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Abstract

Understanding human behavior requires measuring behav-
ioral actions. Due to its complexity, behavior is best
mapped onto a rich, semantic structure such as language.
The recent development of multi-modal large language
models (MLLMs) is a promising candidate for a wide range
of action understanding tasks. In this work, we focus
on evaluating and then improving MLLMs to perform ac-
tion recognition. We reformulate EPIC-KITCHENS-100,
one of the largest and most challenging egocentric action
datasets, to the form of video multiple question answer-
ing (EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA). We show that when we
sample difficult incorrect answers as distractors, leading
MLLMs struggle to recognize the correct actions. We pro-
pose a series of methods that greatly improve the MLLMs’
ability to perform action recognition, achieving state-of-
the-art on both the EPIC-KITCHENS-100 validation set,
as well as outperforming GPT-4o by 21 points in accuracy
on EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA. Lastly, we show improve-
ments on other action-related video benchmarks such as
EgoSchema, PerceptionTest, LongVideoBench, VideoMME
and MVBench, suggesting that MLLMs are a promis-
ing path forward for complex action tasks. Code and
models are available at: https://github.com/
AdaptiveMotorControlLab/LLaVAction

1. Introduction
Understanding human behavior is a complex challenge re-
quiring multiple skills such as visual perception, knowledge
about the world and reasoning capabilities. Thus, Multi-
Modal Large Language Models (MLLMs) [13–15, 25, 29,
58, 81] are promising candidates. Recently, MLLMs have
made strides in object recognition, action understanding,
and video captioning, fueled by innovations such as vi-
sual instruction tuning. Benchmarks like MVBench [27]
and NextQA [66] showcase their potential in human activ-
ity recognition, but a key question remains: Are we too
optimistic about the ability of MLLMs to quantify human
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Figure 1. LLaVAction-7B. Top: Qualitative inspection of distrac-
tors. We show an example clip with labels from random choices
(which empirically is easy to solve), vs. our proposed harder
benchmark with action labels generated by TIM [7]. Our hard
example generation strategy can automatically explore challenges
such as temporal order and similar objects that are emphasized in
other benchmarks. Bottom: Note, while GPT-4o is very good at
random choices, it suffers in the harder benchmarking regime, and
our method, LLaVAction outperforms the GPT-4o models.

actions, particularly during dynamic behaviors seen in real-
world tasks?

Popular action recognition datasets such as EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 [12] rely on fixed vocabularies, which lim-
its generalization. In contrast, video-language datasets of-
fer greater flexibility but introduce challenges with crowd-
sourced annotations such as unclear action distribution cov-
erage, and the uncertainty of distractor difficulty [72], as
also discussed in Xiao et al. [66]. To address these is-
sues, we reformulate EPIC-KITCHENS-100 into a video
multiple-choice question & answer (MQA) task with open-
vocabulary narrations as ground truth, which we call EPIC-
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KITCHENS-100-MQA. Candidate choices are filtered by
state-of-the-art (SOTA) model specialized for action recog-
nition [7, 83] instead of humans or closed-sourced LLMs
and MLLMs, in the belief that SOTA models can efficiently
filter trivial answers and find hard distractors (Figure 1).
Experiments show that while MLLMs can easily select cor-
rect narrations, their performance drops sharply when faced
with hard examples.

We argue that the reformulated EPIC-KITCHENS-100
dataset offers a new and more challenging framework for
evaluating MLLMs’ action recognition abilities. In addi-
tion to this, we introduce several novel methods designed to
enhance the performance of MLLMs in action recognition,
including vision token supervision, temporal detection, and
associating prior actions with the current action (Figure 2).
Our contributions are as follows:
• Identifying that MLLMs struggle with action recog-

nition when tested with visually or semantically similar
actions, which are common in real-world scenarios. We
propose EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA as a more effective
evaluation for these challenges.

• Novel methods such as vision token supervision, tempo-
ral detection, and prior action memory, which enhance
MLLMs’ action recognition performance.

• Learning from hard negative examples generated by
state-of-the-art models provides scalable supervision for
MLLMs, improving their ability to distinguish between
similar actions.

• We achieve state-of-the-art performance on both the
EPIC-KITCHENS-100 dataset and EPIC-KITCHENS-
100-MQA, surpassing models like GPT-4o.

• Our methods also improve MLLMs across multiple
video language benchmarks that involve human activity
understanding, demonstrating their wider applicability.

2. Related Works
Action recognition. Given a trimmed action segment as in-
put, the action recognition task requires the model to predict
the corresponding action class for this segment [12, 19, 43,
44, 50]. Analogously to image classification in vision, ac-
tion recognition is a fundamental task in video understand-
ing [4, 6, 16, 54, 56]. For egocentric vision, action recog-
nition also serves as an important task in many egocen-
tric datasets (e.g., EPIC-KITCHENS-100 [12], Ego4D [20],
and HoloAssist [60]) due to its importance for applica-
tions such as augmented reality and robotics. Over the
years, many methods have been proposed while still suf-
fering from fast camera movement, long-term temporal re-
lations, and open vocabulary ability [12]. We instead resort
to the powerful MLLMs enhanced with video instruction-
tuning [77, 81] data to address those challenges.

Multi-modal large language models. Multi-modal
large language models are promising generalists [26]. Early

multi-modal models [2, 57] mostly performed few tasks or
relied on few-shot learning for task generalization. Af-
ter the large success of Large Language Models (LLMs)
[1, 5, 55], multi-modal models appeared that can supple-
ment text with other modalities, such as image, video and
audio [11, 14, 15, 18, 22, 41, 69, 86]. Among them, video
MLLMs [25, 27, 28, 37, 62, 68, 76, 77, 81] promise ro-
bust and scalable solutions to understand and process video
data. Our work falls into this direction aiming at improving
MLLMs’ action understanding ability.

MLLM benchmarks. Alongside advancements in ar-
chitecture, significant efforts have been made to improve
benchmarking for MLLMs [24, 32, 36, 40, 73], guiding
the development of the next generation of these models.
Existing video benchmarks focus on different visual un-
derstanding tasks, including action understanding, temporal
reasoning, and video captioning. Benchmarks that encom-
pass human activity include NextQA [66], VideoMME [17],
PerceptionTest [42], and MVBench [27]. Due to the ease
of evaluation associated with the multi-choice question-
answer format, many of the datasets are constructed in
this format. The choices of these questions are either
constructed by humans [17, 66, 72] or by closed-source
MLLMs [8, 30, 37, 70]. Instead, we use SOTA action recog-
nition models to efficiently find hard distractors.

Vision-centric MLLMs. The visual performance of
MLLMs is likely overestimated due to an over-emphasis of
the language-centric tasks in both the model training and
the evaluation benchmarks [45, 52, 53]. There are ongoing
efforts to enhance the vision component of MLLMs, such as
feeding cropped objects into MLLMs [46], utilizing resam-
pler techniques through visual search [65], and implement-
ing multi-modal Chain of Thought (COT) approaches [82].

3. Methods

In this section, we first illustrate the EPIC-KITCHENS-
100 dataset and the way we re-formulated it into EPIC-
KITCHENS-100-MQA (Section 3.1), followed by our
methods to improve MLLM’s action recognition ability
(Section 3.2).

3.1. Reformulating EPIC-KITCHENS-100 to video
multiple question answering format

3.1.1. EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA benchmark
EPIC-KITCHENS-100 [12] consists of 90K actions
(67,217/9,668/13,092 for training/validation/test splits) in
100 hours for people performing unscripted kitchen ac-
tivities. In terms of the action recognition task, EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 contains two types of ground truth anno-
tations for the action segments: one is a compressed version
of verb-noun pairs, generated after part-of-speech and clus-
tering; we denote these as ’official keys’. The other ground
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Figure 2. LLaVAction-7B pipeline. Our full model includes an action token and additional auxiliary visual tasks, as noted. Inputs are
shown for a given video clip. The responses are from the direction prediction, GPT-4o distillation, and the adversarial MQA.

truth is the narration from the recorders. The narration was
not used as the main source of learning in previous methods
(e.g., used in pre-training via contrastive learning), as they
relied on fixed-vocabulary classifiers [7, 18, 63, 83, 85].
However, narrations are the natural learning signals for
MLLMs and we argue they are the preferred signals over the
official keys as the latter oversimplify language, introducing
grammatical and semantic errors (shown in Appendix Fig-
ure 4 and Table 8), which might further mislead MLLMs.

Therefore, we used the narrations to adapt EPIC-
KITCHENS-100’s validation set into a video MQA bench-
mark. This can be formulated as follows: Let V =
{v1, v2, ..., vN} denote the set of video clips. Let N =
{n1, n2, ..., nN}, A = {a1, a2, ..., aN |ai ∈ C} be their cor-
responding narrations and action labels separately, where C
represents the set of action classes. For each data sample i,
we formulate the MQA task as:

f : (vi,Q,Oi) 7→ [p1, p2, . . . , pK ] ,

where
K∑

k=1

pk = 1, pk ∈ [0, 1]
(1)

where vi is the input sample (e.g., video clip), Q is the space
of possible questions, Oi = {ni,Di} represents the set of
K answer options, ni is the correct narration, and Di rep-
resents K − 1 sampled distractors. These can be sampled
randomly from narrations in other action classes:

Dr
i = Uniform({nj ∈ N | cj ∈ C \ {ai}}) (2)

However, random sampling Dr
i likely obtains trivial an-

swers (Figure 1). Inspired by hard-example mining [47] and
adversarial training [38], we propose to utilize SOTA action
recognition models g to find distractors:

g : V → (0, 1)|C| (3)

For video a specific vi, we obtain the top K−1 predicted
classes:

Ci = TopK−1(g(vi) \ {ai}) (4)

The model-based distractor sampling becomes:

Dm
i = Uniform({nj ∈ N | cj ∈ Ci}) (5)

The complete set of answers is formed as Or
i = {ni} ∪

Dr
i for random sampling or Om

i = {ni} ∪ Dm
i for model-

based sampling. We used K = 5 for our benchmark.
We compare the two sampling strategies (Table 1). We

chose two leading action recognition methods on EPIC-
KITCHENS-100, namely, AVION [83] and TIM [7]. The
results indicate that the TIM method consistently produced
more challenging distractors for the evaluated MLLMs (Ta-
ble 1), qualitative examples in Appendix Figure 5). Conse-
quently, we fixed g with TIM and designated our benchmark
as EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA.

Note that this test benchmark is distinct from the vali-
dation set of EPIC-KITCHENS-100 in two significant as-
pects. First, it has been reformulated to MQA to facilitate
the evaluation of MLLMs. Second, EPIC-KITCHENS-100
employs ‘official keys’ rather than ground truth narrations
(as we use). If we were to directly compare with SOTA
methods in EPIC-KITCHENS-100, our MLLM can be con-
sidered as a refinement-stage that selects the right answer
from the predictions of g. To make a fair comparison, we
also report these results using the official keys in Table 4,
even though, as we demonstrate below, the official key is
not an ideal text input for MLLMs.

3.1.2. Training with adversarial ‘wrong answers’
Similar to the EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA benchmark
formulation, we can also train MLLMs with ‘adversarial’
distractors that were generated by leading action recogni-
tion models, AVION [83] and TIM [7]. Unlike for the
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Choice
Selection

Random 5
(Easy)

Avion-Top 5
(Medium)

TIM-Top 5
(Hard)

GPT-4o-mini (07-18) 72.0 44.2 37.4
GPT-4o (08-06) 87.6 56.7 52.2
LLaVA-OV-0.5B 59.3 37.1 32.0
LLaVA-OV-7B 68.8 33.6 28.9
LLaVA-Video-7B 65.0 40.0 35.7

Table 1. Methods: Comparison between different sources
of distractors on EPIC-KITHCENS-100-MQA. Models were
evaluated on either random, AVION-generated, or TIM-generated
distractors. The values are reported as percent accuracy. Note, the
Random does not include action-recognition model-generated dis-
tractors (thus is ‘easy’), while TIM produced the hardest distrac-
tors. Data are based on the validation set of EPIC-KITCHENS-
100. An 8 frame sequence is uniformly sampled from annotated
video clips.

benchmark, we train MLLMs with both official keys and
narrations to serve as data augmentation. To avoid the mod-
els from memorizing the position of the ground truth in
the options or the order of distractors, we always randomly
shuffle the answers. Meanwhile, since EPIC-KITCHENS-
100-MQA benchmark is based on TIM’s predictions, train-
ing MLLMs to pick the right answers using distractors gen-
erated by TIM could lead to an over-fitting to TIM’s dis-
tributions, resulting in an independent and identically dis-
tributed (IID) setting. Therefore, we used predictions from
AVION to train our model on EPIC-KITCHENS-100 train-
ing set. This provides us with an out-of-distribution (OOD)
evaluation on EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA. Moreover, we
also present the results derived from training with adversar-
ials generated by TIM, which yield the strongest results in
EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA, by design as it is IID. The
results are shown in Table 2.

3.2. LLaVAction models
Our final method, called LLaVAction, is based on the open-
source LLaVA-OneVision 0.5 and 7B models [25], and on
LLaVA-Video-7B [81]. Thus, we benchmark these as base-
lines. We present results for both the 0.5 billion (0.5B) and
7 billion (7B) parameter models of LLaVA-OneVision, and
the LLaVA-Video-7B, as it does not provide a 0.5B alter-
native. In all experiments, we started from their released
checkpoints [33–35] (Appendix 7). In the following, we
highlight the methods that we developed that empirically
improve performance in action recognition.

GPT-4o distillation. Distilling GPT-4o represents a
prevalent, albeit contentious strategy aimed at enhancing
open-source MLLMs. However, as shown in Table 1,
since GPT-4o itself struggles with our empirically hard
distractors, distilling from GPT-4o alone harms the per-
formance on our proposed EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA

benchmark if not trained on MQA. Following common
practices [30, 81], we craft two ways for GPT-4o to anno-
tate. One is to provide captions of the video clips, and the
other is to generate open-ended question-answer pairs. The
details are in the Appendix 8.

Egocentric vs. Allocentric prompt perspective. Since
the videos are taken from the first-person perspective, we
were interested in understanding whether controlling the
perspective in the instruction prompt makes a difference.
As shown in Table 3, switching from the third-person (allo-
centric) perspective to the first-person (egocentric) perspec-
tive improved the results. We present the prompts in the
Appendix 9.2.

Adversarial distractors from action recognition mod-
els. We ran inference for AVION and TIM on EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 using their officially released code and
weights to obtain their predictions on both training and val-
idation sets. We sort the predictions by model confidence
and keep the top 5 predictions as distractors. To ensure that
ground truth is always in the K options in the training, we
remove the least confident prediction in the set and replace it
with the ground truth (either with ground truth narration or
official key, as appropriate for the experiment). To avoid the
models from memorizing the position of the ground truth in
the options or the order of distractors, we always shuffle the
answers.

Temporal detection. The ability to accurately detect
the initiation and conclusion of an action serves as a crit-
ical metric for assessing the model’s comprehension of the
action itself. Therefore, we have developed an auxiliary
task that instructs the model to predict the start and end
timestamps of a ground truth narration based on a randomly
padded video clip.

Specifically, given a video segment vi with ground truth
start timestamp si and end timestamp ei, we introduce a
fixed temporal padding δ = 3 seconds distributed between
start and end. Let α ∼ Uniform(0, 1) be the proportion of
padding allocated to the start:

ŝi = si − αδ (6)

êi = ei + (1− α)δ (7)

We therefore use the new timestamps ŝi and êi to obtain
the padded video segment v̂i. During training, our LLaVAc-
tion model takes v̂i as input and predicts the start and end
times as decimal texts (e.g., “3.20”, “1.20”) corresponding
to the true start and end times of the action in the padded
video. More details on the prompts are provided in the Ap-
pendix 9.3.

Vision token supervision. Most MLLMs rely only on
the language prediction of the next token to train the model
and extract information from visual tokens [30]. However,
recent findings [3, 31, 79] suggested that this training strat-
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egy will decrease the importance of vision tokens in late lay-
ers of MLLMs. Therefore, in this work, we explore whether
we can apply intermediate supervision to visual tokens via
the fixed action classes provided by EPIC-KITCHENS-100.
To achieve this, we add an additional learnable action token
into the input tokens. The order of the input tokens is sys-
tem text tokens, visual tokens, learnable action token and
instruction text tokens, which enables the action token to
grasp action information from visual tokens and then con-
tribute to the subsequent language tasks through casual at-
tentions of the LLM backbone. Let’s denote the hidden
states at the final layer of the MLLM as:〈

Hq
1 , · · · , H

q
k , H

v
1 , · · · , Hv

lv , h
a, Hq

k+1, · · · , H
q
lq

〉
(8)

Hv
i ∈ Rd are the hidden states corresponding to visual to-

kens, ha ∈ Rd denotes the hidden state of the learnable ac-
tion token, Hq

i ∈ Rd denotes the text tokens, d denotes the
hidden dimension of the LLM. lq and lv denote the length
of text tokens and length of visual tokens respectively.

We apply three classification heads on top of the hidden
state ha to predict nouns, verbs, and actions separately and
use cross-entropy loss to train the classifiers, in the belief
that the classification training could guide the action token
to learn better extract action information.

Direct prediction. Direct prediction asks the model to
predict the answer directly. We prompt the model by asking
it to answer what action it is performing in the video. The
prompt is available in the Appendix 9.4.

Memory: associating the current action with prior
actions. In the real world, actions exhibit a certain natu-
ral continuity. This temporal aspect of actions can improve
predictability, particularly when prior actions are known.
For instance, in the context of human movement, sequences
such as walking, running, or jumping can be anticipated
based on the initiation of previous actions. Moreover, in
complex tasks such as cooking, the presence of specific
steps often indicates the next action to be taken, thereby en-
hancing predictive modeling. In addition, see Appendix 9.5.

Therefore, ideally, we want to leverage prior actions and
learn:

θ∗ = argmax
θ

T∑
t=n+1

logPθ(at | at−1, . . . , at−n) (9)

where θ∗ is the optimal set of model parameters we
are trying to find, at is the current action at time t,
at−1, . . . , at−n represents the sequence of n previous ac-
tions. We set n = 2.

We rely on visual instruction tuning to learn this implic-
itly. Therefore, we give the prompt, that includes the ground
truth actions, such as:“2.83 seconds ago, you started an
action ‘take paper’. 0.38 seconds ago, you started an ac-

tion ‘open bin’. What action are you currently performing?
Here are the options of actions you can select”.

We balance between the standard MQA vs. performing
MQA that uses contextual information by incorporating the
previous two actions as additional input. During training,
70% of the time we perform standard MQA and in the re-
maining 30%, we perform MQA with previous two actions
provided as context.

We evaluate the effectiveness of this method in two set-
tings: (1) The baseline setting where no prior actions are
given. (2) A test time augmentation setting where the mod-
els’ own predictions of previous n actions are used at test
time. Note, we use n = 2 in both training and testing in the
paper and we use ground truth for the previous n actions
during training.

4. Experiments
We tested three open-source baseline models, LLaVA-
Video-7B, LLaVA-OV-7B and LLaVA-OV-0.5B, then built
a series of methods that empirically boosted performance
(see Section 3.2). In our EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA
benchmark, ground truth narration is within the 5 options.
In addition to ground truth, the distractors are generated
from TIM with its highest confidence predictions (see Sec-
tion 3.1).

For training, we experiment with different sources of dis-
tractors for MQA (see Section 3.1.2). We study the val-
idation accuracy when we (1) use random sampling for
distractors, (2) use AVION generated distractors (highest
confidence predictions), and (3) use TIM generated dis-
tractors. Different from the EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA
benchmark, we also include the official key choices as an
additional data augmentation for the model to be aware of
different representation of actions instead of only using the
narration choices.

In addition to video MQA (Section 3.2) we added four
auxiliary methods in our training pipeline: (1) direct pre-
diction, (2) temporal detection, (3) GPT-4o distilled video
caption (Appendix Figure 6), and (4) GPT-4o distilled video
open-ended question answering. Each visual task reanno-
tates EPIC-KITCHENS-100’s training data, in total con-
tributing to 530K annotated video-language pairs to train
the MLLMs. Note that our techniques, such as visual to-
ken supervision, learning from prior actions, and changing
prompt perspectives, do not require us to augment with ad-
ditional training data.

The 7B and 0.5B models train in 12 and 11 hours on 32
GH200 GPUs, respectively. Across all experiments and all
baseline models with gradient accumulation was set to 2,
the batch size is 64. We trained for 2 epochs for all experi-
ments. Following the hyper-parameters of LLaVA-Video,
the MLP connector, LLM (Qwen2-7B [58] and Qwen2-
0.5B), the visual encoder SigLIP-384 [75] are being trained.
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50.66 51.0 51.34 51.69 sec

A. put down onion

B. take onion

C. put down pepper piece

D. placing tomato on dish

E. place garlic

349.6 350.0 350.4 350.8 sec

A. close fridge

B. close drawer

C. turn on tap

D. close cupboards

E. open locker

Choices from TIM Choices from TIM

Choices from TIM 367.7 368.1 368.5 368.9 sec

A.  turn off tap

B.  open cupboard

C.  turn on tap

D.  wash sink

E.  wash cloth

40.3 42.0 43.5 45.2 sec

A. put down bowls

B. move bowl

C. put down plate

D. pick up bowl

E. put bowl in cupboard

Choices from TIM

16.6 17.4 18.3 19.1 sec

A. turn off hob

B. taste liquid

C. turn off tap

D. put down spatula

E. stir pan

217.4 217.7 218.1 218.4 sec

A. take container

B. pick up saucepan

C. get bowl

D. take the vegetables

E. pick up tupperware

Choices from TIM Choices from TIM

Figure 3. Qualitative results. LLaVAction-7B consistently outperforms GPT-4o and LLaVA-Video-7B when tested on hard distractors.
Bold option denotes ground truth, and the icons denote the selection of the models. See also Appendix 12.

The learning rate is 1e-5 for LLM and 2e-6 for the vision
encoder. See Zhang et al. [81] for additional details.

Methods 8 f 16 f

zero-shot GPT-4o 52.2 N/A
zero-shot GPT-4o-mini 37.4 N/A
zero-shot LLaVA-Video-7B 35.7 34.8
zero-shot LLaVA-OV-7B 28.9 30.5
zero-shot LLaVA-OV-0.5B 32.0 31.6

LLaVAction: LLaVA-Video-7B 71.7 73.4
LLaVAction: LLaVA-OV-7B 71.3 72.3
LLaVAction: LLaVA-OV-0.5B 64.8 65.4

Table 2. EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA Results on OOD TIM
(Hard) test-set. Columns represent the number of frames used
for testing. Fine-tuned models use the same number of frames (f)
for both training and testing. Percent accuracy is shown.

Previous work suggests that using more frames improves
performance [81]. We use eight frames for distractor ex-
periments (Table 1), 8 or 16 frames for our main results
on EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA (Table 2), 16 for abla-
tion studies (Table 7), and 16 or 32 frames for EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 (Table 4). We use 64 frames for the model
reported in additional benchmarks (Table 5).

5. Results

We focus on evaluating and improving leading MLLMs’
abilities for recognizing human actions in complex scenes.
We focus on fine-grained, multi-tasking actions that occur
in kitchen activities. Unlike existing MLLMs that leverage
annotations from either distillation from powerful MLLMs
or human annotations, we also leverage hard examples
selected by leading action recognition models as well as
proposing novel methods to improve MLLMs on this task.

LLaVA-Video-7B ⇒ LLaVAction-7B

OOD Setting:
Zero-shot 34.8
+ GPT-4o distillation 21.9

Rand. distractors w/ Allocentric prompt 55.0
Rand. distractors w/ Egocentric prompt 55.5

AVION adversarial distractors 64.4
+ Temporal Detection 65.2
+ Vision Supervision 69.1
+ GPT-4o distillation 71.5
+ Direct Prediction 73.6
+ Learning prior actions 73.4
+ Learning prior actions w/ TT. Aug 74.1

IID Setting:
+TIM distractors 76.3
+TIM distractors w/ TT. Aug 77.0

Table 3. EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA Results on the OOD
TIM (Hard) test-set, with our added methods. Techniques are
gradually added to achieve the final model. Once the model learns
to leverage prior actions to infer the current one, we could save its
prior actions in a memory buffer and apply test time augmentation,
which is denoted as ‘TT. Aug’ in the table. All experiments were
run with 16 frames, and percent accuracy is shown.

First, we developed the EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA
benchmark (Section 3). Specifically, we used TIM to gen-
erate answers (Table 1) and used this as the OOD test-set
when evaluating our methods (Tables 2 and 3). We also
trained a model with TIM distractors, thus representing IID
(top-line) performance (Table 3).

5.1. Results on EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA
We developed a series of methods that empirically improved
performance. We report values for the full model (Table 2),

6



each added method (Table 3), and leave-one-out ablations
(Appendix 10 and Appendix Table 7) to assess their contri-
butions.

We start with the zero-shot evaluation of closed-
source GPT-4o and GPT-4o-mini, and open-source models
LLaVA-Video-7B, LLaVA-OV-7B, and LLaVA-OV-0.5B
(Table 2). GPT-4o from OpenAI performs best, with an ac-
curacy of 52.2. Of the open-source models, LLaVA-Video-
7B performs the best (35.7; Table 2). We therefore use
LLaVA-Video-7B and fine-tune the model with a series of
innovations that leads to a 21-point improvement over GPT-
4o (Ours: 71.7 8-frames, 73.4 16-frames vs. GPT-4o 52.2
8-frames1; Table 2). Using our methods, including the test-
time action memory, we reach 74.1 (Table 2).

Next, we outline the methods that achieved our SOTA re-
sults. Our experiments suggested that fine-tuning the model
with only the caption and open-ended question answering
(GPT-4o distillation) results in a performance degradation
(i.e., zero-shot was 35.7 vs. distilled was only 21.9 using
LLaVA-Video-7B). Therefore, we always include the MQA
task in the following studies.

Training with random distractors or adversarial dis-
tractors (AVION). In Table 3, we compare LLaVA-Video-
7B training with random distractors and adversarial distrac-
tors using AVION’s predictions. There is a 8.9 difference
in accuracy, showing the effectiveness of training against
adversarial distractors.

Perspective Prompt (Egocentric). As shown in Table 3,
when we fix the distractors from random sampling, using
the egocentric prompt gives a 0.5 point improvement over
using the allocentric prompt.

Vision token supervision. Inspired by recent findings
suggesting that the importance of vision tokens decreases
in MLLM in late layers [79] and vision token compres-
sion in MLLMs [3, 31]. We explored ways to improve vi-
sion tokens. Instead of removing redundant vision tokens,
we aimed to add intermediate supervision to vision tokens,
which is detailed in Section 3. As shown in Table 3 and Ta-
ble 7, including vision supervision gives an additional 3.9
points improvement.

Impact of GPT-4o distillation. We note in Table 3 that
simply adding video caption and video open-ended ques-
tion will result in a performance degradation. Based on the
fact that it improves performance when we combine it with
MQA task using AVION distractors, we believe it’s a sign
of catastrophic forgetting of MQA capability. This gives a
2.4 boost in performance (Table 3).

Direct Prediction. With direct prediction, the model
learns to directly predict the action without picking from the
given options and video frames. This gives an additional 2.1
points improvement (Table 3).

1running GPT-4o models beyond 8 frames on the full 9K validation set
is cost prohibitive, and we outperform GPT-4o when comparing 8 vs. 8.

Learning Prior Actions. We expect that once the model
has a solid understanding of the action from videos, we
could further train the model to use contextual information
such as the prior two actions as a hint for better accuracy.
Table 3 shows that once we supply the prior two actions
from the model’s own predictions there is a 0.5 point im-
provement compared to the baseline.

In summary, the combination of the methods we pro-
pose greatly improves the performance of the base LLaVA-
Video-7B model (See qualitative examples in Figure 3).
From zero-shot at 34.8 accuracy, to using AVION-generated
adversarials, significantly boosts performance to 64.4.
Then, the series of smaller but important additions raises the
final number to 73.4 without test-time augmentation, and to
74.1 with it, for the final OOD performance on our bench-
mark.

5.2. Results on EPIC-KITCHENS-100

We use our model, LLaVAction-7B, to test its performance
on the EPIC-KITCHENS-100 action recognition validation
set. The official EPIC-KITCHENS-100 challenge (test-set)
uses the ‘official key’ (see Methods) and not ground-truth
narrations. Therefore, in Table 4, we use the validation set
to compare the difference between using the ‘official key’
and ‘ground truth’ narrations. We find there is a perfor-
mance gap between those two settings, with ground truth
narrations being much more performant for LLaVAction
models. We empirically observe that we get better results
if we scale top-K from 5 to 20. Thus, we used K = 20 to
achieve SOTA on EPIC-KITCHENS-100. We discuss this
in more detail in Section 6.

Methods Acc.

LaViLa [84] 51.0
TAdaFormer-L/14 [23] 51.8
LVMAE [21] 52.1
M&M [67] 53.6
AVION [83] 54.4
TIM [7] 56.4

Ours, LLaVAction-7B (16f) w/ official key 57.8
Ours, LLaVAction-7B (16f) w/ GT narration 63.1
Ours, LLaVAction-7B (32f) w/ official key 58.3
Ours, LLaVAction-7B (32f) w/ GT narration 63.2

Table 4. Original EPIC-KITCHENS-100 Top-1 accuracy on ac-
tion classification (validation set). 16 or 32 Frames (f) are uni-
formly sampled from validation set video clips. TIM’s top 20 pre-
dictions are used for both training and testing. For specific verb-
noun performance see Appendix Figure 7.
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Closed-source models

GPT-4V [1] - 43.5 59.9 63.3 61.3 - -
GPT-4o [15] - - 71.9 77.2 66.7 - -
Gemini-1.5-Flash [51] 65.7 - 70.3 75.0 61.6 - -
Gemini-1.5-Pro [51] 72.2 - 75.0 81.3 64.0 - -

Open-source models

LongVA-7B [78] - - 52.6 54.3 - 68.3 -
mPLUG-Owl3 [71] - 54.5 59.3 68.1 52.1 78.6 -
VideoChat2-7B [27] - 60.4 42.3 54.6 - 78.6 -
VideoLLaMA2-7B [10] 51.7 54.6 47.9 50.3 - - 51.4
LLaVA-OV-7B [25] 60.1 56.7 58.2 61.5 56.5 79.4 57.1
LLaVA-Video-7B [81] 57.3 58.6 63.3 69.7 58.2 83.2 67.9
LLaVAction-7B (Ours) 59.0 61.1 63.9 71.4 58.6 82.8 70.2

Relative improvement of ours
over the baseline LLaVA-Video-7B +1.7 +2.5 +0.6 +1.7 +0.4 -0.4 +2.3

Table 5. Performance on additional video benchmarks that contain human actions. Please note, we are not claiming SOTA, we are
noting that we can improve performance over our baseline open-source model (LLaVA-Video-7B [81]). Note, the value is the combination
across all sub-tasks for some benchmarks; for details of per-task performance see Appendix Tables 9, 10, 11, and Appendix 13. We show
top-performance closed-source models for reference. Top open-source models are shown in bold, and the second best are underlined.

5.3. Results on Additional Benchmarks
Next, our objective is to study whether LLaVAction-7B,
and therefore the inclusion of EPIC-KITCHENS-100 data,
can improve the performance on additional benchmarks that
have some component of video-based action recognition
(see Appendix 11). For a fair comparison with our base
model, we follow the LLaVA-Video-7B methodology and
use 64 frames during training.

Training on EPIC-KITCHENS-100-MQA alone might
result in over-fitting. Therefore, here we use data re-
play [25, 81] to aid in generalization of the model. Thus, we
mix in the training data of LLaVA-Video, namely LLaVA-
Video-178K [80]. We then benchmark the model on six
additional video benchmarks and see improvements over
LLaVA-Video-7B on five of them, indicating the general-
ity of our model (Table 5).

6. Discussion
Potential language bias in the official key in
EPIC-KITCHENS-100. The official keys in EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 originate from the raw narrations that
are curated and compressed by a combination of word
clustering and iterative manual refinement [12]. However,
this compression might change the semantic meaning of
both nouns, verbs and the way they are combined. As
a result, large language models that are sensitive to the
meaning of words can be misled (see comparisons in
Appendix Figure 4 and Table 8). While we show SOTA
results using the official key, we note that we can achieve

better performance if we use the uncompressed, original
narrations. We hope that our work could inspire future
work to study the best text representation of actions to train
and evaluate MLLMs in action recognition.

Training signals for MLLMs. There are various sources
of training signals for MLLMs. The most common form
is human annotations [48, 59] which are considered golden
annotations. The second source are other MLLMs [25]. A
common format is using closed-source models such as GPT-
4o [15], Gemini [14], and Claude. Some MLLMs indirectly
learn from other caption models due to how the dataset was
crafted [61]. Alternatively, there are also works that suggest
LLMs can improve by using self-learning [9, 74], though
this is less explored in MLLMs. In this work, we obtain
training signals from the leading action recognition mod-
els. A major difference is that we are not directly learning
the generated text from the other models, but learning from
what are perceived hard from those models. This resembles
adversarial training in spirit [38, 49]. Lastly, we tried sev-
eral other methods that did not yield notable improvements
(Appendix 14).

Summary. The development of MLLMs motivated us to
develop a new video MQA benchmark for action recogni-
tion. We show that when we sample difficult incorrect an-
swers as distractors, leading MLLMs struggle to recognize
the correct actions. We also propose a series of methods
that greatly improve the ability to perform action recog-

8



nition with MLLMs. Notably, we find that while leading
closed-source models such as GPT-4o can zero-shot outper-
form open-source models, we developed a series of meth-
ods that pushed the open-source models performance be-
yond GPT-4o. Lastly, we showed improvements over open-
source models on other action-related video benchmarks.
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LLaVAction: evaluating and training
multi-modal large language models for action recognition

Appendix

7. Methods: Licensing information

Code/Dataset License

LLaVA-NeXT Apache-2.0
AVION MIT
TIM CC-NC-SA-4.0
EPIC-KITCHENS-100
Dataset 55 and extended NC-Government
EPIC-KITCHENS-100
Annotations CC-NC-SA-4.0
lmms-eval MIT and Apache-2.0

Table 6. List of codes and datasets with their corresponding
licenses.

8. Methods: GPT-4o distillation.
Due to the cost, we sample 4 frames per annotated video
clip to go over the training set of EPIC-KITCHENS-100.

We first get the caption corresponding to all video clips
in the training set, and then we use the captions obtained
to create open-ended question-answers. We show the corre-
sponding prompts for the generations of captions and open-
ended question-answers as follows.

8.1. GPT-4o and GPT-4o-mini annotation prompt
for the caption task.

You are viewing video frames from
an egocentric perspective and you
are the person. Describe the video
frames in detail and reason about the
actions you are performing. You will
be provided with the human-annotated
ground-truth for the action, but you
should independently come to your own
conclusion.
If you disagree with the human

annotation, indicate "true" in the
"disagree with human annotation"
field of your response, and provide
your reasoning without mentioning
the ground-truth answer. This
will keep your reasoning clean.
If you agree with the human
annotation, indicate "false" in the
"disagree with human annotation" field

and provide your reasoning without
referencing the ground-truth to
maintain a clean description. The
true ground-truth action is {gt answer}.
Your reasoning steps should include
supporting evidence for the action,
such as the duration of the video,
the sequence of actions the person
performs, the objects they interact
with, and the overall context of the
video.

As a general guideline, for videos
longer than 3 seconds, provide detailed
reasoning steps, and for videos shorter
than 3 seconds, generate less detailed
reasoning. The video duration is
{end second - start second:.3f} seconds.
Make sure you use the first-person
perspective in your reasoning.

8.2. GPT-4o and GPT-4o-mini annotation prompt
for Open-ended question answering

Your job is to create 3 question-answer
pairs based on the text below.
The text contains a first-person
narrative of video frames from an
egocentric perspective of a person
interacting with objects in a kitchen.
caption text You can ask questions such
as: What object am I interacting with?
What objects are visible in the video?
What is the sequence of the atomic
actions I am performing? Make sure
your questions can be answered based on
the information provided in the text.
Do not ask questions that require
additional context or information
beyond what is given.

9. Methods: LLaVAction task prompts

9.1. LLaVAction caption prompt

Describe in details what you see from
the video frames. Try to focus on what
you are doing.
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9.2. LLaVAction perspective prompt
Egocentric. For the EgoSchema benchmark, given that
our LLaVAction-7B is trained with egocentric perspective
prompt on EPIC-KITCHENS-100, we use the same ego-
centric perspective prompt when we evaluate our model on
EgoSchema benchmark.
You are seeing this video from

egocentric view and you are the person.
Your hands are sometimes interacting
with objects. What action are you
doing?

Allocentric.
The video is taken from egocentric

view. The person’s hands are sometimes
interacting with objects. What action
is the person doing?

9.3. LLaVAction temporal detection prompt
The provided video contains an action
{ACTION NAME} that lasts 2.96 seconds.
What is the relative start and end time
of the action in seconds? Format it as
’start timestamp: end timestamp’ and
round to 2 decimal places.

9.4. LLaVAction direct prediction prompt
What action are you performing? Give a
short sentence such as ’move knife’.

9.5. LLaVAction prior action learning prompt
{prev2 offset} seconds ago, you
started an action {prev2 narration}.
{prev1 offset} seconds ago, you started
an action {prev1 narration}. What
action are you currently performing?
Here are the options of actions you can
select:

10. Leave-one-out Ablation
Remarkably, the 10-point gain over our baseline model can-
not be attributed to only a single factor. We took our full
model, i.e., the base plus all added methods, which we
call LLaVAction-7B, and performed a leave-on-out abla-
tion (Table 7). Given our additions adds negligible over-
head in the inference time (only one special vision token
added to the baseline model), we then suggest using our
full LLaVAction-7B and techniques in downstream tasks.

11. Additional Benchmarks Descriptions.
EgoSchema. Mangalam et al. [39] presented a long-form
video question-answering benchmark to evaluate long video
understanding capabilities of modern vision and language

LLaVA-Video-7B Acc.

Full (LLaVAction-7B) 73.4
Full w/o AVION distractors 68.2
Full w/o vision supervision 73.1
Full w/o temporal detection 72.1
Full w/o gpt4o distillation 73.2
Full w/o direct prediction 72.8
Full w/o learning prior actions 72.3

Table 7. Leave-one-out ablation study. Full denotes having all
the proposed methods. In each row we drop one method from the
full method and report the resulted performance. 16 frames were
used for both training and testing, and percent accuracy is shown.

systems. The data of EgoSchema come from Ego4D and
are adapted into MQA format. EgoSchema consists of over
5000 human curated multiple choice question answer pairs,
spanning over 250 hours of real video data. For each ques-
tion, EgoSchema requires the correct answer to be selected
between five given options based on a three-minute-long
video clip.

MVBench. Li et al. [27] presented a comprehensive
Multi-modal Video understanding benchmark designed to
evaluate temporal comprehension in dynamic video tasks.
It encompasses 20 challenging tasks that require temporal
reasoning beyond static frames, ranging from perception to
cognition. The benchmark systematically transforms static
image tasks into dynamic video tasks, enabling the assess-
ment of models’ temporal understanding capabilities.

VideoMME & VideoMME with subtitles. Fu et al.
[17] presented a benchmark designed to evaluate multi-
modal large language models (MLLMs) on video under-
standing tasks. It includes tasks that assess models’ abil-
ities to comprehend and reason about video content. The
”with subs” variant incorporates subtitles, providing addi-
tional textual context to evaluate models’ performance with
supplementary information.

LongVideoBench. Wu et al. [64] present a question-
answering benchmark featuring video-language interleaved
inputs up to an hour long. It comprises 3,763 videos with
subtitles across diverse themes, designed to evaluate mod-
els’ long-term multimodal understanding. The benchmark
emphasizes “referring reasoning,” requiring models to re-
trieve and reason over detailed information from extended
video contexts.

NextQA. Xiao et al. [66] presented a benchmark for as-
sessing video question-answering capabilities, focusing on
temporal and causal reasoning. It includes questions that
require understanding the temporal order of events and in-
ferring causal relationships within videos.

PerceptionTest. Patraucean et al. [42] presented a
benchmark that evaluates models’ understanding of dy-
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namic video content, focusing on temporal perception and
cognition. It includes tasks that require models to interpret
and reason about changes and events occurring over time in
videos.

Evaluation. We employ the commonly used valida-
tion code base, available at: https://github.com/
EvolvingLMMs-Lab/lmms-eval.

12. Qualitative examples

12.1. Comparing narrations and official keys in
EPIC-KITCHENS-100

Qualitatively: we illustrate some examples of choices repre-
sented in the official key manner (Appendix Figure 4). We
show the ground truth option in blue and the prediction of
LLaVAction-7B in pink. We can see LLaVAction-7B’s pre-
dictions also make sense in those examples and hence cause
ambiguity across choices. Instead, the corresponding narra-
tion fits better to the language nature and can better describe
the video content with less ambiguity.

Quantitatively: furthermore, we also quantify MLLMs’
zero-shot performance (LLaVA-OV-0.5B, LLaVA-OV-7B,
LLaVA-Video-7B) when using official keys or narrations as
inputs (Table 8). The inferior zero-shot performance of all 3
evaluated models when tested on the official keys as action
representation supports our qualitative observations that of-
ficial keys are less ideal than narrations for MLLMs.

12.2. Different choices comparison

Here, we show examples of choices generated by random
sampling, AVION top-5 predictions, and TIM top-5 predic-
tions (Appendix Figure 5). We can see that the randomly
selected choices have many trivial choices that can be eas-
ily distinguished with the correct answer. In comparison,
choices generated based on AVION and TIM top-5 predic-
tions become much more similar to the correct answer and
exhibit features such as similar object/scene, temporal or-
ders or object relationships that are emphasized by other
benchmarks.

12.3. LLaVAction Caption

Here, we show one video caption example of differ-
ent models including GPT-4o, LLaVA-Video-7B and our
LLaVAction-7B (Appendix Figure 6). We can see the inter-
acting object (pizza piece) is pretty small in the video and
there are also many other distracting objects. Both GPT-
4o and LLaVA-Video-7B cause ’hallucinations’ in their de-
scriptions. For example, GPT-4o thinks the person holds the
slice with both hands. Instead, LLaVAction-7B still retains
the video caption ability and can generate plausible descrip-
tions of the video.

13. Sub-category performance comparisons on
the additional benchmarks

Snice MVBench and LongVideoBench also have sub-
category measurements with many of them related to ac-
tion understanding, we also show the sub-category perfor-
mances on these two benchmarks in this section.

13.1. Performance comparison on sub-categories of
MVBench

Here we show the performance comparison between
LLaVA-Video-7B and our LLaVAction-7B on sub-
categories of MVBench. We can see LLaVAction-7B boost
the performance on many action-related categories such as
action count, action sequence and fine-grained action, etc.

13.2. Performance comparison on sub-categories of
LongVideoBench

Here we show the performance comparison between
LLaVA-Video-7B and our LLaVAction-7B on sub-
categories of LongVideoBench. We can see LLaVAction-
7B also boosts the performance on many action-related
categories such as event before/after, text-referred object
attribute, and object-before/after object.

13.3. Performance comparison on sub-categories of
VideoMME

Here we show the performance comparison between
LLaVA-Video-7B and our LLaVAction-7B on sub-
categories of VideoMME. Our model did not improve
the action recognition performance on VideoMME pos-
sibly due to the domain gap between VideoMME and
EPIC-KITCHENS-100.

14. Extended Discussion
Alternative approaches we tested.

We also tested a few alternative approaches to improve
MLLMs in our benchmark. We tried self-consistency pre-
dictions, which do not yield improvements, perhaps due to
the task being vision-centric. Additionally, we explored
multi-modal chain-of-thought (COT) reasoning by prompt-
ing the model to generate a caption prior to addressing the
multi-question answering task. However, we found that the
model exhibited reluctance to perform this action, despite
being capable of generating captions or answering multi-
choice questions independently. A variant of it is to infer-
ence the model twice, so we have the caption first and feed
that into the instruction of answering multi-choice question
task, similar to [82]. While a minor improvement was ob-
served, we think it is not worth the 2X compute. We believe
that video action recognition is a good way to explore video
reasoning for MLLMs. However, we leave COT improve-
ments on this task for future work.
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Methods Official key Narration

zero-shot LLaVA-Video-7B 26.5 35.7
zero-shot LLaVA-OV-7B 19.6 28.9
zero-shot LLaVA-OV-0.5B 24.8 32.0

Table 8. Quantitative results for official keys vs. narrations. Models are inferred with eight frames as inputs.

Tasks LLaVA-Video-7B LLaVAction-7B (Ours) Difference

Action antonym 76.0 75.0 -1.0
Action count 57.0 65.0 8.0
Action localization 61.0 63.5 2.5
Action prediction 62.0 59.0 -3.0
Action sequence 70.5 72.5 2.0
Character order 74.5 79.0 4.5
Counterfactual inference 50.0 52.0 2.0
Egocentric navigation 30.5 28.0 -2.5
Episodic reasoning 53.5 54.0 0.5
Fine-grained action 48.0 49.0 1.0
Fine-grained pose 54.5 61.5 7.0
Moving attribute 71.0 72.5 1.5
Moving count 44.0 43.0 -1.0
Moving direction 35.5 31.0 -4.5
Object existence 60.0 59.0 -1.0
Object interaction 84.5 83.5 -1.0
Object shuffle 41.5 44.0 2.5
Scene transition 93.5 90.5 -3.0
State change 54.0 61.5 7.5
Unexpected action 81.5 79.0 -2.5

Table 9. Sub-category comparison with LLaVA-Video-7B on MVBench.

Tasks LLaVA-Video-7B LLaVAction-7B (Ours) Difference

Event-Referred object 72.31 69.23 -3.08
Event-Before/after event 67.02 67.02 0.0
Object-Referred event 67.82 64.37 -3.45
Object-Before/after object 57.58 59.09 1.52
Scene-Referred object attribute 71.59 70.46 -1.14
Scene-Referred event 72.04 66.67 -5.38
Scene-Referred object 63.89 63.89 0.0
Scene-Referred object attribute change 55.56 52.78 -2.78
Scene-Referred object tracking 65.43 66.67 1.23
Sequence of scenes 41.24 41.24 0.0
Text-Referred object attribute 59.49 62.02 2.53
Text-Referred event 56.92 56.92 0.0
Text-Referred object 59.21 59.21 0.0
Event before/after text 50.68 58.90 8.22
Object before/after text 58.11 52.70 -5.41
Text-Referred object attribute change 47.56 50.00 2.44
Text-Referred object tracking 32.88 32.88 0.0

Table 10. Sub-category comparison with LLaVA-Video-7B on LongVideoBench.
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Tasks LLaVA-Video-7B LLaVAction-7B (Ours) Difference

Categories: Artistic Performance 68.9 69.4 0.5
Categories: Film & Television 71.7 72.8 1.1
Categories: Knowledge 76.0 75.4 -0.6
Categories: Life Record 71.7 71.7 0.0
Categories: Multilingual 67.8 61.1 -6.7
Categories: Sports Competition 65.6 66.4 0.8
Task Categories: Action Reasoning 69.5 69.1 -0.4
Task Categories: Action Recognition 69.0 68.4 -0.6
Task Categories: Attribute Perception 83.8 83.3 -0.5
Task Categories: Counting Problem 48.1 46.3 -1.8
Task Categories: Information Synopsis 87.0 86.7 -0.3
Task Categories: OCR Problems 73.4 74.1 0.7
Task Categories: Object Reasoning 73.6 73.3 -0.3
Task Categories: Object Recognition 75.7 77.1 1.4
Task Categories: Spatial Perception 68.5 72.2 3.7
Task Categories: Spatial Reasoning 82.1 82.1 0.0
Task Categories: Temporal Perception 76.4 78.2 1.8
Task Categories: Temporal Reasoning 51.4 52.0 0.6
Video Sub Categories: Acrobatics 65.6 64.4 -1.2
Video Sub Categories: Animation 58.9 60.0 1.1
Video Sub Categories: Astronomy 77.8 77.8 0.0
Video Sub Categories: Athletics 66.7 73.3 6.6
Video Sub Categories: Basketball 54.4 51.1 -3.3
Video Sub Categories: Biology & Medicine 78.9 78.9 0.0
Video Sub Categories: Daily Life 78.9 75.6 -3.3
Video Sub Categories: Documentary 74.4 76.7 2.3
Video Sub Categories: Esports 62.2 60.0 -2.2
Video Sub Categories: Exercise 58.9 67.8 8.9
Video Sub Categories: Fashion 68.9 70.0 1.1
Video Sub Categories: Finance & Commerce 80.0 80.0 0.0
Video Sub Categories: Football 72.2 75.6 3.4
Video Sub Categories: Geography 76.7 75.6 -1.1
Video Sub Categories: Handicraft 77.8 76.7 -1.1
Video Sub Categories: Humanity & History 66.7 67.8 1.1
Video Sub Categories: Law 82.2 80.0 -2.2
Video Sub Categories: Life Tip 70.0 67.8 -2.2
Video Sub Categories: Literature & Art 80.0 73.3 -6.7
Video Sub Categories: Magic Show 62.2 65.6 3.4
Video Sub Categories: Movie & TV Show 68.9 70.0 1.1
Video Sub Categories: Multilingual 67.8 61.1 -6.7
Video Sub Categories: News Report 84.4 84.4 0.0
Video Sub Categories: Other Sports 72.2 72.2 0.0
Video Sub Categories: Pet & Animal 78.9 78.9 0.0
Video Sub Categories: Stage Play 82.2 80.0 -2.2
Video Sub Categories: Technology 72.2 77.8 5.6
Video Sub Categories: Travel 75.6 77.8 2.2
Video Sub Categories: Variety Show 65.6 67.8 2.2

Table 11. Sub-category comparison with LLaVA-Video-7B on VideoMME.
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Official key options:

A. mix pot

B. mix mushroom

C. put fish

D. mix chopstick

E. mix food

Official key options:

A. insert knife

B. put spatula


E. wash knife

C. put spoon

D. put knife


Narration: put cafetiere 

strainer into cafetiere

Narration: stir the food in 

the pot with chopsticks

Narration: put down 

spoon and knife

Official key options:


B. insert jug


D. put jug

E. take jug

A. insert coffee maker


C. put coffee maker


Figure 4. Official keys vs. narrations. Blue option denotes ground truth and the pink option denotes LLaVAction-7B’s prediction. Official
keys usually reduce multiple nouns into one noun, resulting in ambiguity that could mislead a MLLM. Note that the narration also contains
crucial particles with the phrasal verbs to clarify the meaning such as “put down”, “put into”.

Random Avion TIM

A. get garlic paste

B. breaking the paper towel

C. put chicken into bowl

D. put green beans

E. take paper

A. pick up onion peeling

B. open tap

C. squeeze ball of dough

D. close tap

E. take paper

A. hand cloth

B. squeeze ball of dough

C. take paper

D. squeeze plastic bag

E. pick up dough

A. take parsley

B. wash cloth

C. rinse peach

D. reconstruct lemon squeezer

E. scrub fork

A. wash cloth

B. wipe sink

C. clean counter

D. squeeze out sponge

E. close tap

A. close tap

B. wash sink

C. squeeze sponge

D. rinse sponge

E. wash cloth

A. open bin

B. unwrap kitchen towel

C. take bin out

D. pour out bottle

E. open sweetcorn

A. turn off tap

B. turn on water

C. open trash

D. throw something into the bin

E. open bin

A. throw the small thing into the dustbin

B. open bin

C. put down plate

D. open door

E. put down bin

Figure 5. TIM’s choices are harder than AVION and random by introducing more visually similar objects and actions. Bold option
denotes ground truth.

I'm picking up a slice of pizza from a baking tray lined 
with parchment paper. The pizza has a unique blue 
color with toppings like olives and mushrooms. I'm 
holding the slice with both hands, examining it closely.

I am holding a piece of pizza with my right hand, and I am folding it in half. 
The pizza has toppings such as cheese, mushrooms, and possibly some 
vegetables. I am doing this over a baking tray lined with parchment paper. In 
the background, there is another plate with more slices of pizza on it.

In the video, I am interacting with a piece of pizza that is placed on a baking tray. The 
sequence of actions involves me using my hands to adjust and turn the pizza slice. This is 
evident as I manipulate the pizza, ensuring it is positioned correctly on the tray. The context 
of the kitchen setting and the presence of other pizza slices nearby supports the action of 
turning the pizza slice, likely to ensure even cooking or to reposition it for serving.

GPT-4o

LLaVA-Video-7B

LL
a
VA

ct
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Figure 6. The captioning capability can provide insights into models. A comparison among LLaVAction-7B, GPT-4o and LLaVA-
Video-7B. Although mainly trained with MQA data, our LLaVAction-7B still retains the video caption ability and can generate plausible
descriptions of the video.
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Figure 7. Breakdown of the performance of LLaVAction-7B on Verbs and Nouns. We analyzed the accuracy per verb and noun in
EPIC-KITCHENS-100 for that our LLaVAction-7B (32f), evaluated on the validation set with official keys (i.e., the model reported in
Table 4 that achieved 58.3 accuracy). There are more nouns than verbs, thus nouns are shown across four subplots for visualization but
otherwise are not separated in an intentional way. The number above each bar is the total per class.
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