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Abstract

In this paper, we focus on the Ego-Exo Object Correspon-
dence task, an emerging challenge in the field of com-
puter vision that aims to map objects across ego-centric
and exo-centric views. We introduce ObjectRelator, a novel
method designed to tackle this task, featuring two new mod-
ules: Multimodal Condition Fusion (MCFuse) and SSL-
based Cross-View Object Alignment (XObjAlign). MC-
Fuse effectively fuses language and visual conditions to
enhance target object localization, while XObjAlign en-
forces consistency in object representations across views
through a self-supervised alignment strategy. Extensive
experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of ObjectRela-
tor, achieving state-of-the-art performance on Ego2Exo and
Exo2Ego tasks with minimal additional parameters. This
work provides a foundation for future research in compre-
hensive cross-view object relation understanding highlight-
ing the potential of leveraging multimodal guidance and
cross-view alignment. Codes and models will be released
to advance further research in this direction.

1. Introduction

Advancements in video applications, including classifica-
tion [21, 41, 62], captioning [15, 25, 64], and genera-
tion [54, 57, 61], have largely focused on exo-centric
(third-person) videos. In contrast, progress on ego-centric
(first-person) videos, crucial for fields like virtual real-
ity and robotics, are relatively behind. Essentially, most
efforts have concentrated on developing ego-centric mod-
els [4, 9, 24, 33, 58, 65] to bridge ego- and exo-centric
video understanding, while fewer studies [39, 48, 55] have
explored the relationships between the two views directly,
due to the lack of cross-view datasets. The recent release
of the Ego-Exo4D dataset [10], a large-scale, temporally
aligned ego-exo dataset, enables the study of cross-view ob-
ject relation understanding, offering a promising approach
to bridging the ego-exo gap.

Specifically, in this paper, we tackle the task of Ego-
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Figure 1. Illustration of the Ego-Exo Object Correspondence Task
(example shown: Ego2Exo).

Exo Object Correspondence1, first introduced in Ego-
Exo4D [10]. As shown in Fig.1, given object queries from
one perspective (e.g., ego view), the task involves predicting
the corresponding object masks in another perspective (e.g.,
exo view). Unlike prior segmentation tasks [12, 22, 27, 46,
69], which use categories, text descriptions, or visual hints
as prompts, this task focuses on cross-view object under-
standing, utilizing visual cues from one perspective to pre-
dict the corresponding objects in a completely different per-
spective. This makes the direct application of existing meth-
ods nontrivial. Critically, few studies have explored ego-exo
object correspondence, with PSALM [68] standing out as
a notable exception. Particularly, PSALM [68] integrates
Mask2Former [1] with large language models (LLMs), out-
performing flagship segmentation models e.g., LISA [27],
SEEM [69], and SAM [23], while also enabling zero-shot
learning (ZSL) on the ego-exo object correspondence task.

However, despite its state-of-the-art performance on
other segmentation tasks, PSALM faces challenges with the
ego-exo object correspondence task due to two key lim-
itations: 1) Relying solely on object masks underutilizes
semantic information, limiting the LLM’s language under-
standing. For instance, it may segment objects with similar
shapes to the query but incorrect categories. 2) PSALM
does not account for the cross-view relationships between
objects in ego-exo scenarios, causing it to fail when sig-

1Originally termed “Ego-Exo Correspondence” in Ego-Exo4D [10].
Renamed for clarity, emphasizing object-level mapping.
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nificant visual appearance shifts are observed. These chal-
lenges raise two critical questions: ① Can incorporating
language conditions with mask queries improve object lo-
calization? ② Can we ensure consistency across perspec-
tives for the same objects?

To address these key challenges, we propose two in-
novative modules. First, the Multimodal Condition Fu-
sion (MCFuse) module is proposed to tackle the question
①. While the task provides only object query masks, MC-
Fuse enhances this by incorporating semantic information
from large vision-language models like LLaVA [35], which
generates language descriptions of the query object. We
then combine both the object mask and the generated text
in the embedding space using a lightweight cross-attention
mechanism with residual connection and learnable fusion
weight. This fusion enables the model to leverage both
visual and linguistic cues, leading to more accurate local-
ization of the target object. Next, to deal with question
②, we introduce the Cross-View Object Alignment (XOb-
jAlign) module. This module aligns paired ego and exo
object masks into a shared latent space, enforcing prox-
imity between them. Utilizing an effective self-supervised
learning approach, we optimize the distance similarity be-
tween the masks, which helps the model better recognize
objects across different perspectives and overcome chal-
lenges posed by view changes.

By integrating MCFuse and XObjAlign into the PSALM
framework, we present our method, ObjectRelator. We
demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach through
extensive experiments on both Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego
tasks, achieving state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance with
0.26M additional learnable parameters surpassing the base
PSALM by over 10%. Moreover, we showcase the flexibil-
ity of ObjectRelator by investigating both joint training and
single-condition testing capabilities, highlighting its adapt-
ability to various settings and scenarios.

We summarize our contributions as, 1) Ego-Exo Ob-
ject Correspondence Task: Early exploration of the chal-
lenging task is performed highlighting its unique difficul-
ties from traditional segmentation. 2) Multimodal Condi-
tion Fusion (MCFuse): MCFuse enhances object localiza-
tion by effectively combining visual and linguistic cues, us-
ing language descriptions from vision-language models. 3)
Cross-View Object Alignment (XObjAlign): XObjAlign en-
sures consistency across ego and exo perspectives, improv-
ing the model’s robustness to view changes. 4) ObjectRe-
lator Framework: By integrating MCFuse and XObjAlign,
we develop the novel ObjectRelator, achieving state-of-the-
art results on both Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego tasks. 5) Flex-
ibility and Adaptability: We demonstrate ObjectRelator’s
flexibility via joint training and single-condition testing.

2. Related Work
Ego-Exo Video Understanding. Both ego- and exo-centric
video perspectives are crucial for understanding the world.
Extensive work has been done in single-view video under-
standing: For ego-centric videos, numerous methods ad-
dress tasks such as video classification [8, 21, 41, 62], cap-
tioning [15, 25, 64], video generation [54, 57, 61]. While
ego-centric research has historically lagged behind exo-
centric, recent efforts including datasets such as Ego4D [9],
EK100 [4], HoloAssist [58], AssistQ [60], as well as a vari-
ety of methods [7, 19, 24, 32, 33, 43, 65, 66] have brought
substantial progress. However, far fewer studies directly
address the relationship between ego and exo views. No-
table exceptions have ego-exo translation/generation [2, 36,
38, 39, 55]. One factor leading to this gap is that existing
datasets are often small in scale or lack comprehensive an-
notations [5, 14, 18, 26, 44, 50, 53]. Recently, the release of
Ego-Exo4D [10], a large-scale, richly annotated, and time-
synchronized multimodal dataset, has opened new chances
for advancing ego-exo research. In this paper, we focus on
the ego-exo object correspondence task proposed in Ego-
Exo4D, aiming to establish a strong starting point with our
approach.
Segmentation Models. Segmentation models can roughly
be grouped into several main categories based on their input
types: generic segmentation, referring segmentation, and
interactive segmentation. We refer to generic segmenta-
tion [40] as those more classical segmentation tasks e.g., se-
mantic segmentation [28], instance segmentation [11], and
panoptic segmentation [22]. Generic segmentation meth-
ods don’t need extra text prompts or visual prompts, for
example, Mask-RCNN [12] and Mask2Former [1]. In con-
trast, referring segmentation [17] requires textual descrip-
tions to guide the segmentation. Flagship examples include
LISA [27], GLAMM [46], PixelLM [49]. The interactive
segmentation [45] utilizes visual hints or prompts such as
bounding boxes, key points, or masks provided within the
image to guide the segmentation results. Well-known ex-
amples have OMG-Seg [30], SAM [23], SAM2 [47]. The
latest advancements such as UNINEXT [63], SEEM [69],
PSALM [68] accept multiple conditions as input, which
we termed as “Universal Segmentation”. However, none
of them are specifically tailored for the ego-exo object cor-
respondence, which is essentially challenged by the huge
view change between the first-person and third-person ob-
servations. Thus, how to build a good segmentation model
for this new task still remains uncovered.

Differences of methods are summarized in Tab.1. Typi-
cally, SAM [23], OMG-Seg [30], and SAM2 [47] decode
visual prompts solely from hints such as points, masks,
and bounding boxes, without referencing the correspond-
ing image. These approaches require strict alignment be-
tween the mask and testing image, limiting adaptability for
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Methods Task Extra Prompts Cross-View Comparable to Ours
Mask-RCNN [12], Mask2Former [1] Generic Segmentation ✗ ✗ ✗

LISA [27], GLAMM [46], PixelLM [49] Referring Segmentation Text Descriptions ✗ ✗

SAM [23], OMG-Seg [30], SAM2 [47] Interactive Segmentation Visual Prompts, Prompt Decoder w/o referring to image ✗ ✗

UNINEXT [63], SEEM [69], PSALM [68] Universal Segmentation Text/Visual Prompts, Prompt Decoder with referring to image ✗ ✔

ObjectRelator (Ours) Ego-Exo Object Correspondence Text+Visual Prompts, Prompt Decoder with referring to image ✔ -

Table 1. Comparison of tasks and methods. Note that prompt decoder choice depends on the method, not necessarily linked to the task.

tasks like ours, where object locations and shapes vary in-
herently. By contrast, UNINEXT [63], SEEM [69], and
PSALM [68] decode visual prompts with image reference,
making them more comparable to our method. Importantly,
we differ from existing segmentation approaches by focus-
ing on cross-view challenges and exploring the fusion of
multiple conditions from a single image.
Cross-View Alignment. Tackling data with related but dif-
ferent views has been an ongoing challenge, explored across
various domains. For example, person re-identification
methods [20, 34, 59, 67] aim to improve consistency for
the same person across different cameras, cross-view im-
age matching/retrieval [13, 52, 56] seeks to align images
captured from different angles, and cross-view image trans-
lation [16, 29, 55] requires models to generate a novel
view of an image while preserving its content. Image
co-segmentation, such as SegSwap [51], which segments
shared objects across various images, and video object
tracking, such as XMem [3], which tracks objects across
frames, seem to be the most closely related tasks to us.
However, while these tasks share some similarities, we ad-
dress fundamentally different challenges and employ dis-
tinct methodologies in our work.

3. Methodology

Task Formulation. The Ego-Exo Object Correspon-
dence involves mapping objects between ego- and exo-
centric video perspectives as in Fig. 1. Formally, given a
query video Vquery (e.g., an ego-centric or exo-centric video)
and a target video Vtarget (e.g., an exo-centric or ego-centric
video), along with object masks Mquery indicating the ob-
ject of interest in Vquery, the objective is to predict the corre-
sponding object masks Mtarget in Vtarget. The query and tar-
get videos are assumed to be temporally aligned, ensuring
that corresponding frames represent the same time points.
Additionally, each video pair may contain multiple objects
of interest. Any semantic information e.g., the categories of
the objects are not provided in the benchmark. Models are
expected to leverage cross-view relationships to locate and
segment the corresponding objects in the target perspective.

To structure and simplify usage, we rename the two sub-
tasks as Ego2Exo, where the ego-centric video serves as the
query and the exo-centric video as the target, and Exo2Ego,
where the exo-centric video is the query and the ego-centric
video is the target.

PSALM Baseline. As discussed in Sec. 2 and shown in
Tab. 1, the UNINEXT [63], SEEM [69], PSALM [68] could
be considered as the baselines. Among them, we select
PSALM for its: 1) validated superior performance over
UNINEXT and SEEM models on several various bench-
marks; 2) demonstrated zero-shot learning (ZSL) trans-
fer ability to our task. Particularly, PSALM combines
Mask2Former [1], the potent generic segmentation model,
with a powerful LLM leveraging the strengths of both.
Briefly, PSALM first takes an image, an instruction prompt,
a condition prompt (e.g., categories, text, or visual hint),
and mask tokens as input to the LLM resulting in the con-
dition embedding, mask embedding. It then predicts masks
in a Mask2Former style based on the image and these LLM
extracted embeddings. The model is trained by minimiz-
ing the loss, Lmask, which is calculated by comparing the
predicted masks to the ground truth.

3.1. ObjectRelator Framework

Our proposed ObjectRelator operates at the frame level,
focusing on studying object relations between ego-exo
frames, leaving the exploration of temporal information as
future work. The framework is illustrated in Fig. 2. Overall,
we retain the core PSALM modules: Mask Token Extrac-
tion, Visual Encoder, MM (Multimodal) Projector, LLM,
Pixel Decoder, Mask Generator, and also its loss function
Lmask, while introducing two novel components, Multi-
modal Condition Fusion (MCFuse) and Cross-View Ob-
ject Alignment (XObjAlign), highlighted in orange and
light green colors.

For clarity, we use Ego2Exo as an example: each train-
ing step involves a synchronized ego image as the query
and an exo image as the target. For each object in the paired
data, we denote the ego image, ego object mask, exo image,
and exo object mask as Iego, mego, Iexo, and mexo (ground
truth), respectively. The following steps are:
1) Preparing Inputs for LLM: For the target exo im-
age Iexo, we use the Visual Encoder, MLP Projector, and
Pixel Decoder to extract features fexo

I and fexomulti

I , where
fexomulti

I indicates the feature has multiple layers. Unlike
the ZSL PSALM model, which only uses the single ego ob-
ject mask as a prompt for exo, we leverage both the visual
object region and a language description as prompts. Thus,
our instruction prompt Pins is formulated as: “This is an
image. Please segment by given regions and instruction.”,
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“This is an image. 
Please segment by given 
regions and instruction.”
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Figure 2. Overview of ObjectRelator. Ego2Exo is used as an example. The dashed lines mean the base PSALM relies solely on the ego
mask prompt as the condition. The colorful lines represent our multimodal condition fusion and cross-view object alignment.

where the region hint is ego mask prompt P ego
V and the in-

struction hint is the text instruction prompt P ego
T . Specifi-

cally, P ego
V is formed by combing the ego image Iego and

its object mask mego, while P ego
T describes the masked ob-

ject in Iego, generated via the pre-trained multimodal model
LLaVA [35]. Additionally, to enforce consistency between
ego and exo objects, we use the ground truth mexo to form
the exo mask prompt P exo

V . Note that although named a
prompt, P exo

V is not used for mask generation but only for
the XObjAlign module. We then extract the instruction to-
kens Tins, ego text condition token T ego

T , ego visual con-
dition token T ego

V , exo visual token T exo
V , and mask token

TM , following the same token extraction method e.g., the
Mask Token Extraction module as the base PSALM.
2) Forwarding the Network: We process image features
fexo
I , fexomulti

I , instruction tokens Tins, ego text tokens
T ego
T , ego visual tokens T ego

V , exo visual tokens T exo
V , and

mask tokens TM . To feed these into the pretrained LLM,
we create two inputs: one concatenating fexo

I , Tins, T ego
T ,

T ego
V , and TM , and the other with fexo

I , Tins, T ego
T , T exo

V ,
and TM . Feeding both inputs into the LLM yields ego text
emb Eego

T , ego visual emb Eego
V , exo visual emb Eexo

V , and
mask emb EM . The embeddings Eego

V and Eexo
V , represent-

ing the same object from different views, are passed through
the XObjAlign module to compute the cross-object consis-
tency loss LXobj . Meanwhile, Eego

T and Eego
V are sent to

the MCFuse module to generate the fused multimodal ego
embedding Eego

MM . Finally, the multiscale image feature
fexomulti

I , the fused ego multimodal emb Eego
MM , and the

mask emb EM are passed to the Mask Generator to predict
the exo masks and compute the loss Lmask.

3) Training and Inference: Our model has two training
stages: a) S1: The MCFuse module is trained with the
Lmask loss to initialize it well for the second stage. b) S2:
All modules (indicated by the fire icon) are trained jointly
with the losses Lmask and LXobj . During inference, the
XObjAlign module and also exo mask prompt P exo

V are re-
moved, and the remaining model is used for inference.

3.2. Key Module: Multimodal Condition Fusion
Our multimodal condition fusion (MCFuse) is mainly pre-

sented to break the limitation of the base model that only
visual prompt is used, achieving the effective combina-
tion of the embedding from both text condition and visual
mask condition. There are mainly two considerations for
the design of MCFuse, 1) Given the extensive effectiveness
of cross-attention in capturing intricate relationships across
modalities, it serves as an ideal choice for fusing our mul-
timodal conditions; 2) the model-generated texts can some-
times be unreliable, prioritizing visual information is pru-
dent. This motivates our use of a residual design, with the
visual input serving as the primary pathway. Additionally,
to eliminate the need for manual tuning of the residual path-
way’s weight, we introduce a learnable parameter, klea.

Formally, as shown in Fig. 3, given the ego text emb
Eego

T ∈ 1 × D and ego visual emb Eego
V ∈ N × D as

input, the cross-attention is applied to the broadcasted Eego
T

and Eego
V , with Eego

T severs as query, Eego
V works as key

and value. The fused result CAfuse is given by:

CAfuse = CrossAtt(Eego
T WQ, E

ego
V WK , Eego

V WV ) (1)

where CrossAtt() means the cross attention, WQ, WK , WV
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Figure 3. Architecture of our Multimodal Condition Fusion (MC-
Fuse) module. All learnable sub-modules are denoted by fire icon.

denote the learnable parameters. After that, we combine the
CAfuse with the initial Eego

V in a residual connection way
with the learnable weight klea as,

Eego
MM = klea · Eego

V + (1− klea) · CAfuse (2)

We highlight that though the base PSALM enables var-
ious condition prompts, they are never being used at the
same time. While our MCFuse module proposes first to
generate the text description for the masked object and then
manage to fuse the multimodal conditions together.

3.3. Key Module: Cross-View Object Alignment
The Cross-View Object Alignment (XObjAlign) is mainly
proposed to enhance the model’s consistent understanding
of the same object but from totally different views i.e., ego-
centric and exo-centric. The main insight behind this mod-
ule is that a robust model should have a similar embedding
for ego-masked object and also exo-masked object, and also
considering the fact that the ego visual emb Eego

V is work-
ing as the condition that directly affect the prediction of the
Mask Generator. Thus, we propose to apply the consistency
constraint exactly in the object visual embedding space.

As stated in the overview, to achieve such a consistency
constrain, we propose to extract both the ego visual emb
Eego

V and exo visual emb Eexo
V , after that, the only thing

left for the XObjAlign is to compare the similarities of these
two embeddings and resulting in the cross-view object con-
sistency loss LXobj as,

LXobj = Sim(Eego
V , Eexo

V ) (3)

where the Sim() represents the similarity of the embedding
features, and we use Euclidean distance to calculate it.

We highlight that though its simple design, the idea of
aligning the cross-view object is worthy and our XObjAlign
module enhances the model’s robustness on the view shift
issue with no single additional parameter introduced.

4. Experiments
Datasets. We validate our method on the large-scale Ego-
Exo4D [10], using its benchmark for ego-exo object corre-
spondence tasks. The dataset contains 1.8 million annotated
object masks at 1 fps across 1335 video takes, covering do-
mains like Cooking, BikeRepair, Health, Music, Basketball,
and Soccer. Each paired video features an average of 5.5
objects, tracked for an average of 173 frames. We use the
standard Train/Val/Test splits but make the following ad-
justments: 1) To focus on cross-view segmentation, we re-
tain only data where objects appear in both views; 2) We
introduce a “Small” TrainSet (about one-third of the origi-
nal “Full” TrainSet) for improved efficiency and data stor-
age; 3) Testing is conducted on the Val set due to the lack
of ground truth for the Test set. Our processed splits will be
made available for future comparisons.
Network Modules. Following PSALM [68], we use Swin-
B [37] as the Visual Encoder and Phi-1.5 1.3B [31] as the
LLM. The MLP Projector, consisting of Conv2d, Batch-
Norm2d, and FC layers, maps the visual latent space to the
LLM space. The Pixel Decoder and Mask Generator are
adapted from Mask2Former [1]. Mask Token Extraction
is the same as PSALM, mainly applying average pooing of
mask upon image features. MCFuse is described in Sec. 3.2,
and XObjAlign requires no parameters.
Implementation Details. The pre-trained PSALM model
serves as our initialization. In S1 training, we use 1/20 of the
training data to train MCFuse. In S2 training, the full train-
ing set is used for optimizing all modules except the Swin-B
vision encoder. Training details such as epochs, batch size,
and learning rate are provided in the Appendix. All training
runs on 4xA100 GPUs, while testing is conducted on a sin-
gle A100, A6000, or L4 GPU. Training on Small TrainSet
takes 5-6 hours, while training on the Full TrainSet takes
around 20 hours.

4.1. Main Results on Ego-Exo4D
Baselines and Competitors. Directly aligned prior meth-
ods are quite limited, while still some efforts have been
made. Specifically, 1) Ego-Exo4D [10] forms a spatial-
based “XSegTx” method by adapting SegSwap [51],
and two spatiotemporal-based “XView-XMem”, “XView-
XMem + XSegTx” via adapting XMem [3] and combing it
with “XSegTx”; 2) PSALM [68] tests its ZSL results; 3)
In this paper, we also adapt and test the ZSL capabilities of
SEEM [69], one additional universal segmentation method
that decodes visual prompts by referring to the image. The
adaption is mainly made by using the query view (e.g., ego
in Ego2Exo) to generate the prompt for the target view (e.g.,
exo in Ego2Exo). Additionally, we retrain PSALM to form
a more competitive baseline.
Results on Ego-Exo4D. The comparison results are sum-
marized in Tab. 2, we indicate whether the method em-
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Ego2Exo (Ego as Query) Exo2Ego (Exo as Query)
Method ZSL Type TrainSet IoU ↑ Method ZSL Type TrainSet IoU ↑
XSegTx• [10] ✔ S - 0.3 XSegTx• [10] ✔ S - 1.3
XSegTx• [10] ✗ S Full 6.2 XSegTx• [10] ✗ S Full 30.2
XView-Xmem• [10] ✔ ST - 16.2 XView-Xmem• [10] ✔ ST - 13.5
XView-Xmem• [10] ✗ ST Full 17.7 XView-Xmem• [10] ✗ ST Full 20.7
XView-Xmem + XSegTx• [10] ✗ ST Full 36.9 XView-Xmem + XSegTx• [10] ✗ ST Full 36.1
SEEM• [69] ✔ S - 1.1 SEEM• [69] ✔ S - 4.1
PSALM◦ [68] ✔ S - 7.9 PSALM◦ [68] ✔ S - 9.6
PSALM• [68] ✗ S Small 39.7 PSALM• [68] ✗ S Small 44.1
PSALM• [68] ✗ S Full 41.3 PSALM• [68] ✗ S Full 47.3
ObjectRelator (Ours) ✗ S Small 44.3 ObjectRelator (Ours) ✗ S Small 49.2
ObjectRelator (Ours) ✗ S Full 43.9 ObjectRelator (Ours) ✗ S Full 50.9

Table 2. Comparison results on Ego-Exo4D object correspondence benchmark. All the results are tested on the Val set. ◦ means results
from PSALM [68], • means results are reported by us.

ploys ZSL learning, whether it is spatial-based (S) or spatio-
temporal (ST) based, the TrainSet used, and most impor-
tantly its IoU metric. From the results, we first notice that
our proposed ObjectRelator model significantly improves
the base PSALM and achieves state-of-the-art performance
on the ego-exo object correspondence task. Take models
trained on Small TrainSet as an example, our ObjectRelator
improves the PSALM from 39.7 to 44.3 on Ego2Exo and
from 44.1 to 49.2 on Exo2Ego. These results well demon-
strate the effectiveness of our proposed approach.

In addition to our SOTA results, several other key ob-
servations are as follows: 1) ZSL Inference Performance:
Results show that nearly all the tested methods, including
universal segmentation models like SEEM and PSALM,
struggle to generalize smoothly to the ego-exo object corre-
spondence task. While SEEM and PSALM excel on other
out-of-domain tasks, such as open-vocabulary segmenta-
tion [6] and video object tracking [42], their performances
are degraded here, highlighting the significant challenges
posed by view shifts between ego and exo videos. This
underscores that simply applying existing models, even
those extensively pre-trained ones, is insufficient. Dedi-
cated models specifically designed and trained for cross-
view scenarios remain essential. XView-XMem shows the
best ZSL performance, likely due to its video object track-
ing foundation. However, this advantage diminishes in the
retrained XView-XMem. 2) Baseline Retraining: After re-
training models on the benchmark, all baselines show rea-
sonable performance, further emphasizing the importance
of model adaptation for this task. In general, the supe-
rior performance of XView-Xmem and “XView-Xmem +
XSegTx” over XSegTx suggests that temporal information
aids cross-view alignment. However, this advantage can be
offset by the model designs, as demonstrated by PSALM.
The success of PSALM shows the effectiveness of inter-
active prompting, making it a strong baseline choice. 3)
Differences in Query Types: Across models, performance
is in general better on Exo2Ego than Ego2Exo, indicat-

ing that tasks with an ego-view query are more challeng-
ing. XSegTx exemplifies this disparity, achieving an IoU
of 30.2 on Exo2Ego but only 6.2 on Ego2Exo. This aligns
with intuitive expectations, as exo-view objects tend to be
smaller and embedded within complex environments, in-
creasing segmentation difficulty, while ego-view objects ap-
pear larger and more distinguishable from the background.
4) Impact of Train Set Size: Models trained on the Full
TrainSet generally perform better, but we also observe that
the Small TrainSet can effectively serve as a testbed for
evaluating approaches, with results that approach and even
occasionally exceed those of the Full TrainSet. This demon-
strates the rationality of using Small TrainSet for efficient
experimentation and evaluation, making it a practical alter-
native for benchmarking cross-view methods while reduc-
ing data requirements.

4.2. Ablation on Proposed Modules
Effectiveness of the Proposed Modules. To evaluate the
contributions of every key component. Starting with the
base PSALM, we incrementally added the MCFuse and
XObjAlign to observe their individual impact. Results are
reported in Tab. 3, in addition to the IoUs, the numbers of
model parameters (No.Param.) are also provided.

Results show that: 1) Incorporating MCFuse into the
base model significantly boosts performance, with clear im-
provements of 3.5 and 3.3 on Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego, re-
spectively. This strongly supports our idea that introducing
the language condition and effectively fusing it with the vi-
sual mask condition helps better identify the target object,
particularly by reducing ambiguities. 2) Applying our XOb-
jAlign module alone also brings significant improvements,
boosting the base model by 4.1 and 4.2 on the two sub-
tasks, surpassing even the benefits from MCFuse with its
simpler design. These results highlight that narrowing the
gap between ego and exo views is a key step toward build-
ing a more robust predictor. In our paper, we address or at
least mitigate this gap by enforcing consistency between the
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Method MCFuse XObjAlign Ego2Exo ↑ Exo2Ego ↑ No.Param.
Base ✗ ✗ 39.7 44.1 1.5871B
+MCFuse ✔ ✗ 43.2 47.4 + 0.2632M
+XObjAlign ✗ ✔ 43.8 48.3 + 0
ObjectRelator ✔ ✔ 44.3 49.2 1.5873B

Table 3. Effectiveness of proposed modules. IoUs are reported.
Methods trained on Small TrainSets. M/B means million/billion.

condition embeddings of ego and exo objects. 3) By inte-
grating these two modules, our full ObjectRelator approach
achieves the best results, indicating that the two modules
are effectively compatible. However, we also observe that
the combined effect is not simply additive. We interpret
this as an overlap in the optimization directions of the two
modules. For example, when the XObjAlign totally aligns
the ego-exo views, the likelihood of the model misidentify-
ing the objects across views is already low, which limits the
capacity for the MCFuse to contribute further. This phe-
nomenon demonstrates that both modules are working to-
wards the model’s optimal solution from different perspec-
tives. 4) Another point worth mentioning is that our method
in total only introduces 0.2632M extra parameters, which is
around 0.016% of the base PSALM while achieving 11.6%
improvement on average.
Further Ablations on Module Options. To thoroughly as-
sess the optimality of our design, we conduct additional ab-
lation experiments applying various options to our modules.
These include testing: whether cross attention (CA) is the
best method for fusing conditions; the impact of adopting
a learnable residual connection; the usage of the learnable
weight; and the most suitable placement for applying XOb-
jAlign. The results are presented in Tab. 4.

For the fusion-related experiments, we designed four
variants: “Add”, “CA w/o Params”, “CA, S2”, “CA +
LearnResidual, S2”. The “Add” method simply adds the
ego text and visual conditions as an easy test of our gener-
ated text descriptions and also the idea of multi-condition
fusion. The “CA w/o Params” variant applies cross-
attention without parameters, formulated as (Eego

T ·Eego
V

T
)·

Eego
V , which helps evaluate model sensitivity to added pa-

rameters. “CA, S2” represents standard cross-attention fu-
sion, as shown in Eq. 3.2. “CA + LearnResidual, S2”
uses our MCFuse module. The “S2” denotes that the en-
tire network is trained only once (i.e., our second training
stage). Results show: 1) Even simple methods like “Add”
and “CA w/o Params” improve upon the base model, val-
idating MCFuse’s core concept. 2) The notable drop with
“CA, S2” suggests caution when introducing new param-
eters into other pre-trained modules, motivating our two-
stage training strategy. This strategy is further validated by
comparing “CA + LearnResidual, S2” with our MCFuse.
3) The improvement from “CA, S2” to “CA + LearnResid-
ual, S2” supports protecting the more reliable visual prompt

Ablation Factor Method IoU ↑
PSALM [68] 39.7

Fusion Add 42.6
CA w/o Params 42.1
CA, S2 22.0
CA+LearnResidual, S2 41.3
CA+LearnResidual, S1-2 (Ours) 43.2

Residual Weight k = 0.2 42.1
k = 0.5 41.7
k = 0.8 43.1
klea (Ours) 43.2

Placement of XObjAlign After MCFuse 43.6
Before MCFuse (Ours) 44.3

Table 4. Ablation study of proposed modules. Models are trained
on Ego2Exo Small TrainSet.

condition. For the residual weight experiments, we com-
pare our learnable approach with fixed weights k (0.2, 0.5,
0.8). Results indicate that learnable weight klea reduces
manual tuning while effectively adapting to appropriate val-
ues. Regarding the placement of XObjAlign, we compare
put XObjAlign “After MCFuse” with “Before MCFuse”.
Results show the latter is more effective, likely because ap-
plying the alignment loss LXObj upon MCFuse may skew
optimization toward better fusion objectives.

4.3. More Analysis
Joint Training of Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego. All previously
reported results are obtained by training the Ego2Exo and
Exo2Ego models separately, using their respective training
sets. Thus, in this experiment, we investigate whether the
training process can be merged by training a single model
on both the Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego datasets simultaneously.
The comparative results, shown in Tab. 5, confirm that the
answer is yes. Our joint-trained models don’t degrade the
performance of the separately trained models in most cases
and even outperform the specific models. This suggests that
the bidirectional correspondence learned during co-training
helps the model understand the relationship between ego
and exo perspectives more comprehensively.

Method TrainSet Training Ego2Exo Testing Exo2Ego Testing
ObjectRelator Small Ego2Exo 44.3 -

Exo2Ego - 49.2
Joint Training 44.7 50.6

Full Ego2Exo 43.9 -
Exo2Ego - 50.9

Joint Training 46.7 50.8

Table 5. Results of Joint Training on Small TrainSets.

Single-Condition Evaluation of Multi-Condition Model.
Our proposed ObjectRelator is trained and tested with both
visual mask and text description conditions. However, since
text descriptions might not always be available, we are curi-
ous about what would happen if we test our multi-condition
trained model using only the visual mask condition. To this

7



end, we evaluate the performance of removing the MCFuse
module from our trained model, studying both the specific
Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego models, as well as the joint-trained
model. Results are summarized in Tab. 6.

The testing results show that while the performance with
only the visual condition is inferior to using both visual and
text conditions, the drop in performance is quite slight, and
we still outperform the base PSALM model. This outcome
exceeds our expectations, considering the inconsistency be-
tween training and testing conditions. Our interpretation
is that, although we are exploring multimodal fusion rather
than multimodal alignment, the model still manages to learn
a joint space between the two different modality conditions.
This enables the model to associate object categories with
masks, allowing it to still perform well during testing, even
when in the absence of text information.

Method Training Testing Conditions Ego2Exo Testing Exo2Ego Testing
PSALM [68] Specific Only Visual 39.7 44.1

ObjectRelator
Specific Visual + Text 44.3 49.2

Only Visual 43.3 48.9

Joint Visual + Text 44.7 50.6
Only Visual 44.0 50.2

Table 6. Results of single condition testing. The studied Specific
and Joint models are trained on Small TrainSets.

4.4. Qualitative Results
To provide a more intuitive understanding of our method,
we visualize the prediction results. Specifically, Fig. 4
presents several examples of ObjectRelator applied to both
Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego tasks. The results indicate that our
proposed methods perform effectively across diverse sce-
narios e.g., Basketball, Music, Cooking, and Bike Repair.
Our method successfully segments objects in the target view
despite significant size changes, shape variations, and cases
where the query object is partially occluded. More visual-
ization results can be found in the Appendix.

Eg
o2
Ex
o

Ex
o2
E
go

Figure 4. ObjectRelator Visualization for Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego.

To further demonstrate how our proposed modules im-
prove upon the base PSALM, Fig. 5 compares the results
between ObjectRelator and the retrained PSALM model,
with ground truth provided as a reference due to the chal-
lenging nature of the examples. In Fig. 5(a), PSALM shows
that PSALM will segment the wrong object with a simi-
lar shape to the query, as seen in the basketball and mu-

Query PSALM ObjectRelator

Query PSALM ObjectRelator

(a
)M

C
Fu

se
(b

) X
O

bj
A

lig
n

Ground Truth

Ground Truth

“basketball”

“music 
sheet”

Figure 5. ObjectRelator vs. PSALM Visualization Results.

sic sheet examples. This indicates that relying solely on
a visual mask fails to capture necessary semantic informa-
tion. By contrast, our ObjectRelator, which leverages text
descriptions to enhance the original visual mask condition,
successfully corrects these errors in both examples, under-
scoring the effectiveness of our MCFuse module. Fig. 5 (b)
presents examples where PSALM either segments only part
of the target object (first example) or segments an incor-
rect object (second example). In both cases, the partially or
incorrectly segmented object closely resembles the query
object, suggesting that PSALM performs reasonably well
but falls short in meeting the specific requirements of the
ego-exo object correspondence task, where the same ob-
ject may appear very different across views. The success
of our method demonstrates the effectiveness of our pro-
posed XObjAlign, which enforces consistency between ego
and exo views as a solution.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we explored the Ego-Exo Object Correspon-
dence task, a newly proposed and underdeveloped vision
challenge. We introduced the ObjectRelator method, which
incorporates two novel modules: Multimodal Condition Fu-
sion (MCFuse) and SSL-based Cross-View Object Align-
ment (XObjAlign). MCFuse facilitates multi-condition fu-
sion between language and visual modalities, while XOb-
jAlign enforces consistency in object representation across
different views through a self-supervised alignment strat-
egy. Extensive experimental results demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our approach, showing significant improvements
over the baseline and achieving state-of-the-art performance
with minimal additional learnable parameters. As an early
exploration of this task, we hope our work sparks further in-
terest in this direction and paves the way for future research
in comprehensive cross-view video applications.
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ObjectRelator: Enabling Cross-View Object Relation Understanding in
Ego-Centric and Exo-Centric Videos

Supplementary Material

We first present the implementation details in Sec.6, fol-
lowed by additional results in Sec.7, and conclude with a
discussion of limitations and future work in Sec. 8.

6. Implementation Details
6.1. Data Processing
Frame Extraction. We follow the same frame extraction
process as the baselines, i.e., XSegTx, XView-Xmem, as
provided by Ego-Exo4D [10]. Specifically, for both ego
and exo views, we sample one frame every 30 frames in
chronological order to ensure time synchronization. Mean-
while, since the resolution of ego and exo is different, we
adopt different scaling ratios. For ego video, we scale its
resolution from (1408, 1408) to (704, 704). While the exo
video is scaled from (2160, 3840) to (540, 960).
Train/Val/Test Sets. As described in Sec. 4, we follow the
same dataset splits as Ego-Exo4D [10], retaining only the
ego-exo pairs where the object is visible in both views (in
some cases, an object may be visible in one view but fully
occluded in the other). To construct the SmallTrain set, we
sample a subset of the FullTrain set at a fixed frequency of
1/3. In the end, for both Ego2Exo and Exo2Ego tasks, we
have the FullTrain, SmallTrain, and Val sets. We further
report the number of frame images (No. Img) and the aver-
age number of objects per frame (Avg. Obj) for each set in
Tab. 7. All splits used in this work will be released to the
community to facilitate reproduction and comparison.

Ego2Exo Exo2Ego
FullTrain SmallTrain Val FullTrain SmallTrain Val

No. Img 110118 36706 31205 123381 41127 36073
Avg. Obj 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.3

Table 7. Number of images and average object per image of sets.

6.2. Description Generation
Using LLaVA for Object Descriptions. Due to the lack of
semantic information in the initial benchmark, we propose
to utilize the pretrained vision language model LLaVA [35]
for generating the text description to support the subse-
quence MCFuse module. Concretely, we merge the mask
of the object of interest with the correspondence image to
create the input. This approach not only directs the model’s
attention to the masked area but also preserves the full con-
textual information, such as the background, which aids
the model in better understanding the object. As for the
text prompt, we use “Identify the single object covered by
the green mask without describing it. Note that it is not a

hand. Format your answer as follows: The object covered
by the green mask is”. By providing this text prompt and
the masked image to LLaVA, we generate the correspond-
ing object descriptions.

Comparison Among Different Options. We compare our
way of generating text descriptions with two other options.
Visual examples are provided in Fig. 6. Specifically: 1)
Without Object Masking (Fig. 6(a)): The entire image
is used as input without adding an object mask, and the
prompt is: “Could you help describe the main object of
the image?”. Results show that when the image contains
multiple objects, the model struggles to identify the cor-
rect one. Attempts to zoom in on the target object lead
to reduced resolution, making the image difficult for the
model to interpret. 2) With Object Masking but different
prompt (Fig. 6(b)): The object is masked, and the model is
prompted with “Please describe the object covered by the
green mask.” While this approach focuses the model’s at-
tention on the masked area, it often incorrectly predicts the
object as a human hand, which is not considered an object
of interest in this benchmark. 3) Our Approach (Fig. 6(c)):
We use an object-masked image as input and a prompt that
explicitly excludes the human hand. Results show signifi-
cant improvement, as the generated descriptions align with
the target object categories in most cases.

“Could you help describe the main object of the image?”

The main object of the image is 
a person wearing blue gloves.

The main object of the image is 
a basketball hoop.

The main object of the input 
image is a pair of scissors.

The object covered by the 
green mask is a basketball.

"Please describe the object covered by the green mask."

The object covered by the 
green mask is a hand.

The object covered by the 
green mask is a person's hand.

"Identify the single object covered by the green mask without describing it. Note that it 
is not a hand. Format your answer as follows: The object covered by the green mask is"

The object covered by the 
green mask is a bowl.

The object covered by the 
green mask is a spoon.

The object covered by the 
green mask is a bicycle wheel.

(a
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io

n1
(b
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Figure 6. Comparisons among various options for text generation.
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We acknowledge that the generated results are not al-
ways perfect; however, as demonstrated in Tab.2 and Tab.3,
they have significantly contributed to improving perfor-
mance. This validates our approach of leveraging textual
information to enhance cross-view object understanding.

6.3. Training Details
Almost all models, including the base retrained PSALM,
our ObjectRelator, and the ablation studies of ObjectRe-
lator, share the same basic training setup: the pretrained
PSALM model [68] is used as the initialization, AdamW
is employed as the optimizer, the learning rate is set to 6e-
5 with a cosine decay scheduler, the batch size is 12, and
the image size is 1024×1024. By default, models without
MCFuse are trained in a single stage (4 epochs) using all
the data in the current training set. In contrast, models with
MCFuse, such as our ObjectRelator, employ two training
stages, S1 and S2, with different epoch settings and data
usage. The specific training configurations for our Objec-
tRelator are summarized in Tab. 8.

Ego2Exo/Exo2Ego Training Joint Training
S1 1/20 set, epoch = 4 1/20 set, epoch = 3
S2 all set, epoch = 4 all set, epoch = 3

Table 8. Training settings for ObjectRelator.

7. More Results
7.1. More Ablation Results
In Tab. 4, we present ablation studies exploring different
configurations for our MCFuse module and the placement
of MCFuse and XObjAlign. Additionally, we provide fur-
ther ablation studies on the XObjAlign module, including
various metrics for computing the consistency constraint
and different weights for LXObj . Particularly, as in Tab. 9,
we first compare the performance of using the Euclidean
loss for XObjAlign with that of using cosine similarity, and
then compare different weights for composing the sublosses
Lmask and LXObj . Note that only the XObjAlign module is
applied. Results show that: 1) Compared to the cosine sim-
ilarity, the Euclidean loss is better. However, both of them
clearly outperform the base PSALM. 2) Among different
choices, the default one L = Lmask + LXObj achieves the
best result. The consistent improvement over the baseline
observed across other weight ratios further demonstrates the
robust positive impact of our XObjAlign module.

7.2. More Visualization Results
Due to space limitations, only a few examples are presented
in Fig.4. To provide a more comprehensive view, we in-
clude additional visualization results in Fig.8 (Ego2Exo)
and Fig. 9 (Exo2Ego). For each subtask, we showcase di-
verse examples spanning all six scenarios: Cooking, Bik-

Ablation Factor Method IoU ↑
- Base PSALM [68] 39.7

Metrics for XObjAlign Cosine 42.5
Euclidean (Ours) 43.8

Loss Weights L = Lmask + 0.2 ∗ LXObj 41.2
L = Lmask + 0.5 ∗ LXObj 42.0
L = Lmask + LXObj (Ours) 43.8
L = Lmask + 10 ∗ LXObj 40.3

Table 9. More ablation studies on XObjAlign and loss functions.

eRepair, Health, Music, Basketball, and Soccer. Results
demonstrate that our proposed ObjectRelator effectively
segments cross-view objects in most cases, producing re-
sults that closely align with ground truth annotations. This
highlights the robustness of our method in handling diverse
scenarios, various object categories, and challenging cases,
such as occlusion and novel viewpoints.

8. More Discussions
Failure Cases. We also analyze the failure cases produced
by our method, with typical examples summarized in Fig. 7.
Results indicate that our method struggles in several scenar-
ios: it fails to generate a complete mask when the object’s
surface is discontinuous or blends closely with the back-
ground (first and third columns), incorrectly identifies the
object when multiple similar objects are present in the scene
(second and fourth columns), and occasionally misses some
objects entirely (fourth column).

Ego2Exo Exo2Ego
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Figure 7. Visulization of failure cases. Ego2Exo/Exo2Ego models
trained on SmallTrain sets are used.

Limitations and Future Work. In this paper, we pro-
pose ObjectRelator, a method designed to understand cross-
view object relationships, particularly between ego-centric
and exo-centric videos. The approach primarily consists
of multimodal condition fusion and SSL-based cross-view
object alignment, built on top of a frame-level segmenta-
tion model. While our method achieves SOTA results, as
demonstrated in Fig. 7, there remains significant room for
improvement. This underscores the substantial challenges
and opportunities in addressing ego-exo object correspon-
dence. Future work includes exploring diverse cross-view
datasets and efficiently integrating temporal information.
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Figure 8. Ego2Exo visualization results (ego query, predictions, and ground truth). Ego2Exo model trained on SmallTrain set is used.
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Figure 9. Exo2Ego visualization results (exo query, predictions, and ground truth). Exo2Ego model trained on SmallTrain set is used.
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