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Abstract. Temporally localizing the presence of object states in videos
is crucial in understanding human activities beyond actions and objects.
This task has suffered from a lack of training data due to object states’
inherent ambiguity and variety. To avoid exhaustive annotation, learning
from transcribed narrations in instructional videos would be intriguing.
However, object states are less described in narrations compared to ac-
tions, making them less effective. In this work, we propose to extract
the object state information from action information included in nar-
rations, using large language models (LLMs). Our observation is that
LLMs include world knowledge on the relationship between actions and
their resulting object states, and can infer the presence of object states
from past action sequences. The proposed LLM-based framework offers
flexibility to generate plausible pseudo-object state labels against arbi-
trary categories. We evaluate our method with our newly collected Mul-
tiple Object States Transition (MOST) dataset including dense temporal
annotation of 60 object state categories. Our model trained by the gen-
erated pseudo-labels demonstrates significant improvement of over 29%
in mAP against strong zero-shot vision-language models, showing the ef-
fectiveness of explicitly extracting object state information from actions
through LLMs.

Keywords: Object State Recognition - Learning from Narrated Videos
- Large Language Models

1 Introduction

What do we need to understand in a scene of cooking an omelet? Actions and
objects involved in the scene, like “crack eggs into a bowl” are some of the
key elements but that is not all. As the scene progresses, objects undergo state
changes triggered by human actions. For example, when one cracks an egg and
then whisks it, the whole egg becomes cracked, and then becomes whisked once
the action is accomplished, while it remains raw during these actions. In addition
to actions and objects, it is important to understand how the state of objects
actually changes as a result of the actions, which is necessary for various domains

such as cooking [33], assembly [10//36], and robotics [21].
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Fig. 1: We propose to generate pseudo-object state labels from relatively abundant
action information included in narration using LLMs (left). Inferred pseudo-labels are
used to train a frame-wise object state classifier (right).

Despite its importance, the object state recognition task has suffered from
the lack of training data. Even a single type of object can have dozens of states.
They are not necessarily exclusive, and the criteria of their distinction are often
ambiguous (e.g., large cut vs. small cut ) Manual annotation of temporally-
changing object states (e.g., ) requires a lot of exhausting work and is vul-
nerable to the change of vocabulary.

To bypass the annotation effort, learning from instructional videos on the
Internet with automatically transcribed narrations is adopted in various video
recognition tasks . Narrations in instructional videos offer valuable in-
formation about what people do in the videos and can be used as a scalable
resource for training models.

However, learning object states from video narrations has not been as suc-
cessful as learning actions and objects. In instructional videos, speakers talk
about the most important events first, and often omit obvious or unimportant
information . They often do not tell much about the states of objects com-
pared to what they are doing (actions) and what they are handling (objects).
Therefore, naively training recognition models for less described entities from
raw narrations may lead to suboptimal results.

How can we utilize the untold object state information implicitly told in
narrations? We propose to use off-the-shelf large language models (LLMs) to
infer the likely object states from action information included in video narrations
(Figure 1| left). LLMs trained by massive amounts of text corpus are showing
impressive reasoning abilities in various tasks ||§|, They are especially good at
re-arranging information such as summarization and paraphrasing .

Our key idea is to infer the presence of object states from video narrations
by LLMs from the actions described in video narrations. We argue that the
sequence of past actions extracted from video narrations tells about when an
object state appears and disappears. For example, after peeling, slicing, and
grating the apple, the state is no longer sliced because the apple lost the distinct
shape of slice. The relationship between actions and object states implicitly



Learning Object States from Actions via Large Language Models 3

encoded in LLMs allows us to generate pseudo-object state labels for training a
frame-wise object state classification model (Figure [1| right).

Specifically, we propose a three-step framework to infer temporally localized
object state information from video narrations. First, given transcribed narra-
tions with a target object category name, we extract a set of manipulation actions
describing the actions related to target objects. Next, for each primary action,
we generate its state descriptions which describes the resulting states caused or
inferred by that specific action. Finally, the accumulated list of inferred state
descriptions is used to determine the presence of a specific object state at each
time. LLMs are used in each phase to bridge between the above concepts.

We also use vision-language models (VLMs) to temporally align the inferred
object state labels and video frames. The inferred object state labels are used
to train a frame-wise classification model. Since pseudo-labels are sparse, we
found training temporal segmentation models directly from pseudo-labels leads
to suboptimal results. To this end, we introduce a simple self-training scheme of
training a student model with an ensemble of the outputs of two teacher models
with different temporal windows initialized using raw pseudo-labels.

Since there are no suitable datasets evaluating temporal segmentation per-
formance of object states, we collected a new Multiple Object States Transition
(MOST) dataset containing 60 object states from six object categories (apple,
egg, flour, shirt, tire, and wire). The MOST dataset is designed to evaluate find-
ing the presence of object states, different from the previous datasets [17}/40]
which aim to find state-changing actions rather than object states.

Experimental evaluation showed that our model demonstrates significant im-
provement of over 29% in mAP against strong zero-shot vision-language mod-
els [34,45], suggesting the effectiveness of explicitly extracting object state in-
formation implicit in narrations, through LLMs. It also achieved competitive
performance in localizing state-changing actions in the Changelt dataset [40]
with minimum modifications.

2 Related Work

2.1 Learning Object States from Images

Learning and recognizing object states from images has been studied from their
early days by collecting images from the Internet |15l/19}301/32}/35,/39]. Tasks such
as action-effect prediction [15], state discovery [19], action-state composition
learning [32,35] are studied. In these tasks, learning the relationship between
actions and states is their primary interest. However, there is a limitation that
images do not tell about the dynamics of how the object states change as a result
of actions. In addition, action-state composition pairs need to be pre-defined,
which imposes additional costs on adding new pairs.

2.2 Learning Object States from Videos

Videos capture the dynamics of object state changes better than images. Tasks
such as object state classification |14}|26], discovery of internal states [3}|10],
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action-state modeling [13}57], and point-of-no-return temporal localization [17]
has been studied. While early works relied on small-scale video collection and an-
notation, learning from abundant Internet videos with video captions has become
a trend due to its scalability [5,j40,41]. Soucek et al. [40] propose a unsupervised
method to learn the object state change dynamics from Internet videos using
causal ordering constraints, further extended to multi-task learning [41]. Concur-
rently, Xue et al. [50] uses LLMs to mine the possible object with specific state
transition from video narrations using LLMs in a open-world manner. While or-
dering constraints provide natural supervision for object state recognition, it is
based on unrealistic assumptions that (i) the state-changing action always exists
and (ii) the state change occurs only once in a video. Our work pursues different
directions of using LLMs to extract object state information from narrations in
a scalable manner without relying on heuristics.

2.3 Learning from Video Narrations

The transcribed narrations of Internet videos can be used as a scalable resource
for video learning tasks [2}|11}24, |28 (29,37, 38,42} 49, 53-56]. However, these
ASR narrations are found to be suboptimal due to irrelevant or noisy descrip-
tions (e.g., introduction, random chat, advertisement) and erroneous temporal
boundaries. To mitigate the above issue, techniques such as multiple instance
learning [28], distant supervision via wikiHow [24], use of knowledge graph [54],
learning the alignability of narrations |18], sequence-to-sequence alignment |11],
and temporal modeling [53|, has been proposed. The emphasis of these methods
has been on verbs and nouns in narration, and learning of adjectives including
states has only been addressed to a limited extent. Instead of removing or replac-
ing irrelevant information from narrations, we attempt to extract object state
information from narrations, using the internal knowledge of LLMs.

2.4 LLMs for Visual Learning

LLMs trained by large amounts of text corpus (e.g., [6]) have been demonstrat-
ing remarkable ability in various text reasoning tasks. Recently, several attempts
to leverage LLMs to visual learning are made in tasks as image captioning [9,22],
action recognition [23], video understanding [44,46,51|, and active object ground-
ing [48] In video-text tasks, the high flexibility of LLMs allows us to extract
essential information from noisy narratives [44] and to expand text labels by
summarization and rephrasing [52]. Lin et al. [23] propose an unsupervised ap-
proach using off-the-shelf VLMs and LLMs to construct a text bag corresponding
to unlabeled videos, which is optimized by a multiple-instance learning objective.
LAVILA [52] uses LLMSs to densely describe the events in long-form videos. Alper
et al. |4] propose a similar scheme of producing free-form text labels through
LLMs for human-human interaction prediction problems. Instead of using LLMs
for simple rephrasing or captioning, we propose to use LLMs as a bridge between
two different concepts—actions and object states. We show that information not
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always mentioned often, such as object states, can be efficiently recovered from
label-abundant concepts such as actions.

3 Method

3.1 Problem Setting

Our goal is to predict the timings of where a specific object state is present
in a video. Therefore, we formulate the problem as a multi-label frame-wise
classification task.

Formally, we assume a set of instructional videos X € V including the object
of interest with multiple object state changes. Each video is accompanied by
a set of video narrations describing the content of the video. Given a video
X = {x1,Xa,...,x7} of length T, the goal is to predict a sequence of binary
vectors Y = {yi1,y2,...,yr}, where y; = {y},v?,...,yX} is a binary vector
denoting the presence of K object state labels at time .

Since there is often a range of meanings for an object state, we assume pairs of
a state name (e.g., sliced) and its textual definition composed of a few sentences
(e.g., “the state of an apple that has been cut into thin or narrow pieces. It does
not include the case where the apple is split into two or three large pieces. Even
if it is cooked, it is still applicable as long as it retains the shape of the pieces.”).
Object state labels are not mutually exclusive and more than one object state
may appear in a video frame simultaneously (e.g., a shirt may be soaked and
dyed at the same time).

3.2 Object State Label Extraction from Actions via LLMs

To address the lack of object state information in video narrations, we introduce
a three-stage framework for generating object state labels from video narrations
via LLMs, namely consisting of (a) manipulation action extraction (b) state de-
scription generation from actions (c) context-aware object state label inference.
The key observation is that the presence of an object state, which is not neces-
sarily mentioned in the narrations, can be inferred from (1) the actor’s current
actions and (2) the past object state of the object. We leverage LLMs at each
stage to efficiently extract object state information from noisy narrations.

Manipulation Action Extraction The goal of this stage is to extract a set
of manipulation actions of the actor from ASR narrations. Raw ASR transcrip-
tions accompanied with instructional videos offer valuable information on the
actor’s actions. However, raw narrations often contain transcription errors, over-
segmentation, and irrelevant contents unrelated to the visible actions which may
harm inferring object states. To this end, we first leverage LLMs to extract ma-
nipulation actions that the actor actually conducts in the scene, from narrrations
(See supplementary for full prompts). Specifically, a small block of narrations
and their timestamps (10 sentences per block) are fed into LLMs to output a



6 M. Tateno et al.

Video Transcribed (a) Manipulation Action (b) State Description Generation (c) Object State Label
Frames Narration Extraction Initial state description Inference
—
[0s-2.0s] hello everybody | state is unknown

. - - ! — N\~
[17.85-19.95] s0 what we're Picking the biggest apples ! The apple is now in a basket,

only going to do is pick the | LLM ' freshly picked from the tree
biggest ones Sorting the apples ._. The apple is now in a pile, Is the apple

[5'0.05-35.05] what we're sorted by size e \_lv_h_o_lg D,OW?

looking for is the larger apples

L= —J paststate [— g LLM yes
- — . | = )

[281.55-266.3s] now we'll cut Scorning apples and I The apple is now cut into
these places out when we cutting them into eight | eight pieces Is the apple7
start getting ready to cool pieces i E _CPP!‘%‘_’ now?
them up and use them __,‘ LLM

. o __.{ LLM }-» LLM no
[499.6.75-514.65] we're going - ) Bolll lesl The apple slices are being
1o bowl for 20 minutes in the oiling apple slices in boiled in the water bath
water bath canner and take water bath canner

them out and our apple slices | canner

will be done —

past state 1
1

696.65-703.95] so you can | — =

see we have plenty of canned || |[ ...

apples now to make it through | | LLM }__‘ o | -—— Eh o boi | Is the apple
anning apples e apple is being canne

the winter months with thank i sliced now?
you from deep south L . i S Bt ey
homestead ——

t B LLM yes

Fig. 2: Three-stage framework of inferring presence of object state labels from video
narration. (a) Manipulation action extraction from narration. (b) Object state descrip-
tion generation from actions. (c¢) Context-aware object state label inference.

set of manipulation actions. (Figure [2[ (a)) Note that manipulation actions do
not correspond to original narrations one by one. To obtain the time interval for
each extracted action, we also prompt LLMs to refer back to mark the narration
that best match what the action says, and take the interval of it as the interval
of the manipulation action.

Object State Description Generation from Actions Next, we sequentially
generate a set of state description from manipulation actions, which is used as
intermediate information before generating the object state pseudo-labels (Fig-
ure (b)). State description is a short sentence including the target object name
and a description concisely describing their state. The motivation of state de-
scription is to keep track of the object’s state at that time while (i) detecting
whether the object has undergone any kind of state change and (ii) dealing with
changes in the object name.

In this stage, we assume a set of action blocks, each including 10 manipulation
actions, and the initial state description is set as “The state of <object name> is
unknown.”. At each block, we pass the set of current manipulation actions and
the last state description to LLMs and generate a sequence of state descriptions
corresponding to each action. By considering the past state description, LLMs
can track what change has been applied to the object, and generate temporally
consistent state descriptions across videos.

We found that explicitly generating the current object name is crucial in this
case because the names of the objects often change as a result of object state
changes. For example, a sliced apple mixed with other ingredients would be later
called a mizture in some narrations. In such a case, it is no longer called as apple
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anymore. Therefore, an explicit mechanism to infer that the apple has changed
to a mixture is necessary to keep track of the object state changes.

Context-aware Object State Label Inference Finally, we infer whether
a target object state (e.g., whole, cooked, or sliced) is present at the timing
of each state description. (Figure [2f (¢)) For each state description, we feed the
concatenation of all the state descriptions up to that timing to LLMs and prompt
it to produce the presence (in either “Yes”, “No” or “ambiguous”) of each of the K
object states. Because some object states are kept unchanged from the beginning
of the video, it is crucial to input all their temporal context. Since target object
state names are often not enough to determine their meanings, we also input
their detailed definition to LLMs. We allow LLMs to answer “ambiguous” if the
given list of state descriptions does not contain enough information. The object
state labels determined as ambiguous are not used for training.

3.3 Interval Alignment via VLMs

We now obtained a list of object state labels with their corresponding manip-
ulation actions and time intervals. The intervals of actions roughly correspond
to the presence of the object states. However, they are not correctly temporally
aligned due to misalignment between (a) narrations and video frames (b) the
presence of object states and actions. Therefore, there is a need to match be-
tween object states and video frames. Instead of explicit alignment (e.g., [11]) we
introduce a simple two-stage technique of assigning object state labels to video
frames, using off-the-shelf vision-language models (VLMs).

Figure [3] shows the detailed procedure. Similar to Sec. our observation
is that the interval of an object state roughly matches with that of its corre-
sponding action. First, given a video frame, we ask the VLM the most plausible
manipulation action to the frame from candidate manipulation actions within
before/after At seconds around the frame (Figure 3| (a)). We allow the VLM to
choose “others” option if no actions represent the frame. The frame is not used
for training if “others” is chosen.

Once we assign likely actions to each frame, we then use the corresponding
object state description to filter out irrelevant frames using VLMs (Figure|3[(b)).
We assign object state labels with their value (true/false) to the video frames
that passed this phase.

Note that determining intervals by looking at the action does not mean that
pseudo-labels are assigned only if state-changing actions exist. We can infer the
presence of object states from some actions not related to their state change.
For example, “picking apples from the tree” implies that the apples are whole
and not sliced or cooked even though it does not trigger object state changes.

3.4 Learning from Pseudo-Object State Labels

Finally, we train the frame-wise object state classifier using generated pseudo-
object state labels.
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Fig. 3: Temporal alignment between video frames and action/object state description
pair. (a) Given video frame, we select most likely actions from surrounding candidates
using VLMs. (b) Interval is further filtered by matching frame and state description.
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Fig. 4: Self-training via ensemble of teacher models.

Pseudo-Label Preprocessing To make the model sensitive only to visible
target objects, we use CLIP to assign negative labels to the frames without
target objects. We take the cosine similarity between a video frame and pre-
defined target object names and assign negative labels to all the object states if
their maximum score is under a certain threshold.

Self-Training from Ensemble The generated pseudo-labels are partially as-
signed to video frames. While we would like to employ temporal models to cap-
ture the dynamics between actions and object states, directly learning from the
partial pseudo-labels results in suboptimal results. We introduce a self-training
scheme based on mean teacher learning which updates the target student
model from the ensemble of teacher models initialized from pseudo-labels.
Figure[4 shows the overview of training. We first train two frame-wise teacher
state classification models with different temporal windows: MLP and TCN,
using the original pseudo-labels. Both models have a pre-trained backbone fixed
during training and additional layers for fine-tuning. while they are similar to ac-
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tion segmentation models (e.g., [12]), the final layer of each model has a sigmoid
activation because object states are not mutually exclusive. They are trained
with standard binary cross entropy loss only calculated for valid pseudo-labels.

In this work, we use the InvernVideo [45] visual encoder for the backbone.
MLP has a 2-layer MLP head and it does not take any temporal context into ac-
count. TCN has stacked temporal convolutional networks to model the temporal
relationship between frames. We modify MS-TCN [12] to replace the softmax
layer in each stage with a sigmoid layer. At this phase, TCIN does not perform
well due to missing pseudo-labels.

Given the above two models as teacher models, we propose to train another
set of MLP and TCN as student models, taking the weighted sum of teacher
models’ predictions as ground truth. The ensemble of two soft labels mitigates
the missing label issue on training the student TCN model. Formally, the new
ensembled target yg™® for ¢-th video frame can be denoted as follows:

Yo =a gy N 4 (1-a) g (1)

where §TCN and yMIP are the output of MLP and TCN, respectively, and
a € [0, 1] denote the weight of different labels. In this work, we set « to 0.5.

Following the mean teacher strategy [18| 43|, we concurrently update the
parameters of the teacher models via the Exponential Moving Average (EMA)
mechanism. The teacher models are gradually updated to follow the student
models. We use the momentum coefficient of 0.999. After student model training,
only the student TCN model is used for inference.

4 Experiments

We examine our proposed approach in two benchmarks: Newly collected Multiple
Object States Transision (MOST) dataset and the existing Changelt dataset [40].

4.1 Multiple Object States Transition Dataset (MOST)

Since there were no publicly available datasets on temporally localizing the pres-
ence of object states, we created a new evaluation dataset called Multiple Object
States Transition (MOST) dataset. We manually collected instructional videos
from YouTube for six object categories: apple, egg, flour, shirt, tire, and wire,
that take various types of object states. We selected around 10 object states per
object category to annotate, covering the popular states the object may take (see
supplementary for full lists). For the videos showing the target object, annota-
tors marked the interval where each object state exists. As a result, 61 videos
with a total duration of 159.6 minutes were fully annotated.

As shown in the examples (see Figure , the object states are densely anno-
tated, and have more complicated transition patterns between different states to
measure when the object state is actually present rather than finding the timing
of state-changing actions as in previous datasets [3}/40].
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(b) Scene: Washing car tire.

Fig.5: Annotation example of MOST dataset. Red bands show presence of object
states by time (seconds). All labels are marked negative if target objects are not visible.

Indeed, Changelt annotates object state labels as pre/post condition
of actions. For example, the initial label for Cake frosting is only marked just
before the action starts, but the frames of unfrosted cake that are temporally
distant from the action are labeled as background, which means that the presence
of object states cannot be determined solely without state-changing actions.

The MOST dataset covers various object states including those that are not
necessarily associated with actions (e.g., straight, dry, flat, smooth), providing
a more direct benchmark of object state recognition.

4.2 Implementation Details

Training Data We used the subset of HowTol00M as training data. We
assume access to the target object names and their states to recognize. Given a
target object name (e.g., apple), we first selected videos that included the ob-
ject name in the title and narration. We further selected videos that included the
verbs likely to be associated with the target objects. We used LLMs to automati-
cally create a list of the likely associated verbs. For example, from an object-state
pair “peeled apple”, verbs such as “peel”, “slice”, and “cut” are suggested. Finally,
we removed videos with very long narrations (> 12,000 words) to fit the maxi-
mum context length of LLMs, resulting in around 2K videos per object category
by adjusting the maximum YouTube search rank (see supplementary for details).

For evaluation of Changelt dataset [40], we used the subset of the original
Changelt videos including narrations for training. We selected at most 350 videos
per category with the highest noise adaptive weight . This results in 10,749
videos in total, which is 32% of the original dataset.

Pseudo-Label Generation We used the pre-processed narrations from [18]
that removed low-quality subtitles. We used GPT-3.5 (gpt-3.5-turbo-1106)
for the LLM to process narrations. Samples that did not follow the specified
output format (approximately 1%) are discarded. We used LLaVA-1.5 13B
4-bit quantized model for VLMs used for temporal alignment. We set the window
At to 10 seconds on selecting manipulation action candidates.

We applied our framework to videos of 1,123 hours in total. As a result,
pseudo-labels are assigned to 74% of the video frames.
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Models For the feature backbone, we used the pre-trained InternVideo visual
encoder (InternVideo-MM-14-L) [45] and sampled 8 frames per second to obtain
the feature vectors at 1 fps. For the TCN classifier, we used MS-TCN |[12]
with 4 stages. Each stage consists of 10 layers of 512 dimensions, followed by a
final linear layer of K outputs with Sigmoid activation. The MLP classifier is
a simple MLP consisting of a linear layer of 512 dimensions followed by ReLU
activation and the final linear layer of K outputs followed by Sigmoid activation.
The models were trained separately for each object category.

Optimization We have two learning stages: one for learning the teacher models
using pseudo-labels generated by LLMs and the other for self-training with the
student model. We train each model with a batch size of 16 for 50 epochs in
the first stage, followed by 50 epochs in the second one. We use the Adam opti-
mizer [20] with decoupled weight decay regularization |27]. We set the learning
rate to le-4 and the weight decay to 0.01.

Datasets and Metrics For MOST dataset, we report Fl-max and Average
Precision (AP) to measure the correctness of temporal localization of object
states. To make scores comparable against uncalibrated zero-shot models, we
report Fl-max which is the maximum F1 score at the optimal threshold. We set
the thresholds for each object state category.

Changelt dataset evaluates the performance of temporally localizing (i) the
initial state, (ii) the state-modifying action, and (iii) the end state. For 44 state-
changing actions, 667 videos up to 48 hours are annotated for evaluation. Fol-
lowing [40] we report precision@1 for action and state respectively.

4.3 Evaluation on MOST Dataset

Comparison to off-the-shelf VLMs To show the effectiveness of explic-
itly generating object state labels from narrations via LLMs, we compared our
method with three zero-shot VLM models trained from various vision-language
data: LLaVA [25|, CLIP [34], and InternVideo [45].

LLaVA is a large multi-modal LLM that accepts a pair of an image and
texts. We used the same model (LLaVA-1.5 13B 4-bit quantized) which is used
in interval alignment of our proposed method. We feed each video frame and
object state definition to LLaVA and prompt it to first describe the image and
then answer whether the object state is present in the image. As the model only
produce binary predictions, we only compute the F1-max score.

CLIP [34] is a simple yet strong model trained by massive image-text pairs
with contrastive learning. We input each video frame and object state text to
the image and text encoder to calculate the similarity score between frames and
object states. Similar to [40|, we tested several text prompts such as “a photo
of <object state><object name>" (e.g., “a photo of cracked egg”) and reported
their best results (see supplementary for details).
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Table 1: Comparison with other baselines on MOST dataset. F1 denotes F1-max score
and mAP denotes mean Average Precision score averaged across object state categories.

Method Apple Egg Flour Shirt Tire Wire Average

F1 mAP F1 mAP F1 mAP F1 mAP F1 mAP F1 mAP F1 mAP
LLaVA 034 — 029 — 03 — 028 — 047 — 027 — 033 —
CLIP 0.42 0.35 0.37 0.28 0.38 0.26 0.33 0.27 0.55 0.45 0.33 0.25 0.39 0.31
InternVideo 0.46 0.39 0.44 0.39 0.43 0.36 0.40 0.32 0.57 0.45 0.40 0.31 0.45 0.37
Ours 0.53 0.50 0.53 0.48 0.55 0.49 0.50 0.45 0.61 0.52 0.50 0.42 0.54 0.48

InternVideo is a video-language foundation model based on masked video
reconstruction and multi-modal contrastive learning, demonstrating strong re-
sults on various video recognition tasks.We input the model 8 video frames and
the object state text similar to CLIP.

Table [I] shows the quantitative results. Our method achieves significantly
better results and outperforms all the strong zero-shot baselines in both F1-
max and AP, showing the effectiveness of learning from LLM-based object state
pseudo-labels.

Video W
Frames (./u A y

sliced

cooked

dried i

caramelized

I : Ours M : Ground Truth

Fig. 6: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: apple). Blue and red bar
denote our model’s prediction and ground truth, respectively.

Qualitative Analysis Figure [6] shows the predictions of our trained model.
Blue and red bar denote the prediction and the ground truth labels, respecitvely.
Overall our model correctly localize the presence of mulitple object states while
there are false positive predictions in some labels (e.g., sliced, cooked).

4.4 Ablation Study

Does temporal context matter in pseudo-label generation? We compare
the model trained with pseudo-object state labels without using temporal con-
text (Table |2 top). In this model, we infer the state description and the object
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LLM'’s answer for

Extracted Actions State Descriptions
“« : A
The egg is boiled

Answer:

W/O context Yes, the current state of the egg is
consistent with the definition of "The

; : N ;o egg is boiled" because it has been

[ Observing coagulation }—-{ The egg is coagulated and has solidified. '—5 cooked by immersing it with its shell
in boiling water until it reached the
desired level of doneness.

w/ context The egg is in a state of being cracked and

Answer:

No, the current state of the egg is
not consistent with the definition of
The egg is in a state of being scrambled "The egg is boiled." The history of

A h . the egg's state does not include any
and cooking in the pan with butter. indication that it was boiled in

water with its shell intact.
The egg is in a state of being scrambled Therefore, it does not fit the
and king in the pan with butter. definition of being boiled.

raw in the pan.

Cracking an egg directly into the pan
Scrambling the eggs in the pan

Observing coagulation

Fig. 7: Effect of temporal context on object state label inference. Action “Observing
coagulation” tells only that egg is changing from unsolidified to solidified state, but
it lacks other information such as whether egg is in shell or broken. These lack of
information often leads to incorrect reasoning (top). This issue is mitigated by taking
past history of actions into account (bottom).

s boiled

3
8 w/o context 5 e O T | )
2 w/o contex B
-
o w/context § MS-TCN TOE . B
£ )
o 2 seftrain [ N N B ]
ilJi&tT’ ‘ o % pz 2 self-rain 1 I I
< &“ - £ [ NN EET )
AN — s \ = s

(b) Effect of self-training. Bar with darker colors
mean high probability for the former three mod-
els. The blue and red bars denote prediction of
(a) Comparison of prediction results between self-trained model and ground truth labels. MLP
models trained by pseudo-labels with and with- and MS-TCN denote models trained without self-
out temporal context. training.

w/o context
w/ context
6T

The shirt is soaked

Fig. 8: Qualitative analysis on the impacts from our key component. (a) Pseudo-labels
generated w/o considering temporal context lead to false positive (top) and false nega-
tive (bottom) predictions due to incorrect label assignment. (b) The self-training model
inherits the best aspects of both the MLP and MS-TCN models.

state labels each from single manipulation action one-by-one. We observe 3%
gain on mAP showing that temporal context matters in inferring object states
from actions. In Figure [7] we show an example of incorrect label generation
due to a lack of context information. Figure [Ba] shows that models trained with
context-aware labels produce better predictions.

Is self-training effective? Table [2] middle shows the performance of TCN
and MLP models directly trained from pseudo-labels. While TCN trained from
raw pseudo-labels shows inferior results against MILP, its performance surpasses
MLP by 3% after self-learning. Figure [8b] comparison against a video of a wire
twisted. The final model suppresses the errors of the two teacher models.
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Does action/state alignment help? Asshown in Tablebottom7 action/state
alignment using VLMs showed a marginal improvement of 2%.

Table 2: Ablation results.

Method Fl-max mAP
Full model 0.54 0.48
w/o context-aware pseudo-labels 0.52  0.45
w/o self-training (MS-TCN) 044 0.36
w/o self-training (MLP) 0.51 045
w /o action/state alignment 0.53  0.46

4.5 Evaluation on Changelt Dataset

Since the problem is different from that of MOST dataset, we made minor mod-
ifications to produce the three labels (initial state, action, and end state) during
pseudo-label generation. We assign background label to video frames without a
target object as in Section Due to high computational demands, we omit
the matching between state description and video frames. For a fair compar-
ison, we also use the causal ordering constraints [40] at inference by selecting
the frames of initial state, action, and end state with their highest probabilities
while respecting their causal order.

Table [3] shows the results. Although our method uses less training data
(approx. 30%), our method achieves competitive performance against the best
single-task learning model [40], without relying on the strong heuristics of causal
ordering constraints during training.

Table 3: Comparison on Changelt dataset. The rightmost two columns show
precition@1 for states and actions, respectively.

Method Training Data State prec. Action prec.
Single task models

Random w/ constraint — 0.15 0.41
CLIP ViT-L/14 [34] Zero-shot 0.30 0.63
Alayrac et al. |2 Changelt (full) 0.30 0.59
Look for the Change [40] Changelt (full) 0.35 0.68
Ours Changelt (w/narration) 0.42 0.56

Multi-task models
Multi-Task [41] Changelt (full) 0.49 0.80




Learning Object States from Actions via Large Language Models 15

5 Conclusion

We have developed a new framework for learning object states from narrated
videos leveraging LLMs. The key idea is to infer the presence of object states from
actions included in video narrations with the help of LLMs. We have found that
considering the temporal context and self-training further boosts the accuracy of
temporally localizing the presence of object states. We have shown that learning
from explicitly generated pseudo-labels demonstrates significant improvement
against strong vision-language models. This work opens up the possibility of
using LLMs as a catalyst for recognizing label-scarce concepts through label-
abundant concepts.

The limitation of this method is that it cannot produce pseudo-labels when
narrations are missing. One workaround may be to densely describing the actions
using existing VLMs as in [8] before object state label generation.
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A Details on MOST Dataset

A.1 Object State Category and Their Definition.

MOST dataset covers six object categories: apple, egg, flour, shirt, tire, and wire.
This selection covers diverse situations such as cooking, housework, hobbies, cars,
crafts, and electronics. We select around 10 object states per object category and
provide state definitions for each category name to ensure consistent annotation
across the dataset. The definition essentially follows the dictionary meaning, but
to avoid ambiguity, especially regarding the conditions under which a state disap-
pears, these conditions are explicitly included in the definition. Table[I]shows the
full list of object categories, state names, and their definitions. This information
is used for annotation, pseudo-label generation, and model training/inference.

Table 1: Object State Category and Definition
Object|State Definition
whole "The apple is whole" refers to the state of an apple that has
not been cut or sliced and retains its original round shape.
Even if it has been peeled or cooked, it is still applicable as
long as it retains its original round shape.

peeled "The apple is peeled" refers to the state of an apple that has
had its skin removed by peeling. If the apple is cooked or loses

apple : L o
its round shape by being sliced or grated, we don’t say it is
peeled.

grated "The apple is grated" refers to the state of an apple that

has been shredded or grinded into finer or smoother pieces.
Sometimes grating can release moisture, but ’grated’ refers to
the presence of coarse grains. It no longer applies to smooth
smoothies or sauces made by mixers or blenders.

cut "The apple is cut" refers to the state of an apple that has
been coarsely split into 2 or 3 pieces. If it is sliced into small
pieces, we don’t say it is cut. It doesn’t matter whether the
apple is peeled or not.
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"The apple is sliced" refers to the state of an apple that has
been cut into thin or narrow pieces. It does not include the
case where the apple is split into two or three large pieces.
Even if it is cooked, it is still applicable as long as it retains
the shape of the pieces.

cooked

"The apple is cooked" refers to the state of an apple that has
been sufficiently heated in any way.

baked

"The apple is baked" refers to the state of an apple that has
been cooked in an oven.

smooth

"The apple is smooth" refers to the state of an apple that has
been squeezed or blended into a smooth texture. If the apple
has turned to a liquid(completely juiced), we don’t say it is
smooth.

dried

"The apple is dried" refers to the state of an apple that has
been dried by removing moisture. This can be done by various
methods, such as drying in the sun, drying in the oven, or
drying in a dehydrator.

mixed with
other ingre-
dients

"The apple is mixed with other ingredients" refers to the
state of apple combined with other components in a recipe.
It is applicable only when we can see multiple ingredients are
mixed. If they have dissolved into a single object, the state
doesn’t apply. It doesn’t refer to adding only seasonings or
water. This state is not affected by the fact it is cooked or
not.

caramelized

"The apple is caramelized" refers to the state of apple that
has been cooked with brown sugar, typically until it turns a
golden brown color.

cgg

intact

"The egg is intact" refers to the state of an egg’s shell being
unbroken or undamaged in a cooking situation. It implies
that the egg has not cracked or shattered, ensuring that the
contents of the egg, remain contained within the shell. As
long as the shell is unbroken, the state applies even if it is
boiled.

raw

"The egg is raw" refers to an egg that has not been heated. It
means that the egg’s contents, including the yolk or egg white,
have not undergone any cooking process involving heating,
such as boiling, frying, or baking. As long as the egg has not
been heated, it is raw even if it is whisked or mixed with other
ingredients.

boiled

"The egg is boiled" refers to the state of an egg cooked by
immersing it with its shell in boiling water until it reaches
the desired level of doneness. If the egg is boiled with its shell
cracked open, "The egg is boiled" doesn’t apply because it is
poached.

poached

"The egg is poached" refers to the state in which the egg is
cooked by cracking it into hot water. It does not apply if the
egg is boiled with the shell still attached.
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cracked

"The egg is cracked" refers to the state of a broken eggshell.
After the eggshell is disposed of or removed, it is not
"cracked" anymore.

runny

"The egg is runny" refers to the state of the egg yolk or the
entire egg when it is not fully cooked and has a semi-liquid
consistency. This applies only if the yolk can be seen to be
thick and liquid. If the egg is raw or cracked where it is not
heated at all, "The egg is runny" doesn’t apply.

whisked

"The egg is whisked" refers to state of an egg beaten using
a whisk or fork until the yolk and white are fully combined.
The statement includes when only yolk or white is whisked.
If the egg has been heated and cooked, "The egg is whisked"
doesn’t apply.

cooked

"The egg is cooked" refers to the state of an egg when it has
been heated sufficiently to reach a desired level of doneness.
This doesn’t apply to raw eggs or eggs that have been heated
but are still runny.

fried

"The egg is fried" refers to the state of an egg cooked by
cracking it into a heated pan with oil or butter until the white
part is cooked and the yolk is still runny or fully cooked. To
be "fried" a certain degree of dry texture is necessary, and
watery scrambled eggs is not applicable.

scrambled

"The egg is scrambled" refers to the state of the cooked egg
where the yolk and white of the egg are mixed together and
cooked until they form a soft, creamy texture. "The egg is
scrambled" applies if the egg has formed a texture by heat.
If the egg is not heated well, the state is not applicable.

foamy

"The egg is foamy" refers to the state of beaten egg whites
that have been whisked vigorously until they form a light and
airy texture. This is achieved by incorporating air into the egg
whites, resulting in a foam-like consistency with soft peaks.
If the egg has been cooked, the statement doesn’t apply.

baked

"The egg is baked" refers to the state of an egg cooked by
placing it in an oven or similar heat source. Baking an egg
typically involves cracking it into a dish or ramekin and then
cooking it until the egg white is set and the yolk is still slightly
runny.

mixed with
other ingre-
dients

"The egg is mixed with other ingredients" refers to the state
of eggs combined with other components in a recipe. It is ap-
plicable only when we can see multiple ingredients are mixed.
The mix of only egg white and egg yolk is not applicable here.
If they have dissolved into a single object, the state doesn’t
apply. It doesn’t refer to adding only seasonings or water.
This state is not affected by the fact it is cooked or not.

flour

dry

"The flour is dry" refers to the state of flour when it has not
absorbed any moisture or liquid. In this condition, the flour
remains in its loose, powdery form, without any clumps or
dampness. If any moisture like water or egg is added, it is no
longer dry.
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mixed with
water

"The flour is mixed with water" refers to the state of flour
that has been combined with water. If it is sufficiently
kneaded or cooked, losing the fluidity, "The flour is mixed
with water" is no longer applicable.

combined
with  other
ingredients

"The flour is combined with other ingredients" refers to the
state of flour that has been combined with other ingredients
in a recipe. It doesn’t refer to adding only seasonings or water.

lumpy

"The flour is lumpy" refers to the state of flour when it con-
tains small clumps or aggregates, often as a result of moisture
exposure or poor storage conditions. If the flour is sufficiently
kneaded to remove the clumps, "The flour is lumpy" is no
longer applicable.

kneaded
(dough)

"The flour is kneaded dough" refers to the state of flour that
has been kneaded by hand or with a machine. Once the dough
is flattened or cooked, "The flour is kneaded dough" is no
longer applicable.

flattened

"The flour is flattened" refers to the state of flour that it
has been kneaded and stretched thin, or has become pacake
butter and is spread thin. If it is not flattened, "The flour is
flattened" is not applicable.

baked

"The flour is baked" refers to the state of flour that has under-
gone a cooking process, typically in an oven or another heat
source, which transforms its raw form into a firmer, cohesive
and often golden-brown structure. If it is cooked in panful of
oil, it is not baked but fried.

fried

"The flour is fried" refers to the state of flour that has been
cooked in panful of oil until it changes into crispy texture and
often golden-brown color.

shirt

stained

"The shirt is stained" refers to the state of the shirt that has
been marked or discolored by a foreign substance. This could
have been caused by a variety of factors such as spilled food,
ink, dirt, sweat, or any other substance that might leave a
residue or color behind. However, if the color is intentionally
added (e.g. dyeing), "The shirt is stained" does not apply.

soaked

"The shirt is soaked" refers to the state of the shirt that
has absorbed a significant amount of liquid, rendering it wet
throughout. In this context, "soaked" does not merely mean
a small splash or a few droplets of water but indicates that
the shirt is thoroughly drenched.

dry

"The shirt is dry" refers to the state of the shirt that indicates
an absence of moisture or wetness on or within the fabric.

wrinkled

"The shirt is wrinkled" refers to the state of the shirt that
exhibits creases, folds, or irregularities on its surface rather
than being smooth or flat.

smooth

"The shirt is smooth" refers to the state of the shirt that
indicates it has a flat and even surface without any wrinkles,
creases, or rough patches.
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dyed "The shirt is dyed" refers to the state of the shirt that has
undergone a process to change its color. In this context, ’dyed’
means the shirt has been treated with dyes or pigments to
impart a specific color or design onto its fabric.

folded "The shirt is folded" refers to the state of the shirt that has
been folded to make it more compact, neat, and easier to
store.

piled "The shirt is piled" refers to the state of a shirt that has been
stacked or heaped with other items, possibly other shirts or
clothes.

rolled "The shirt is rolled" refers to the state of the shirt that has
been folded or twisted into a cylindrical or tubular shape by
rolling.

hung "The shirt is hung" refers to the state of the shirt that indi-
cates it has been suspended, usually from a hanger, hook, or
another support structure.

flat "The tire is flat" refers to the state of a tire that has lost
its internal air pressure (deflated) to the point where it no
longer maintains its rounded shape or provides the necessary

tire cushioning for a vehicle’s load.

rinsed "The tire is rinsed" refers to the state of a tire that has been
washed away by water. If the soap or cleaner is on the tire,
"The tire is rinsed" does not apply.

taken off|"The tire is taken off from the car" refers to the state of the

from the car [tire that is no longer attached or mounted to the vehicle.

nuts re-|"The tire is nuts removed" refers to the state of a tire that

moved has had its lug nuts or wheel nuts removed. These nuts are
used to secure the wheel to the vehicle’s axle, ensuring that
the tire stays in place while the vehicle is in motion.

covered "The tire is covered with wheel cleaner" refers to the state

with  wheel|of the tire that has been treated or coated with a specific

cleaner cleaning foam designed for wheels. If we cannot see the foam,
"The tire is covered with wheel cleaner" does not apply.

dirty "The tire is dirty" refers to the state of the tire that indicates
contamination or uncleanliness with soil on its surface.

mounted on|"The tire is mounted on a rim" refers to the state of a tire that

a rim has been attached and secured onto a wheel’s metal structure,
commonly known as the rim. This condition applies from the
point where the tire is fully engaged in the rim.

straight "The wire is straight" refers to the state of a straight wire or
cable that has not been coiled or twisted. A wire can become
straight by pulling it and add tension to it.

twisted "The wire is twisted" refers to the state of a wire or cable
that has been rotated around itself or another wire, causing

wire it to form a helical or spiral shape.

soldered "The wire is soldered" refers to the state of a wire that has
been joined or attached to another component using solder.
If the solder is not used, it is not soldered.
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cut "The wire is cut" refers to the state of a wire or cable that has
been cut using a tool such as a wire cutter. If the end of cut
wire is connected to the other end or to another component,
it is not cut anymore.

damaged "The wire is damaged" refers to the state of a wire or cable
that has been damaged or broken. If the wire is intentionally
cut, stripped, or soldered, it is not considered damaged.

exposed "The wire is exposed" refers to the state of a wire or cable
with its skin or insulation removed, exposing the metal under-
neath. If the exposed wire is connected to another component,
it is not exposed anymore.

coiled "The wire is coiled" refers to the state of a coiled wire or
cable that has been wrapped around itself or another wire,
causing it to form a helical or spiral shape. We don’t say it is
coiled if it has only one loop.

braided "The wire is braided" refers to the state of a wire that has
been woven or interlaced into a braided pattern.

looped "The wire is looped" refers to the state of a wire that has
been bent into a loop or circle. If wires are tangled, it is not
looped. If a wire is not looped if it is coiled.

connected "The wire is connected" refers to the state of a wire or cable
that has been attached to another component or element (not
wire). If the wire is connected with another wire, we don’t say
it is not connected.

A.2 Ground Truth Label Annotation

For evaluation, we manually collected YouTube videos for each object category
and densely annotated the interval of object states’ presence at 30 fps based on
the object state names and their definition. As a result, 61 videos with a total
duration of 159.6 minutes were fully annotated. On average, five different states
appeared in a single video. This is more than that of Changelt [40] dataset where
only initial/end states are present in one video. Figure 1| provides the detailed
distribution of MOST dataset.

During annotation, trained annotators were asked to annotate object states
based on the definition in Table|[I} If multiple object instances in different states
appear in one frame, all of the present state labels are assigned to the frame. For
example, if two apples are present in one frame, one peeled but the other sliced,
the “peeled” and the “sliced” labels are assigned to the frame.

B Full Prompts Used to Infer Object States via LLM

We proposed a method to infer object state labels from the narration of videos
in Section 3.2 of the main paper. The process consists of (a) extracting manipu-
lation actions from narration, (b) generating state descriptions from the actions,
and (c) inferring context-aware object state labels. Table and (4| show the
prompts for (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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Fig. 1: Data distribution of MOST dataset. Y-axis denotes number of videos that each
state presents.

When we adjust our model to Changelt dataset, we only change the
prompts for state label inference as shown in Table [5] Since Changelt dataset
only includes the state-changing action category names, we prepared several
adjectives that represent the end state of each action category.

For each process, outputs from the LLM are parsed and we use only direct
answers with a specified format. See Section[D.2]for examples of raw LLM output.
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Table 2: Prompt for manipulation action extraction. We replace {block of transcribed
narration} with at most 10 sentences of transcribed narration concatenated by newline.
Black text is used as is.

Analyze a segment of video transcript provided in CSV format. The CSV only
has one column and no headers.
{block of transcribed narration}

You need to list and describe all object manipulating actions performed in the
video in detail. Do not include actions such as greeting, thanking, explaining
or summarizing that do not manipulate any object. Do not summarize actions
too short, but make sure you describe all the actions in each sentence in detail.
Especially, make sure to use original nouns (object names) and verbs (human
actions) when you summarize.

In addition, for each action, extract the part of the transcript that de-
scribes or supports the action. Make sure to extract the whole sentence for
support. When you need to combine multiple lines from the transcript to
support an action, separate them with a space instead of a comma or line break.

The answer format should be in CSV format. Make sure to use quotation marks
for each action and the part of the transcript.

Format: "<detailed summary of action>","<part of the transcript (This should
be exactly the same as the original. Don’t skip.)>"

Example: "Adding whisked eggs into the pan.","let’s add the whisked eggs into
the pan"
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Table 3: Prompt to generate object state description. We replace {object} with pri-
mary object name (Table , {previous state description} with previous last state
description, {action sequence} with 10 actions concatenated by newline. Black text is
used as is.

You will be given a sequence of actions. Trace the history of changes in the
internal state of {object} and describe it in detail for each action.

The initial state of the {object} is "{previous state description}". You don’t
need to include the initial state in the answer.

The answer format should be in CSV with the action column and state
description column. Make sure that each state description includes the whole
history of what has been done on the {object} so far. The description should
be a complete sentence starting with "The {object}", but do not finish only
with this.

If the internal state doesn’t change after the action, you don’t have to change
the state description from the previous one. Use quotation marks for the
description. The answer format:

"action","state"

Here is the sequence of actions.
{action sequence}
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Table 4: Prompt to infer object state label from descriptions. We replace {object}
with primary object name (Table , {list of state description up to that point} with
state descriptions concatenated by newline, {state} with object state text (e.g. The
egg s raw), and {definition} with state definition. Black text is used as is.

This is a history of state of {object}:
{list of state description up to that point}

Now, does the state of {object} fit the definition of "{state}"?

Object state definition:
{definition}

Think step-by-step as follows:

- First, list all points for judging the state "{state}" from the object state
definition. Make sure to describe in detail.

- Second, carefully compare all listed judging points to the whole history of
the object state by tracing it in detail.

- Then, answer Yes/No about whether the current state of {object} is
consistent with the definition and give detailed reasons. If the history doesn’t
contain enough information for judging, answer Ambiguous.

Make sure to answer the three things above in detail, separating them by
newline as follows:
Judging points: [judging points from object state definition]

Comparison: [comparison|

Answer: [yes/no/ambiguous and why]
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Table 5: Prompt to infer object state label from descriptions for Changelt dataset.
We replace {object} with primary object name (Table , {list of state description
up to that point} with state descriptions concatenated by newline, {end state} with
prepared end states concatenated by comma, and {action} with state-changing action
category name. Black text is used as is.

This is a history of state of {object}:
{list of state description up to that point}

You need to infer the state of the {object} based on the history. When you
answer, choose from the options below.

Options:

Initial - The {object} is just before being {end state}, but {action} has not
started.

Action - The {object} is now being {end state}.

End - The {object} has already been {end state}, and {action} has been
completed.

Ambiguous - Cannot identify the state from the action information, or the
action is totally unrelated to {action}.

Think step-by-step as follows:
- First, describe the current state of the object in detail based on the history.
- Then, answer Initial/Action/End/Ambiguous and reason.

Current State: [detailed state description]

Answer: [yes/no/ambiguous and why]
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C Full Prompts used in Interval Alignment via VLMs

We use LLaVA-1.5 [25] as VLM, and each video frame is fed to LLaVA in its
original resolution of 240p with text prompts to assign the correct action and
the state description. We provide the prompts for action inference and state de-
scription filtering in Table [f] and Table [7} respectively. For action inference, we
prepare action candidates and prompt LLM to choose one of them. For state
description filtering, the inferred action is added as context for a better under-
standing of the given video frame.

Table 6: Prompt to choose most plausible action. We replace {list of candidate actions}
with candidate actions listed with “-” as first character and concatenated by newline.
Black text is used as is.

Which action most describes the image? Choose from the options below. The
answer should be taken verbatim from the text of the option.

{list of candidate actions}

Table 7: Prompt to filter unrelated video frame. We replace {inferred action} with
selected plausible action, and {state} with object state text (e.g. The egg is raw) .
Black text is used as is.

The image possibly shows people {inferred action}. Describe the progress of
the action in detail. And then answer whether "{state}" is true or not. Finally,
specify the judgement with "The answer is True/False".

D Additional Information on Experiments

D.1 Experimental Setup

Training Data Collection We used GPT-4 [1] for creating the verb list for
subset selection. Table [8] shows the prompt for listing associated verbs. The
resulting verb list is shown in Table [I0] We provide the number of training
videos, the hours of videos, and the pseudo-label assignment rate in Table [0}
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Table 8: Prompt to list associated verbs. {list of object states} with list of object
state texts (e.g. The egg is raw) concatenated by newline.

List as many verbs that describe actions associated with each object state.
Associated actions include the actions that are necessary to produce the object
state and actions commonly performed on objects in that state.

{list of object states}

The answer format should be in comma-delimited CSV format. The verbs
should be in infinitive form and single word.

Foramt: "<object state>(completely the same as given state descrip-
tion)","<verb>,<verb>,...,<verb>"

Table 9: Statistics of training data. Label assignment rate denotes the percentage of
frames with either positive or negative labels assigned, averaged across all object state

categories.

Category = Number of  Video duration Label

videos (hours)  assignment rate
Apple 2095 224 86%
Egg 2379 229 64%
Flour 1091 114 81%
Shirt 1451 160 78%
Tire 1520 167 67%
Wire 1630 229 73%

Total 10166 1123 74%
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Table 10: List of associated verbs for each object state. This information is used to
find videos to use in training.

Object|State Associated Verbs
whole buy, pick, choose, handle, display, store
peeled peel, slice, cut, core, dip
grated grate, mix, stir, press, dry
cut cut, chop, slice, dice, core
sliced slice, serve, arrange, layer, present
apple [cooked cook, boil, stew, simmer, heat
baked bake, heat, glaze, cover, fill
smooth blend, puree, whip, process, stir
dried dry, store, package, grind, rehydrate
mixed ... mix, stir, blend, incorporate, season
caramelized |caramelize, heat, stir, glaze, serve
intact handle, observe, inspect
raw crack, beat, whisk
boiled peel, eat, cool
poached serve, eat, season
cracked break, separate, whisk
runny stir, cook, season
egg whisked pour, mix, beat
cooked eat, serve, cut
fried flip, serve, eat
scrambled [stir, eat, serve
foamy beat, fold, stir
baked remove, eat, serve
mixed ... stir, whisk, bake
dry measure, sift, pour, store
mixed ... stir, whisk, blend, mix
combined ...|combine, mix, beat, incorporate
fAour lumpy sift, beat, whisk, crush
kneaded knead, punch, stretch, fold
flattened roll, press, flatten, spread
baked bake, cool, cut, serve
fried fry, turn, drain, serve
stained spill, drop, smear, splash, soak
soaked drench, immerse, submerge, squirt, splash
dry air-dry, blow-dry, heat, wring, squeeze
wrinkled crumple, crush, squeeze, wear, curl
shirt smooth iron, press, flatten, stretch, pull
dyed color, soak, immerse, dip, stain
folded crease, bend, pleat, wrap, tuck
piled stack, heap, accumulate, gather, assemble
rolled spin, rotate, turn, scroll, wrap
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hung suspend, drape, fasten, hook, display
flat inflate, inspect, replace, repair
rinsed spray, scrub, wash, dry
taken off ... |unscrew, remove, lift, lower

tire nuts ... unscrew, replace, remove, loose
covered ... |spray, spread, rub, clean
dirty wash, scrub, rinse, clean
mounted ... |fit, secure, align, install
straight straighten, align, smooth, flatten
twisted twist, coil, bend, entangle
soldered solder, join, attach, adhere
cut cut, truncate, sever, divide

wire damaged damage, hit, break, puncture
exposed expose, uncover, reveal, unveil
coiled coil, roll, loop, curl
braided braid, twist, weave, interlace
looped loop, circle, bend, round
connected |connect, link, tie, join
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Details on Baseline Models For the LLaVA baseline, we fed each video frame
and text prompt in Table [I1] to the model. The output from LLaVA is parsed
and we use only True or False for prediction. For the CLIP baseline, we input
each video frame and object state text to the image and text encoder to calculate
the similarity score between frames and object states, and use it as a confidence
score. We tested several text prompts: “a photo of <object state><primary ob-
ject name>", “The <primary object name>is <object state>", “a photo of <pri-
mary/secondary object name>", and “<object definition>". The best prompt is
chosen for the object category, which maximizes the average score in the cate-
gory. For the InternVideo baseline, we input the model in 8 fps and the object
state text in the same way as CLIP. We used the scores reported in the original
papers for the results of compared models in the Changelt dataset.

Table 11: Prompt for zero-shot object state inference using LLaVA. We replace {state}
with object state text (e.g. The egg is raw), {definition} with object state definition.

Answer whether the image shows that "{state}". First describe the image.
Then, specify the judgement with "The answer is True/False."

{definition}

Implementation Details When generating pseudo-labels, we use CLIP [34] to
assign negative labels to the frames without target objects by taking the cosine
similarity between a video frame and pre-defined target object names. Since the
target object changes its states and can be called in another way, we manually
set several object names for each category as shown in Table The object
names are then used in text prompts as “a photo of <object name>". We take
the maximum similarity score across the different prompts for each frame and
compare it to the threshold of 0.2. When we generate pseudo-labels for Changelt
dataset [40], we compute the threshold between 0.16 to 0.25 and report the best
results since the annotation rules of the background label are not unified, and
are different for each object category in the dataset.

Our proposed TCN model consists of the pre-trained InternVideo visual
encoder (InternVideo-MM-14-L) [45] followed by a modified MS-TCN [12] clas-
sifier. MS-TCN is a multi-stage temporal convolutional network where each stage
outputs a prediction that is refined by the subsequent stages. We implement 4
stages where each stage consists of 10 layers of 512 dimensions followed by a
final linear layer of K outputs with sigmoid activation. Dropout value of 0.5 is
used after each layer. We replace the softmax activation with sigmoid to match
the multi-label setting.
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Table 12: Object names used for assigning background labels using CLIP model. In
addition to the primary object name (second column), additional secondary object
names are used for filtering (third column).

Category|Primary Object Name|Secondary Object Name

Apple apple apples, apple sauce, apple pie

Egg egg eggs, egg mixture, meringue, omelet, soufflée,
cake, quish

Flour flour dough, pizza, pancake, fritter

Shirt shirt t-shirt, clothes

Tire tire tires, wheel

Wire wire wires, cable, ring, wire accessory
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D.2 Results

Qualitative Results of Pseudo-Labeling via LLMs Figure 2] 3] and [
provide the raw output from LLMs in the process of (a) extracting manipulation
actions from narration, (b) generating state descriptions from the actions, and
(c) inferring context-aware object state labels, respectively.

Transcribed Narration
s B

look at that

and then this recipe makes eight muffins

50 i'm just going to fill my muffin tin here with eight muffin cups

okay so now you're going to add two cups of almond flour to a bowl and then to that

you're going to add in a half of a teaspoon of baking soda

okay so we're just gonna add that in and then stir it up and then this is where you can add any spices that you want
if you want to do cinnamon or nutmeg allspice anything like that

iam going to opt out of using any spices because i don't think it needs it for these

okay it just added four eggs to the bowl and now i'm going to add in a teaspoon of apple cider vinegar

i just use the bragg's organic apple cider vinegar so just need a teaspoon and that'll activate the baking soda
. J

Extracted Action and Corresponding Part of Narration
(Raw Output from LLM)

Filling muffin tin with eight muffin cups,so i'm just going to fill my muffin tin here with eight muffin cups
Adding two cups of almond flour to a bowl,so now you're going to add two cups of almond flour to a bowl
Adding in a half of a teaspoon of baking soda,you're going to add in a half of a teaspoon of baking soda
Stirring the mixture,so we're just gonna add that in and then stir it up
Adding four eggs to the bowl,okay it just added four eggs to the bowl
Adding in a teaspoon of apple cider vinegar,now i'm going to add in a teaspoon of apple cider vinegar
Adding maple syrup into the mixture,and then i'm also going to add about a tablespoon or two of maple syrup

Fig. 2: Examples of actual input narration and LLM outputs for action.
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Manipulative Action

Making almond flour muffins

Explaining the recipe

Making blueberry muffins

Pre-heating the oven

Filling muffin tin with eight muffin cups
Adding two cups of almond flour to a bowl
Adding in a half of a teaspoon of baking soda
Stirring the mixture

Adding four eggs to the bowl

Adding in a teaspoon of apple cider vinegar

Manipulative Action and
(Raw Output from LLM)

Making almond flour muffins,

Explaining the recipe,

Making blueberry muffins,

Pre-heating the oven,

Filling muffin tin with eight muffin cups,
Adding two cups of almond flour to a bowl,
Adding in a half of a teaspoon of baking soda,
Stirring the mixture,

Adding four eggs to the bowl,

Adding in a teaspoon of apple cider vinegar,

Fig. 3: Examples of actual manipulative action and LLM outputs for object state
description.

State Description

The flour is unknown

The almond flour is in the bowl

The almond flour and baking soda are in the bowl

The almond flour and baking soda are mixed in the bowl

The almond flour, baking soda, and eggs are in the bowl

The almond flour, baking soda, eggs, and apple cider vinegar are in the bowl

Object State Label Inference
(Raw Output from LLM)

-
Judging points:
- The flour must be combined with other ingredients in a recipe, not just seasonings or water.

Comparison:
The history of the state of flour shows that the almond flour is first in the bowl, then it is mixed with baking
soda, eggs, and apple cider vinegar. These are all ingredients in a recipe, not just seasonings or water.

Answer:
Yes, the current state of flour is consistent with the definition. The almond flour has been combined with
Lother ingredients in a recipe, so it fits the definition provided.

J

Fig. 4: Examples of actual state description and LLM outputs for object state label
inference.
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Additional Qualitative Results We provide qualitative results in comparison
with our model’s predictions and the ground truth in Table [f] - [I0] We pick up
a particularly relevant state in each video and display the results. For all tables,
blue bars represent predictions, and red bars represent ground truth.
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Fig. 5: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: apple).
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Fig. 6: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: egg).



40 M. Tateno et al.

dry

with water

combined with
other ingredients

lumpy

flattened

fried

I : Ours M : Ground Truth

Fig. 7: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: flour).

wiced [ — | — O pge— ]
dvod mm— i i i o = = "I
rolled | 1 1 = S

I : Ours MM : Ground Truth

Fig. 8: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: shirt).
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Fig. 9: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: tire).
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Fig. 10: Qualitative results of proposed model (target object: wire).
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Per-state Results For an in-depth understanding of the proposed method, we
report per-state performance in Table [I3] We categorize the object-state pairs
into four groups in terms of their position in the task of instructional videos.

a) Typical goal state. The object states that are commonly present as the
final state of certain tasks, such as baked apple/egg/flour, scrambled egg,
fried egg/flour, tire mounted on a rim, and soldered wire. We observe strong
performance for this type. One reason is that these states are crucial in
instructional videos, often containing the necessary action information to
achieve these states in the narration. Additionally, these states almost do
not change due to subsequent actions, eliminating the need for complex
reasoning.

b) Intermediate state. The intermediate object states in certain tasks, such
as peeled apple, cut apple, cracked egg, rinsed tire, and twisted wire. We
observe moderate performance for this type. Since people sometimes skip
mentioning intermediate actions included in a task in a video, it is sometimes
more difficult to assign correct state labels than the goal states. Furthermore,
the presence of states may change several times due to subsequent actions,
which makes it complicated to assign labels.

¢) Typical initial state. The object state that would normally exist initially
if nothing were done to the object, such as whole apple, intact egg, raw egg,
and dry flour. We surprisingly observe strong performance for this type. We
initially thought that it is difficult for LLMs to infer these states because they
don’t emerge as a result of a certain action. However, LLMs can successfully
infer these classes from actions that are not directly related. For example,
“picking apples from the tree” implies that the apple is in whole state.

d) Unintended state in instructional videos. The object states that are
not usually intended in instructional videos, such as damaged wire, dirty tire,
and stained shirt (i.e. there are few instructional videos that intentionally
damage wire). We observe poor performance for this type.

Table 13: Per-state category results. Each object state category is assigned to one of
four subgroups.

Fl-max

Object State Ours InternVideo

(a.) Typical goal state

The apple is cooked. 0.76 0.60
The apple is baked. 0.67 0.45
The apple is caramelized. 0.70 0.57
The apple is dried. 0.70 0.70
The egg is boiled. 0.64 0.44
The egg is poached. 0.52 0.59

The egg is cooked. 0.77 0.71
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The egg is fried. 0.64 0.35
The egg is scrambled. 0.63 0.85
The egg is baked. 0.88 0.36
The flour is baked. 0.60 0.26
The flour is fried. 0.61 0.58
The shirt is smooth. 0.66 0.62
The shirt is dyed. 0.61 0.33
The shirt is folded. 0.63 0.60
The shirt is piled. 0.39 0.17
The shirt is hung. 0.32 0.38
The tire is flat. 0.59 0.51
The tire is taken from the car. 0.89 0.87
The tire is mounted on a rim. 0.90 0.90
The wire is soldered. 0.65 0.52
The wire is braided. 0.61 0.27
The wire is looped. 0.81 0.30
(b.) Intermediate state

The apple is peeled. 0.32 0.35
The apple is grated. 0.12 0.26
The apple is cut. 0.56 0.68
The apple is sliced. 0.76 0.74
The apple is smooth. 0.45 0.17
The apple is mixed with other ingredients.  0.18 0.15
The egg is cracked. 0.19 0.26
The egg is runny. 0.23 0.25
The egg is whisked. 0.52 0.60
The egg is foamy. 0.48 0.19
The egg is mixed with other ingredients. 0.40 0.31
The flour is mixed with water. 0.41 0.60
The flour is combined with other ingredients. 0.31 0.31
The flour is lumpy. 0.62 0.58
The flour is kneaded. 0.52 0.38
The flour is flattened. 0.67 0.34
The shirt is soaked 0.52 0.50
The shirt is wrinkled 0.32 0.36
The shirt is rolled. 0.45 0.22
The tire is rinsed. 0.43 0.34
The tire is nuts removed. 0.80 0.79
The tire is covered with wheel cleaner. 0.48 0.37
The wire is twisted. 0.47 0.54
The wire is cut. 0.30 0.35
The wire is exposed. 0.69 0.82
The wire is coiled. 0.49 0.50
The wire is connected. 0.19 0.26

(c.) Typical initial state
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The apple is whole. 0.59 0.40
The egg is raw. 0.72 0.48
The egg is intact. 0.27 0.34
The flour is dry. 0.66 0.42
(d.) Unintended state in instructional videos

The shirt is stained. 0.40 0.15
The tire is dirty. 0.21 0.20
The wire is straight. 0.43 0.29
The wire is damaged. 0.23 0.11
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