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Abstract
Large Language Model (LLM)-based agents have shown
promise in procedural tasks, but the potential of multimodal
instructions augmented by texts and videos to assist users re-
mains under-explored. To address this gap, we propose the
Visually Grounded Text-Video Prompting (VG-TVP) method
which is a novel LLM-empowered Multimodal Procedural
Planning (MPP) framework. It generates cohesive text and
video procedural plans given a specified high-level objective.
The main challenges are achieving textual and visual infor-
mativeness, temporal coherence, and accuracy in procedural
plans. VG-TVP leverages the zero-shot reasoning capability
of LLMs, the video-to-text generation ability of the video
captioning models, and the text-to-video generation ability
of diffusion models. VG-TVP improves the interaction be-
tween modalities by proposing a novel Fusion of Captioning
(FoC) method and using Text-to-Video Bridge (T2V-B) and
Video-to-Text Bridge (V2T-B). They allow LLMs to guide
the generation of visually-grounded text plans and textual-
grounded video plans. To address the scarcity of datasets suit-
able for MPP, we have curated a new dataset called Daily-Life
Task Procedural Plans (Daily-PP). We conduct comprehen-
sive experiments and benchmarks to evaluate human prefer-
ences (regarding textual and visual informativeness, temporal
coherence, and plan accuracy). Our VG-TVP method outper-
forms unimodal baselines on the Daily-PP dataset.

Dataset — https://github.com/mfurkanilaslan/VG-TVP

Introduction
To acquire procedural knowledge, such as operating a ma-
chine, a person can refer to procedure plans, which specify
the steps to achieve a task. Procedure plans may take differ-
ent formats such as text, image, video, and a combination
of them. Procedure Planning (PP) is the process of gener-
ating procedure plans. Depending on the modality of pro-
cedure plans, PP can be implemented using different meth-
ods and various sources of information. For example, LLMs
have been used to generate procedure plans either in a zero-
shot manner (Huang et al. 2022) or by fusing information
from various resources (e.g. WikiHow) (Lu et al. 2023b).
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Text: Cook the spaghetti.
Context: Stir the noodles in the pot as they cook.
Visual: Meanwhile, a person chops onions 
tomatoes on a cutting board. A pan with sauce is 
prepared on another stove burner.

Text: Add spaghetti noodles to the boiling water.
Context: Once the water is boiling, add spaghetti 
noodles.
Visual: The person adds spaghetti noodles to the 
boiling water.

Text: Boil water.
Context: Pour water into a pot and place it on the 
stove.
Visual: A person pours water into a pot and places 
it on the stove.

Text: Serve the spaghetti.
Context: Plate the spaghetti and garnish with basil 
leaves.
Visual: Finally, the spaghetti is served on a plate 
garnished with basil leaves.

Text: Combine spaghetti with sauce.
Context: Strain the cooked spaghetti and add it to 
the sauce. Stir to combine.
Visual: Once the spaghetti noodles are cooked, 
they are strained and added to the sauce. 
Everything is stirred together in the pan.

Text: Prepare the sauce.
Context: Chop onions and tomatoes, then prepare 
the sauce in a pan.
Visual: Meanwhile, a person chops onions and 
tomatoes on a cutting board. A pan with sauce is 
prepared n another stove burner.

What's the step-by-step procedure for <How to Cook Spaghetti> ?

Figure 1: VG-TVP generates MPP with multiple steps for a
high-level goal, supplying textual and visual guidelines.

Instructional videos (IVs) are a useful source of infor-
mation on procedural knowledge. It provides a rich con-
text of the task steps and effectively incorporates the tem-
poral information essential for procedural knowledge learn-
ing. However, the quality of IVs might be inconsistent and
it usually involves considerable effort of a human learner to
understand the information and acquire the knowledge. To
address this issue, one may resort to computational meth-
ods to parse the IVs and use the extracted visual elements to
generate informative procedure plans. This necessitate sev-
eral capabilities, such as semantics understanding (Zhukov
et al. 2019), action-step prediction (Niu et al. 2024), and
scene understanding (Zhou et al. 2023). However, existing
IVs may lack complete procedural information or contain
visual content that does not align with the semantic plans.
Hence, generating video content in association with the tex-
tual plans is desirable to form the final procedure plans.
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In this paper, we aim to improve PP by generating mul-
timodal content from different resources, including IVs. We
are interested in enhancing human understanding by inte-
grating visually grounded text and action-based video gen-
erations (Figure 1). Inspired by Text-to-Image Prompting
(TIP) (Lu et al. 2023b), we cast the problem as MPP via
Visually Grounded Text-Video Prompting (VG-TVP) (Fig-
ure 2). VG-TVP generates video-enhanced action and state
procedures given text descriptions of a task and IVs, which
is in contrast to generating image plans and using their de-
scriptions as text plans (Lu et al. 2023b; Soucek et al. 2024).

We anticipate that video-augmented procedure plans are
advantageous to image-augmented ones (Lu et al. 2023b;
Ramesh et al. 2021) because images focus on the static
“states” of the task, whereas videos display dynamic
changes of “states” with human-centred “actions”. However,
the challenges faced by TIP, including textual-visual infor-
mativeness, coherent temporal alignment, and high-level ac-
curate plan generations (Lu et al. 2023b), become even more
prominent in MPP. In particular, the framework needs to en-
sure both temporal consistency (i.e. coherent temporal align-
ment between text and video plans) and spatial consistency
(i.e. subsequent video steps must logically follow preceding
ones in actions, objects, and contexts). Existing generative
models, including LLMs and multimodal LLMs (MLLMs),
cannot adequately address these challenges.

We propose a novel video-to-text−text-to-video (V2T-
T2V) methodology that enhances the capability of LLMs
for MPP tasks. Given the high-level goal-oriented task de-
scription, we first use LLMs to generate vanilla text plans.
Meanwhile, we generate video captions from given IVs via
V2T-Bridge (V2T-B). Subsequently, LLMs compile cap-
tions from various IVs to form a cohesive “Fusion of Cap-
tioning (FoC)” (Figure 3) that adheres to the required steps.
We leverage the LLMs’ capabilities by eliciting video cap-
tions and vanilla text plans to generate final revised text
plans. Finally, video plans are generated by considering the
generated text plans. Consequently, generated video plans
are aligned with the generated text plans through VG-TVP.

Video-augmented PP is advantageous to IVs in several as-
pects. First, generated videos (a few seconds for each step)
focus on the task steps, making them concise and relevant
to the task. This may help alleviate the cognitive efforts of
human learners than if they watch lengthy videos (≈ 5− 10
minutes) with much auxiliary information and time manage-
ment. Second, the structured PP format could also improve
the clarity and reliability of the MPP content, which facili-
tates self-paced learning. Third, using well-crafted prompts,
we guide the video generation module to generate human-
centred content, i.e. showing human actions whenever pos-
sible (Figure 5). This potentially helps reduce users’ cogni-
tive load owing to a smaller cognitive gap than if only state
changes of the scene (without humans) are visualized.

VG-TVP addresses 3 major technical challenges: (1)
Costly structure of foundational models (FM). Although
FMs are proficient in text generation, they must be trained
with visual information. Training of data-hungry FMs from
scratch demands high costs. In contrast, VG-TVP employs 3
distinct components that strategically leverage each other’s

inputs and outputs, thereby eliminating the need to train sep-
arate models for specific tasks. (2) Alignment between pro-
cedures in IVs and generated text plans. This challenge is
addressed by FoC collaborating with VG-TVP alignment
prompt. (3) Inadequacy of video captioning models to cap-
ture detailed MPP. Captioning algorithms aim to capture the
descriptions of the scenes, instead of detailed MPP. For in-
stance, VLog (Lin and Lei 2023) focuses on different aspects
such as image, region, and the audio in the videos. Although
it uses the latest LLMs, image, and audio models, it is not
capable of combining the multimodal procedures for MPP
tasks. A multimodal pre-trained video captioning model is
proposed, focusing on dense events in the videos to cap-
ture descriptions in the same sequence (Yang et al. 2023).
However, it only captures instructions, not coherent MPPs.
In short, although existing methods are capable of caption-
ing, additional information is required to generate MPPs.

The contributions of the study are four-fold. (1) We de-
sign a multi-modal framework, VG-TVP, that employs zero-
shot prompting and avoids the costly training procedure.
(2) We propose a novel method, FoC, which removes ir-
relevant contents in IVs, aligns mismatched steps between
video captions and generates relevant text plans. They pro-
vide detailed MPP in the absence of IVs by exploiting video
captions. (3) We propose Video-to-Text (V2T) and Text-
to-Video (T2V) bridges to generate visually grounded text
and video plans that are temporally coherent and accurate in
planning. (4) We introduce a well-curated dataset called the
Daily-Life Task Procedural Plans (Daily-PP) to mitigate the
challenges in existing datasets for MPP content. VG-TVP’s
results show superior performance in the zero-shot setting
compared to several baselines under the Daily-PP dataset.

Related Works
Video Understanding for Procedural Planning
There has been remarkable progress achieved in understand-
ing IVs via various problem statements (Kuehne, Arslan,
and Serre 2014; Miech et al. 2019; Ilaslan et al. 2023; Zhou,
Xu, and Corso 2018; Chang et al. 2020). While prior studies
handle the problems via fully (Elhamifar and Naing 2019;
Zhu and Yang 2020) or weakly-supervised (Zhukov et al.
2019; Zhao et al. 2022) or unsupervised settings (Alayrac
et al. 2016), others focus on step discovery (Dvornik et al.
2023), prompting (Lu et al. 2023a) or diffusion mod-
els (Fang et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023a; Lian et al. 2023).
Unlike existing studies, we focus on generating visually
grounded text-video pairs to obtain coherent MPPs.

Multimodal Generation
Zero-shot planners (Huang et al. 2022; Song et al. 2023)
or reasoners (Kojima et al. 2022) have leveraged the natu-
ral language generation capabilities of LLMs. While these
efforts have yielded promising results, developing LLMs
with multimodal content generation capabilities may lead
to broader practical impacts. Although the performance of
T2V models lagged behind that of Text-to-Image (T2I) mod-
els (Ramesh et al. 2021), recent advances have enhanced
T2V performances (Zhou et al. 2022; Singer et al. 2023;
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What's the step-by-step procedure 
for How to cook kimchi fried rice 
(<task>) ?

Vanilla Text Plan
Step 1
text: “First, you need to gather all your ingredients”
context: "You will need cooked rice (preferably cold or 
day-old), vegetables of your choice (e.g., carrots, ... ”

Step 2
text: “Next, heat a wok over medium-high heat.”
context: “When the pan is hot, add 1-2 tablespoons of 
vegetable oil … ”

………

Step 5
text: “Once your vegetables are tender, add your 
protein to the pan and stir-fry it with the vegetables …”
context: “This should take about 2-3 minutes, 
depending on the type and quantity of protein you are 
using.”

………

Step N
text: “Finally, taste and adjust the seasonings as 
needed.”
context: “You can add more soy sauce, salt, pepper, or 
any other seasonings you like to suit your taste 
preferences.”

LLM Video 1

V2T-B

Fusion of Captioning

Task Videos

Step 1
video_caption: "A person is pouring oil on a pan …
task_procedures: "Preparing Ingredients:"
………
Step 5:
video_caption: "A person stirring a pan of food with…”
task_procedures: "Cooking Process:"
………
Step N:
video_caption: "A bowl of food with an egg on top of it.”
task_procedures: "Presentation and Enjoyment:"

Revised Text Procedural Plan
Step 1
text: “Preparing Ingredients”
context: “2 cups cooked rice (preferably day-old rice), 1 cup kimchi, … ”
visual: “A person is holding a knife and cutting kimchi and onions into small 
pieces”
………

Step 5
text: “Adding Cooked Rice”
context: “A bowl of cooked rice is shown on the side.”
visual: “The person is adding the cooked rice to the pan and stirring it ...”
………
Step N
text: “Seasoning and Serving”
context: “Kimchi fried rice is served by adding seaweed seasoning”
visual: “The person is sprinkling soy sauce over the kimchi fried rice and   
placing it on a plate”

Text-to-Video Generation 

Video 1 
Caption 

Generation
. . . 

Prompt: According to the captions above, then prepare the 
logical video captions for the task procedures of the [TASK] step-by-
step in a sentence template of <person> <verb> <action>.

Given Multiple Instructional VideosGiven Textual Input

Textual Output

Video Output

Video 3
Video 5

Video 7
Video N

Video N 
Caption 

Generation

Video 5 
Caption 

Generation
. . . 

VLog

LLM

Visually Grounded Textual Plan = Textual Instruction + Video Caption Procedure
Prompt: Rewrite the textual instruction of [TASK] with knowledge from visualized instruction pair-wisely in a 

template <text> <context>, <visual> separately.

… … …

T2V-B
ModelScope

Step 1 Step 3 Step 5 Step N

Figure 2: VG-TVP Model: Given the textual input and multiple instructional videos, VG-TVP generates visually grounded
textual plans and video plans by using V2T-B and T2V-B. ChatGPT 3.5 is used to reorganize all captions to generate FoC.

Khachatryan et al. 2023; Wu et al. 2023). Existing models
lack robustness as exhibited by LLMs in text generation,
highlighting the need for advanced LLM-based frameworks
for MPP tasks. Unlike existing models, VG-TVP lever-
ages LLM capabilities for MPP tasks, offering dynamic,
and comprehensive guidance through video generation in a
human-centered manner.

Integration of Visual Knowledge
IVs contain complex visual procedural knowledge that
should be integrated into LLMs by reducing the complex-
ity. Thus, it has been integrated with different methods such
as usage of given images or generated texts as additional
features (Yang et al. 2022; Lu et al. 2023b). However, im-
age data results in inadequate descriptions of task actions
since it provides only static information. To address that,
VG-TVP harnesses IVs’ captions to integrate visual knowl-
edge into LLMs, leveraging their zero-shot reasoning capa-
bility. Moreover, in the PP tasks, integrated visual knowl-
edge must be aligned for coherent outcomes (Shen, Wang,
and Elhamifar 2021; Dvornik et al. 2023) which is a chal-
lenge for MPP tasks. To address that, we propose a method
to combine video captions and vanilla text systematically.

VG-TVP Approach
We propose two key ideas in a methodology. The first idea
involves generating MPPs for the tasks by exploiting their
IVs, which is called “SEEN” (Idea 1). For the “SEEN” tasks,
the model utilizes the relevant task IVs and captures their

captions. Finally, video captions of these “SEEN” tasks and
vanilla text plans are aligned to generate visually grounded
text and video plans. The “UNSEEN” tasks (Idea 2) which
the model has not previously encountered, involve generat-
ing MPPs for tasks that lack IVs. For example, “Cooking
Kimchi Fried Rice” and “Cooking Szechuan Chicken” are
two “SEEN” tasks under the Daily-PP dataset. We propose
an exploration of “Cooking Chicken Fried Rice” as an “UN-
SEEN” task by utilizing the captions of “Cooking Kimchi
Fried Rice” and ”Cooking Szechuan Chicken”.

Problem Statement

We formulate the problem as a visually grounded textual-
video pairs alignment and generation task. GV is given
multiple IVs which represent high-level goal videos,
and GT is given textual input which denotes high-level
goal texts, provided by the user in natural language.
The model’s output is a comprehensive multimodal pro-
cedural plan, represented as Goal Plan, GP . It com-
prises the final sequence of visually-grounded text plan
TP = {{pt1, pc1}, {pt2, pc2}, ..., {ptn, pcn}} and video
plan V P = {v1, v2, ..., vn} pairs. In this notation, pti repre-
sents the text of the final revised textual plan and pci denotes
its corresponding context. Consequently, GP = {TP, V P}
is generated by merging 3 multimodal features: vanilla text
generation, video captioning via V2T-Bridge, and video
generation via T2V-Bridge.



Method
We leverage the zero-shot reasoning ability of LLMs to gen-
erate vanilla text plans by proposing a step-by-step prompt-
ing template. To enhance the MPP, we propose the VG-TVP
model (Figure 2), applying V2T-B and T2V-B for generating
a comprehensive multimodal procedural plan.

Vanilla Text Plan Generation. The model generates
vanilla text plans for the steps called Vanilla Textual Plan
(VTP), VTP = {s1, s2, ..., sn} via vanilla prompt template
function, fprompt(vanilla). This is a natural language for-
mat “What’s the step-by-step procedure for <[TASK]>?”
used to elicit information from LLMs shown in Figure 2. In-
spired by the TIP approach (Lu et al. 2023b), we adopt the
zero-shot chain-of-thought approach (Kojima et al. 2022)
for VTP generation. For example, for “Cooking Spaghetti”
task, the input text will be “What’s the step-by-step pro-
cedure for How to Cook Spaghetti?”. Each step represents
a VTP paired with text and context at timestamp i, si =
{ti, cti}. While T = {t1, t2, ..., tn} represents the VTP-text,
CT = {ct1, ct2, ..., ctn} denotes VTP-context generation.
The initial text plan VTP is derived using fprompt(vanilla)
focused on the specified <[TASK]>.

Fusion of Captioning. We employ VLog model (Lin
and Lei 2023) which integrates the capabilities of Chat-
GPT (OpenAI 2023), BLIP2 (Li et al. 2023), GRIT (Du,
Rush, and Cardie 2021), Whisper (Radford et al. 2023)
models. VLog generates video captions from 3 modalities:
image, region, and audio. Our framework excludes audio
captions as some videos lacked speech or significant audi-
tory content. Thus, we follow the visual information. V2T-
B is the method that textualizes the scenes of IVs by us-
ing a video captioning algorithm. For example, in the “apple
juice” task, given that the 3rd caption of the 1st IV repre-
sents the step “wooden cutting board with sliced apples on
it” between 17 − 26 seconds (sec), similar steps appear in
the 4th IV at 39 − 50 sec, and the 7th IV at 9 − 19 sec
in the 2nd step (not in 3rd). In other IVs’ captions, steps
similar to “pouring water into a blender” are included in dif-
ferent steps. Therefore, FoC reorders and aligns the steps
for vanilla textual matching (Figure 15 in the Appendix).
FoC is insufficient for completing the MPP alone. It pro-
vides additional visual information to VG-TVP for gener-
ating MPP tasks. Consequently, we formulate the V2T-B
as FoC = fcaptions ⊕ {(GV ), fprompt(description)}. The
Description prompt is “According to the captions above,
then prepare the logical video captions for the task proce-
dures of the <[TASK]> step-by-step in a sentence template
of <person><verb><action>?”. Detailed video captions
and FoC can be found in the supplementary materials.

Visually-Grounded Textual and Video Plan Generation.
There has been a shift toward leveraging LLMs for visual
generations (Yu et al. 2023; Blattmann et al. 2023), moving
beyond the conventional use of diffusion models. Specifi-
cally, (Lin et al. 2023) equipped with image annotations and
a GPT4-based video planner, is prone to generating unnec-
essary instructions for PP tasks. For instance, “A hungry cat
is finding food.” prompt in (Lin et al. 2023) leads LLMs to

"applejuice_N": [
        {

}
    ]

"applejuice_03": [
        {

}
    ]

"applejuice_02": [
        {

Video  3

Video  N

Video  2

Video  1

. . . 

"applejuice_01": [
        {
            "start_sec": 0,
            "end_sec": 6,
            "image_caption": "a glass of juice next to two apples on a table",
            "dense_caption": "the blue vase on the left: [0.26, 0.1, 0.6, 0.99]; a purple onion on a table: 
[0.69, 0.0, 0.95, 0.39]; green apple in white bowl: [0.75, 0.3, 1.0, 0.81]; the top of the blue vase: [0.29, 
0.1, 0.57, 0.45]; the vase is blue: [0.31, 0.26, 0.57, 0.84]",
            "audio_transcript": ""
        },.
………
        {
            "start_sec": 87,
            "end_sec": 93,
            "image_caption": "a glass of juice next to two apples on a table",
            "dense_caption": "a purple onion on a table: [0.69, 0.0, 0.95, 0.39]; green apple in white bowl: 
[0.75, 0.29, 1.0, 0.81]; the vase is blue: [0.31, 0.26, 0.56, 0.83]; the top of the blue vase: [0.28, 0.1, 
0.57, 0.45]",
            "audio_transcript": "”
         }
    ]

}
    ]

. . . 

Fusion of Captioning
"ranked_captions_and_task_procedures": {
        "1": {
            "video_caption": "A person is pouring a glass of lemonade into a pitcher",
            "task_procedures": "<person> is <verb> pouring <action> a glass of lemonade into a pitcher.”
         }
        "2": {
            "video_caption": "A person is pouring water into a blender with some apples in it",
            "task_procedures": "<person> is <verb> pouring <action> water into a blender with some apples in it.”

………

        "9": {
            "video_caption": "A person is pouring a liquid into a strainer on a counter",
            "task_procedures": "<person> is <verb> pouring <action> a liquid into a strainer on a counter."
        },
        "10": {
            "video_caption": "A person is holding a blender with their hand",
            "task_procedures": "<person> is <verb> holding <action> a blender with their hand."
        }

V2T-B (Video Caption Model)

LLM 

Figure 3: FoC captures and fuses IVs’ captions. Then, it in-
jects into the system by aligning them with vanilla textual.

segment the generated narrations into scenes. VG-TVP fo-
cuses on generating MPP to assist humans rather than sto-
rytelling or directing videos. VG-TVP’s GoalP lan is the fi-
nal sequence of visually-grounded text plan (TP) and video
plan (VP) pairs, GP = {TP, V P}. However, multimodal
generation brings an alignment challenge. Thus, we propose
FoC collaborating with VG-TVP alignment prompt to revise
VTPs and tackle this challenge.

Text-video alignment is essential for maintaining consis-
tency and coherence between textual and visual plans. It
synchronizes procedural steps across modalities, enabling
users to correlate textual instructions with relevant gen-
erated videos and follow the instructions accurately. This
aids comprehension and enhances the learning experience
by offering unified and coherent instructions. We formu-
late the prompt alignment with the integration of VTPs and
FoC via a prompt template: TP = fprompt(alignment) ⊕
{(FoC), (V TP )}. Alignment prompt represents “Rewrite
the step-by-step procedures of <[TASK]> by using video
captions pair-wisely in a template <text>, <context> and



VG-TVP (Ours) Textual Informative Visual Informative Temporal Coherence Plan Accuracy
versus Win Tie Lose Win Tie Lose Win Tie Lose Win Tie Lose

Llama2-7B-q4 44.00 40.00 16.00 74.00 2.00 24.00 68.00 8.00 24.00 74.00 6.00 20.00
Llama2-7B-q8 52.00 22.00 26.00 62.00 18.00 20.00 62.00 24.00 14.00 70.00 12.00 18.00

Llama2-13B-q4 40.00 24.00 36.00 46.00 10.00 44.00 42.00 34.00 24.00 40.00 18.00 42.00
Llama2-13B-q8 20.00 48.00 32.00 56.00 18.00 26.00 36.00 44.00 20.00 46.00 22.00 32.00
Mistral-7B-q4 58.00 26.00 16.00 56.00 12.00 32.00 52.00 20.00 28.00 48.00 28.00 24.00
Mistral-7B-q8 54.00 22.00 24.00 58.00 14.00 28.00 46.00 34.00 20.00 56.00 16.00 28.00

GPT3.5 40.00 24.00 36.00 56.00 12.00 32.00 54.00 14.00 32.00 56.00 10.00 34.00
TIP Model 71.43 21.43 7.14 57.14 21.43 21.43 42.86 35.71 21.43 42.86 28.57 28.57

Table 1: Percentages of human evaluation comparisons between VG-TVP (Ours), baseline models by employing different
LLMs (first 7 rows), and TIP (Lu et al. 2023b) for SEEN tasks. Win represents the preferred option for VG-TVP.

<visual> separately.”. We follow this alignment to gener-
ate the relevant task videos which compose the Video Plan,
V P = (T2V-B) ⊕ (TP ). V P is derived by employing T2V-
B which exploits a sequence of visually-grounded text plan
TP . Then, we generate relevant tasks’ video plans by using
ModelScope (Wang et al. 2023b). Consequently, a visually
grounded approach leverages both text and visual informa-
tion to tackle the alignment and coherency challenges.

Experiments
Baselines utilize text/context to generate text-aligned inclu-
sive vanilla video plans. On the other hand, VG-TVP ex-
ploits vanilla text and FoC to generate visually grounded
MPP content to assist individuals. We use a Win-Tie-Lose
comparison on 50 seen and 15 unseen tasks, involving 28 hu-
man subjects for benchmarking. VG-TVP generated 2,504
videos for “seen” and 687 for “unseen” tasks, while base-
lines produced 2,701 and 681 vanilla textual videos, respec-
tively. We included 2 tasks from WikiPlan&RecipePlan, TIP
model (Lu et al. 2023b), to facilitate a fair benchmarking.
Moreover, we conduct one more comparison with 2 different
prompts (in the Appendix). This comparison aims to com-
pare the effectiveness of injecting human orientation into
text and video plans with VG-TVP against prompting. The
qualitative results display that human orientation is more ef-
fectively integrated with VG-TVP. Additionally, we measure
the textual relevance between generated baselines’ and VG-
TVP’s text plans with reference text plans using BLEU (Pap-
ineni et al. 2002), and METEOR (Banerjee and Lavie 2005).
Finally, we design an LLM (via ChatGPT4o) (with Socratic
Method (Chang 2023)) evaluation protocol to evaluate base-
lines and VG-TVP on 4 aspects as in the human evaluation
metric. Each scored out of 25 points, to assess the quality of
task plans. The details are in the Appendix.

Daily-PP Dataset
Existing datasets are not suitable for the MPP content gen-
eration. Specifically, CrossTask (Zhukov et al. 2019), lacked
specified task patterns, making it difficult to use for PP anal-
ysis. COIN (Tang et al. 2019), does not align with the struc-
ture needed for our research. Similarly, ProceL (Elhami-
far and Naing 2019) required updates to meet the specific
demands of IV analysis. WikiPlan&RecipePlan (Lu et al.

2023b) is not precisely tailored for following a structured
task sequence. Thus, we curated a new dataset - called Daily-
Life Task Procedural Plans (Daily-PP) - to better align with
MPP content, drawing inspiration from the strengths and ad-
dressing the limitations of existing collections.

The Daily-PP consists of 5 domains (Breakfast, Dinner,
Drink, Hobby&Crafts, and Home&Garage), 50 seen tasks,
and 15 unseen tasks. Seen tasks include 7 or 10 IVs from
YouTube, depending on the video density for each task.
Moreover, 3 domains (Breakfast, Drink, and Dinner) have
unseen tasks such as egg benedict, carrot mango lassi, and
chicken fried rice. Unseen tasks are those without any IVs.
The model generates their MPPs by using their vanilla text
plan with 2 relevant seen tasks’ video captions. For example,
VG-TVP uses the video captions of carrot juice & mango
lassi tasks to generate the MPP of carrot mango lassi. The
Daily-PP dataset structure is shown in the Appendix.

Human Evaluation Metric
Existing metrics such as BLEU and METEOR evaluate text
similarity by comparing generated texts with reference texts.
However, they have limitations in MPP tasks. In cases where
tasks do not have strict laws or steps, it cannot be assumed
there is a single ground truth (GT). Daily life tasks such as
“Hanging a Mirror”, and “Cooking Pancakes” lack definitive
instructions and can vary widely. They cannot be deemed as
having only one correct GT. Thus, a human evaluation sur-
vey is the optimal metric for assessing tasks aimed at gener-
ating MPPs. An example of a survey is in the Appendix.

Results
Baselines. We employ 7 different LLMs to generate
vanilla text plans (Touvron et al. 2023; Jiang et al. 2023;
Brown et al. 2020) which are (1) LLama2-7B-q4, (2)
LLama2-7B-q8, (3) LLama2-13B-q4, (4) LLama2-13B-q8,
(5) Mistral-7B-q4, (6) Mistral-7B-q8 and (7) ChatGPT3.5.

Quantitative Analysis. The performance of VG-TVP in
“SEEN” tasks is shown in Table 1. There are only two “TIE”
results in the comparison between VG-TVP and Llama2-
13B-q8, specifically for textual informativeness (48.00%)
and temporal coherence (44.00%). The highest preference
rate of VG-TVP is observed as 58.00% against Mistral-
7B-q4. Benchmarking with the TIP model demonstrates



VG-TVP (Ours) Textual Informative Visual Informative Temporal Coherence Plan Accuracy
versus Win Tie Lose Win Tie Lose Win Tie Lose Win Tie Lose

Llama2-7B-q4 40.00 26.67 33.33 60.00 26.67 13.33 60.00 26.67 13.33 66.67 20.00 13.33
Llama2-7B-q8 66.67 6.67 26.67 53.33 26.67 20.00 53.33 26.67 20.00 60.00 6.67 33.33

Llama2-13B-q4 26.67 53.33 20.00 46.67 13.33 40.00 53.33 26.67 20.00 40.00 33.33 26.67
Llama2-13B-q8 53.33 40.00 6.67 60.00 33.33 6.67 80.00 0.00 20.00 66.67 13.33 20.00
Mistral-7B-q4 40.00 40.00 20.00 53.33 26.67 20.00 46.67 46.67 6.67 40.00 53.33 6.67
Mistral-7B-q8 73.33 20.00 6.67 86.67 0.00 13.33 66.67 26.67 6.67 73.33 20.00 6.67

GPT3.5 13.33 80.00 6.67 60.00 6.67 33.33 20.00 40.00 40.00 26.67 33.33 40.00

Table 2: Percentages of human evaluation comparisons between VG-TVP (Ours) and baseline models by employing different
LLMs (q: quantization) for UNSEEN tasks. WIN, and LOSE represent the better and worse results of VG-TVP, respectively.

Models BLEU METEOR
Base. VG-TVP Base. VG-TVP

Llama2-7B-q4 0.013 0.013 0.089 0.082
Llama2-7B-q8 0.014 0.011 0.082 0.075
Llama2-13B-q4 0.012 0.011 0.067 0.071
Llama2-13B-q8 0.014 0.012 0.082 0.073
Mistral-7B-q4 0.012 0.014 0.091 0.093
Mistral-7B-q8 0.013 0.015 0.084 0.094

GPT3-5 0.017 0.024 0.072 0.085

Table 3: Automatic evaluations on 50 seen tasks from Daily-
PP. Generated Baselines’ (Base.) and VG-TVP’s text plans
are compared with the reference textual.

that VG-TVP achieved better textual informativeness with
a score of 71.43%. In terms of visual informativeness, VG-
TVP’s performance ranges from a lower bound of 46.00%
to a higher bound of 74.00%. VG-TVP, without losing any
evaluation against the baseline models, achieves the highest
average score in this challenge. In comparison with the TIP
model, VG-TVP generates better visual plans with a 57.14%
preference score. In temporal coherence, VG-TVP obtains a
higher preference rate of 36.00% against Llama2-13B-q8,
while achieving a preference parity of 44.00% among sub-
jects. In the benchmarking comparison with the TIP model,
VG-TVP reaches a better rate with 42.86%. In plan accu-
racy, VG-TVP’s ratio is only 2.00% behind Llama2-13B-q4,
yet it achieves successful ratios against other baselines. The
benchmarking with the TIP model, VG-TVP achieves more
accurate plans with 42.86%.

For the “UNSEEN” tasks, unlike the TIP model, VG-TVP
can combine different task information to generate multi-
modal procedural plans for new, unseen content that lacks
IVs or additional information. Therefore, the TIP model is
not included in the detailed benchmarking, in Table 2. In
terms of textual informativeness, VG-TVP is not preferred
over Llama2-13B-q4 and GPT3.5. However, the majority of
subjects rated the comparison as “TIE”. In visual informa-
tiveness, VG-TVP achieves superior preference rates, rang-
ing from 46.67% to 86.67%, against all baselines. Regard-
ing temporal coherence and plan accuracy, VG-TVP obtains
better ratios than all models except GPT3.5. Consequently,
VG-TVP’s superior performance can be seen from higher
preferences over baselines across various tasks and models,

a) Without FoC b) With FoC

Figure 4: Impact of FoC on the task, “How to Fold the Pres-
idential Pocket Square?”.

particularly in visual informativeness, showing its effective-
ness in MPP.

Table 3 shows the textual relevance evaluations of base-
line and VG-TVP’s text plans using BLEU and METEOR
on 50 seen tasks from the Daily-PP dataset. Except for
the LLama2-13B-q4 on the METEOR and the LLama2-7B-
q4 on the BLEU, baseline-generated text plans outperform
via LLama2-7B-q8, LLama2-13B-q4, and LLama2-13B-
q8 models. For Mistral-7B-q4, Mistral-7B-q8, and GPT3.5,
VG-TVP text plans perform better in both metrics. These re-
sults cannot show the semantic performance of the text plans
because a single GT for daily life tasks is not adequate to
cover the MPP content. Therefore, human evaluation is the
optimum metric for MPP tasks to assist people.

Qualitative Analysis. The generated vanilla text plans
successfully verbalize procedural information across many
tasks. However, using vanilla text plans may not achieve
the same efficiency for visuals while generating videos. We
hypothesize that augmenting these vanilla textual with IVs
can enhance MPP, thereby more effectively assisting indi-
viduals. Our results and comparative analyses with VG-TVP
and baselines confirm this hypothesis. We generate baseline
models’ videos using the text-context structure of vanilla
textual. Figure 5 provides a qualitative analysis through a
visual example using the Llama2-13B-q8+T2V. The unseen
task, “How to bake kofta/meatballs and potatoes?” com-
bines “Pan-Cooking Kofta/Meatballs” and “Cooking French



What's the step-by-step procedure for <task>? Task: How to Bake Kofta/Meatballs and Potatoes?

Step 1 Text: “Preheat your oven to 400 degrees Fahrenheit (200 degrees Celsius).”
Context: “N/A”

Step 2
Text: “Wash the kofta and pat it dry with paper towels.”
Context: “Cut the kofta into bite-sized pieces and place them on a baking sheet lined with 
parchment paper. Drizzle the kofta with olive oil, salt, and pepper, and mix well to coat evenly.”

Step 3

Text: “Scrub the potatoes clean and pat them dry with paper towels.”
Context: “Poke some holes in the potatoes with a fork to allow steam to escape while they bake. 
Place the potatoes on the same baking sheet as the kofta. Drizzle the potatoes with olive oil, salt 
and pepper, and mix well to coat evenly.”

Step 4
Text: “Bake the kofta and potatoes in the preheated oven for 20-25 minutes, or until the kofta is 
cooked through and the potatoes are tender when pierced with a fork.”
Context: “N/A”

Step 5
Text: “Remove the baking sheet from the oven and let it cool for a few minutes before serving.”
Context: “erve the kofta and potatoes hot, garnished with fresh herbs like parsley or cilantro if 
desired. Enjoy!”

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Step 5

Step 1
Text: “Preheat oven to 400 degrees Fahrenheit (200 degrees Celsius).”
Context: “Preheated oven at 400 degrees Fahrenheit (200 degrees Celsius).”
Visual: “A person turning on the oven to 400 degrees Fahrenheit.”

Step 2
Text: “Wash kofta and pat it dry with paper towels.”
Context: “N/A”
Visual: “A person drying the meatballs with paper towels.”

Step 3
Text: “Cut kofta into bite-sized pieces and place on a baking sheet lined with parchment paper.”
Context: “Baking sheet lined with parchment paper.”
Visual: “Person shaping meat mixture into meatballs.”

Step 4
Text: “Drizzle kofta with olive oil, salt, and pepper, and mix well to coat evenly.”
Context: “Meat and spices mixed together in a bowl.”
Visual: “Person mixing meat and spices in a bowl.”

Step 5
Text: “Scrub potatoes clean and pat them dry with paper towels.”
Context: “Potatoes scrubbed clean and pierced with a fork for steam escape.”
Visual: “Person cleaning the potatoes.”

Step 6
Text: “Poke holes in potatoes with a fork to allow steam to escape while baking.”
Context: “N/A”
Visual: “Person poking holes in potatoes.”

Step 7
Text: “Place potatoes on the same baking sheet as the kofta.”
Context: “Olive oil, salt, and pepper used to season the kofta and potatoes.”
Visual: “Person placing the potatoes and meatballs on the same baking sheet.”

Step 8
Text: “Drizzle potatoes with olive oil, salt, and pepper, and mix well to coat evenly.”
Context: “Parchment paper and oil to prevent sticking.”
Visual: “Person mixing potatoes and spices.”

Step 9

Text: “Bake kofta and potatoes in the preheated oven for 20-25 minutes, or until kofta is cooked 
through and potatoes are tender when pierced with a fork.”
Context: “Baking sheet with kofta and potatoes placed in oven.”
Visual: “Person is baking meatballs and potatoes until cooked on all sides.”

Step 10
Text: “Remove baking sheet from oven and let it cool for a few minutes before serving.”
Context: “Meatballs browned on all sides and cooked through.”
Visual: “Person removes cooked meatballs and potatoes from oven and transferred to serving dish.”

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Step 5

Step 6

Step 7

Step 8

Step 9

Step 10

b) VG-TVP (Ours), Textual and Video Generation – Unseen Tasks

a) Llama2-13B-q8 Model + T2V, Textual and Video Generation – Unseen Tasks

Figure 5: Qualitative comparison between Llama2-13B-q8 Model and VG-T2V (Ours). Visuals (orange) are used to generate
video plans. VG-TVP can increase the number of steps to generate the MPP more informative and accurate.

Fries”. Figure 5 a) displays the vanilla text and video plan
generations, where the baseline model outlines five steps
to complete the task. In Figure 5 b), text&video plans are
generated using VG-TVP, and video plans are highlighted
through visual prompts. VG-TVP enhances textual informa-
tion, thereby improving the quality of generated video plans.

Ablations. FoC is the key technical component of VG-
TVP which captures and fuses IVs’ captions to integrate into
the VG-TVP. For example, Figure 4 a) is generated based on
Text: “Finally, tuck the ends of the pocket square into your
pocket to create a neat and tidy appearance”, Context: “Re-
member, the key to folding a pocket square is to be consis-
tent and precise in your folds and to make sure the edges
are aligned, and the corners are squared off.”. The FOC
leverages textual to generate a “Visual” prompt as “A person
tucking the ends of a folded pocket square into their pocket,
creating a neat and tidy appearance.” that is used to gener-
ate the video shown in Figure 4 b). Unlike baseline’s genera-
tion (Figure 4a), VG-TVP generates a video with sharp lines

of the suit jacket and folded square inside the pocket (Fig-
ure 4b). Consequently, FoC improves the impact of VG-TVP
to generate more plan-accurate and informative visuals.

Conclusion and Future Work

This paper presents a novel approach to MPP through
the development of LLM-powered frameworks, addressing
the complexities of generating cohesive PPs for both seen
and unseen tasks. By leveraging the capabilities of LLMs,
VG-TVP enhances the coherence and consistency of PPs,
demonstrating the efficacy of integrating visually grounded
text and action-based video generations to enhance human
assisting. Daily-PP dataset represents a significant stride to-
wards overcoming the limitations of existing datasets, pro-
viding a more structured and comprehensive resource for
evaluating MPP. VG-TVP may serve as an effective model
for future research on leveraging multimodal information to
enhance human learning experiences.
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Appendix
VG-TVP focuses on generating multimodal text and video
plans by capturing ”state+action” from instructional videos
(IVs). Despite having a limited number of IVs, VG-TVP
generates textual and video plans for unseen tasks using rel-
evant combinations. This capability indicates that a poten-
tial limitation has been addressed to a certain extent. Em-
pirical results demonstrate VG-TVP’s ability to generate in-
formative, temporally coherent, and accurate MPP content.
We propose a new framework for future research on lever-
aging multimodal information to enhance human learning
experiences. It might serve as an effective and guiding re-
source for future studies, addressing key questions from ed-
ucational psychology to cognitive load theory, such as ”How
much do the generated instructions boost the humans’ suc-
cess rate?”, with the advancement of AI models.

For fair comparisons with the baselines, inference param-
eters of all models have been set as 0.8 ”temperature”, 40
”top-k”, 0.05 ”min-p”, and 0.095 ”top-p” sampling, 512 for
”prompt evaluation batch size (n-batch)”, and 4096 tokens
for ”context length (n-ctx)”. Moreover, the system prompt
has been set as ”You are a helpful AI assistant.”.

Daily-PP Dataset
The Daily-PP dataset (Figure 17) consists of 5 domains
which are Breakfast, Dinner, Drink, Hobby&Crafts, and
Home&Garage. It includes 50 seen tasks and 15 unseen
tasks, each with 7 to 10 IVs sourced from YouTube, reflect-
ing the task’s commonality. Unlike unseen tasks, the seen
tasks are directly supported by these IVs. Unseen tasks are
conceptually modeled through captions from related seen
tasks. For example, carrot juice and mango lassi IVs are used
to formulate the MPP for carrot mango lassi.

Statistical Analysis. 700 and 300 unique action verbs
were generated for seen and unseen tasks, respectively.
Specifically, the verbs for seen tasks were utilized approx-
imately 3,000 times in ”text,” over 8,000 times in ”context,”
and more than 5,000 times in ”visual” settings (in total >
16, 000). For unseen tasks, the verbs were used over 700
times in ”text,” more than 1, 900 times in ”context,” and over
1, 400 times in ”visual” settings, (in total > 4, 000).

For seen tasks, more than 3, 000 unique words were gen-
erated. These words were used over 19, 000 times in ”text,”
more than 50, 000 times in ”context,” and over 27, 000 times
in ”visual” settings, totaling nearly 100, 000 instances. For
unseen tasks, over 1, 200 unique words were generated.
These words were used more than 5, 200 times in ”text,”
over 13, 000 times in ”context,” and more than 7, 000 times
in ”visual” settings, (in total > 26, 000).

VG-TVP generated over 700 action verbs for both seen
and unseen tasks. 3, 000 and 1, 500 unique words were gen-
erated for seen and unseen tasks, respectively. These words
were used over 83, 000 times for seen tasks and more than
33, 000 times for unseen tasks. The detailed graphs to show
the top 30 ”verbs and words” frequencies and word cloud
distributions for the seen and unseen tasks at the baselines,
and VG-TVP are displayed below from Figures 6 to 15.
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Figure 6: Top 30 Words in ”Text”, Seen Tasks, VG-TVP
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Figure 7: Top 30 Words in ”Context”, Seen Tasks, VG-TVP
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Figure 9: Top 30 Words in ”Text”, Unseen Tasks, VG-TVP
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Figure 10: Top 30 Words in ”Context”, Unseen, VG-TVP
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Figure 11: Top 30 Words in ”Visual”, Unseen Tasks, VG-
TVP
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Figure 12: Top 30 Words for Seen Tasks, Vanilla Model
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Figure 13: Top 30 Words for Unseen Tasks, Vanilla Model
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a) Vanilla Textual Generations – Seen Tasks b) Vanilla Textual Generations – Unseen Tasks

Figure 14: Word cloud distributions of the vanilla textual
generations for seen and unseen tasks in the Daily-PP.

© Copyright National University of Singapore. All Rights Reserved. 

a) Output Textual Generation – Seen Tasks b) Output Visual Generation – Seen Tasks

c) Output Textual Generation – Unseen Tasks d) Output Visual Generation – Unseen Tasks

Figure 15: Word cloud distributions for VG-TVP’s textual
generations for seen and unseen tasks in the Daily-PP.

In seen tasks, the most frequently generated words by VG-
TVP were ”add & ingredient” for Text, ”use & add” for Con-
text, and ”car & pan” for Visual; ”add & use” by Baseline.
In unseen tasks, VG-TVP’s most frequently generated words
were ”ingredient & add” for Text, ”cup & add” for Context,
and ”pan & bowl” for Visual; ”add & cup” by Baseline.



The Impact of V2T-B and FoC
V2T-B is the method that textualizes the scenes of IVs by
using a video captioning algorithm. VLog is used to generate
captions from IVs. We focus on visual information rather
than audio information because of the scene audio conflicts,
and lack of audio in some videos. This alignment problem
between visual and audio is solved via zero-shot prompting.

In our methodology, baseline videos are generated based
on the textual context derived from vanilla textual instruc-
tions. Vanilla textual baselines have shown notable compe-
tence in delivering verbal instructions for a variety of tasks.
Yet, when it comes to transferring these textual instructions
into video format, their performance in terms of efficiency
and visual effectiveness may falter. We propose integrating
the FoC via IVs could substantially improve MPP. Figure 16
shows an example of the FoC effect. Both figures are gener-
ated according to the Text: ”Strain and Serve”, and Context:
”Once the tea has steeped, it is time to strain the leaves and
serve the tea. You can use a strainer or infuser to remove
the tea leaves from the water. Once the tea is strained, you
can pour it into cups or mugs and add any desired sweet-
eners or flavorings.. However, the FOC leverages the text
and context to generate a special text as a Visual for output
video generation. For this example, the VG-TVP generates a
Visual: ”The person pours the brewed tea into cups or a serv-
ing pitcher and enjoys.”. That provides more accurate, text-
aligned video plans (Figure 18) that consist of augmented
action and state information for the high-level MPP tasks.

FoC reorders and aligns all the steps captured from IVs for
the relevant task (Figure 20). There might be a few instances
where FoC, due to incorrect information captured by VLog
in the IVs (e.g., an apple being mislabeled as an orange or
lemon based on its color), may also misorder information.
In such cases, VG-TVP addresses this challenge by lever-
aging the vanilla text and aligning with it while generating
visually grounded text plans. This alignment is crucial for
providing relevant visual information to VG-TVP, enabling
the generation of augmented MPP content.

a) Without FoC b) With FoC

Figure 16: Impact of FoC for ”How to Brew a Pot of Tea?”.

Human Evaluation Survey
We use the T2V model for 2 reasons. (1) Compatibility of
the models: ModelScope was chosen due to its superior re-
alistic video quality. (2) Testing: We utilized 7 LLMs to gen-

erate over 6000 videos, evaluated by human subjects under
consistent protocols. The human evaluation metric was re-
alized based on ”textual and visual informativeness, tempo-
ral coherence, and plan accuracy”. A total of 28 participants
were involved in the survey. No subject was shown the same
task twice. If a subject has already seen ”Kimchi Fried Rice”
task generated by the LLama2-7B-q4 model, they would not
be shown a different version of the same task generated by
another model. Each participant was over 21 years old and
possessed fluency in English. They were only asked to com-
pare two different sequences from the perspective of these
four aspects. An example of the survey is shown in Fig-
ure 19. The results derived from the analysis of the collected
data are presented in Tables 1 and 2 in the main paper.

Qualitative Comparison Example
This part consists of two different examples: 1) 2 different
visualization prompts’ text-video plans versus VG-TVP’s
text-video plans. 2) The comparison of GPT-3.5’s text-video
plans and VG-TVP’s text-video plans.

Different Prompting with Visualized Instructions.
LLMs can generate text plans for tasks they have never
encountered before, leveraging their zero-shot reasoning ca-
pabilities. However, this might cause issues of hallucination.
Therefore, it is pertinent to investigate whether alternative
prompt engineering methods, beyond the vanilla approach,
can enhance the performance of LLMs in generating
accurate procedural plans. This example aims to compare
the performance of these alternative prompts against the
proposed VG-TVP framework.

We explored 2 different prompts to generate text and
video plans for the ”How to make pancakes?” example.
First, we apply ”What is the step-by-step procedure for
how to make pancakes? Rewrite the textual instruction of
making pancakes with visualized instruction pair-wisely in
a template <text> <context>, and <visual> separately.”
as fprompt(alignment). Secondly, we apply ”What is the
step-by-step procedure for how to make pancakes? Rewrite
the textual instruction of pancake with visualized video in-
struction pair-wisely in a template <text> <context>, and
<visual> separately.” as fprompt(alignment). Then we
use their text plans to generate video plans. Finally, we ap-
ply the VG-TVP model to generate the MPP of the relevant
task. The final text and video plans and their comparisons
are shown in Figures 21, 22, and 23. The final text and video
plan results show the superiority of VG-TVP.

GPT-3.5 vs. VG-TVP. In our use case, we requested hu-
man subjects to evaluate the generated textual and video
generations (relevant steps) in terms of temporal coherence
and plan accuracy. While the generated visuals support our
hypothesis by being more successful and human-centred,
GPT3.5’s textual generations tend to reduce the overall num-
ber of steps required to complete the task. Although the ex-
act reason for this behaviour is difficult to determine, given
the closed nature of GPT3.5 and the unknown data used dur-
ing its training process, it might stem from the model’s re-
liance on exact visual matches between vanilla textual and
FoC outputs. If an exact match is not provided between



them, GPT3.5 opts to use only the matching visuals for
text, context, and visual generation. This results in a reduced
number of overall steps, leading to deficiencies in temporal
coherence and plan accuracy. Consequently, the observed
lower performance in temporal coherence and plan accu-
racy (shown in Table 2) is not due to a negative enhance-
ment from the visual injections but rather due to the expec-
tations of exact visual matches. When considering other per-
formance evaluations, we can also identify positive enhance-
ments for GPT3.5. Therefore, we would like to explain it
with an example in different aspects. Textuals generated in
2 different stages are shown in Figure 24 below. (1) Vanilla
Textual by GPT3.5 and (2) VG-TVP Generated Textuals.

• Visual Description: The visual description helps users
by visualizing the task to make it more intuitive. For ex-
ample, the visual texts of Step 10 and Step 11 of VG-TVP
in Figure 24 show the final version of the product.

• Alignment of Text-Video Pairs: It represents the impor-
tance of aligned text-video pairs which provide a com-
prehensive guide, aiding users in visualizing each step.

• Focused on Key Actions: It provides avoiding unnec-
essary information and ensuring clarity. While Step 8 of
GPT3-5 (Figure 24) explains the step ignoring the human
effect, VG-TVP highlights that effect. VG-TVP’s Step 8
is more human-centered, acknowledging that factors like
stove structure and heat power can influence cooking.

• Clear and Concise Steps: VG-TVP separates the text,
context, and visual texts. Therefore, that makes VG-TVP
more concise and understanding than baselines. The clear
and concise texts provide a detailed, explanatory, and
user-friendly guide, ensuring users benefit from outputs.

We design another experiment with CLIP scores in dif-
ferent frame rates (5,10, 15, and 20) to highlight the impact
of generating videos instead of single static images. That
experiment’s results show the average of mean similarity
scores (MSS) for seen and unseen tasks of baselines, VG-
TVP; and also benchmark comparisons.

Results display that VG-TVP consistently outperforms
baselines and TIP, highlighting the effectiveness of our ap-
proach across various task types and frame rates.

For SEEN tasks (Table 4), VG-TVP achieves higher MSS
than the baselines at every frame rate, with an improve-
ment margin that increases as the frame rate decreases. For
instance, at a frame rate of 20, VG-TVP achieves an av-
erage of MSS 0.3189, compared to the baseline’s 0.2946.
This margin further widens at a frame rate of 5, where VG-
TVP scores 0.3216, significantly outperforming the base-
line’s 0.2969. These results illustrate VG-TVP’s robustness
in generating coherent, high-similarity outputs even at lower
frame rates, which is crucial for procedural tasks where step-
by-step accuracy is the highest.

In UNSEEN tasks (Table 5), VG-TVP also surpasses
baseline models with similar trends across frame rates. For
example, at a frame rate of 20, VG-TVP achieves an average
of MSS 0.3268 compared to the baseline’s 0.3009, and at a
frame rate of 5, VG-TVP reaches 0.3302 versus the base-
line’s 0.3027. When benchmarked against TIP, VG-TVP’s

Frame Rate SEEN Tasks (Idea 1)
Baselines VG-TVP

20 0.294634078 0.318871641
15 0.296215234 0.320155963
10 0.296341701 0.320829739
5 0.296913945 0.321579028

Table 4: Average MSS of Baselines and VG-TVP for Seen
Tasks (Idea 1).

Frame Rate UNSEEN Tasks (Idea 2)
Baselines VG-TVP

20 0.3009426 0.3268314
15 0.3020536 0.3290246
10 0.3025034 0.3290118
5 0.3027169 0.3301511

Table 5: Average MSS of Baselines and VG-TVP for Unseen
Tasks (Idea 2).

performance is further validated, achieving an average MSS
of 0.3290, substantially higher than TIP’s 0.3025. This con-
sistent improvement across SEEN and UNSEEN tasks and
in comparison, with TIP underscores VG-TVP’s superiority
in generating visually and temporally coherent outputs, re-
inforcing its suitability for practical applications requiring
detailed, dynamic multimodal procedural plans.

LLM Evaluation Protocol with Socratic Method
The Socratic Model represents the resolution of complex
tasks through a series of questions. It involves various prin-
ciples (Chang 2023), such as identifying key points of the
tasks, proposing cause-and-effect relationships for tasks,
presenting text plan examples, and asking evaluation aspects
questions. Thus, we leverage each of these principles using
ChatGPT-4o. The evaluation protocol evaluates baselines
and VG-TVP on 4 aspects as in the human evaluation met-
ric. There are 5 and 3 randomly chosen tasks from each do-
main that were evaluated for seen (Candy Bouquet, Change
a Tire, Kimchi Fried Rice, Moka Pot Coffee, and Pancake)
and unseen (Chicken Fried Rice, Carrot Mango Lassi and
Egg Benedict) tasks, respectively. This evaluation considers
the semantic relevance of the task plans generated by base-
lines and VG-TVP. Each scored out of 25 points, thereby
out of 100 points in total. All results for the seen and unseen
tasks are shown in Table 6 and Table 7 in terms of Textual
Informativeness, Visual Informativeness, Temporal Align-
ment, and Plan Accuracy which are displayed as T.I., V.I.,
T.A., and P.A., respectively. The final protocol is as follows:

Textual Informativeness. (25 points) This aspect as-
sesses the instructional text’s clarity, comprehensiveness,
detail, and overall quality. It consists of Comprehensiveness
(10 points), Clarity&Precision (10 points), and Detail Level
(5 points). ”Comprehensiveness” covers essential steps (5
points) and additional information (5 points). Essential steps
evaluate whether all necessary steps are included. Addi-



tional information considers the inclusion of supplementary
details, such as background information, optional steps, or
alternative methods. ”Clarity&Precision” covers language
clarity (5 points) which assesses the language’s clarity and
simplicity, and specificity (5 points) which evaluates the pre-
cision of instructions, including clear descriptions of actions,
measurements, and conditions. Finally, the ”Detail Level”
covers ingredient&tool specifications (2.5 points) and step-
by-step breakdown (2.5 points). Ingredient&tool specifica-
tions represent specificity in listing ingredients, tools, and
equipment. Step-by-step breakdown ensures complex ac-
tions are broken down into manageable components.

Visual Informativeness. (25 points) This measures the
effectiveness of visual descriptions in conveying the steps
and elements. It consists Visualization Cues (10 points), Im-
agery Description (10 points), and Use of Examples and
Analogies (5 points). Visualization Cues evaluate descriptive
elements that help visualize actions and objects. Imagery
and Descriptions assess how well the instructions create a
visual of the process. Use of Examples and Analogies con-
sider examples or illustrations that aid in visualization.

Temporal Alignment. (25 points) This evaluates the log-
ical sequencing and timing information provided in the
instructions. It consists Chronological Order (10 points),
Time Indications (10 points), and Simultaneous Actions (5
points). Chronological Order checks if the steps are pre-
sented in a logical sequence. Time Indications evaluate the
presence and accuracy of time-related information. Simul-
taneous Actions considers how well the instructions handle
simultaneous or overlapping actions.

Plan Accuracy. (25 points) This measures the accuracy
and practicality of the instructions in guiding the user to
successfully complete the task. It consists of Correctness
of Steps (15 points), Consistency (5 points), and Practi-
cality&Feasibility (5 points). Correctness of Steps assesses
whether the steps align with the actual task requirements.
Consistency evaluates if the instructions are consistent and
free of contradictions. Practicality&Feasibility considers
the real-world applicability and ease of execution.

Scoring and Feedback. The sum of points from each as-
pect provides an overall score out of 100. Additionally, de-
tailed feedbacks for each aspect, are provided to highlight
strengths and areas for improvement. For example, (in terms
of textual informativeness), LLM (ChatGPT-4o) evaluator
generates comments for baselines and VG-TVP (while both
using the model GPT-3.5) ”(21.5/23). The instructions pro-
vide a clear outline of the necessary steps and ingredients,
including optional adjustments. However, they lack detailed
explanations and context, such as the reasoning behind
ingredient choices.”, and ”(23.5/25). The instructions are
highly detailed, clear, and comprehensive, covering all nec-
essary components. They include specific measurements and
thorough explanations, making the process easy to follow.”
respectively. Therefore, for fair benchmarking, we compare
the baseline’s text plans and VG-TVP’s text plans while they
use the same model (GPT-3.5 for this example).

Models T.I. V.I. T.A. P.A. Total
Llama2-7B-q4
Baseline 20.6 7.5 18 18.9 65
VG-TVP 23.6 22.7 22 23 91.3
Llama2-7B-q8
Baseline 20.8 7.4 18.4 19 65.6
VG-TVP 23.7 22.2 21.8 22.8 90.5
Llama2-13B-q4
Baseline 21.2 8.3 18.8 19.5 67.8
VG-TVP 24.1 23.2 22 23.2 92.5
Llama2-13B-q8
Baseline 21.3 8.1 18.7 19.3 67.4
VG-TVP 24 22.6 22.2 23.5 92.3
Mistral-7B-q4
Baseline 20.4 7.6 18.2 19.3 65.5
VG-TVP 23.7 22.6 21.9 22.9 91.1
Mistral-7B-q8
Baseline 20.9 7.9 18.3 19.7 66.8
VG-TVP 23.8 22.6 22.2 23 91.6
ChatGPT3.5
Baseline 22.2 8.6 19 19.8 69.6
VG-TVP 24 22.6 21.9 23.6 92.1

Table 6: Average results of LLM evaluations (chosen from
5 random tasks, 1 from each domain) for SEEN tasks.
ChatGPT-4o compares baselines and VG-TVP textual.

Models T.I. V.I. T.A. P.A. Total
Llama2-7B-q4
Baseline 21.3 9.8 18.7 19.3 69.2
VG-TVP 23.0 22.0 21.7 23.0 89.7
Llama2-7B-q8
Baseline 21.0 10.2 18.3 19.3 68.8
VG-TVP 23.2 22.5 22.0 22.7 90.3
Llama2-13B-q4
Baseline 21.7 11.0 19.2 19.8 71.7
VG-TVP 23.2 22.5 22.0 23.0 90.7
Llama2-13B-q8
Baseline 21.5 10.7 18.8 20.3 71.3
VG-TVP 23.5 22.5 22.0 23.7 91.7
Mistral-7B-q4
Baseline 21.5 12.2 18.7 20.0 72.3
VG-TVP 23.8 23.0 22.3 23.2 92.3
Mistral-7B-q8
Baseline 22.3 13.0 19.5 20.5 75.3
VG-TVP 24.0 23.0 22.3 23.3 92.7
ChatGPT3.5
Baseline 22.5 11.0 19.8 20.8 74.2
VG-TVP 24.0 22.8 22.5 23.7 93.0

Table 7: Average results of LLM evaluations (chosen from
3 random tasks, 1 from each domain) for UNSEEN tasks.
ChatGPT-4o compares baselines and VG-TVP textual.
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Dataset: Daily-Life Task Procedures (Daily-PP)

Drink Apple JuiceStrawberry
SmoothieMango LassiMoka Pot 

Coffee
Banana 

Milkshake Ayran Orange Juice Lemonade Carrot JuicePot of Tea

Egg Benedict (2-8) Peanut Butter & 
French Toast (3-5) Tuna Bao Zi (1-7) Menemen Sandwich 

(9-10)
Smoked Salmon

Pancake (4-6)

Dinner SpaghettiFrench FriesKofta
(Meatball)

Baked 
Chicken

Kimchi Fried 
Rice

Szechuan 
Chicken Turkish Rice Mashed 

Potatoes Ribeye SteakSea Bass

Kofta & Potatoes (4-
5)

Chicken 
Fried Rice (3-7)

Kimchi 
Spaghetti (3-5)

Sea Bass & Lemon 
Mashed Potatoes (2-9)

Hainanese Chicken 
Rice (1-8)

Apple Orange Juice 
Blend (6-8)

Carrot Mango 
Lassi (4-10)

Mango Banana
Milkshake (3-4)

Strawberry Ayran
Fusion (5-7)

Lemonade 
Iced Tea (2-9)

Hobby & 
Crafts

KiteConfetti 
Balloon

Cinnamon 
Candle

Fold Pocket 
Square

Candy 
Bouquet Paper Crane Pinwheel Paper Fan Tie a TieBalloon Dog

Home & 
Garage

Parallel Park
A Car

Jump Start 
a CarIron a ShirtChange a Tire Install a Car 

Cover
Replace a 
Light Bulb Repot a Plant Shave a Beard Use Washing 

Machine
Hang a Heavy 

Mirror

Figure 17: Daily-PP: Daily Life Task Procedures Dataset Structure

What's the step-by-step procedure for <task>? Task: How to Cook Szechuan Chicken?

Step 1

Text: "Ingredients:”
Context: “1 pound boneless, skinless chicken breast or thighs, cut into bite-sized pieces, a quarter cup cornstarch, 2 tablespoons vegetable oil, 3 
cloves minced garlic, 1 inch piece of grated ginger, a quarter cup soy sauce, a quarter cup Shaoxing wine (or dry sherry), 1 tablespoon crushed 
or ground Szechuan peppercorns, 1 teaspoon sugar, a quarter teaspoon red pepper flakes (optional, for some heat), salt and black pepper, thinly 
sliced scallions for garnish.”
Visual: “A medium bowl filled with a variety of ingredients, including chicken pieces, cornstarch, soy sauce, Shaoxing wine, Szechuan 
peppercorns, sugar, red pepper flakes, salt, and black pepper”

Step 2

Text: “Marinate the Chicken: In a medium bowl, whisk together the cornstarch, soy sauce, Shaoxing wine, Szechuan peppercorns, sugar, and 
red pepper flakes (if using).”
Context: “Add the chicken pieces to the marinade and toss to coat evenly. Cover and refrigerate for at least 30 minutes or up to 2 hours.”
Visual: “A plate with a chicken piece coated in marinade, ready to be refrigerated for at least 30 minutes or up to 2 hours.”

Step 3

Text: “Cook the Chicken: Heat 1 tablespoon of vegetable oil in a large skillet or wok over medium-high heat.”
Context: “Remove the chicken from the marinade, letting any excess liquid drip off. Add the chicken to the skillet and cook until browned on all 
sides and cooked through, about 6-8 minutes. Transfer the chicken to a plate and set aside.”
Visual: “A large skillet or wok filled with chicken pieces cooking over medium-high heat until browned on all sides and cooked through, about 
6-8 minutes”

Step 4
Text: “Stir-Fry the Chicken: In the same skillet or wok, heat another tablespoon of vegetable oil over medium heat."
Context: “Add the minced garlic and grated ginger to the skillet and stir-fry until fragrant, about 30 seconds.”
Visual: “A skillet or wok filled with chicken and vegetables stir-frying over medium heat, with fragrant garlic and ginger aroma.”

Step 5

Text: “Add Soy Sauce and Wine: our in the soy sauce and Shaoxing wine (or dry sherry) and stir-fry for about 2 minutes, until the sauce has 
thickened slightly.”
Context: “Stir in the crushed or ground Szechuan peppercorns and cook for another minute, until fragrant.”
Visual: “A skillet or wok with soy sauce and Shaoxing wine (or dry sherry) being poured into the stir-fry, causing the sauce to thicken slightly.”

Step 6

Text: “Add Vegetables: Add the sliced bell peppers, carrots, and mushrooms to the skillet or wok and stir-fry for about 2 minutes, until they are 
slightly tender.”
Context: “Stir in another tablespoon of vegetable oil if needed, and cook for another minute, until the vegetables are coated in the sauce and 
slightly browned.”
Visual: “A skillet or wok filled with sliced bell peppers, carrots, and mushrooms stir-frying over medium heat until slightly tender, adding 
another tablespoon of vegetable oil if needed.”

Step 7

Text: “Cook Until Done: Continue to cook the chicken and vegetables over medium-high heat, stirring occasionally, until they are cooked 
through and the sauce has thickened slightly.”
Context: “Adjust the heat as needed to prevent burning. Cook for about 5-7 minutes more, until the chicken is cooked through and the 
vegetables are tender but still crisp.”
Visual: “A skillet or wok with chicken and vegetables cooking over medium-high heat, stirring occasionally, until they are cooked through and 
the sauce has thickened slightly, adjusting the heat as needed to prevent burning.”

Step 8
Text: “Serve: Transfer the Szechuan Chicken to a serving platter and garnish with thinly sliced scallions.”
Context: “Serve immediately, spooning the sauce over the top of the chicken and vegetables.”
Visual: “A plate of food with chopsticks and a fork on a table.”

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

Figure 18: Qualitative result of VG-T2V Model (Ours) for the ”How to Cook Szechuan Chicken?” task. Visual texts are used
to generate task videos for the VG-TVP model.



Welcome to the Human Evaluation Survey!
Overview
Welcome to the Human Evaluation Survey! 
Before start to the survey, please read the instruction below.

Instructions: 
v  We are going to show you two different Sequences. Both Sequences consist Textual and Video Instructions. Given the <Task> (for example, Task: How to make pancakes);

Ø Compare Two Sequences of Steps (Sequence 1 and Sequence 2). 
Ø Sequence 1 Videos were generated by using <text> and <context> instructions
Ø Sequence 2 Videos were generated by using <visual> instructions
Ø Choose which Sequence is better in terms of 4 aspects:

1. Textual Informativeness: whether the Textual Sequence (sequence of texts) contain the amount of information needed to complete the task.
2. Visual Informativeness: whether the Visual Sequence (sequence of videos) contain the amount of information needed to complete the task.
3. Temporal Coherence: whether the Multimodal sequence (paired sequence of texts and videos) meet the temporal common-sense requirements, such as a step occurs before another step instead of after.
4. Plan Accuracy: whether the Multimodal sequence (paired sequence of texts and videos) can successfully complete the task.

Step 1 
Text: “Materials needed”
Context: “Gender reveal balloons (you 
can buy these online or at party supply 
stores), balloon pump, ribbon or string, 
tape (optional).”

Step 2 
Text: “Inflate the Balloons”
Context: “Inflate the gender reveal 
balloons with air using a balloon 
pump. Make sure to inflate them to the 
desired size, but not too tightly, as you 
want them to be easy to pop when 
needed.” 

Step 3
Text: “Attach the Ribbon or String”
Context: “Attach a ribbon or string to 
each balloon. This will make it easier 
to hold onto the balloons and pull them 
apart when it is time for the reveal.” 

Step 4
Text: “Add the Gender Reveal 
Material”
Context: “Open up the package of 
gender reveal material that comes with 
the balloons. This material is usually in 
the form of a powder or confetti that 
you'll fill the balloons with. Follow the 
manufacturer's instructions for how 
much material to use and how to fill 
the balloons.” 

Step 5
Text: “Seal the Balloons”
Context: “Once the balloons are filled 
with the gender reveal material, seal 
them by tying off the opening with a 
piece of ribbon or string. Make sure the 
opening is securely closed so that the 
material doesn't spill out before it's 
time for the reveal.” 

Step 6
Text: “Prepare the Reveal”
Context: “Before you start the reveal, 
make sure you have everything you 
need nearby, such as a knife or pin to 
pop the balloons, and a container to 
catch the reveal material.” 

Step 7
Text: “Start the Reveal”
Context: “When it's time for the 
reveal, have each person hold onto 
their balloon and pull them apart 
gently. The gender reveal material will 
spill out of the balloons and show the 
gender of the baby.” 

Step 8
Text: “Optional Step: Clean Up”
Context: “After the reveal, clean up 
any mess that was made by disposing 
of the gender reveal material and 
inflated balloons.” 

Sequence 1: 

Step 1
Text: “Materials needed”
Context: “Gender reveal balloons (you can 
buy these online or at party supply stores), 
balloon pump, ribbon or string, tape 
(optional)”
Visual: “The expectant couple is preparing 
the gender reveal balloon by gathering 
supplies and decorations.”

Step 2
Text: “Inflate the Balloons:”
Context: “Inflate the gender reveal balloons 
with air using a balloon pump. Make sure to 
inflate them to the desired size, but not too 
tightly, as you want them to be easy to pop 
when needed.”
Visual: “They are inflating the balloon with 
either pink or blue confetti, depending on the 
baby's gender.”

Step 3
Text: “Attach the Ribbon or String:”
Context: “Attach a ribbon or string to each 
balloon. This will make it easier to hold onto 
the balloons and pull them apart when it is 
time for the reveal.”
Visual: “The excited parents-to-be is sealing 
the balloon securely to keep the confetti 
hidden until the reveal moment.”

Step 4
Text: “Prepare the Reveal:”
Context: “Before you start the reveal, make 
sure you have everything you need nearby, 
such as a knife or pin to pop the balloons, and 
a container to catch the reveal material.”
Visual: “They are arranging the venue and 
setting up the space for the gender reveal 
celebration.”

Step 5
Text: “Start the Reveal:”
Context: “When it's time for the reveal, have 
each person hold onto their balloon and pull 
them apart gently. The gender reveal material 
will spill out of the balloons and show the 
gender of the baby.”
Visual: “The guests are gathering around 
eagerly, waiting for the big reveal with 
anticipation.”

Step 6 
Text: “Optional Step: Clean Up”
Context: “After the reveal, clean up any 
mess that was made by disposing of the 
gender reveal material and inflated balloons.”
Visual: “The couple is releasing the balloon 
into the air or popping it to reveal the pink or 
blue confetti.”

Step 7
Text: “Celebrate!”
Context: “Everyone is cheering and 
celebrating as the gender of the baby is 
unveiled.”
Visual: “Everyone is cheering and 
celebrating as the gender of the baby is 
unveiled.”

Sequence 2: 

4. Which sequence is more likely to attain a greater level of Plan Accuracy: The greater level of Plan Accuracy means whether accomplishing the <Task> or not. Select an Option [Please consider texts and videos together in this option.]

1. Which sequence contains richer Textual Informativeness? The richer Textual Sequence means more information in textual sequence (Step 1, Step 2, … , Step N) is for completing the given <Task>. Select an Option [Please only consider texts in this option.]

2. Which sequence contains richer Visual Informativeness? The richer Visual Sequence means more information in video sequence (the videos under each Step) is for completing the given <Task>. Select an Option [Please only consider videos in this option.]

3. Which sequence has more sensible Temporal Coherence? : The sensible Temporal Multimodal (text and videos) sequence follows real-world common-sense understanding. In short, the first step of <Task> occurs before the second step instead of after. Select 
an Option [Please consider texts and videos together in this option.]

1 - Sequence 1 is better 0 - Tie 2 - Sequence 2 is better

1 - Sequence 1 is better 0 - Tie 2 - Sequence 2 is better

1 - Sequence 1 is better 0 - Tie 2 - Sequence 2 is better

1 - Sequence 1 is better 0 - Tie 2 - Sequence 2 is better

What's the step-by-step procedure for <task>?
Task: How to Make a Gender Reveal Balloon?

Figure 19: The survey example for the human evaluation study.
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Step 4: … is pouring a liquid into a strainer on a counter

Step 2: … is cutting an apple with a knife on a cutting board.

Fusion of Captioning

Figure 20: The fundamental representation of the FoC to show how different mismatched steps in IVs are aligned and prepared
for generating an accurate MPP content.

What is the step-by-step procedure for how to make pancakes? Rewrite the textual instruction of making pancakes with 
visualized instruction pair-wisely in a template <text>, <context>, and <visual> separately.

Step 1

Text: “Mix the Batter.”
Context: “In a large mixing bowl, combine 1 cup of all-purpose flour, 2 tablespoons of sugar, and 2 teaspoons of 
baking powder.”
Visual: “Show a picture of a mixing bowl with measuring cups and spoons nearby.”

Step 2

Text: “Add Eggs and Milk”
Context: “In a separate bowl, beat 1 egg and mix in 1/4 cup of milk.”
Visual: “Show a picture of an egg being beaten with a fork or whisk in one hand, while the other hand holds the 
measuring cup containing the milk.”

Step 3

Text: “Add Butter and Vegetable Oil.”
Context: “Cut 1 tablespoon of cold butter into small pieces and add it to the mixing bowl with the flour 
mixture.”
Visual: “Show a picture of a butter knife cutting butter into small pieces.”

Step 4
Text: “Add Buttermilk”
Context: “Pour in 1/2 cup of buttermilk and mix until just combined. Do not overmix!”
Visual: “Show a picture of a spoon stirring the batter gently, with a bit of foam on top.”

Step 5

Text: “Cook the Pancakes”
Context: “Heat a non-stick pan or griddle over medium heat. Grease the pan with some butter or cooking 
spray.”
Visual: “Show a picture of a non-stick pan or griddle heating up, with a bit of butter or cooking spray being 
applied to the surface.”

Step 6
Text: “Pour in the Batter”
Context: “Use a 1/4 cup measuring cup to scoop the batter onto the hot pan.”
Visual: “Show a picture of a measuring cup pouring the batter into the pan, with a bit of foam on top.”

Step 7

Text: “Cook for 2-3 Minutes”
Context: “Cook the pancakes for 2-3 minutes, until bubbles appear on the surface and the edges start to dry.”
Visual: “Show a picture of a pancake cooking on the pan, with bubbles appearing on the surface and the edges 
starting to dry.”

Step 8

Text: “Flip and Cook for Another Minute.”
Context: “Use a spatula to carefully flip the pancake and cook for another minute, until the other side is golden 
brown.”
Visual: “Show a picture of a spatula flipping the pancake onto the other side, with a bit of foam on top.”

Step 9

Text: “Serve and Enjoy!”
Context: “Once the pancakes are cooked, serve them hot with your favorite toppings such as syrup, butter, 
fruit, or whipped cream.”
Visual: “Show a picture of pancakes being served on a plate, with different toppings available for selection.”

Vanilla Generated Text and Video Plans via Visualized Instruction Prompting (Llama2-7B-q4)

Step 2Step 1 Step 3

Step 5Step 4 Step 6

Step 8Step 7 Step 9

Figure 21: Qualitative Comparison Example with Visualized Instruction Prompting by Llama2-7B-q4, (Task: How to make
pancakes?)



What is the step-by-step procedure for how to make pancakes? Rewrite the textual instruction of pancake with 
visualized video instruction pair-wisely in a template <text> <context>, <visual> separately.

Step 1

Text: “Mix the Batter.”
Context: “In a large mixing bowl, combine 1 1/2 cups of all-purpose flour, 3 tablespoons of 
sugar, 2 teaspoons of baking powder, and 1/4 teaspoon of salt. Whisk together until well 
combined.”
Visual: “A person is holding a mixing bowl and using a whisk to mix the ingredients together.
The camera zooms in on the mixing bowl, showing the flour, sugar, baking powder, and salt 
being combined.
The person uses a whisk to mix the ingredients together until they are well combined.”

The first Visual sentence is used to generate video plans.

Step 2

Text: “Add the Eggs”
Context: “In another bowl, whisk together 1 cup of milk, 1 large egg, and 1 tablespoon of 
melted butter. Pour the wet ingredients into the dry ingredients and stir until just combined.”
Visual: “The person is holding a separate bowl containing the wet ingredients (milk, egg, and 
melted butter). They are pouring the wet ingredients into the dry ingredients in the mixing 
bowl.
The person is using a spoon to stir the mixture until it is just combined.”

Step 3

Text: “Cook the Pancakes.”
Context: “Heat a non-stick skillet or griddle over medium heat. Drop the batter by 1/4 cupfuls 
onto the skillet, and cook for 2 to 3 minutes or until bubbles appear on the surface of the 
pancake and the edges start to dry.”
Visual: “The person is holding a non-stick skillet or griddle and heating it up over medium 
heat. They are dropping the batter by 1/4 cupfuls onto the skillet.
The camera zooms in on the pancake as it cooks, showing the bubbles forming on the surface 
and the edges drying out.”

All Visual sentences are used to generate video plans.

Step 4

Text: “Flip the Pancakes”
Context: “Flip the pancakes and cook for another 1 to 2 minutes or until golden brown. Serve 
immediately with your favorite toppings.”
Visual: “The person is turning the pancake over and cooking it for another minute or two, 
until it is golden brown.
The camera zooms out to show the finished pancakes on a plate, ready to be served with 
toppings.”

Step 2Step 1 Step 3 Step 4

Step 2Step 1 Step 3 Step 4

Vanilla Generated Text and Video Plans via Visualized Video Instruction Prompting (Llama2-7B-q4)

Figure 22: Qualitative Comparison Example with Visualized Video Instruction Prompting by Llama2-7B-q4, (Task: How to
make pancakes?)

What is the step-by-step procedure for how to make pancakes? Rewrite the textual instruction of pancake with 
visualized video instruction pair-wisely in a template <text> <context>, <visual> separately. 

Step 1

Text: “"Ingredients: 1 cup all-purpose flour, 2 tablespoons sugar, 2 teaspoons baking powder, a quarter 
teaspoon salt, 1 cup buttermilk (you can substitute with regular milk if you don't have buttermilk), 2 large eggs, 
vegetable oil or melted butter for cooking the pancakes.”
Context: “In a medium-sized bowl, whisk together the flour, sugar, baking powder, and salt.”
Visual: “A person holding a medium-sized bowl and whisking together ingredients.”

Step 2
Text: “Mix wet ingredients: In a separate bowl, mix the buttermilk and eggs.”
Context: “In a separate bowl, mix the buttermilk and eggs."
Visual: “A person holding a separate bowl and mixing ingredients.”

Step 3

Text: “Add the wet ingredients to the dry ingredients and stir until just combined (be careful not to overmix). 
The batter should still be slightly lumpy.”
Context: “In a medium-sized bowl, whisk together the flour, sugar, baking powder, and salt. Add the wet 
ingredients and stir until just combined.”
Visual: “A person holding a medium-sized bowl and stirring ingredients.”

Step 4
Text: “Heat a non-stick skillet or griddle over medium heat.”
Context: “On a stovetop, there is a skillet or griddle heating up over medium heat.”
Visual: “A skillet or griddle on a stovetop with heat visible.”

Step 5

Text: “Scoop batter onto skillet or griddle by using a 1-4 cup measuring cup, scoop the batter onto the skillet or 
griddle.”
Context: “A person holding a measuring cup pouring batter onto a hot skillet or griddle.”
Visual: “A person pouring batter onto a hot skillet or griddle.”

Step 6

Text: “Cook the pancakes for about 2-3 minutes, until bubbles appear on the surface and the edges start to dry”
Context: “On the skillet or griddle, the pancakes are cooking for about 2-3 minutes, until bubbles appear on the 
surface and the edges start to dry.”
Visual: “A pancake cooking on a hot skillet or griddle with bubbles visible on the surface.”

Step 7

Text: “Flip the pancakes and cook for another 1-2 minutes, until they're golden brown and cooked through.”
Context: “After cooking for about 1-2 minutes on the first side, flip the pancakes and cook for another minute 
until they're golden brown and cooked through.”
Visual: “A person flipping a pancake with a spatula.”

Step 8

Text: “Serve the pancakes hot with your favorite toppings, such as maple syrup, butter, fresh fruit, or whipped 
cream.”
Context: “On a plate, the pancakes are served hot with toppings such as maple syrup, butter, fresh fruit, or 
whipped cream.”
Visual: “A stack of pancakes on a plate with toppings visible.”

Step 9
Text: “Someone finishes a stack of pancakes with berries and syrup on top.”
Context: “On the plate, the person is finishing off a stack of pancakes with berries and syrup on top.”
Visual: “A person holding a plate of pancakes with berries and syrup on top.”

Vanilla Generated Text and Video Plans via VG-TVP (Ours)
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Figure 23: Qualitative Comparison Example by VG-TVP (Ours), (Task: How to make pancakes?)



What's the step-by-step procedure for <task>? Task: How to Make Pancakes?

Step 1
Text: “Ingredients ”
Context: “1 cup all-purpose flour, 2 tablespoons sugar (optional, adjust to taste), 1 tablespoon baking powder, 1/2 teaspoon salt 1 cup milk (you can use dairy milk or a plant-based alternative), 2 
tablespoons melted butter or vegetable oil, 1 large egg, butter or oil for cooking (to grease the pan)”

Step 2 Text: “In a large mixing bowl, whisk together the flour, sugar (if using), baking powder, and salt until well combined.”
Context: “N/A”

Step 3 Text: “In a separate bowl, whisk together the milk, melted butter or oil, and egg until thoroughly combined.”
Context: “N/A”

Step 4 Text: “Pour the wet ingredients into the dry ingredients and stir until just combined. ”
Context: “Be careful not to overmix; it is okay if there are some small lumps in the batter.”

Step 5 Text: “Heat a non-stick skillet or griddle over medium heat.”
Context: “Add a small amount of butter or oil to grease the surface.”

Step 6 Text: “Once the skillet is hot, pour a ladleful of batter onto the skillet, using about 1/4 cup for each pancake.”
Context: “You can adjust the amount depending on how big you want your pancakes to be. ”

Step 7 Text: “Cook the pancakes for 2-3 minutes, or until bubbles form on the surface and the edges start to look set. ”
Context: “N/A”

Step 8 Text: “Flip the pancakes using a spatula, and cook for an additional 1\u20132 minutes on the other side, or until golden brown and cooked through.”
Context: “N/A”

Step 9 Text: “Transfer the cooked pancakes to a plate and keep warm while you cook the remaining batter.”
Context: “You may need to adjust the heat of the skillet as you go to prevent burning.”

Step 10 Text: “Serve the pancakes warm with your favorite toppings such as maple syrup, fresh fruit, whipped cream, or chocolate chips.”
Context: “N/A”

Step 11 Text: “Enjoy your delicious homemade pancakes ”
Context: “Feel free to customize the recipe by adding ingredients like vanilla extract, cinnamon, blueberries, or chocolate chips to the batter for extra flavor. ”

Step 1
Text: “Gather your ingredients.”
Context: “Flour, sugar, baking powder, salt, milk, melted butter or oil, and egg.”
Visual: “A person places various ingredients on a kitchen counter.”

Step 2
Text: “Mix dry ingredients in a bowl.”
Context: “Flour, sugar, baking powder, and salt.”
Visual: “A bowl filled with flour, sugar, baking powder, and salt being mixed together.”

Step 3
Text: “Combine wet ingredients separately.”
Context: “Milk, melted butter or oil, and egg.”
Visual: “A separate bowl with milk, melted butter or oil, and an egg being whisked together.”

Step 4
Text: “Blend wet and dry mixtures.”
Context: “Pour wet ingredients into dry ingredients and stir.”
Visual: “Mixing the wet ingredients into the dry ingredients until combined.”

Step 5
Text: “Preheat skillet and grease.”
Context: “Heat skillet, add butter or oil.”
Visual: “A skillet heating up with butter or oil being added to grease the surface.”

Step 6
Text: “Pour batter onto skillet.”
Context: “Use a ladle for 1/4 cup of batter.”
Visual: “Pouring batter onto the heated skillet from a ladle.”

Step 7
Text: “Cook until bubbles form.”
Context: “Wait 2-3 minutes.”
Visual: “Pancakes cooking on the skillet with bubbles forming on the surface.”

Step 8
Text: “Flip and cook until golden.”
Context: “Flip pancakes, cook for 1-2 minutes.”
Visual: “Using a spatula to flip pancakes and cooking until golden brown.”

Step 9
Text: “Transfer and keep warm.”
Context: “Place cooked pancakes on a plate.”
Visual: “Stacking pancakes on a plate and covering them to keep warm.”

Step 10
Text: “Serve with favorite toppings.”
Context: “Maple syrup, fruit, whipped cream, or chocolate chips.”
Visual: “Pancakes served on a plate with various toppings like syrup and fruit.”

Step 11
Text: “Enjoy your homemade pancakes!”
Context: “Customize with vanilla, cinnamon, or blueberries.”
Visual: “A person enjoying a stack of homemade pancakes with a smile.”

b) VG-TVP (Ours), Textual and Video Generation – Seen Tasks

a) ChatGPT-3.5 Model + T2V, Textual and Video Generation – Seen Tasks
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Figure 24: Qualitative Comparison Example: GPT-3.5 vs. VG-TVP. Visuals (orange) are used to generate video plans.


