves the best results for all tasks
(noun, verb, action). Furthermore, the audiovisual genera-



Table 1. Showing how uni-modal and multi-modal inputs affect the performance, measured by the average mAP. Gen stands for
generation and Class for classification. A, V, and AV - auditory, visual, and audiovisual inputs, respectively (e.g. Gen-V x Class-AV means
that we input video features to proposal generator and audiovisual to the proposal classifier). We report results of the validation set.

Action

Class-A  Class-V  Class-AV

Class-A  Class-V  Class-AV

Noun Verb
Class-A  Class-V  Class-AV
Gen-A 2.00 9.01 9.81 2.00 8.17
Gen-V 1.60 10.64 12.48 1.76 10.59
Gen-AV 2.03 11.22 12.63 2.10 10.01

08.94
11.96
11.47

0.45
0.59
0.71

5.65
7.06
7.69

6.70
7.66
8.35

tor (Gen-AV) performs the best for noun and action. This
finding validates our intuition that audio is a complementary
signal to the video for detecting egocentric actions for both
localization and recognition. Our hypothesis is that audio
helps localize actions in situations where visual interactions
are occluded (an obstacle, bad camera view), unclear (dark
environments), or ambiguous, and where the audio signal
is strong enough and discriminative. We discuss some ex-
amples with these scenarios in Sec. 4.4 and Supplementary
material. Note that our naive early fusion approach already
gives 1.3% increase in action mAP when comparing only
visual performance (7.06%) with the audiovisual (8.35%).

Improving on the fusion. We compare several fusion
strategies in Tab. 2. All experiments were run on the same
audiovisual proposals (Gen-AV). As mentioned above, early
fusion results in a significant improvement over the visual-
only model. The intermediate fusion with only audiovisual
supervision (8.24% action mAP) does not perform better
than early fusion. However, we can achieve better results
by jointly training with the supervision from the visual and
audio streams (8.75%). Doing late fusion with self-gating
weights does not perform well (only 7.99%), but late fusion
with cross-gating (Late F CG) achieves 8.82%. This find-
ing is expected as cross-gating has richer representations of
both modalities for weighting the class scores.

Incorporating context. In Tab. 3, we ablate on the atten-
tion window size W. We find that increasing the window
size does improve the performance of our model, validating
our theory that the temporal context is useful for the pro-
posal classification. Specifically, W = 32 (9.06%) and W
= 64 (9.29%) give us the best action average mAP. Using
smaller window performs comparable to the late fusion or
mid fusion (Tab. 2). Enlarging the window further degrades
the performance slightly, suggesting that temporally distant
proposals become irrelevant.

Comparison with state-of-the-art. We compare the per-
formance of OWL with other existing methods on EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 in Tab. 4. Our model performs signifi-
cantly better than the baseline of [15], and AGT [33], and
sets a new state-of-the-art performance on this challenging
benchmark of 9.29% average mAP for the action class.

Table 2. Fusion methods performance on the validation set
measured by the average mAP (%). SG and CG in late fusion
correspond to the self-gating and cross-gating scenarios described
in 3.2.2, respectively. We also show the modality streams being
supervised in the second column.

Method | Supervision ‘ Noun ‘ Verb ‘ Action
Early F AV 12.63 | 11.47 8.35
Intermediate F AV 12.55 | 11.66 8.24
Intermediate F V, A, AV 13.66 | 12.90 8.75
Late F SG V, A 11.51 | 10.84 7.99
Late F CG V, A 12.66 | 12.89 8.82

Table 3. The effect of attention window size W. on in the trans-
former block described in Sec. 3.3. We report the performance on
the validation set, measured by the average mAP (%). Each token
on the attention pattern can attend to % tokens from each side.

W| 0 | 4 | 16 | 32 | 64 | 128 ] 256 | 512
Noun | 12.52|13.33]13.32|13.22|13.96 | 13.89 | 13.23 | 12.64

Verb|11.86|11.60|11.39|12.15|11.67 |12.16 | 11.64 | 11.53
Action | 8.21 | 8.71 | 8.90 | 9.06 | 9.29 | 8.78 | 8.58 | 8.66

4.4. Qualitative results

Fig. 5 visualizes the localization results of our cross-
modal transformer model and compares it to the results of
the uni-modal video model. As we can see the visual model
fails to predict ‘open juice’ and ’close juice’. However, the
audiovisual model predicts it successfully. Furthermore, the
localized actions are on average more precise for the audio-
visual model ("open fridge’, 'pour juice’). Our intuition is
that the pouring sound helps to localize the action better.

5. Limitations

The scope of this work is limited to audio-visual context
for TAL in untrimmed unedited videos with a large number
of action categories per video. We acknowledge that the
audio and visual signals may have an interesting interplay
in highly edited videos, e.g. those on YouTube, TikTok, and
movies. However, the audio signal in edited video might
not be predominantly associated with the action. It might
also be mixed with speech and music to evoke emotions in



Table 4. Action localization results. measured by mAP@tloU (%) for tloU € (0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5) and the average mAP on the
validation and test sets. For reporting results on the test set, we do not use validation set for training, compared to [15]. Second column
indicates feature backbones used for the ablation: TSN [41], I3D [1 1], SF(A) [26], SE(V) [19].

Method‘ Features ‘

mAP (Val) for Noun classes @tloU

‘ mAP (Test) for Noun classes @tIoU

0.1 0.2 0.3 04 05 Avg 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 Avg.
Damen et al. [15] | TSN,SF(V) | 10.31 833 6.17 447 335 653 |[11.99 849 06.04 4.10 280 6.68
AGT [33 13D 11.63 933 7.05 6.57 389 7.70 - - - - - -
OWL (ours) | SF(A,V) |17.94 15.81 14.14 12.13 9.80 13.96 | 16.78 15.22 13.60 11.64 9.74 13.40
(a) Noun
Method | Features mAP (Val) for Verb classes @tloU mAP (Test) for Verb classes @tloU
0.1 0.2 0.3 04 05 Avg. 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 Avg.
Damen et al. [15] | TSN,SF(V) | 10.83 9.84 843 7.11 558 836 |11.10 940 7.44 569 409 754
AGT [33 13D 12.01 1025 8.15 7.12 6.14 8.73 - - - - - -
OWL (ours) | SF(A,V) | 1448 13.05 11.82 10.25 8.73 11.67 | 16.78 1543 14.01 12.73 11.24 14.04
(b) Verb
Method | Features mAP (Val) for Action classes @tloU mAP (Test) for Action classes @tloU
0.1 02 03 04 05 Avg. 01 02 03 04 05 Avg.
Damen ef al. [15] | TSN,SF(V) | 695 6.10 522 436 343 5.21 6.40 537 441 336 247 4.40
AGT [33] 13D 778 692 553 422 3.86 5.66 - - - - - -
OWL (ours) | SF(A,V) | 11.01 1037 947 8.24 7.26 9.29 9.69 9.03 8.07 7.11 6.23 8.03

(c) Noun

OT romclon Sl W BRRE
verb ‘open grab open gragose

\ noun CUpPb. glass fridge fridge
fridge
verb open grab open gr%tl)ose
AVHC . €Ul glass fridge fidge

open pour close
juice juice juice
pour
juice
pour (close)
juice

Figure 5. Qualitative results. The same scenario as in Fig.1(a). The ground truth (GT) annotations are compared with the predicted
actions of the visual-only model (V) and our cross-modal transformer (AV+C). We highlight with red line the GT actions that were missed
by both models, and with green line the predictions where only one model succeeds. We can observe how our AV+C model produces

temporally more precise and complete outputs.

the viewers. Thus, we believe that it is healthy to explore
the two lines of research independently, edited vs. unedited.

6. Conclusion

This work studies multi-modal temporal action local-
ization using egocentric unedited videos. The specific
challenges of public egocentric video benchmarks (e.g.,
unedited footage, localization of actions out of frame and
large number of action classes per video) invite to rethink
the inner workings of the TAL models. This work does
so by means of two booster principles: multi-modality,

with audio, and temporal continuity to complement the vi-
sual signal. We validate our hypothesis by experimenting
with the multiple audio-visual fusion approaches as well
as context-aware pipelines. A technical contribution of
our work is OWL, a transformer-based model that lever-
ages both temporal context and modality fusion. By us-
ing OWL, we achieve state-of-the-art performance on the
EPIC-KITCHENS-100 action localization task.
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supervision. This work was supported by the King Abdul-



lah University of Science and Technology (KAUST) Office
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Supplementary Material

We complement our work with the following: (i) The de-
tails on the proposal generation (Sec. A), (ii) per-class per-
formance analysis (Sec. B), and (iii) qualitative examples
(please, check the attached slides).

A. Action proposals

This section analyzes the action proposals produced by
the proposal generator, as explained in Sec. 3.1 and Fig. 2
(cf. the main manuscript). We measure the quality of the
proposals with average recall (AR). [18] It is worth noting
that proposals are class-agnostic and require further classi-
fication. AR measures the localization quality of the action
proposals. We consider the limited number of predicted
proposals when computing AR and compute it for several
tIOU thresholds. In the following sections, we investigate
which feature encoders to use and how to treat the input
sequence.

A.l. Feature encoders

Our focus is to investigate audiovisual inputs; thus, we
consider the encoders that process auditory and visual sig-
nals. We consider TBN [25] and SlowFast [19,26] networks
as our feature encoders. TBN operates on RGB, Flow, and
spectrogram, and Visual and Auditory SlowFast take video
frames and spectrogram, respectively, as inputs. In Tab.5
we compare the performance of the proposal generator with
TBN and SlowFast features. To see the effect of audiovisual
features, we also show the results of a uni-modal proposal
generator with visual-only or audio-only inputs. To create
audiovisual SlowFast feature, we concatenate visual and au-
ditory features of the corresponding SlowFast backbones.
We notice that audiovisual SlowFast features (65.66%) out-
performs TBN (64.61%) in the performance. Furthermore,
we can observe that multi-modal SlowFast features outper-
forms uni-modal (65.66% for audiovisual vs 64.09% for vi-
sual and 56.38% for audio).

Features ‘ Modality ‘ AR (%)
TBN RGB, flow, audio 64.61
SF visual 64.09
SF audio 56.38
SF audio, visual 65.66

Table 5. Average Recall (AR) for the proposals using TBN and
SlowFast (SF) features for uni-modal and multi-modal scenar-
ios. We investigate which feature encoder results in superior per-
formance and if the multi-modal scenario performs better than the
uni-modal.
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A.2. Input sequence

As videos can vary in duration, their features can have
different temporal dimensions. We investigate two types
of input sequence treatment in the proposal generator: (1)
rescaling the features to produce the input of a particular
temporal size and (2) iterating over the features with a slid-
ing window. Sliding window treats time as the reference
framework, whereas feature rescaling uses duration. As
[49] mentioned, rescaling features is suboptimal for detect-
ing short actions in long videos. This is particularly relevant
for our work as EPIC-KITCHENS-100 is annotated with
many atomic instances, and a video duration can exceed one
hour. We observed that previous approaches for the tem-
poral action localization in the dataset used both strategies.
For instance, [ 15] utilizes feature rescaling and [35] uses the
sliding window. Tab. 6 compares the AR of proposals using
both strategies. We can see that the sliding window results
in 10% AR increase compared to rescaling. That validates
the idea that the sliding window is a better way to deal with
the atomic actions in the dataset. Therefore, we conduct our
experiments using the sliding window approach.

Features ‘ AR (%)
TBN (rescaled) 54.91
TBN (sliding window) | 64.61

Table 6. Average Recall (AR) for the proposals using TBN fea-
tures and treating the input sequence with rescaling or using
sliding windows.

A.3. Window size

While processing the input sequence with a sliding win-
dow, we aim for the most effective window size. As [35]
observed, over 98% of annotated action instances in EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 [15] are shorter than 20 seconds. We ex-
tracted features at 5fps; thus, to capture 98% of actions, we
should aim for a minimal stride s = 20 x5 = 100. In our
experiments, we always take the stride s that equals half of
the window size w. In Tab. 7 we investigate the best win-
dow size, starting with with w = 200 and s = 100. We keep
increasing w ad s until the performance degrades. That en-
sures that at least one sliding window will cover any action
that does not exceed 7 seconds. We reach the higher per-
formance with w = 300 (and s = 150). We believe that in-
creasing the window size to 300 incorporates some relevant
context to the model. However, increasing the window size
further degrades the performance, suggesting that context
becomes irrelevant (similarly to our transformer model’s
temporal context).
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Figure 6. Absolute per class improvement in performance of OWL with respect to the visual-only model, measured by the average
precision (AP, %). To observe the significant changes, we only visualize classes with the absolute difference in AP greater than 5%.

Window Size ‘ AR (%)

200 65.52
300 65.66
400 63.75

Table 7. Average Recall (AR) for the proposals using different
sliding window sizes.

B. Per-class performance of OWL

In Fig. 6 we show a per-class performance comparison
of OWL relative to the visual-only model. We plot the ab-
solute improvement, measured by average precision (AP),
for noun (Fig. 6b) and verb (Fig. 6a) classes. We can ob-
serve that OWL performs better than the visual-only model
for most verb and noun classes. We attribute the improve-
ments to audio or context incorporation and discuss them in
the following subsections.

Audio. Verbs ’‘pour’, ’crush’, ’drink’ have distinctive
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sounds, and OWL performs better than the visual-only
model on these classes. ’Drink’ is, arguably, the most in-
teresting case as the source of sound is very close to the
camera microphone. As we expect, OWL improves the
AP by more than 10% on this class. Likewise, several
noun classes, such as “'machine:washing’, ’toaster’, ’fridge’,
’oven’, “fan:extractor’, 'cooker:slow, ’kettle’, 'microwave’,
"dishwasher’ are the electronic kitchen appliances which
usually have distinctive sounds when turned on and off and
while operating.

Context. Several verbs, such as ’transition’(used inter-
changeably with ’move’, 'walk in’ in the dataset taxon-
omy), ‘open’, 'put’, ’close’ have better predictions with
OWL. We believe that the improvement for these verb
classes can be attributed to context incorporation. As was
mentioned in Fig. 1 of the main paper, humans often do
their kitchen activities following some patterns (e.g. logi-
cal order in human-object interactions). We also hypoth-
esize that food that is usually packed, such as ’yoghurt’,
‘cream’, 'grape’, ‘nut’, ‘'meat’, 'carrot’, ’salt’, ’juice’, 'ce-
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real’, ’pasta’, "hummus’ could be ambiguous for the model
when are shown packed (as shown in Fig.1 in the main pa-
per). However, with some knowledge from the context, the
network can leverage this ambiguity, and we attribute some
improvement for these classes to these cases.
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