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Abstract—Inspired by the impressive success of image-text
foundation models, recent works have proposed to adapt these
foundation models to video data, leading to efficient and effective
video models for open-vocabulary action recognition. However,
through a comprehensive evaluation, our work finds that state-of-
the-art open-vocabulary action recognition models still struggle
with generalization to video domains that they have not en-
countered. To address this limitation, we introduce generalizable
open-vocabulary action recognition, which aims to develop action
recognition models capable of generalizing to both novel action
categories and unseen video domains. OQur work contributes
a novel model named XOV-Action to overcome two critical
challenges: (1) understanding novel action concepts of open-set
categories, and (2) mitigating the scenario discrepancy between
training and test datasets. Specifically, XOV-Action first proposes
to capture diverse action-related concepts by learning diversified
elaboration representations, which enables better generalization
to open-set action categories. Second, XOV-Action learns scene-
agnostic video representations to overcome the scene bias, which
improves the generalization in unseen video domains. Addition-
ally, to evaluate models in generalizable open-vocabulary action
recognition, we contribute a new cross-domain action benchmark
named XOVABench, which covers multiple video domains with
varying degrees of gaps and consists of both closed-set and
open-set action categories. Extensive quantitative and qualitative
experiments demonstrate that our proposed XOV-Action can ef-
fectively improve action recognition performance for both closed-
set and open-set categories across video domains. The benchmark
is available at https://github.com/KunyuLin/XOV-Action/.

Index Terms—Action recognition, open-vocabulary action
recognition, generalizable open-vocabulary action recognition

I. INTRODUCTION

CTION recognition aims to recognize what actions hu-
mans are performing in videos, which has wide appli-
cations in surveillance systems, health monitoring, etc [1],
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Fig. 1. The demonstration of our proposed generalizable open-vocabulary
action recognition task, which aims to develop models capable of recognizing
both close-set and open-set categories across video domains, e.g., from a
outdoor video domain to a dark video domain. Red texts denote the closed-
set categories, and blue texts denote the open-set categories. Best viewed in
color.

[2]. Recently, inspired by the impressive success of image-
text foundation models (e.g., CLIP [3]) across various image
understanding tasks, pioneer works propose to adapt these
models to video data for action recognition [4]-[9]. Differ-
ent from traditional action models that focus on closed-set
recognition [10]-[14], this new image-text foundation-based
paradigm leads to efficient video learners with remarkable
open-vocabulary action recognition abilities, i.e., they achieve
state-of-the-art performance for both closed-set and open-set
action categories' on various video datasets with moderate
training cost. Such open-vocabulary abilities significantly im-
prove the practical utility of action recognition models.

In this work, we study an underexplored task termed gen-

IClosed-set categories refer to the categories seen during training, while
open-set categories refer to the others.
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Fig. 2. We conduct a evaluation for state-of-the-art open-vocabulary action
recognition models on four test datasets, namely UCF [17], HMDB [18],
ARID [19] and NEC-Dr [20]. These four test datasets exhibiting various
levels of domain gaps in comparison to the training dataset, i.e., UCF has a
small gap, HMDB has a moderate gap, ARID and NEC-Dr have large domain
gaps. For each test dataset, we report the accuracy of closed-set and open-
set action categories, which are identified according to the training categories
in Kinetics400 [13]. As shown in the figure, previous state-of-the-art open-
vocabulary models exhibit limited performance when recognizing actions in
unseen test domains. Please refer to Table III for the full results. Best viewed
in color.

eralizable open-vocabulary action recognition, where training
and test videos are drawn from different domains and may en-
compass non-overlapping action categories. As shown in Fig-
ure 1, the goal of this task is to develop open-vocabulary action
recognition models capable of generalizing to test domains
not encountered during training. Such generalization abilities
are crucial for action recognition models, since models often
suffer from environment, viewpoint, and sensor changes when
deployed in real-world applications [15], [16]. For example,
surveillance systems will encounter actions performed under
illumination shifts caused by day-night change or weather
change. Therefore, we expect that action recognition models
with open-vocabulary abilities can robustly address video
domain shifts.

By conducting a comprehensive evaluation on state-of-
the-art open-vocabulary action recognition models, our work
reveals that, despite their remarkable success, state-of-the-
art models still struggle with generalization to unseen video
domains. As shown in Figure 2 and Table III, the open-set
recognition performance of previous open-vocabulary mod-
els [5], [9], [21] are far from reaching saturation even in
domains with moderate domain gaps, e.g., the best open-set
accuracy on HMDB is only 42.54%. In addition, our eval-
uation shows that previous open-vocabulary models exhibit
significantly degraded performance on closed-set categories
when tested in domains with large domain gaps. For example,
even the top-performing Kinetics400-trained model achieves
merely 52.74% closed-set accuracy on dark videos in ARID,
due to the large scenario gap between the Kinetics and
ARID domains. Overall, generalizable open-vocabulary action
recognition is a challenging task, since it requires recognizing

both closed-set and open-set action categories in unseen video
domains.

In principle, there are two critical challenges in the gen-
eralizable open-vocabulary action recognition task, namely
novel action concepts of open-set categories and scenario
discrepancy between training and test videos:

1) The first challenge lies in understanding the novel action
concepts of open-set categories, which is fundamental to cat-
egory generalization. Specifically, previous open-vocabulary
models [4], [8], [9] strongly rely on the text representations
of category names to recognize open-set action categories.
However, action concepts encoded by these simple name texts
of open-set categories are usually vague and unfamiliar to
models, since video samples of open-set categories are not
accessible for model training. For example, it is challenging
for a recognition model to distinguish the action “long jump”
from the action “high jump” solely based on name texts, if the
model do not see any videos of these two categories during
training. This is because these two name texts are similar as
both categories share the word “jump”, and a model can hardly
understand the meaning of “long” and “high” in the context
of the respective actions without seeing any video samples.

2) Secondly, in generalizable open-vocabulary action recog-
nition, domain gap is a major obstacle to model generalization.
It is an important challenge widely discussed in traditional
action recognition works [15], [22], but remains underexplored
in open-vocabulary works. To bridge the domain gap, we
observe that two videos from different domains usually have
distinct scenarios, and this can easily cause scene bias during
model training. Specifically, the scene bias arises from the
strong associations between actions and specific scenarios in
training videos (aka., spurious correlation [23]-[28]), and it
would hinder model generalization across domains due to the
scenario differences. For example, as shown in Figure 1, if
humans always perform jumping on track-and-field grounds in
the training domain, the trained models are prone to recognize
this action by the track-and-field grounds, since static scenes
are much easier to fit [23], [24], [26]. However, humans may
perform jumping in hallways in test domains, thus recognizing
“jump” based on track-and-field grounds would result in
recognition errors across domains.

In this work, we propose a novel model, named XOV-
Action, to overcome the above two challenges for generaliz-
able open-vocabulary action recognition. Firstly, to boost the
understanding of novel action concepts for open-set categories,
our XOV-Action proposes to capture diverse action-related
concepts from videos by Diversified Elaboration Represen-
tation Learning. By elaborating action concepts using mul-
tiple textual descriptions, XOV-Action learns diverse concepts
during training and associates them with open-set categories
during testing, thereby improving the recognition of open-
set action categories. Secondly, to mitigate the scenario dis-
crepancy, our XOV-Action proposes to learn scene-agnostic
video representations by Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment.
By introducing scene-encoded text prompts, XOV-Action dis-
tinguishes video representations apart from scene-encoded
text representations, which encourages the video encoder to
downweight the attention on scene information and thus pay
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more attention to action information, thereby improving the
generalization across domains.

In addition, to evaluate models for generalizable open-
vocabulary action recognition, we establish a new cross-
domain action benchmark named XOVABench, which covers
multiple video domains with varying degrees of gaps and
consists of both closed-set and open-set action categories.
Extensive quantitative and qualitative experiments demonstrate
that our proposed XOV-Action can effectively improve the
action recognition performance for both closed-set and open-
set categories across domains.

In summary, our contributions are listed as follows:

(1) Our proposed model, named XOV-Action, can cap-
ture rich action-related concepts from videos by Diversified
Elaboration Representation Learning. By leveraging textual
descriptions of action categories, XOV-Action learns diverse
concepts during training and associates them with open-set
categories during test. Extensive experiments demonstrate the
effectiveness of our XOV-Action in recognizing novel actions
across domains.

(2) Our proposed XOV-Action also learns scene-agnostic
video representations by Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment,
encouraging the video encoder to downweight the attention
on scene information and thus pay more attention to inherent
action information. Extensive experiments demonstrate the
effectiveness of our XOV-Action in bridging domain gaps.

(3) We establish a CROSS-domain Open-Vocabulary Action
recognition Benchmark, dubbed XOVABench, which consists
of four test domains exhibiting various levels of domain gaps
in comparison to the training domains. We identify closed-
set and open-set categories for each test domain, and thus
provide a comprehensive way to evaluate open-vocabulary
action models across various situations.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Action Recognition

Action recognition aims to recognize human actions in
videos, which has broad applications in real-world [1], [2],
[29]. In the past decade, motivated by the success of deep
learning [30]-[36], many video classification architectures
have been proposed. These architectures can be primarily
categorized into 2D CNNs, 3D CNNs and Video Transform-
ers. Typically, 2D CNNs adopt 2D convolution for spatial
modeling, and conduct temporal modeling beyond spatial
modeling [11], [37]-[39] or embed temporal shift into spatial
modeling [12], [40], [41]. 3D CNNs extends 2D convolution
to 3D convolution for adapting video data [13], [42]-[47]. By
adopting attention mechanisms, Video Transformers expand
the receptive field of 2D and 3D CNNs, leading to remarkable
performance [14], [48]-[54]. Although above models show
promising performance for closed-set action recognition, they
usually lack the ability to recognize open-set categories.

Recently, inspired by the success of image-text foundation
models (especially CLIP [3]), some pioneer works propose
adapting these models to video data for action recognition [4]-
[9], [21], [55], [55]-[66]. Owing to the image-text alignment
power of image-text foundation models, video learners are

endowed with remarkable open-vocabulary action recognition
abilities with moderate training cost. These methods adapt
image-text foundation models to video data in various ways.
For example, ActionCLIP [4] stacks temporal fusion layers
on top of the image encoder for modeling temporal dy-
namics, Ju et al. [6] cooperate continuous prompting with
temporal Transformer, and X-CLIP [5] proposes cross-frame
communication attention for temporal modeling. Different
from other works, two pioneer works OpenVCLIP [9] and
FROSTER [60] propose to improve open-set generalization by
harnessing the power of raw CLIP. In our work, we focus on
the underexplored cross-domain scenarios of open-vocabulary
action recognition, which aims to develop generalizable open-
vocabulary action recognition models for unseen video do-
mains.

B. Generalizable Action Recognition

Generalizable action recognition studies the generalization
capabilities of action recognition models. In this field, zero-
shot action recognition [67] aims to recognize novel categories
of actions not encountered during training. Existing works
typically learn alignment models between the visual space
of videos and the semantic space of class descriptions [68]-
[74], and this zero-shot task establishes a solid foundation
for open-vocabulary action recognition. Additionally, cross-
domain action recognition aims to learn video classifica-
tion models by transferring knowledge from source domains
to target domains. This mainly includes two tasks, namely
domain-adaptive action recognition and domain-generalizable
action recognition. In domain-adaptive action recognition [15],
[22], [75]-[80], unlabeled videos from target domains are
accessible for training, thus prevailing works usually focus
on developing models oriented to specific target domains.
Typical works address domain-adaptive action recognition by
learning cross-domain invariance [15], [81]-[84], and other
works usually explore leveraging the multi-modal nature of
video data [85]-[89]. Differently, domain-generalizable action
recognition [16], [90]-[92] aims to learn models generalizable
in unseen test domains, where videos of target domains are not
accessible during training. To addess this task in the absence
of target videos, Yao et al. assume that local features are
more invariant across domains [16], and Lin et al. propose
to learn diverse action features [91]. Our generalizable open-
vocabulary action recognition task is closely related to domain-
generalizable action recognition, as test domains remain un-
seen during training. However, our task is significantly more
challenging as we strive for open-vocabulary abilities, leading
to significantly different technical designs.

C. Vision-Language Pretraining and Its Applications

In recent years, research on image-text foundation models
has made great progress [3], [93]-[101], e.g., CLIP [3],
SigLIP [99], CoCa [97]. Among these works, CLIP (Con-
trastive Language-Image Pretraining) [3] is one of the most
representative, and it is the foundation of many open-
vocabulary works. By utilizing web-scale paired image-text
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Fig. 3. An overview of our proposed XOV-Action model, which aims to overcome two critical challenges of the generalizable open-vocabulary action
recognition task. First, our XOV-Action proposes Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning to boost the understanding of novel action concepts for
open-set categories. By leveraging the Elaborative Video-text Alignment loss with Adaptive Elaboration Matching, XOV-Action captures diverse action-related
concepts under the guidance of multiple textual descriptions. Second, to defend against the scene bias, our XOV-Action proposes Scene-Aware Video-text
Alignment to learn scene-agnostic video representations. By leveraging the Scene-aware Discrimination and Action-aware Discrimination losses, XOV-Action
encourages the video encoder to downweight the attention on scene information under the guidance of scene-encoded text prompts. Best viewed in color.

data for training, CLIP shows robust zero-shot object recogni-
tion abilities. Also, many advanced works have demonstrated
that CLIP can effectively solve downstream tasks by effi-
cient adaptation [8], [61], [102]-[105]. Moreover, integrating
CLIP with specialized techniques shows remarkable open-
vocabulary abilities on various image understanding tasks, e.g.,
object detection and segmentation [55], [106]-[109]. Although
large-scale image-text pretraining has achieved great success,
video-text pretraining still has room for development [110]-
[121]. It is because videos are inherently more complex than
images, and large-scale paired video-text datasets are less
available. Therefore, it is valuable to develop methods for
adapting pretrained image-text models to video understanding.

III. THE PROPOSED XOV-ACTION MODEL
A. Problem Formulation

This work focuses on the generalizable open-vocabulary
action recognition task. In this task, a set of labeled videos
D {(xs,y:)}s, from a source domain are given for
training, where x; denotes a source video, y; denotes its
ground-truth action label index and N denotes the number
of videos. The source domain consists of K action categories,
y; € {1,2,..., K}, and the action name texts are denoted
by {a1,as,...,ax}. For notational simplicity, we omit the
sample index ¢ of z; and y; in the following formulations
when it does not cause ambiguity. Given only source videos for
training, our goal is to develop a model that is generalizable
in unseen target domains, where the source and target domains
follow different data distributions and different label spaces.
Following the standard protocol of previous open-vocabulary
action recognition works [8], we sample 7' frames from each
video as model input during training and test.

B. Model Overview

Our XOV-Action model is built based on CLIP [3] com-
posed of a video encoder fy4(-) and a text encoder fi(:),
following protocols of previous open-vocabulary action recog-
nition works [8], [9]. Specifically, we construct a video en-
coder by integrating patches from neighboring frames in each
self-attention layer of the original CLIP image encoder. For
the video z, the global video representation z, = fya(z) is
obtained by the average of local video representations, where
each local representation corresponds to the representation of
one frame. We use the original CLIP text encoder and keep
it frozen during training. Following previous works, we use
a video-text alignment loss to adapt video data, which is
formulated as follows:

exp (5(2z, Za, )/ T)
5o €D (520 20,)/7)
where s(-,-) denotes the cosine similarity, 7 is the temper-
ature, z,, = fu(g(ax)) is the text representation of the k-
th action name text. The function g(-) converts an action
name into a text prompt in the form of “a video of a
person [doing something].”, eg., “a video of
a person abseiling.” for the action “abseiling”. The
above loss follows the standard formulation of previ-
ous contrastive-learning-based works, e.g., MoCo [122] and
CLIP [3].

An overview of our proposed XOV-Action is shown in
Figure 3. Our proposed XOV-Action includes two key com-
ponents as technical contributions, namely Diversified Elab-
oration Representation Learning and Scene-Aware Video-text
Alignment. Firstly, XOV-Action proposes Diversified Elabo-
ration Representation Learning to capture rich action-related
concepts, by elaborating action concepts using multiple textual

Ly, = —log (1)
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descriptions. Through an Elaborative Video-text Alignment
loss with Adaptive Elaboration Matching, our model learns di-
verse elaboration representations for each video, which boosts
the understanding of novel action concepts for open-set cate-
gories. Secondly, by introducing scene-encoded text prompts,
XOV-Action proposes a Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment
method, which consists of a Scene-aware Discrimination loss
and an Action-aware Discrimination loss. Accordingly, our
model can learn scene-agnostic video representations to defend
against the scene bias and improve the generalization in unseen
domains. In what follows, we illustrate XOV-Action in detail.

C. Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning

Our proposed XOV-Action model first focuses on a fun-
damental challenge of generalizable open-vocabulary action
recognition models, namely the understanding of novel ac-
tion concepts for open-set categories. Specifically, we pro-
pose a novel Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning
method, which introduces multiple textual descriptions as
auxiliary supervision in training. By incorporating the pro-
posed Elaborative Video-text Alignment loss with Adaptive
Elaboration Matching, our model learns multiple elaboration
representations for each video, which encode rich concept
information related to action categories. After learning action-
related concepts, our model can associate concepts with
open-set categories during testing through action descriptions,
thereby improving the recognition of open-set action cate-

gories.
First of all, we introduce a set of M textual descriptions
for the k-th action category, denoted by {e},e?,...,eM}.

Specifically, for each action category, we ask GPT-4 [123] to
automatically generate a diverse set of textual descriptions
based on the category name, which does not involve any
human annotation cost. Compared with simple name texts,
these textual descriptions involve much more details and
concept information about the corresponding action category,
which helps distinguish different action categories. For
example, when distinguishing open-set actions “long jump”
and “high jump”, it is difficult to understand the meaning of
“long” and “high” in the context of the respective actions
without seeing any video samples during training, since
“long jump” and “high jump” are novel action concepts to
models. After introducing the textual description “A person
is seen accelerating on a track, taking a
leap, and landing in a distant sand pit.”
for the action “long jump” and the textual description “A
person attempts to jump over a horizontal
bar at the greatest height possible, using
a specific technique.” for the action “high jump”,
it is much easier for models to distinguish these two actions.
This is because these two textual descriptions contain more
action-related concept information, e.g., “sand pit” and
“horizontal bar”, and thus models can leverage these
concepts to distinguish actions “long jump” and “high jump”.
Adaptive Elaboration Matching: By leveraging these
textual descriptions as guidance, we propose to learn rich
action-related concepts by Diversified Elaboration Represen-
tation Learning. Specifically, our model learns C' elaboration

representations for each video, denoted by {21, 22 ... 2¢}.
The i-th elaboration representation 2% is produced by the i-
th video elaboration module, i.e., 2. = h;(z,), and there
are C lightweight video elaboration modules on top of our
vision encoder fyq(-). During training, the learning of an
elaboration representation is supervised by its best-matched
textual description, since the introduced descriptions for each
action category form an unordered set, i.e., their ordering
carries no semantic meaning. We formulate an adaptive repre-
sentation matching problem to find the best-matched descrip-
tions, termed Adaptive Elaboration Matching. Suppose that
the number of elaboration representations C' is larger than
the number of textual descriptions M. Then, for a video of
the k-th action category, our Adaptive Elaboration Matching
between elaboration representations and textual descriptions is
formulated as follows:

cC M

O* = argmax ZZ (22, foulel)) - OF;,

OkG{O 1}C><1W —1j=1 (2)
C
Z OF; <1, ¥, Y~ OF; =1,V

where fm(ei) is the text representation of description ei. In
this formulation, O* € {0,1}°*M is the assignment matrix
composed of binary elements, and the superscript k denotes
the k-th category. The matrix element O7; € {0,1} indicates
the matchmg between the elaboration representatlon Z;, and de-
scription ek, ie., Ofﬁ i= 1 indicates that z;, is matched w1th ek

and Ok = 0 indicates no match. The constraints Z =1 ok <
1 and El_ Ok ; = 1 are introduced to ensure an injective one-
to-one matchmg The matching problem presented in Eq. (2)
is solved by the Hungarian algorithm [124]. Overall, Adaptive
Elaboration Matching avoids arbitrary alignments between the
unordered sets of video elaboration representations and textual
descriptions. This reduces supervision noise and facilitates the
learning of diverse elaboration representations that encode rich
action-related concepts.

Elaborative Video-text Alignment: In addition, since the
textual descriptions are generated by GPT-4, a single video
may not contain all details mentioned by the descriptions of its
ground-truth category. Thus, simply using all descriptions for
each video may introduce noise during training. Accordingly,
for each video, we propose a confidence-aware elaboration
selection strategy to select the top—C’ most relevant descrip-
tions from every action category during training. Formally,
we propose an Elaborative Video-text Alignment loss for
learning diversified elaboration representations, which is given

as follows:
X p( Z(z J)EOY, s( laftxt(ej)))

S e (25 X eon sGh fuulel)))
3)

is a subset of matches extracted from O, con-

Leya = —log

where Oké
sisting of the index pairs (4,j) that yield the top-C' highest
similarity s(2%, fii(e},)). This formulation enables the model
to selectively align each video sample with the top-é’ best-
matched textual descriptions of its ground-truth category,
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while contrasting the video sample against descriptions from
other categories. Guided by this loss, our model can learn di-
verse elaboration representations that encode rich and accurate
action-related concepts under the supervision of diverse textual
descriptions. During testing, we also introduce multiple textual
representations for each action category in target domains. As
a result, our model can associate learned concepts with the
novel action concepts of open-set categories, thus improving
the recognition of open-set action categories.

Notably, our proposed Diversified Elaboration Representa-
tion Learning is robust to different LLM-generated textual
descriptions, as shown in Tables A1-AS5 in the Appendix.
In practical deployment, these category-level descriptions in-
troduce a lightweight LLM dependency, requiring a one-
time LLM generation step before training or inference. While
current LLMs work reliably for common actions, they may
produce overly generic or imprecise descriptions for rare
actions, e.g., niche cultural practices. In such cases, we suggest
a lightweight human-in-the-loop check before deployment.

D. Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment

More importantly, in the generalizable open-vocabulary
action recognition task, domain gap is a major obstacle to
model generalization, and it is largely ignored by existing
open-vocabulary works. Therefore, to bridge the domain gap
and improve the generalization in unseen video domains, we
focus on the scenario difference, a key difference between
two video domains. Accordingly, to mitigate the scenario
discrepancy across video domains, we propose a novel Scene-
Aware Video-text Alignment method to learn scene-agnostic
video representations. The key idea of our Scene-Aware Video-
text Alignment is to distinguish video representations apart
from scene-encoded text representations, which encourages
the video encoder to downweight the attention on scene
information in videos.

Scene-aware Discrimination: First of all, we randomly
sample N scene suffixes and construct scene-encoded text
prompts for each training video. Each scene suffix is in
the form of “[at/on/in the/a scene]”, eg., “in
the park”, “on the street”. In our implementation,
we ask GPT-4 [123] to automatically generate a pool of
scene suffixes for random sampling, which involves no hu-
man annotation cost. Based on these suffixes, we construct
scene-encoded text prompts of ground-truth action category
for each video, which is in the form of “a video of
a person [doing something] [at/on/in the/a
scene] .”. For example, for the action “abseiling”, we con-
struct N scene-encoded text prompts, e.g., “a video of a
person abseiling in the park.”.

Then, based on the scene-encoded text prompts, we design
a Scene-aware Discrimination loss, which is formulated as
follows:

€xp (S(Zzy Ray ))

exp (s(22 20,)) + Xy exp (s(20, 2, ))
“4)

In this loss, Z; = fu(qy) is the representation of a scene-

encoded text prompt, which encodes the semantic informa-

Lscene = - IOg

tion of the m-th scene. We denote the n-th scene-encoded
text prompt by g, = g(a,,n), where the function g(-,n)
transforms an action name into a scene-encoded text prompt
by incorporating the n-th scene suffix. According to Eq. (4),
our proposed Scene-aware Discrimination loss pushes the
video representations away from the scene-encoded text rep-
resentations in video-text alignment. In this way, this loss
encourages the video encoder to pay less attention to scene
information and thus pay more attention to action information,
by leveraging the strong power of CLIP text encoder. As a
result, we can mitigate the scene bias when fitting training
videos.

Action-aware Discrimination: Empirically, we find that al-
though the Scene-aware Discrimination loss Lgcene effectively
improves the cross-domain action recognition performance
for the closed-set categories, it reduces the cross-domain
performance for open-set categories. Thus, it leads to limited
improvement in the overall open-vocabulary action recognition
performance across domains.

A critical reason is that Lg.en pushes a video away from a
scene-encoded text prompt in representation space, potentially
resulting in some non-ground-truth action texts becoming
more similar to the video than the scene-encoded prompt
is. However, since the scene-encoded text prompt encodes
semantic information of the ground-truth category (in addition
to a specific scene), the video representation should be more
dissimilar to non-ground-truth action texts than to the scene-
encoded text prompt. For example, consider a video that de-
picts a person playing basketball in a court. This video should
have a more dissimilar representation to the text prompts of
other categories (e.g., “a video of a person kicking soccer.”)
than to the scene-encoded text prompts (e.g., “a video of a
person playing basketball in the park.”). Overall, this issue
would cause some confusion in video representation space.

Accordingly, to alleviate the degradation of cross-domain
open-set performance, we propose an Action-aware Discrimi-
nation loss to constrain video representation learning. Relative
to the scene-encoded text representations that encodes ground-
truth action semantics, our Action-aware Discrimination loss
pushes the video representations away from the text represen-
tations of non-ground-truth categories, which is formulated as
follows:

N K max (0, 6 — 8(zz, Zy,) + 8(2a, zak))

=22 N(K - 1)

n=1k#y

where ¢ is a margin factor. In principle, Laion introduces a
constraint for non-ground-truth action text ay (K # vy), ie.,
$(2as zgy) — 8(2g, 2a, ) > 9. By using both Lgcene and Liyctions
our proposed Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment learns a
more reasonable video representation space, i.e., s(2z, za,) >
(22, Zq,) > 8(22, 2a,) When k # y.

®)

L action

E. Overall Training and Test

The overall training loss of our XOV-Action model is given
as follows:

L= Lvta + )\evaLeva + )\sceneLscene + AactionLaCtiom (6)



JOURNAL OF KX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021

where Aevas Ascene and Agerion are non-negative coefficients for
trade-off.

During test, for each video, we leverage both the global
video representation z, and the top-C‘ elaboration represen-
tations {2} for classification. More specifically, we use an
ensembled score for classification, which is formulated as
follows:

1—A
Pe = )\es(zwazak) + ~ <

Z S(é’;,ftxt(ei))’ @)

ok
(1,)€0¢

where pj denotes the score of the k-th action category, and
Ae € [0, 1] is the trade-off coefficient for ensemble. Finally, our
model conducts the classification by identifying the highest
value of p; across different action categories.

IV. THE PROPOSED CROSS-DOMAIN OPEN-VOCABULARY
ACTION BENCHMARK

Our work focuses on the generalizable open-vocabulary ac-
tion recognition task, which aims to develop open-vocabulary
action recognition models that are generalizable in unseen tar-
get domains by training in the source domain, i.e., recognizing
both closed-set and open-set action categories in new test
domains. In order to evaluate models in this task, we establish
XOVABench, the first CROSS-domain Open-Vocabulary Ac-
tion recognition Benchmark, which provides a comprehensive
way to analyze models across various situations. In what
follows, we introduce the components of our XOVABench
benchmark in detail, as well as evaluation metrics.

A. Benchmark Components

Our proposed XOVABench benchmark consists of two
source datasets for training and four target datasets for test.
The two source datasets for training are as follows:

(1) Kinetics400 [13]: One of the most widely-used ac-
tion recognition datasets, consisting of 400 action categories.
Videos in Kinetics400 are collected from YouTube, which are
usually recorded in common daily environments (e.g., normal
illumination and weather). Existing open-vocabulary action
recognition works typically use Kinetics400 for training, and
we use the original split following them.

(2) Kinetics150: A subset of Kinetics400, composed of 150
action categories selected from the full Kinetics400. These
150 categories include all the closed-set categories of the
four target datasets in comparison to Kinetics400, and the
remaining categories are randomly sampled. We will illustrate
the definition of closed-set categories later. We construct this
subset to conduct detailed analysis for generalizable open-
vocabulary action recognition models.

The four target datasets for test are as follows:

(1) UCF [17]: One of the most widely-used action recog-
nition datasets, consisting of 101 action categories. Videos in
UCEF are collected from YouTube, and videos of each action
are usually captured from specific or similar environments.
UCF has a small domain gap compared with the Kinetics
(source) domain, and previous open-vocabulary action recog-
nition works [8], [9] commonly use UCF to evaluate their
models’ open-vocabulary recognition abilities.

TABLE I
CATEGORY STATISTICS OF FOUR TEST DOMAINS IN OUR XOVABENCH.
THE CLOSED-SET AND OPEN-SET CATEGORIES ARE IDENTIFIED
ACCORDING TO KINETICS400. IN THE TABLE, WE ALSO SHOW THE
DOMAIN GAP BETWEEN EACH TEST DOMAIN AND THE TRAINING DOMAIN,
AS WELL AS THE QUANTITATIVE MEASURE OF DOMAIN GAPS.

Test Domains UCF HMDB ARID NEC-Dr
# of closed-set actions 50 33 6 7
# of open-set actions 51 18 5 9
# of all actions 101 51 11 16
Domain gap Small Moderate Large Large
Quantitative measure of gap | 0.429 0.626 0.789 0.850

(2) HMDB [18]: A widely-used action recognition datasets
consisting of 51 action categories. Compared with UCF, videos
in HMDB are captured from more unconstrained environments
and more different camera views. Specifically, Videos in
HMDB are collected mainly from movies, and remaining
videos are from Prelinger archive, YouTube or Google videos.
Overall, HMDB has a moderate domain gap compared with
the Kinetics domain [79], [125].

(3) ARID [19]: A dataset consisting of 11 categories of
action videos, which are recorded under dark environments.
These actions include singular person actions (e.g., jump, run)
and actions associated with objects (e.g., drink, pick). Due
to the significantly different illumination conditions, ARID
exhibits a large domain gap compared with the Kinetics
domain. When training data are limited to videos with nor-
mal illumination, developing models that are generalizable in
ARID is challenging.

(4) NEC-Dr [20]: A dataset consisting of 16 categories of
action videos, which are recorded by drones in the same bas-
ketball court. These actions include single-person actions (e.g.,
jump, walk) and interactive actions (e.g., hug, shake hands).
Due to the different shooting equipments and scenarios, NEC-
Dr exhibits a large domain gap compared with the Kinetics
domain. Therefore, it is challenging to make a Kinetics-trained
model generalizable in such a drone video domain.

These test domains exhibit different levels of domain gaps in
comparison to the training domain. To quantitatively measure
the domain gaps, we use the mean of class-wise feature
discrepancy of closed-set categories as the evaluation metric
following previous works [126], [127]. A summary of four
test domains is given in Table I. In our experiments, we use
videos from Kinetics400 or Kinetics150 for training. Then,
we conduct evaluation on the four target datasets to assess
open-vocabulary action recognition abilities across domains.

B. Evaluation Metrics

First, we illustrate the definitions of closed-set and open-
set categories for test domains: (a) The closed-set categories
refer to the categories that share similar meanings and have
a common lexicon with the categories in the training domain,
following a similar approach in previous zero-shot action
recognition works [73], [128]. (b) The open-set categories refer
to the remaining categories that are not involved in the training
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TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH KINETICS150-TRAINED OPEN-VOCABULARY ACTION RECOGNITION MODELS ON XOVABENCH. “AVG” DENOTES THE AVERAGE
ACC OVER FOUR TEST DOMAINS. THE BOLD/UNDERLINED NUMBERS INDICATE THE BEST/SECOND BEST. WE PRIORITIZE THE AVERAGE OVERALL ACC
AS THE PRIMARY METRIC IN MODEL COMPARISON. TO CONDUCT SOLID COMPARISONS, WE CAREFULLY TUNE COMPARED MODELS BASED ON THEIR
OFFICIAL CODE AND SELECT THE CHECKPOINT WITH THE BEST AVERAGE OVERALL ACC FOR EACH MODEL FOR COMPARISON.

UCF HMDB ARID NEC-Dr AVG

Models Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All
CLIP [3] 61.51 57.85 59.67 | 4292 38.62 4140 | 32.04 12.04 24.02 | 1852 644 1233 | 38.75 28.74 3435
ActionCLIP [4] 8476 56.27 70.44 | 56.78 33.02 48.40 | 42.25 19.75 3323 | 1875 422 1130 | 50.63 2832 40.84
LSTM [4] 84.54 5838 7139 | 5830 3638 50.56 | 42.04 2685 3595| 17.13 1244 1473 | 5050 33.51 43.16
TConv [4] 84.54 58.61 71.24 | 5729 36.19 49.84 | 4429 2778 37.67| 17.59 1222 14.84 | 5093 33.56 43.40
XCLIP [5] 89.89 5938 7459 | 5344 30.78 45.62| 35.10 13.72 26.64 | 1690 570 11.26 | 48.83 27.40 39.53
Text4Vis [7] 83.40 49.84 66.54 | 5425 38.06 4854 | 4143 31.71 37.53| 1250 4.17 823 | 4790 30.94 40.21
BIKE [56] 7436 5580 65.03 | 50.71 38.79 46.50 | 36.09 16.67 28.30 | 17.03 13.16 15.04 | 44.55 31.10 38.72
ViFiCLIP [8] 8293 62.07 7244 | 58.60 41.60 52.60 | 44.69 27.13 37.65| 17.36 10.53 13.86 | 50.90 35.33 44.14
OpenVCLIP [9] 87.67 70.86 79.20 | 56.48 44.96 52.41 | 48.16 27.13 39.73 | 19.68 13.38 1645 | 53.00 39.08 46.95
FROSTER [60] 89.80 69.17 7943 | 5394 3519 4732 | 39.15 29.57 3531 | 13.13 197 7.41 | 49.01 3398 4237
TC-CLIP [66] 87.41 31.67 59.40 | 4939 3241 43.40| 47.06 1333 33.54| 19.59 10.07 14.70 | 50.86 21.89 37.76
MoTE [21] 85.19 61.51 7329 | 58.69 32.96 49.61 | 44.85 16.36 3343 | 1448 1549 1499 | 50.80 31.58 42.83
XOV-Action (Ours) || 88.46 72.02 80.20 | 60.22 46.46 55.36 | 50.41 32.01 43.03 | 24.77 16.67 20.61 | 5596 41.79 49.80

domain. Then, we identify closed-set and open-set categories
for each test domain, according to the Kinetics400 categories.
Category statistics are summarized in Table I.

In our experiments, we adopt three evaluation metrics: (1)
The closed-set accuracy measures the recognition performance
of closed-set categories, which primarily evaluates the model
abilities of bridging domain gaps when fitting training videos.
(2) The open-set accuracy measures the performance of open-
set categories, which evaluates the generalization abilities
across both video domains and action categories. (3) The
overall accuracy measures the recognition performance over
all categories, which provides a holistic view of model effec-
tiveness across various situations.

Note that, previous open-vocabulary action recognition
works [8], [9] usually treat all the categories in UCF and
HMDB as open-set for models trained on Kinetics400. How-
ever, UCF and HMDB share many overlapping categories with
Kinetics400. For example, UCF has 50 categories that overlap
with Kinetics400. Thus, these works make an inaccurate
assessment of models’ open-vocabulary abilities. Unlike these
works, we provide a more accurate way for evaluation by
identifying closed-set and open-set categories according to
the training dataset. By evaluating across various domains
and different action categories, our proposed XOVABench
benchmark enables us to perform a wide range of analysis
for generalizable open-vocabulary action recognition mod-
els. To achieve satisfactory performance on our proposed
XOVABench, models should consider the challenges of both
novel action concepts and domain gaps, since XOVABench
consists of test domains containing various action categories
and exhibiting different levels of domain gaps.

V. EXPERIMENT RESULTS

A. Experimental Setups

Implementation Details: For each video, our model takes
T 16 frames of size 224 x 224 as inputs. Following
ViFiCLIP [8], we adopt temporal jitter, multi-scale random
spatial crop and color jitter for augmentation during training.
During test, we use one temporal clip composed of center-
cropped frames for inference. Regarding the architecture of
the video encoder, we adopt ViT-B/32 and ViT-B/16 initialized
by CLIP image encoder for Kinetics150 and Kinetics400,
respectively. For temporal modeling, we set the temporal
receptive field of self-attention layers to 7 in the video encoder.
By default, we learn C' = 10 video elaboration modules in
training, and select C = 3 elaboration representations for each
video for both training and inference. These video elaboration
modules are instantiated using MLPs with residuals, and
thus they are lightweight and have a negligible impact on
computational efficiency. We ask GPT-4 [123] to output 300
scene suffixes that are common in daily life, and randomly
sample IV = 50 scene suffixes for our proposed Scene-Aware
Video-text Alignment in each batch. In addition, we ask GPT-
4 to output M = 10 textual descriptions for each action
category in each dataset. We freeze the text encoder during
training and thus all text epresentations can be pre-computed
before training. During inference, we set A\. = 0.4 to obtain
an ensembled scores for action classification. During training,
network parameters are optimized using AdamW optimizer
with a batch size of 512, a learning rate of 8e-6, a momentum
of 0.9 and a weight decay of le-3. If not specified, we set
the loss coefficients as Agcene = 0.2, Aaction = 0.1, Aeva = 0.1,
the margin as 6 = 0.5, and the temperature coefficient as
7 = 0.01. Following OpenVCLIP [9], we adopt the SWA
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TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH KINETICS400-TRAINED OPEN-VOCABULARY ACTION RECOGNITION MODELS ON XOVABENCH. “AVG” DENOTES THE AVERAGE
ACC OVER FOUR TEST DOMAINS. THE BOLD/UNDERLINED NUMBERS INDICATE THE BEST/SECOND BEST. WE PRIORITIZE THE AVERAGE OVERALL ACC
AS THE PRIMARY METRIC IN MODEL COMPARISON. TO CONDUCT SOLID COMPARISONS, WE CAREFULLY TUNE COMPARED MODELS BASED ON THEIR
OFFICIAL CODE AND SELECT THE CHECKPOINT WITH THE BEST AVERAGE OVERALL ACC FOR EACH MODEL FOR COMPARISON.

UCF HMDB ARID NEC-Dr AVG

Models Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All
CLIP [3] 66.71 59.53 63.15| 49.19 3526 4427 | 37.76 12.65 27.69 | 10.42 22.44 16.59 | 41.04 3247 37.92
ActionCLIP [4] 89.87 5142 70.55| 64.07 2332 49.69 | 4898 2253 38.38| 1991 889 1426 | 5571 26.54 43.22
XCLIP [5] 89.50 60.96 75.16 | 60.32 36.01 51.74 | 4551 1821 34.56| 2222 9.78 15.84 | 5439 31.24 4433
Text4Vis [7] 87.21 54.16 70.60 | 59.31 2631 47.66 | 4244 2130 3397 | 1597 14.67 1530 | 51.24 29.11 41.88
BIKE [56] 81.04 61.12 71.03 | 53.63 39.52 48.65| 4698 15.18 3423 | 2392 10.94 17.26 | 51.39 31.69 42.79
ViFiCLIP [8] 90.51 56.27 7331 | 6498 3022 5271 | 51.92 19.14 38.77 | 21.99 11.78 16.75 | 57.35 29.35 45.39
OpenVCLIP [9] 91.06 75.03 83.00 | 60.63 42.54 5424 | 52.25 2835 42.67 | 2292 1491 18.81 | 56.71 40.21 49.68
FROSTER [60] 89.53 74.86 82.16 | 59.70 38.89 5236 | 47.06 33.63 41.67 | 11.06 16.19 13.69 | 51.84 40.89 47.47
TC-CLIP [66] 9091 6723 79.01 | 60.20 3222 50.33 | 52.74 23.64 41.07 | 24.19 875 1627 | 57.01 3296 46.67
MOoTE [21] 86.78 67.04 76.86 | 61.62 41.67 54.58 | 50.51 22.73 39.37 | 12.87 15.32 14.13 | 5294 36.69 46.23
XOV-Action (Ours) || 91.97 80.08 86.00 | 65.28 43.83 57.72 | 5429 3232 4548 | 24.31 16.67 20.39 | 58.96 43.23 52.39

technique [129] for producing the final model. TABLE IV

Evaluation Protocol: We adopt nine state-of-the-art open-
vocabulary action recognition models, which have released
their codes, to conduct model comparisons. To conduct
solid comparisons, we carefully tune each model on Kinet-
ics150/Kinetics400 based on the official code, and report the
best generalizable open-vocabulary action recognition perfor-
mance for each model. For a fair comparison, we adopt
consistent backbones and same training recipes for all models
(e.g., epoch number), and we use one temporal clip during
inference.

We evaluate each model on all the four test domains of our
XOVABench benchmark, where different test domains have
various levels of domain gaps and differ in action category. For
a comprehensive analysis, we report the accuracy of closed-
set, open-set and all categories in individual test domains as
well as the average accuracies. When conducting a comparison
between different models, we prioritize the average overall
accuracy as the primary metric.

B. Comparison with State-of-the-arts

The results are summarized in Table II and III. As shown
in the tables, by adapting CLIP to video data, previous
open-vocabulary action recognition models obtain substantial
improvement over the original CLIP for generalizable open-
vocabulary action recognition. Although these methods show
impressive performance for the domain with a small gap
(UCF), they still exhibit limited performance for the domains
with large gaps (ARID and NEC-Dr). These results reveal
potential challenges of the task, as discussed in Section 1. By
learning scene-agnostic video representations and diversified
elaboration representations, our proposed XOV-Action outper-
forms previous state-of-the-arts by 2.85% and 2.71% in terms
of average overall accuracy for Kinetics150 and Kinetics400,
respectively. These improvements are significant, especially

COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART OPEN-VOCABULARY ACTION
RECOGNITION MODELS ON KINETICS600 ZERO-SHOT (K600-ZS) AND
KINETICS400 BASE-TO-NOVEL (K400-B2N) BENCHMARKS. THE
BOLD/UNDERLINED NUMBERS INDICATE THE BEST/SECOND BEST.

Models K600-ZS K400-B2N
Top-1 Base Novel HM
CLIP [3] 68.1+1.1 623 534 575
ActionCLIP [4] 62.511.2 61.0 46.2 52.6
VPT [6] 55.8+0.7 69.7 37.6 48.8
XCLIP [5] 65.2+40.4 74.1 56.4 64.0
AIM [130] 66.7+0.5 74.6 62.5 68.0
ST-Adapter [104] 60.241.8 73.6 62.0 67.3
ViFiCLIP [8] 712410 76.4 61.1 67.9
OpenVCLIP [9] 73.040.8 76.5 62.6 68.9
FROSTER [60] 74.8+0.9 778 643 704
XOV-Action (Ours) 76.510.8 79.0 66.0 719

considering that the metric is an average across four test
domains. More importantly, our proposed XOV-Action obtains
the best performance in most cases on XOVABench, demon-
strating its superior capabilities across different category types
and different test domains. This success is attributed to our
effective designs specified in open-set action understanding
and cross-domain generalization.

In addition to XOVABench, we conduct experiments on
Kinetics600 zero-shot benchmark and Kinetics400 base-to-
novel benchmark to demonstrate the generalization capabil-
ities of our proposed XOV-Action model. Specifically, for
the Kinetics600 zero-shot benchmark, models are trained
on Kinetics400 and evaluated on Kinetics600’s extra action
categories, i.e., novel categories that are not included in
Kinetics400. For the Kinetics400 base-to-novel benchmark,
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TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY OF OUR PROPOSED XOV-ACTION TRAINED ON KINETICS150. “AVG” DENOTES THE AVERAGE ACC OVER FOUR TEST DOMAINS. THE
CLOSED-SET ACCURACY PRIMARILY EVALUATES THE MODEL ABILITIES OF TACKLING DOMAIN GAPS WHEN FITTING TRAINING VIDEOS.

Models UCF HMDB ARID NEC-Dr AVG
Closed Open All | Closed Open All |Closed Open All | Closed Open All | Closed Open All
Lua 87.07 69.39 78.19 | 57.59 4459 53.00 | 47.35 26.52 39.00 | 21.30 14.04 17.57 | 53.33 38.64 46.94
+Liscene 87.82 69.07 78.40 | 59.41 43.10 53.65| 49.18 2531 39.61| 2593 10.53 18.03 | 5559 37.00 47.42
+Lscene&Lyciion || 87.98  69.97 78.93 | 58.40 44.59 53.53 | 48.78 29.57 41.08 | 24.54 1272 18.48 | 54.92 39.21 48.00
Full 88.46 72.02 80.20 | 60.22 46.46 5536 | 50.41 32.01 43.03 | 24.77 16.67 20.61 | 5596 41.79 49.80
models are trained on the base categories of Kinetics400 and TABLE VI

evaluated on the remaining (novel) categories. Following the
standard protocol [8], [9], we report the Top-1 accuracy of
models on the Kinetics600 zero-shot benchmark, and report
the accuracies for both base and novel categories and the
Harmonic Mean (HM) for an overall measurement. As shown
in Table IV, our XOV-Action model significantly outperforms
previous state-of-the-art models by 1.7% and 1.5% on these
two benchmarks, respectively. These results demonstrate the
strong generalization capabilities of our model.

C. Main Ablation Study

Table V summarizes the results of our ablation study. In this
experiment, we use the model trained with only the video-
text alignment loss Ly, as the baseline. By introducing our
proposed Scene-aware Discrimination 10ss Lgcene, oOur model
obtains improvement on XOVABench in terms of closed-set
accuracy on all the four test domains. Specifically, our model
obtains significant improvements of 1.83% and 4.63% in terms
of closed-set accuracy on ARID and NEC-Dr, which have
large domain gaps with the training domain. This is because
that Lg.ne encourages the video encoder to downweight the
attention on scene information in videos and thus pay more
attention to action information that are generalizable across
different domains. However, we find that introducing only
the Scene-aware Discrimination loss reduces the open-set per-
formance, leading to limited improvement in average overall
accuracy on XOVABench. By introducing the Action-aware
Discrimination 10ss L,con, our model can obtain improved
cross-domain closed-set accuracy over the baseline while
satisfactorily maintaining the open-set accuracy on each test
domain, and this leads to an improvement of 1.06% in terms
of average overall accuracy over the baseline. Furthermore,
by introducing our proposed Diversified Elaboration Repre-
sentation Learning, our full XOV-Action model can obtain
significant improvement for the open-set action categories on
each test domain, leading to a large improvement of 2.58%
on avarage. This is attributed to the capture of rich action-
related concepts in videos. Overall, our model can effectively
improve the generalization of both closed-set and open-set
action categories in unseen test domains.

D. Quantitative Analysis of Diversified Elaboration Represen-
tation Learning

1) Quantitative Analysis of the Module and Loss Designs:
In this part, we conduct a quantitative analysis to the mod-

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE MODULE AND LOSS DESIGNS OF OUR
PROPOSED DIVERSIFIED ELABORATION REPRESENTATION LEARNING. IN
THIS TABLE, WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET AND OPEN-SET
PERFORMANCE FOR EACH MODEL ON XOVABENCH. FOR ALL MODELS,
WE USED BOTH CATEGORY NAMES AND TEXTUAL DESCRIPTIONS FOR
ACTION CLASSIFICATION DURING INFERENCE.

Loss Model Closed-set Open-set
W/0 Leva - 55.06 40.56
w/o elaboration modules 55.78 40.85
L (Eq. (6)) w/o adaptive matching 54.97 41.13
Full 55.96 41.79

ule and loss design of our proposed Diversified Elaboration
Representation Learning. We use our XOV-Action without Di-
versified Elaboration Representation Learning as the baseline,
which refers to the model using only Scene-Aware Video-text
Alignment. As shown in Table VI, by introducing extra textual
descriptions in inference, the baseline obtains better open-set
action recognition performance compared with the one using
only category names, i.e., from 39.21% to 40.56%. This is
because that, textual descriptions encodes much more concept
information about the corresponding action category than
simple name texts, and thus model can better associate videos
with open-set categories during testing. However, introducing
textual descriptions in only inference obtains limited perfor-
mance improvement in open-set generalization. Therefore, we
propose to introduce textual descriptions and conduct align-
ment between videos and textual descriptions during training.
As shown by the “Full” in the table, our proposed Diversified
Elaboration Representation Learning can effectively improve
the open-set action recognition performance, and also mod-
estly improve the closed-set recognition. This demonstrates
that learning diverse action concepts can effectively boost the
understanding of novel action concepts of open-set categories,
thus improving the open-set action recognition performance.

In addition, results in Table VI demonstrate the importance
of Adaptive Elaboration Matching formulated by Eq. (2).
Specifically, if we remove Adaptive Elaboration Matching
from our model and follow the index order of descriptions to
supervise elaboration representation learning, both closed-set
and open-set performance decreases, as shown by the “w/o
adaptive matching”. This is because the video elaboration
modules in our model are not order-sensitive, so following the
index order of descriptions to learn elaboration representations
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Fig. 4. Quantitative analysis of the coefficient Aeya of our Elaborative
Video-text Alignment loss. By default, we set Aeya = 0.1 by default ac-
cording to the best trade-off between closed-set and open-set recognition.
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Fig. 5. Quantitative analysis of the number of selected elaboration representa-
tions C for training and inference. In this experiment, we use our XOV-Action
without Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning as the baseline. In
the two subfigures, the red and purple lines denotes the average closed-set
and open-set performance of the baseline, respectively.

will result in confused representation space. In addition, we
also analyze the case where video elaboration modules are
removed, i.e., the loss Ly, is directly applied on the global
video representation f;q(z) without extra specialized module
designs. In this case, open-set performance decreases, which
demonstrates the effectiveness of video elaboration modules
for learning diverse action concepts.

2) Effect of Elaborative Video-text Alignment: We conduct
a quantitative analysis to the loss coefficient Ay, in our pro-
posed Elaborative Video-text Alignment loss, and the results
are shown in Figure 4. As shown in the figure, by introducing
our Elaborative Video-text Alignment loss, the open-set action
recognition performance gets significant improvement, i.e.,
coefficient 0.0 vs. 0.1. These results demonstrate the effective-
ness of learning diverse action concepts. As the loss coefficient
goes larger, the open-set performance gets gradually higher,
as the model focuses more on learning extra action concepts
encoded by the textual descriptions. However, a large loss
coefficient Ay, will hinder the fitting of closed-set action
categories during training, thus the closed-set performance
gets gradually lower as the A, goes larger. Overall, we set
Aeva = 0.1 by default according to the best trade-off between
closed-set and open-set recognition.

3) Effect of Confidence-aware Elaboration Selection: In
Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning, we propose
a confidence-aware elaboration selection strategy to select the
top-é’ most relevant descriptions for each category, which aims
to mitigate the negative effects of noisy textual descriptions
during training. In this part, we conduct a quantitative analysis
to the number of selected elaboration representations C in
our confidence-aware elaboration selection, and the results are
shown in Figure 5. As shown in the figure, our proposed
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Fig. 6. Quantitative analysis of the
number of video elaboration mod-
ules. Our model performs generally
better with more video elaboration

Fig. 7. Quantitative analysis of the
number of textual descriptions for
each action category. Our model per-
forms generally better with more

modules. textual descriptions.
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Fig. 8. Quantitative analysis of the ensemble coefficient Ao for action

classification. In this experiment, we set the the baseline as our XOV-
Action without Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning. In the two
subfigures, the red and purple lines denotes the average closed-set and open-
set performance of the baseline, respectively.

Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning consistently
improves open-set action recognition using different number of
selected elaboration representations, compared with our model
without Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning (i.e.,
the purple baseline in the figure). In addition, the results show
that open-set performance is not sensitive to the number of
selected elaboration representations when C > 3. However,
selecting a large number of elaboration representations leads to
a noticeable performance drop in closed-set recognition. This
is because GPT-generated textual descriptions may include
incorrect or video-irrelevant details, and using a large number
of elaboration representations introduces noise when fitting
closed-set action videos. By default, we set C = 3, which
provides the best trade-off between closed-set and open-set
action recognition.

4) Effect of Video Elaboration Modules: In Figure 6, we
show how the number of video elaboration modules affects
the model performance. As shown in the figure, our model
generally obtains better open-set accuracy with more video
elaboration modules introduced. This is attributed to that
our proposed Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning
can better capture diverse action-related concepts when using
more video elaboration modules, according to the guidance
of textual descriptions. Empirically, we find that matching
the number of video elaboration modules to the number of
textual descriptions is an appropriate hyperparameter choice
(ie., C = M = 10), and our results show that using too
many video elaboration modules may not yield performance
improvement.

5) Effect of the Number of Textual Descriptions: In Fig-
ure 7, we show how the number of textual descriptions
affects the model performance. As shown in the figure, our
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Fig. 9. Quantitative analysis of the coefficient Ascene for the Scene-aware Discrimination loss by closed-set
accuracy on four test domains. The horizontal axis shows the value of Ascene. Our model consistently obtains

better closed-set performance on all test domains with a larger loss weight.
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Fig. 11. Quantitative analysis of the coefficient Ayciion for our Action-aware
Discrimination loss. The horizontal axis shows the value of A,ction. Introducing
our Action-aware Discrimination loss better maintains the open-set accuracy.

model obtains better open-set accuracy when more textual
descriptions introduced. This is intuitive since more textual
descriptions contain more action-related details, and thus our
proposed Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning can
learn rich action concepts. As shown in the figure, when
using a very large number of textual descriptions, the open-
set performance decreases slightly. This is because the textual
descriptions are automatically generated by GPT, and it will
introduce noise more than action-related concept information
when too many textual descriptions are generated.

6) Effect of Score Ensemble: During inference, we use
both the global video representation z, and elaboration repre-
sentations {22} for classification, and introduce an ensemble
coefficient ). to obtain final action classification score. In
this part, we conduct a quantitative analysis to this ensemble
coefficient, and the results are shown in Figure 8. As shown in
the figure, our model can obtain better closed-set and open-set
recognition performance using different values of ensemble
coefficient, compared with our model without Diversified
Elaboration Representation Learning (i.e., the red and purple
baselines in the figure). By using a smaller ensemble coeffi-
cient, our model concentrates more on the open-set recognition
since the elaboration score has a larger weight. For closed-set
recognition, medium values of this coefficient yield the best
results. By default, we set \e = 0.4 according to the best
trade-off between closed-set and open-set performance.

E. Quantitative Analysis of Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment

1) Effect of Scene-aware Discrimination: We conduct a
quantitative analysis to the loss coefficient Agcepe in our pro-
posed Scene-aware Discrimination loss, and the results on the
four test domains are shown in Figure 9. The results in the fig-
ure show that our model consistently obtains better closed-set

Fig. 10. Quantitative analysis of the total
number of scene suffixes. Our model obtains
better closed-set accuracy with more scene
suffixes.
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Fig. 12. Quantitative analysis of the margin § used in our Action-aware
Discrimination loss. The horizontal axis shows the value of §. The performance
of our Action-aware Discrimination loss is robust to the margin value.

performance on all test domains with a larger loss weight. The
comprehensive results demonstrate that our proposed Scene-
aware Discrimination loss effectively tackles various types of
domain gaps by mitigating scene bias in fitting training videos.
However, using only the Scene-aware Discrimination loss will
lead to performance drop in open-set generalization, thus we
introduce the Action-aware Discrimination loss to address this
issue.

2) Effect of Action-aware Discrimination: We first conduct
a quantitative analysis to the loss coefficient A,on in our
proposed Action-aware Discrimination loss, and the results
are shown in Figure 11. As shown in the figure, as the
loss weight gradually increases, our model obtains higher
open-set accuracy but lower closed-set accuracy. In addition,
when using a very large weight (e.g., Aytion = 0.8), our
model cannot obtain higher open-set accuracy. This is because
our Action-aware Discrimination loss acts as a constraint
on the video representation space to compensate our Scene-
aware Discrimination loss and is not specifically designed
to improve open-set action recognition. Also, these results
empirically reveal that a good trade-off between the Scene-
aware Discrimination and Action-aware Discrimination losses
is crucial for generalizable open-vocabulary action recognition.

Second, we conduct a quantitative analysis to the margin
0 in our proposed Action-aware Discrimination loss, and the
results are shown in Figure 12. As shown in the figure, when
using different values of 4, our model performs very similarly
in terms of cross-domain closed-set accuracy. In addition,
when using a relatively larger value of § (i.e., 0.4 < § < 0.8),
our model can obtain promising results in terms of open-set
accuracy. Overall, our model obtains comparable performance
across different settings of 6, which demonstrates that our
Action-aware Discrimination loss is robust to the setting of
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Fig. 13. Qualitative analysis by attention visualization. In this figure, we show the original video and the
attention visualization of baseline, our model with Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment (w/ SAVA) and our

full XOV-Action. Best viewed in color.

TABLE VII
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF OUR PROPOSED SCENE-AWARE
DISCRIMINATION LOSS Lscgng WITH DIFFERENT TYPES OF
SCENE-ENCODED TEXT PROMPT TEMPLATES. THE REPORTED
PERFORMANCE ARE IN TERMS OF THE CLOSED-SET ACCURACY.

Models Type UCF HMDB ARID NEC-Dr | AVG
Baseline - 87.07  57.59 47.35 21.30 53.33
TypeA | 89.04  56.88 47.35 19.91 53.30
+Lscene | TypeB | 87.55 57.49 49.39 20.83 53.82
Ours 87.82  59.41 49.18 25.93 55.59

the margin value.

3) Effect of Scene Suffixes: In Figure 10, we show how
the suffix number affects the model performance. To show the
loss effect more clearly, we set the loss coefficient Agene =
0.5 in this experiment. As shown in the figure, our model
obtains better closed-set accuracy as the total number of scene
suffixes increases. According to the design of our Scene-aware
Discrimination loss, we distinguish videos apart from more
scene-encoded text prompts in representation space with more
scene suffixes used. In this way, videos are less likely to be
confused in representation space, leading to stronger abilities
for recognizing actions in unseen domains.

4) Effect of Scene-encoded Text Prompt Templates: In this
part, we conduct a quantitative comparison between our pro-
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Fig. 15. Quantitative analysis of representation
similarity between action videos and (a) concept
texts / (b) scene texts.

posed Lg.ene and its variants that use different types of scene-
encoded text prompt templates. By default, our proposed Lgcene
uses the scene-encoded text prompts in the form of “a video
of a person [doing something] [at/on/in the/a scene].”, e.g.,
for the action “abseiling”, a scene-encoded text prompt can
be “a video of a person abseiling in the park.”. We compare
with variants using two different types of scene-encoded text
prompts as follows: (1) TypeA: “a video of [the/a scene].”, e.g.,
“a video of the park.”; (2) TypeB: “a video of a person [at/on/in
the/a scene].”, e.g., “a video of a person in the park.”. As shown
in Table VII, the two variants exhibit much lower performance
than our proposed Lgcene in terms of the average cross-domain
closed-set accuracy, which demonstrates that these variants
cannot effectively tackle the domain gaps. The results imply
that encoding the semantic information of the ground-truth
action category into scene-encoded text prompts is important
to the mitigation of scene bias.

FE. In-depth Verification Experiments

In this subsection, we conduct more verification experiments
to demonstrate our model’s effectiveness in learning diverse
action-related concepts and mitigating scene bias.

1) Qualitative Analysis by Attention Visualization: In this
part, we conduct a detailed qualitative analysis to our model by
attention visualization, and the results are shown in Figure 13.
As shown in the figure, the baseline pays much attention to
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video scenes, which will easily cause recognition errors. In
contrast, by introducing our proposed Scene-Aware Video-text
Alignment (denoted by “w/ SAVA”), our model focuses more
on the body parts of action performers rather than scenes,
e.g., the hand holding a ball. This clearly demonstrate that our
Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment can effectively mitigate
scene bias and improve action recognition across domains.
Moreover, by introducing our proposed Diversified Elaboration
Representation Learning, our full model can capture more
action-related concepts in videos, e.g., the basketball hoop
related to the action “shoot ball”. As a result, our model can
associate rich learned concepts with novel categories during
testing, and improve the open-set action recognition across
domains.

2) Qualitative Analysis by Distribution Visualization: First,
we intuitively show how our proposed Action-aware Discrimi-
nation loss L,qon affects representation space by t-SNE [131],
and the results are given in Figure 14. As shown by the figure,
without Laeon, our model with only the Scene-aware Dis-
crimination loss may yield higher similarity between a video
and some non-ground-truth action name texts than between
the video and the scene-encoded text prompts, which would
lead to confusion in video classification. In contrast, with the
Action-aware Discrimination loss, our model produces a much
more reasonable representation space: a video is farther from
the non-ground-truth action texts than from the scene-encoded
text prompts. This experiment intuitively demonstrates the
rationale of our proposed Action-aware Discrimination loss.

3) Quantitative Analysis of Scenes and Concepts: To
demonstrate our model’s effectiveness in learning diverse
action-related concepts and mitigating scene bias, we conduct
an in-depth quantitative analysis to the representation simi-
larity between action videos and specific types of texts in
our XOV-Action model. First, we analyze the representation
similarity between videos and concept texts. We ask GPT-4 to
generate a large pool of words or phrases that describes con-
cepts related to human actions, e.g., football, goalposts, kickers
and legs are some common concepts related to the action
“kicking field goal”. Then, we extract the video representations
of training samples, and compute the representation similarity
between these video representations and the representations
of the generated concept texts. We calculate the proportion of
concept texts that have high video-text similarity scores with
at least one video sample (we also set the threshold as 0.3),
and the statistical results are shown in Figure 15 (a). As shown
in the figure, compared with the baseline, the video represen-
tations of our proposed XOV-Action have high similarity with
more concept texts, indicating that our model encodes more
action-related concept information. This demonstrates that our
proposed Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning can
effectively capture rich action-related concepts, which boosts
the understanding of open-set action categories.

Second, we focus on analyzing the representation similarity
between videos and scene texts. We ask GPT-4 to generate
a large pool of words or phrases about action scenarios, e.g.,
park, house, court. Similar to the analysis of the scene texts,
we calculate the proportion of scene texts that have video-
text similarity scores greater than 0.3 with at least one video

sample. Figure 15 (b) shows the statistics of the baseline and
our XOV-Action. As shown in the figure, compared with the
baseline without our Scene-Aware Video-text Alignment, our
XOV-Action learns video representations that are generally
more dissimilar to scene text representations, which demon-
strates our model’s effectiveness in mitigating the scene bias.

VI. CONCLUSION

This work concentrated on a valuable but underexplored
task, namely generalizable open-vocabulary action recogni-
tion. To address this task, we proposed a novel model named
XOV-Action, aiming to overcome two critical challenges of
this task: (1) understanding novel action concepts of open-
set categories, and (2) mitigating the scenario discrepancy
between the training and test domains. First, XOV-Action
proposed to capture rich action-related concepts by learning di-
versified elaboration representations, enhancing its recognition
of open-set action categories. Second, XOV-Action proposed
to mitigate the scene bias by learning scene-agnostic video
representations, thereby improving the generalization across
video domains. In addition, we contributed a new benchmark
named XOVABench, which provided a comprehensive way
to evaluate models across various types of domain gaps and
different action categories. Extensive quantitative and qual-
itative experiments showed that our proposed XOV-Action
can effectively improve both closed-set and open-set action
recognition performance across domains. We believe that our
work will serve as a catalyst for further advancement in
the field of robust video understanding, and we hope it will
inspire future innovative solutions for the vision-language
understanding field.
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APPENDIX
A.1. TEXT AND PROMPT FORMULATION AND USAGE

Our proposed XOV-Action model utilizes different types of
text or prompts to facilitate the learning of generalizable open-
vocabulary action recognition models. Specifically, these text
and prompts can be divided into three types:

1) Text prompt of action name: This kind of text prompt
is in the form of “a video of a person [doing
something] .”. For example, for the action category “long
jump”, the text prompt of this action is “a video of a
person long jump.”.

2) Textual descriptions of action: For each action category,
we adopt M automatically generated textual descriptions for
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training (generated by GPT-4 [123]). For example, for the
action category “long jump”, these textual descriptions can
be:

e a person is seen accelerating on a
track, taking a leap, and landing in a
distant sand pit.

e a person is sprinting before Jjumping
as far as possible into a sand-filled
pit.

e a person propels their body forward in
a horizontal leap, landing in a sand
pit.

As shown above, these descriptions concisely capture the key

visual aspects of the action, and these descriptions are used in

our proposed Diversified Elaboration Representation Learning.

3) Scene-encoded text prompt: For each action category, we

introduce N scene-encoded text prompts for training. Each

scene-encoded text prompt consists of an action and a scene.

For example, for the action category “long jump”, these scene-

encoded text prompts can be:

e a video of a person long jumping in
the park.

o ...

e a video of a person long jumping on
the street.

e a video of a person long jumping in
the kitchen.

scene-encoded text prompts are used in our proposed Scene-
Aware Video-text Alignment.

A.2. ANALYSIS OF DESCRIPTION USAGE

In this part, we conduct additional experiments to analyze
the usage of action descriptions. First, we quantitatively an-
alyze the effects of description sources by using different
large language models to generate textual descriptions. As
shown in Table A1, our proposed XOV-Action model achieves
comparable performance when using descriptions generated by
different large language models, and consistently outperforms
the previous state-of-the-art (i.e., Open-VCLIP). These results
highlight the effectiveness of our model and its robustness to
the choice of description source.

TABLE Al
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF XOV-ACTION USING ACTION DESCRIPTIONS
GENERATED BY DIFFERENT LARGE LANGUAGE MODELS. IN THIS TABLE,
WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET, OPEN-SET AND OVERALL
PERFORMANCE ON XOVABENCH.

Models Description Sources Closed Open All

Open-VCLIP [107] - 53.00 39.08 46.95

DeepSeek-V3.2 [132] 54.63 42.03 49.22

gemma-3-27b-it [133] 54.57 4196 49.16

. Qwen?2.5-32B-Instruct [134] 54.66 4229 49.39
XOV-Action

Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct [135] | 54.88 42.06 49.36

Qwen3-4B-Instruct [135] 5450 4222 49.26

GPT-4 [123] (default) 55.96 41.79 49.80

Second, we conduct experiments to demonstrate our model’
robustness to prompt phrasing and model temperature during
the LLM-based description generation process. In this ex-
periment, we use the open-source Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-
2507 [135] as the LLM generator. Specifically, we adopt three
different prompts in this experiments, and try three different
model temperatures, i.e., 0.2, 0.7 and 1.0. The default model
temperature is 0.7. We adopt three different prompts in this
experiments, which are shown in Prompt A.2.1, Prompt A.2.2
and Prompt A.2.3. PromptV1 is the default prompt we used,
and PromptV2 and PromptV3 are automatically generated by
LLMs with minimal manual refinement. In each prompt, the
“{}” will be filled by the action label text when generat-
ing descriptions for a specific action category. As shown in
Table A2, our XOV-Action obtains comparable performance
across different settings, with the overall performance gap
between models being less than 0.8%. This demonstrates our
model’s robustness to prompt phrasing and model temperature
for LLMs.

Prompt V1: Generate 10 descriptions for {} human action in a video, each description
should be concise, that is less than 40 words. These descriptions are required to be
diverse, but should be distinguishable to describe {} human action. Each description
consists of only one senfence, starfs with ‘A person’, and ends up with a full stop "
Please refurn these 10 sentence in a JSON list form. The list would only contains 10
strings, without any other outputs.

Prompt V2: You are given an action label: “{}".
Werite exactly 10 distinct one-sentence descriptions of a video showing this action.

Constraints:

- Each sentence must be <= 40 words.

- Each sentence must start with “A person” and end with a period “".

- Describe only observable human action and context; do not speculate about invisible
causes or intentions.

- The 10 sentences must be diverse in wording and details but clearly depict the same
action “{}".

Output format:
Return ONLY a JSON array of 10 strings, with no extra fext, no numbering, and no
Markdown.

Prompt V3: Task: Generate concise, diverse captions for a single human action class
in a video.

Action class: “{}"

Requirements:

1) Produce 10 captions total.

2) One caption per line conceptually, but your final output must be a JSON list of 10
strings.

3) Every caption:

- begins with "A person"

- is a single senfence

- is under 40 words

- ends with "

4) Captions should vary in phrasing, scene context, and objects involved, while still
describing the same action “{}".

Return only the JSON list (10 strings). Do not add explanations or any other
tokens.

Third, we conduct additional experiments using human-
written descriptions and templated LLM-generated descrip-
tions. In this experiment, we also use the open-source Qwen3-
30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 [135] as the LLM generator.

o For human-written descriptions, we use action definition
from Chen et al. [73], which are refined by human labor.
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TABLE A2 TABLE A3
RESULTS OF OUR XOV-ACTION MODEL USING DIFFERENT PROMPTS AND RESULTS OF OUR XOV-ACTION MODEL USING HUMAN-WRITTEN
DIFFERENT MODEL TEMPERATURES DURING THE LLM-BASED DESCRIPTIONS AND TEMPLATED LLM-GENERATED DESCRIPTIONS. IN
DESCRIPTION GENERALIZATION PROCESS. WE ADOPT THE OPEN-SOURCE THIS TABLE, WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET, OPEN-SET AND
QWEN3-30B-A3B-INSTRUCT-2507 [135] AS THE LLM GENERATOR IN OVERALL PERFORMANCE ON XOVABENCH.
THIS EXPERIMENT. THE DEFAULT MODEL TEMPERATURE IS 0.7. IN THIS —
TABLE, WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET, OPEN-SET AND OVERALL Models Description Sources Closed  Open Al
PERFORMANCE ON XOVABENCH. Open-VCLIP [107] - 53.00 39.08  46.95
Models Description Sources Closed  Open All Prompt V1 (default) 54.88 4206 49.36
Open-VCLIP [107] B 53.00  39.08 4695 XOV-Action Prompt V1 w/ Human 54.95 41.87  49.40
Prompt V1 (defaul) | 5488 4206  49.36 Prompt V4 (Templated) | 55.16  40.82 48.93
Prompt V2 55.21 4212 49.50 TABLE A4
XOV-Action Prompt V3 3460 4103 4879 RESULTS OF OUR XOV-ACTION MODEL USING DUPLICATE TEXTUAL
Prompt V1 & Temp 0.2 | 5545  41.90  49.62 DESCRIPTIONS. THE COLUMN “# OF REPEATED DESCS” INDICATES THE
Prompt V1 & Temp 1.0 | 54.75 4217  49.34 NUMBER OF REPEATED DESCRIPTIONS AMONG THE INTRODUCED

DESCRIPTIONS FOR EACH ACTION CATEGORY. IN THIS TABLE, WE REPORT
THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET, OPEN-SET AND OVERALL PERFORMANCE ON

XOVABENCH.
As there is only one action definition for each action cat- -
.. . Models # of Repeated Descs | Closed ~ Open All
egory, we replace one Qwen-generated description with
. o .. « Open-VCLIP [107] - 53.00  39.08 4695
the action definition for training. As shown by “Prompt 0 @) 596 2179 280
. . clau . . .
V1 w/ Human” in Table A3, such a model variant | s612 4167  49.88
achieves very similar performance to the default version, XOV-Action 3 s 5'88 4 1'3 | 49' s
which demonstrates that human-written descriptions can s 5573 4108 498
be reliable for model training. In practice, we recommend
prioritizing LLMs for description generation, since this
avoids costly human labor and the capability is already several of the ten descriptions with an identical descrip-
relatively mature. tion, making some descriptions fully redundant (i.e., se-
o Additionally, we conduct another experiment where we mantically identical) to each other. As shown in Table A4,

constrain the LLM to generate descriptions based on a
fixed set of 10 templates. The specific prompt is shown in
Prompt A.2.4, i.e., Prompt V4. As shown in Table A3, this
template-based prompting degrades the model’s open-set
performance. We attribute this to the reduced descrip-

open-set performance gradually decreases as more du-
plicate descriptions are used, since the description set
becomes less diverse. However, the overall degradation is
modest and our model remains effective compared with
previous state-of-the-art models, demonstrating that our

tion diversity for each action category, which limits the approach is robust to mild description redundancy.

2 114 > . . . . . . o e
model’s ability to learn a broader range of action-related o For description hallucination, we intentionally inject ex-
concepts. Therefore, in practical applications, we do not act incorrect descriptions into the description set. Specif-
recommend using templated LLM prompts. ically, for each action category, we deliberately replace
_ several of the ten descriptions with incorrect descriptions,

i.e., descriptions from other action categories. As shown
Prompt V4: Generate 10 descriptions for {} human action in a video, each in Table AS, a small amount of hallucination does not
description should be concise, that is less than 40 words. These descriptions : . : 5
are required fo be diverse, but should be distinguishable to describe {} human have a Slgnlﬁcant lmpaCt on our model’s performance’
action. Each description consists of only one sentence, starts with ‘A person’, and e.g., one or two incorrect descriptions per category. This
ends up with a full stop ".. Here are some templates for generating descriptions, . . . . .
and please a different template each fime: is attributed to the design of our elaboration selection
- "A person is {{motion}} with {{object}}, {{motion}}." : : LI
“a bereon performns. {mefion)) o {{objoct)), (Gmotion)}” strateg?/, .whlcl? can filter out some irrelevant dgsgrlptlons
- "A person is performing {{motion}} using {{object}}, {{motion}}" for training videos. As more incorrect descriptions are
- "A person carries out {{motion}} involving {{object}}, {{motion}}." . .. .
~ A person is engaged in {{motion}) with {{object}), {(motion}}" introduced, performance drops significantly, especially on
- "A person continues {{motion}} with {{object}}, {{mofion}}." open-set categories, since these incorrect descriptions are
- "A person starts {{motion}} with {{object}}, {{motion}}." . . . . .. .
- "A person focuses on {{motion}} with {{object}}, {{motion}}." more likely to provide misleading supervision signals.
- "A person completes {{motion}} with {{object}}, {motion}} These results demonstrate our model’ robustness to a
- "A person {{motion}} with {{object}}, {{motion}}." .. . .
Please fill in the blanks {{motion}} or {{object}} adaptively according to the small amount of description hallucination.
given action category. Please refurn these 10 sentence in a JSON list form. The .
list should only contains 10 strings, without any other outputs. Overall, these above results demonstrate that our model is

robust to the adopted action descriptions.
Finally, we conduct additional experiments to analyze the
robustness to description redundancy and hallucination, and A.3. EFFECT OF ELABORATION SELECTION STRATEGY

the results demonstrate that our model is robust to a small In this part, we quantitatively analyze the effects of elab-

amount of redundancy or hallucination. oration selection strategies on our model. As shown in Ta-
« For description redundancy, we intentionally inject exact ble A6, random selection reduces open-set performance, since
duplicate descriptions into the description set. Specifi- C descriptions are randomly selected irrespective of their
cally, for each action category, we deliberately replace similarity. In this case, closed-set performance also decreases
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TABLE A5
RESULTS OF OUR XOV-ACTION MODEL USING SOME HALLUCINATED
TEXTUAL DESCRIPTIONS. THE COLUMN “# OF HALLUCINATED DESCS”
INDICATES THE NUMBER OF HALLUCINATED DESCRIPTIONS AMONG THE
INTRODUCED DESCRIPTIONS FOR EACH ACTION CATEGORY. IN THIS
TABLE, WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET, OPEN-SET AND OVERALL
PERFORMANCE ON XOVABENCH.

Models # of Hallucinated Descs | Closed  Open All

Open-VCLIP [107] - 53.00 39.08  46.95
0 (default) 55.96 4179  49.80

1 56.14 4175  49.89

XOV-Action
2 55.72 4196  49.80
4 54.30 39.41  47.99
TABLE A6

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE ELABORATION SELECTION STRATEGY.
IN THIS TABLE, WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET AND OPEN-SET
PERFORMANCE ON XOVABENCH.

Strategy Closed-set Open-set
top—C‘ highest similarity (default) 55.96 41.79
random 53.83 41.41
top-C' lowest similarity 52.57 41.16
Closed-set Performance I " Open-set Performance 0
56.5 4275
03] 5652 5599 5579 41.15 4144 4173 s
56.0
4225
v 55.5
021 5596 5555 5522 4179 42.09 0
~< 55.0
41.75
545
0.1{ 55.08 5461 53.89 4130
54.0 41.25
0.1 0.2 0.3 Llss 0.1 0.2 0.3 o
lactian j-zlzrtiun
Fig. Al. Quantitative analysis of the joint effects of Ascene and Ayction- In

this figure, we report the average closed-set and open-set performance on
XOVABench.

Closed-set Performance [l Open-set Performance e

03] 5579 5570 5577 | ({7 03] 4173 4183 4178 [N

§ § 43.0

I 024 55.55 5545 55.20 021 4209 4189 4191 s
g 55 g

; § 420
< <

0.1{ 55.08 55.00 55.07 5 0.11{ 4239 42,11 42.18
415
01 02 03 L, 0.1 02 03 "
lgva Aeva

Fig. A2. Quantitative analysis of the joint effects of Ascenes Aaction and Aeva.
In this experiment, we set Ascene = Aaction, and we report the average closed-
set and open-set performance on XOVABench.

since noisy or irrelevant descriptions are likely to be selected,
leading to unreliable video-text alignment during training.
Furthermore, selecting the top-C‘ lowest similarity obtains
lower performance in both closed-set and open-set recognition.
This is because the selected descriptions are the most irrelevant
to the video content, which introduces more severe noise
than random selection. Overall, these results demonstrate the
effectiveness of our employed strategy.

TABLE A7
ADDITIONAL ABLATION STUDY ON MORE LOSS FUNCTION
COMBINATIONS. IN THIS TABLE, WE REPORT THE AVERAGE CLOSED-SET
AND OPEN-SET PERFORMANCE FOR EACH MODEL VARIANT ON

XOVABENCH.

Models Lscene  Laction  Leva Closed-set  Open-set
W/0 Licene X v v 53.85 42.41
W/0 Liyction v X v 56.16 40.99

W/0 Leya v v X 55.20 40.66

Full v v v 55.96 41.79

A.4. ANALYSIS OF JOINT HYPERPARAMETER EFFECTS

In this part, we conduct additional experiments to analyze
the joint effects of the three loss coefficients, namely Agcene,
Aaction and Aey,. Figure Al shows the joint effects of Ageene and
Aaction- As shown in the figure, closed-set performance gener-
ally improves as Agepne increases. This is because our Scene-
aware Discrimination 1oss L €ncourages the video encoder
to downweight the attention on scene information in videos,
thereby improving generalization in unseen domains. However,
introducing Lgcene reduces open-set performance, as open-set
performance drops as Ageene increases. Therefore, we propose
the Action-aware Discrimination 10ss Lon t0 constrain video
representation learning and alleviate the degradation of open-
set performance. As shown in Figure Al, increasing Auction
yields relatively higher open-set performance.

Figure A2 shows the joint effects of Ascene, Aaction aNd Aevas
where we set Agene = Aaction- As shown in the figure, in-
creasing Agcene and Ayciion improves closed-set performance but
leads to a decrease in open-set performance, suggesting that
these coefficients should be balanced in practice. Additionally,
varying Ay, within the range [0.1, 0.3] leads to only minor per-
formance changes, demonstrating that our method is relatively
insensitive to this coefficient. Note that removing the loss Ley,
causes a significant performance drop, i.e., 55.96% — 55.20%
in closed-set recognition and 41.79% — 40.66% in open-set
recognition, which verifies the effectiveness of Ley,.

A.5. MORE COMBINATIONS OF LOSSES

In this part, we conducted an additional ablation study by in-
cluding more combinations of loss functions. Specifically, our
XOV-Action model includes three loss contributions, namely
Scene-aware Discrimination L.epe, Action-aware Discrimina-
tion Lyeion, and Elaborative Video-text Alignment L.,,. We
start from the full model and individually remove each loss
term. With the exception of the modified loss functions, we
keep the network architecture and inference strategy identical
in this experiment. The results are summarized in Table A7,
and we discuss the results as follows:

o Removing the Scene-aware Discrimination 10ss Lgcene
from our model leads to a significant performance drop
in cross-domain closed-set action recognition, as shown
by “W/0 Lgcene”. This is because Lgeene is designed to
mitigate domain gaps by downweighting the attention on
scene information in videos. Consequently, its removal
reduces the closed-set performance in unseen domains.
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o Removing the Action-aware Discrimination 10ss L,cion
from our model leads to a significant performance drop
in open-set action recognition, as shown by “w/o Laction”-
This is because Lagion 1S designed to alleviate the degra-
dation of cross-domain open-set performance caused by
the introduction of Lgcene. Thus, the removal of L,con
degrades open-set performance.

« Removing the Elaborative Video-text Alignment L, loss
from our model leads to a performance drop in both
closed-set and open-set action recognition, with the drop
in open-set recognition being more significant, as shown
by “w/o Ley,”. This is because our Elaborative Video-text
Alignment is designed to learn more action-related con-
cept information and facilitate the understanding of novel
concepts in open-set categories. Therefore, removing Ley,
hinders the model’s ability to generalize to diverse open-
set categories.

Overall, these additional results demonstrate the effectiveness
of our loss contributions and are consistent with our previous
findings.

A.6. GENERALIZABILITY IN EGOCENTRIC SCENARIOS

To further demonstrate the effectiveness of our model, we
construct an additional egocentric benchmark based on EPIC-
Kitchen [136] and evaluate model performance in egocentric
scenarios using this benchmark. Our evaluation shows that
our proposed XOV-Action can also outperform previous state-
of-the-art models in egocentric scenarios. Specifically, the
additional egocentric benchmark, which we refer to as EPIC-
XOV, is a first-person view benchmark for generalizable
open-vocabulary action recognition. Its videos are captured
in kitchen environments from an egocentric viewpoint, and it
comprises 34 closed-set categories and 63 open-set categories.
The comparison results between our model and previous state-
of-the-art models are summarized in Table A8. As shown in
the table, all models exhibit relatively limited performance
on this benchmark, particularly on the open-set categories.
This can be largely attributed to the significant domain gap
between the training dataset and EPIC-XOV. Specifically, the
training data mainly consist of third-person daily activity
videos, where visual cues are human-centric, whereas EPIC-
XOV contains egocentric videos that predominantly capture
interactions among hands, objects, and the surrounding en-
vironment without seeing action performers themselves. As
a result, degraded performance is expected under such a
challenging cross-domain setting. Despite this difficulty, our
method still achieves the best performance on this benchmark,
demonstrating its effectiveness and generalizability. We leave
further improving the transferability of action recognition
models from third-person videos to egocentric videos as an
important direction for future work.
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