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Abstract—The ability to anticipate others’ goals and intentions
is at the basis of human-human social interaction. Such ability,
largely based on non-verbal communication, is also a key to
having natural and pleasant interactions with artificial agents,
like robots. In this work, we discuss a preliminary experiment
on the use of head pose as a visual cue to understand and
anticipate action goals, particularly reaching and transporting
movements. By reasoning on the spatio-temporal connections
between the head, hands and objects in the scene, we will show
that short-range anticipation is possible, laying the foundations
for future applications to human-robot interaction.

I. INTRODUCTION

A key element of natural human-human interaction is the
ability to anticipate humans’ goals and intentions [13]. The
same ability is paramount in different application domains
– ranging from gaming to domotics and home assistance,
to robotics. In the latter, in particular, anticipation abilities
may enable robots to seamlessly interact with humans in
shared environments, enhancing safety, efficiency and fluidity
in Human-Robot Interaction scenarios [8].

Over the last years, the importance of leveraging non-verbal
cues for understanding humans’ intentions has been well
assessed [2, 3]. The interesting work in [11] for instance
leverages the fact that anticipatory eye movements occur
during both action observation and action execution. More
in general, the focus of attention of a subject involved in
an interaction can provide valuable insights about their
intentions, enabling the identification of the next object they
will interact with – when interacting with the environment
– or the person they will engage with – when involved in
group interaction. In this study, we explore the feasibility of
using video-based head orientation – a proxy of human gaze
– for anticipation, with particular attention to reaching and
manipulation actions.

In the Computer Vision literature, anticipation often refers
to the task of predicting the occurrence of future actions in
long-term activity recognition [7, 20, 15]. In the last years, a
growing interest has been devoted to the specific domain of
egocentric vision (see for instance [6, 4]). In our work, we are
focusing on short-term anticipation, more relevant for seamless
human-human interaction. For this reason, approaches based
on third-person viewpoints are of interest. For instance [19]
aims at the anticipation of next action of 1 sec, by exploiting

the high-level goal pursued in the video. In [18] it is presented
a memory-based approach using Transformer architectures to
address the online action detection and anticipation tasks. The
methods in [17, 5] learn how to anticipate by predicting the
visual representation of images in the future.
Differently from these approaches, in our work, we are inter-
ested in understanding and quantifying low-level features for
determining the ability to predict in advance some cue of the
current action goal. In this sense, our work is inspired by the
concept of effect anticipation [9].
More in detail, we hypothesize we can use the 3D Head
Direction as a proxy of the gaze, and that by deriving simple
visual geometrical cues in an unsupervised way – connecting
the head and hands of a subject with the elements in the
environment – we can anticipate the goal of an action in terms
of next active object or target position (when the movement
involves a change in location of objects). The goal is achieved
using object and human pose detectors, deriving the 3D head
pose and reasoning on the interaction between the human and
the scene and how it evolves over time. To test this hypothesis,
we conducted preliminary experiments using a private dataset
including videos of different subjects sitting in front of a table
and instructed to perform a series of reaching and manipulation
actions. We show that the Head Direction can effectively and
efficiently anticipate the actions’ goal in such a scenario.
We believe the methodology discussed in this contribution
may be profitably adopted as a building block for supporting
HRI applications. Indeed, a robot might be engaged in smooth
interactions with one or more people, favoured by the ability
to anticipate the intentions of others. This opportunity will be
briefly outlined in the conclusions.

II. METHOD

The methodology takes as input RGB image sequences
and through a multi-stage pipeline outputs different types of
information: human pose, head pose, and objects in the scene.
Thanks to these cues, we can retrieve the time at which the
hand of a person approaches the target position and the time in
which the human head points towards the same target/object.
In this context we use the head pose as a proxy for a proper
gaze measure. We do not think this can be a weakness of the
method but rather an advantage, because we can estimate head
position in a broader range of situations: far from the camera,
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. 1: (a,b,c): reaching from transporting action.1a The head starts to move. 1b The head projection onto the table reached
the target. 1c The hand reached the target after more than 10 frames (1/3 of a second).
(d,e,f): transporting from transporting action. 1d The head and hand are aligned. 1e The head projection onto the table reached
the target at the very beginning of the hand movements. 1f The hand reached the target.
In light blue/violet bounding boxes and annotations are shown. The image is in black-white only for clarity.

with small occlusions on the eye region and using a camera
instead of glasses.

More specifically, the pipeline starts with a pose detector
(we adopt Centernet [21], but other solutions can be used) and
an object detector, for instance, YOLO (and more specifically
YOLOv8 [14] in our case). While the first provides a list of
25 3-dimensional key points on the body, the latter detects the
bounding boxes of objects in the scene and determines their
classes.

Then we exploit the 5 facial key points (on eyes, nose and
ears, with their detection confidence) to estimate the 3D head
pose with HHP-Net [1, 16]. The head pose is represented with
3 angles which define the head orientation in the 3D space:
yaw, pitch and roll. On the image plane, we projected them
following the Tait-Bryan angles convention as explained in
[16] and representing them according to 3 versors parallel to
the head axis; in Fig. 1 they are represented in red, green
and blue. We hypothesise the consistency between gaze and
head position and we project the field of view of the detected
person on the working table (see Fig. 1, where we visualize
this operation by extending the blue component to reach the
table).

Our analysis is based on three relevant moments in simple
human-object interactions involving reaching and transporting
actions, i.e. (I) the moment when a person looks at the target,
it could be an object for a reaching or a final position for the
transport (we will refer to as gazing target time), (II) the one
where the person touches an object with the hand at the end
of a reaching (we will call touching object time), and (III)
the one where an object is placed in the target position for
transports (called target object time). The hypothesis is that

touching object time and target object time always follow
gazing object time.

To detect these moments we decided to use, as a reference
measure, the distances between the hand of the person and
the target object/position. As shown in Fig. 1, the position
of the object at time t Pt

O is represented by the centroid
of its bounding box resulting from the object detector. We
keep track of the current position of the object (in red) and
the initial one (in yellow). The current position of the hand
Pt

H is approximated by the wrist key point (also in red).
To approximate what we call ”the position” of the gaze Pt

G,
we consider the distance between the final point of the blue
segment (with the origin on the head) and the target object.
Finally, the target position for transporting movements Pt

T

(again in yellow, on the table) is fixed and available as prior
knowledge.

To summarize, we detect the three relevant moments con-
sidered in our analysis as follows:

• gazing target time corresponds to the instant t where the
distance between Pt

G and Pt
O or Pt

T is minimized
• touching object time is the instant with minimum dis-

tance between Pt
H and Pt

O

• target object time is detected when the distance between
Pt

O and Pt
T is minimized

The anticipation is then estimated as touching object time-
gazing target time (where target is the object) for reach-
ing movements, and target object time-gazing target time
(where target is the final position).
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Fig. 2: Reaching the bottle in a transporting action. The vertical lines indicate the gazing target time (red) and the
touching object time (blue). The colour code is the same for the time-lines and the vertical lines.
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Fig. 3: Reaching the bottle in a touching action.
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Fig. 4: Reaching the glass in the drinking action. Which is in front of the subject, indeed in 4a the cup is in the line of sight
of the subject from the very beginning of the action.
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Fig. 5: Moving bottle to the target position in the transporting action. It is very clear how the head goes to look toward that
point and the hand follow consequently.
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III. EXPERIMENTAL SECTION

A. Dataset

Stereo-HUM [12] is an action classification dataset of 10
actions (drinking, eating crisps, opening and closing a bottle,
playing with Rubik’s cube, sanitise hands, touching a bottle,
touching Rubik’s cube, transporting a bottle, transporting a
pen, transporting Rubik’s cube) we acquired in-house. The
full dataset is composed of 320 RGB videos of upper-body
actions (a person seated at a table moving objects), each action
is performed twice by each of the 16 participant subjects.
In this preliminary study, we selected 4 actions with character-
istics in line with our needs for the analysis, in particular, the
presence of a well-defined target, such as an object during a
reaching or a destination of a transport action and the presence
of the object in the COCO [10] classification labels. So we
ended up using only four of the ten actions: drinking (reaching
the glass → grasping it → transporting the glass to the mouth
→ drinking → putting back the glass on the table), touching
the bottle (reaching the bottle with the hand → go back to the
original position), transporting the bottle (reaching the bottle
→ grasping it → moving it to the target position → release
it and go back to the original position) and opening-closing
a bottle (reaching the bottle → bringing the bottle closer to
the person → opening the bottle → closing the bottle → put
it back to the original position on the table and release it →
put back the hand in the original position). Among the action
phases, we highlighted in bold the ones we considered in our
analysis. The set of actions used contains 128 videos in total,
each single-action set contains 32 videos.

B. Experiments

We present our experimental findings in two formats: first, a
table detailing the anticipation times in seconds for each action
type, averaged across all dataset examples; second, graphs that
qualitatively illustrate the timing of gaze reaching the target
relative to hand movement for selected actions.

Table I provides the average estimated anticipation times.
Negative values indicate that the head’s projected position on
the table reaches the target (either an object or a final position)
before the hand does. All reported anticipation estimates are
negative, indicating that the head consistently orients towards
the target direction before the hand reaches the target position,
which signifies the specific goal of the action.

The average anticipation is 15 frames, corresponding to 0.5
seconds since the videos have been acquired at 30fps.

We present several results in Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5, which il-
lustrate the distances from the target for both gaze (in red) and
hand (in blue). The vertical dashed lines indicate the minimum
distance values used for computations: gazing target time,
touching object time and target object time. This minimum
is not the absolute minimum of the sequence but the first mini-
mum within a specified time window, calculated to encompass
the initial part of the motion, where the focus is on reaching,
and a subsequent part, where the focus is on moving the object
to the target position.

original action measured quantity mean [s] std [s] median [s]

transport bottle reach bottle -0.51 0.35 -0.43
touch bottle reach bottle -0.64 0.34 -0.63
open-close bottle reach bottle -0.54 0.35 -0.50
drinking reach glass -0.49 0.85 -0.77

transport bottle object to target -0.70 0.52 -0.78

TABLE I: Anticipation in seconds using the head-pose pro-
jection with respect to the hand movement. The first column
exposes the action class recorded in the dataset, whereas
the second column shows the measured quantity for this
assessment. The measures are in seconds (the minus is to
indicate anticipation of the head with respect to the hand).

Notably, the anticipation of the reaching target is consis-
tent across different underlying actions or long-term goals.
However, the amount of anticipation also depends on the
object’s position on the working table and its distance from
the hand. In our scenario, when an object is positioned on
one side of the table, such as the bottle in Figures 1, 2,
and 3, the anticipation is pronounced and clearly observable.
This is due to the relative positions of the hand, head, and
target, which facilitate this observation. Conversely, when the
object is directly in front of the person, such as the cup or
glass, the anticipation is less evident because the head tends
to remain in a neutral position, already close to the target. This
is demonstrated in Figure 4a, where the minimum gaze-target
distance occurs at the very beginning of the recording.

In the transport experiment depicted in Figures 1d, 1e and
1f the measured anticipation focuses on the object’s final
position or the action’s ultimate goal. This is clearly illustrated
in the plots of Figure 5 where it can be observed that the
hand consistently follows the head. Across all three examples
shown, the degree of anticipation is remarkably similar.

IV. CONCLUSION

We presented a preliminary experiment to show that visual
cues derived from the head direction can be profitably used
to efficiently anticipate the action’s goal of reaching and
transporting movements in controlled interaction scenarios.
This analysis lays the foundation for further exploration and
development of a predictive model that could be integrated
into a robotic system to enhance its social interaction abilities
and its understanding of nonverbal information. In group-
robot interaction, for instance, the robot might benefit from
the proposed analysis for predicting to whom a person will
pass the object in a group, or how the focus of attention of
the group members evolves over time. In this sense, it is worth
noticing that our method can also work online by design.
Our current investigation aims at a more comprehensive as-
sessment of the method.
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