arXiv:2306.09922v1 [cs.RO] 16 Jun 2023

Learning to Summarize and Answer Questions about a Virtual Robot’s Past Actions

Chad DeChant^{1*}, Iretiayo Akinola^2 and Daniel Bauer^1

1Computer Science Department, Columbia University, 500 West 120 Street New York, 10025, NY, United States.

2NVIDIA, 4545 Roosevelt Way NE Seattle, 98105, WA, United States.

*Corresponding author(s). E-mail(s): chad.dechant@columbia.edu; Contributing authors: iakinola@nvidia.com; bauer@cs.columbia.edu;

Abstract When robots perform long action sequences, users will want to easily and reliably find out what they have done. We therefore demonstrate the task of learning to summarize and answer questions about a robot agent’s past actions using natural language alone. A single system with a large language model at its core is trained to both summarize and answer questions about action sequences given ego-centric video frames of a virtual robot and a question prompt. To enable training of question answering, we develop a method to automatically generate English-language questions and answers about objects, actions, and the temporal order in which actions occurred during episodes of robot action in the virtual environment. Training one model to both summarize and answer questions enables zero-shot transfer of representations of objects learned through question answering to improved action summarization.

Keywords: summarization, interpretability, representation learning, long horizon tasks

1 Introduction

As robots become more capable and are entrusted with more tasks, it will be increasingly important to reliably keep track of what they do. However, robots will routinely perform roles that make direct supervision of them difficult or impossible. A robot may, for example, be used to move many loads of construction material from place to place or perform household chores. In both cases, real time human oversight would be impractical. It will therefore be necessary to develop methods to monitor and record the actions of such agents and provide that information at a later time to a human. One way to do that is to develop the capability for robots to summarize and answer questions about their actions in natural language.

Summaries, rather than complete records, will be particularly useful as action sequences become longer. They will also be challenging to produce because it will be necessary to identify the most important actions and, very often, to describe those actions using higher level abstract terms. Summaries may not fully address everything that a user wants to know about a robot’s actions so a user may want to ask questions about what a robot did or saw during a particular action sequence. Providing summaries and answering questions are therefore complementary skills which we would want robotic agents to possess.

Fig. 1 Visual presentation of model and method for producing zero-shot summaries involving novel objects. Step 1 illustrates the full model: input (at the left) includes video frames as well as episode metadata describing the environment as the agent saw it. The components of the model in black (clip Resnet and the word embeddings) are pretrained and remain frozen during our training process, while the light blue module (the vision-to-T5 bridge network) is trained from scratch. The dark blue module, a pretrained T5, which outputs the final question answer or summary, is fine-tuned during training. Step 2 demonstrates zero-shot summarization using a previously trained model which was not trained to summarize episodes with some of the objects in the newly presented episode.

We demonstrate a model that learns such summarization and question answering skills by making use of the capabilities of a large language model (llm). Although much work has gone into training robot agents to follow natural language instructions, little work has addressed reporting back what a robot has done, which might be seen as the flip side of instruction following. Fortunately, existing datasets designed for instruction following tasks can be repurposed and augmented to serve as a training ground for robot action summarization and question answering. We make use of and augment the popular alfred dataset (Shridhar et al, 2020) which provides ego-centric video frames of episodes of robot action sequences in a virtual environment.

Our main contributions are:

Summarization of actions. We demonstrate summarization of robotic actions in both short and long summaries from video frames in a multimodal model that incorporates vision and fine-tunes a pretrained T5 llm (Raffel et al, 2020). Answering questions about actions. The same model is jointly trained to answer questions about robotic actions, including questions about actions performed, objects seen, and the order in which actions were performed.

Zero-shot transfer from question answering to summarization. We show that an llm-based system trained to answer questions about held-out objects can faithfully produce summaries about those objects in a zero-shot manner, even though the objects are not in the summarization task training set. This demonstrates the transfer of representational knowledge from the question answering tasks to the summarization tasks. Automatic generation of questions and answers. We develop a method to automatically generate questions and answers using an existing dataset and its associated virtual environment and release a dataset of such questions and answers.

2 Method

Our objective is to generate a summary or question answer in natural language a ∈ L of a long horizon robotic task, given the history of observations o ∈ O that the robot experienced during the task and a question or summarization prompt q. We define the robot experience/trajectory as τ = {(o_0, ...)}. We seek to learn a function F_θ such that: a = F_θ(τ, q).

2.1 Repurposed dataset

Our approach requires egocentric video or video frames, a description of an agent’s actions during an episode, and information about the environment the agent operates in, particularly the locations of objects it encounters. For the purposes of the current investigation we use episodes from the alfred dataset. An episode of robot state-action trajectory in the original dataset has four different kinds of representation which we make use of, either as-is or transforming them in some ways. The following list of dataset elements lays out the way they are used in this work as well as noting their original purpose and description in the alfred dataset:

1) Short summaries: Human-generated natural language one sentence summaries of the whole action sequence (called “goal descriptions” in the original dataset).

2) Long summaries: High level narratives of the robotic agent’s actions, provided in the original dataset in the form of action plans in the structured Planning Domain Description Language (pddl) McDermott et al (1998). We convert the terms used in pddl to natural language: for example, “GotoLocation” becomes simply “go to” and some object names become two English words instead of one word (e.g. “coffeemachine” becomes “coffee machine”). We also break these long summaries up to form questions, as described in the next subsection.

3) Natural language action description sentences: Natural language step by step descriptions of the actions taken in each episode, written by humans, which were used as instructions in the original dataset. These are used here to form some of the questions, as described in the next section. 4) Video, images, and visual features: Raw video of a task episode as well as still frames from the video. We use a pre-selected subset of frames in the original dataset, leaving the question of frame selection to future work.

2.2 Automatic generation of questions and answers

We develop a Q&A generation algorithm that produces questions and answers about episodes of robots interacting with an environment. After initial pre-processing, the algorithm can be used in a partly online fashion during training or as a one-time off-line dataset generation step which produces a set of static questions and answers. We train models in an online fashion and provide performance metrics from the static validation sets of questions and answers we release with this work.

In addition to the elements already present in the original dataset enumerated in the previous subsection, we use the ai2thor environment (Kolve et al, 2017) to rerun the agent trajectories for each episode in the dataset and capture metadata present while the agent is in the environment. This metadata is used to generate questions and includes information about objects encountered in the virtual environment and the order in which the robot sees and interacts with them. Though here we use one particular existing dataset and environment, our approach is general and can be used in other cases where similar data can be captured.

The algorithm produces nine types of questions in three broad categories (see Figure 2 for examples of each type):

(1) Object questions about the presence of objects in the environment, both those the agent interacted with and those it only saw. There are two kinds of object question: “object yes/no” questions of the form, “was there an <object>?”, which require only “yes” or “no” answers and “object either/or” questions of the form, “was there an <object A> or <object B>?” which require the model to output the name of the object present. Our algorithm uses the metadata of all objects visible in the environment to ensure that only one of the objects in an either/or question will have been seen during an episode. The algorithm samples objects with negative answers in proportion to their appearance in the dataset so that the model cannot, for example, learn to always answer, “no”, for seldom-seen objects. Questions with “yes” and “no” answers are presented with equal frequency.

(2) Action questions, which ask about actions the agent performed. The two types of question — “action yes/no” and “action either/or” — follow the structure of the respective object questions explained above. There are two subtypes of the “action yes/no” questions: “simple action yes/no” uses the relatively simple language converted from pddl for both the questions and answers. “Complex action yes/no” uses the raw human-generated description of each action step to pose the “yes/no” question. “Action either/or” questions present an either/or choice between two

Fig. 2 Sample questions (on the left, in blue) and expected answers (on the right, in green), broken up into question type, along with the prompts for long and short summaries, at the bottom.

actions described in the simpler language of the converted pddl plans.

(3) Temporal questions about the order in which actions were performed, of two primary kinds. The first kind — “just before” questions — asks what action was performed immediately before a named action (“what did you do just before <action description>?”) while the second — “just after” questions — asks what action was performed immediately following the named action (“what did you do just after <action description>?”). If an action occurs more than once in an episode it will not appear in a temporal question to avoid ambiguity.

Each of these types of temporal questions has two subtypes. The first is asked using the simpler description of actions from converted pddl (e.g. the first temporal question in Figure 2) while the second uses a human-generated action description sentence to formulate the question (e.g. the second temporal question in Figure 2) . These descriptions are longer, contain more diverse word choice, and sometimes mention irrelevant details. The answers to both question subtypes are in the simpler action description format. We suggest that this distinction between enabling the model to answer both simple and more complexlyworded questions while only answering in simpler language is desirable because while a robot agent should be able understand questions phrased in a variety of ways, for the sake of clarity such an agent should not produce similarly varied answers, but instead generate only simple, consistent language.

In addition to these questions and answers, we also prompt the model to produce two kinds of summaries:

(1) Short summaries are the short one sentence descriptions of the action sequences written by human annotators as provided in the original dataset. We train the model to output a summary of a given episode with the text prompt, “summarize what you did.”

(2) Long summaries, which are the longer narratives of actions converted from pddl to natural English. Although these are meaningfully longer than the one sentence summaries, they are significantly shorter than a step by step account of every low level action the virtual robot performed (e.g. move ahead, turn, look up, etc.). The model is trained to output a long summary of an episode with the prompt, “narrate what you did.”

2.2.1 Dataset of questions and answers

We will release both the code to generate the questions and answers as well as a static set of premade questions and answers aligned to episodes in the alfred dataset. The static dataset was generated to produce up to ten question tokens per question type for each episode; in some cases there are fewer than ten such question tokens per episode because not all question types can produce ten question tokens for a given episode.

The entire static question and answer set contains 486,704 questions paired to episodes in the alfred dataset’s training set, 18,891 questions paired to its seen environments validation set, and 19,097 in its unseen environments validation set.

2.3 Joint summarization and question answering model

We present a learned algorithm that takes as input ego-centric video frames of a virtual mobile robot along with a natural language question or summarization prompt and produces an answer or summary in response.

Our full neural network model (see the breakdown on the left in Figure 1) combines several components. Video frames are fed into a frozen Resnet network (He et al, 2016) pretrained as part of the clip model (Radford et al, 2021). We extract the output of the last convolutional layer and feed it into a three layer convolutional network trained from scratch, which acts a bridge network between the Resnet and the next step in the pipeline: a pretrained T5 transformer llm (Raffel et al, 2020) (“t5-base”in the Hugging Face library (Wolf et al, 2020)) which we fine tune. While the T5 model was pretrained only on language data, we use it for simultaneous language and visual input, following other work which has shown the ability of language model transformers to process multimodal data (Lu et al, 2022; Tsimpoukelli et al, 2021).

The tokens of the natural language questions and summarization prompts are embedded using the T5 model’s pretrained embeddings. We concatenate these text embeddings with the image vector representations yielded by the bridge network. As T5 is an encoder-decoder model it is able to generate encoded representations of the images conditioned on the given question or prompt. We train a single model to answer all questions and produce long and short summaries so that it must learn to generate representations useful for all of these tasks. During an epoch of training we iterate through each episode in random order. For each episode, the model must produce long and short summaries and answer one question of each of the nine question types (when such a question exists for that episode).

2.4 Zero-shot summarization after question answering

We are interested in the possible interaction between question answering and summarization abilities within the model, in particular if representations of objects transfer between these tasks. We therefore alter the training regime to leave some objects out of the summarization training set and measure whether the model is still able to produce accurate summaries about interactions with the objects. In these experiments, we first randomly select a set of five objects from among the most common thirty objects in the dataset (excluding the top ten). We then identify all episodes whose long summaries contain those objects (i.e. any episode in which the virtual robot interacts with those objects) and set them aside as a ‘held-out’ set. The model is then trained on questions and answers involving all episodes, including the held-out episodes, but is not trained to produce either long or short summaries of the held-out episodes.

3 Results

3.1 Summarization and question answering

We find that our model performs very well on both short and long summarization tasks and on the questions from our Q&A generation algorithm. Table 1 presents results for all question and summarization types. An answer is considered accurate if it completely matches the target answer. bleu (Papineni et al, 2002) and rouge (Lin, 2004) scores are also given for the two summary types. The bleu score is a measure of how well the generated text matches the ground truth text, penalizing words and phrases which are not present in the ground truth while rouge measures how much of the ground truth text is present in the generated text, penalizing words and phrases which are missing from the generated text. Unigram precision scores measure the percentage of generated words which are in the ground truth text and are given for question answering tasks which require more than one word as an answer.

Question / prompt Seen envs Unseen envs Accuracy Precision Accuracy Precision Object yes/no .954 ± .007 - .907 ± .010 - Object either/or .990 ± .003 .990 ± .003 .966 ± .009 .968 ± .010 Simple action yes/no .975 ± .001 - .892 ± .004 - Complex action yes/no .935 ± .003 - .895 ± .004 - Simple action either/or .988 ± .003 .995 ± .001 .923 ± .019 .963 ± .009 Simple action just before .948 ± .004 976 ± .003 .865 ± .012 .957 ± .004 Complex action just before .927 ± .007 .967 ± .004 .818 ± .013 .939 ± .005 Simple action just after .959 ± .002 .983 ± .002 .815 ± .017 .936 ± .004 Complex action just after .911 ± .009 .952 ± .004 .730 ± .015 .887 ± .002 Long Summary .850 ± .005 .969 ± .011 .475 ± .035 .945 ± .004 rouge bleu rouge bleu Short Summary .571 ± .000 .556 ± .006 .517 ± .004 .504 ± .022 Long Summary .981 ± .000 .969 ± .000 .922 ± .004 .880 ± .010

Table 1 Accuracy and precision scores for question and summary outputs by output type, including standard deviation. rouge and bleu scores also given for summaries. Results shown are from two validation sets: those based on episodes in virtual environments seen during training are on the left, unseen environments on the right. None of the actual episodes themselves, of either type, are found in the training set. Precision scores are not shown for “yes/no”answers where such scores must equal the accuracy scores. Results are averaged from three models with different random seeds, all tested on the set of static held-out questions.

Question Error Overlap Object yes/no .054 ± .023 Object either/or .061 ± .029 Simple action yes/no .370 ± .059 Complex action yes/no .222 ± .051 Simple action either/or .464 ± .058 Simple action just before .441 ± .071 Complex action just before .414 ± .028 Simple action just after .725 ± .020 Complex action just after .414 ± .028 Table 2 Overlap of missing objects between questions and long summaries by question type, averaged over three models tested on the static held out valid unseen set. Overlap here is the number of missing word errors per question type for which the long summaries are also missing the same word in the same episode, as a percentage of all missing word errors per question type.

As the short summaries are more lexically diverse, binary accuracy measures are less appropriate so precision scores are given for the short summaries.

A few patterns in the results can be seen. First, the performance generally varies depending on how much generated text must be produced in an answer. Longer answers provide more opportunities for errors so performance when measured by the strict metric of complete accuracy tends to be worse. This is particularly true for the question which asks for a long summary of the agent’s action, which has the worst results according to the all-or-nothing accuracy metric.

Second, “either/or” questions have better accuracy than their corresponding “yes/no” questions. This could be because asking if, for example, an action was performed is made easier when it is a choice between two actions so that any uncertainty the model has about one of the actions may be offset by its certainty about the other option. It is also possible that the model has a harder time connecting the meaning of the “yes/no” answers back to the input, particularly since most of the questions require outputting an object or action name, not just a “yes/no”.

Third, it might be expected that questions about the order that actions took place would be significantly more difficult for the model to interpret than those about the mere occurrence of those actions. Surprisingly, we find that in most cases the model’s performance on temporal questions is very similar to that on the other questions.

The model tends to make two kinds of errors when generating anything other than “yes/no” answers. It sometimes misidentifies objects, especially small ones, and particularly in the unseen environments. It also sometimes uses a different description for a location than the ground truth annotation, in some cases doing so in a way that is nevertheless consistent with the action as seen in the episode. For example, the ground truth annotation may read, “go to the apple” while the model

Model trained on seen envs unseen envs All questions .519 ± .067 .302 ± .156 Temporal questions .566 ± .118 .299 ± .085 All other non-temporal questions .006 ± .007 .000 ± .000 No Q&A training on held out objects .000 ± .000 .000 ± .000 All objects and questions - nothing held out .850 ± .005 .475 ± .035

Table 3 Accuracy of zero-shot long summarization when transferring representations learned from question answering to producing long summaries, broken down by question type used to learn the objects held out from summarization training. Results shown for episodes containing held-out objects in the validation sets in seen and unseen environments. The bottom two rows show a baseline with no question answering training on the held-out objects — and therefore no transfer — and a comparison to the fully trained model with nothing held out.

outputs, “go to the counter” when the apple is on the counter. See Figure 3 for examples of errors in short and long summaries generated by the model.

The errors made by the model display some consistency between the different questions asked and between the questions and summaries. For example, in one episode of the validation seen set which involves moving a book, it consistently mistakes the book for a pen, answering a “just before” question with, ”put the pen on the desk,” producing a short summary, “put two pens on the right side of the desk,” and beginning the long summary with, “go to the side table, pick up the pen...”. There is a marked difference in the consistency of these errors depending on question type, however, as we show in Table 2. We measure this consistency by counting what fraction of particular objects omitted from the model’s answers to a given question type is also missing from the corresponding long summaries about that episode. This fraction is compared for different question types. We find that questions which require generating both an action and an object together have the highest degree of overlap in which objects they fail to identify and which are also missing in the long summaries; the temporal “just before / just after” answers in particular show high consistency with the long summaries. We hypothesize that the representations which the model uses for summarization align better with those it uses for the question types where there is higher overlap of missing words.

3.2 Zero-shot summarization via question answering

Can question answering improve the ability to summarize? We find that when the model is trained to answer questions about episodes involving all objects, it is then able to go on to summarize episodes with objects which it has not been trained to include in summaries. Table 3 displays a breakdown of zero-shot performance on long summaries. For comparison, results when nothing is held out — the standard case detailed in table 1 — and for a model not trained to answer questions on the held out set are included. These comparisons show that while zero-shot summarization is not as accurate as fully supervised summarization, training on the auxilliary question-answering task is significantly better than not. A model not trained to answer questions on episodes with held out objects is unable to correctly summarize episodes involving those held out objects. It is simply not able to output any of the held out objects’ names without having at least seen them during question answering. Training the model to learn to answer questions about the objects through an auxilliary question-answering task leads to clear improvement on the summarization task.

This result suggests that the model is learning representations of objects, or actions involving objects, while learning to answer questions which it can then use when producing summaries. There must be at least some transfer of representational knowledge between the question answering and the summarization tasks within the model.

Clear improvement with transfer compared to without transfer is also demonstrated in bleu and rouge scores of both short and long summaries in seen and unseen environments (in only one case is there not improvement); see Table 5 in Appendix C for details.

Fig. 3 Example errors in generated long and short summaries. Errors in the long summaries are indicated with strikethrough text (with the correct text following in italics and parentheses). Generated short summaries appear to the left of the correct summaries, which are in italics.

3.2.1 Impact of question type on zero-shot transfer to summarization

We have seen that transfer from question answering to summarization occurs. But which questions are most important? In order to further investigate the sharing of representations between question answering and summarization, we rerun the experiments using the same held out protocol, but using focused sets of particular question types. Testing each question type separately allows us to measure whether all questions are equally useful for promoting transfer to summarization. Interestingly, we find that not all questions are equally useful: only the temporal “just before” and “just after” questions — which ask what action was performed just before or after a given action — exhibit the transfer between tasks (see Table 3 for accuracy metrics on temporal and non-temporal questions). This is true of both subtypes of these questions, i.e. both the simple and complex language versions. On their own, the “yes/no” and “either/or” questions about objects or actions do not lead to the same zero-shot summarization ability. It is worth recalling here that the answers to the temporal questions were also found to be especially consistent with the long summaries in the missing object errors they contained, which would also suggest a particularly aligned representational space between those tasks (see Table 2). We also tested the transfer ability of a model trained in a similar manner but which excluded episodes based on the action verbs they contained rather than the objects. For these experiments, only one action verb at a time and the episodes which contained it were identified as held out items. In none of these cases was the model able to transfer the use of the verb to summaries of the held out episodes. This could be due to the smaller number of actions in the dataset than objects.

4 Related Work

RoboNLP Tangiuchi et al (2019) and Tellex et al (2020) offer thorough reviews of language use in the context of robotics. Detailed descriptions of actions such as robots playing soccer Mooney (2008) or automated driving Barrett et al (2015, 2017) have been generated. These have not involved learning how to report and condense a series of actions into anything like a summary, however. DeChant and Bauer (2021) propose robot action summarization as a research direction, suggesting a set of tasks to pursue.

Instruction Following Our proposal is closely related to learning to follow natural language instructions, which has long generated a great deal of interest at the intersection of robotics and natural language processing (Winograd, 1972; Dzifcak et al, 2009). Shridhar et al (2021) train a robotic arm in a virtual environment to perform a range of tasks following natural language instructions and transfer the learned model to a real world robot. Mees et al (2021) introduce a benchmark for so-called long horizon (many step) robotic manipulation tasks following natural language instructions.

Rich simulated environments for languageguided navigation tasks have been introduced in recent years. Anderson et al (2018) introduced the Room to Room vision and language navigation dataset, which became the basis for much work in this area. Some of that work has involved learning to generate natural language descriptions of navigation trajectories as a training signal or tool: Nguyen et al (2021) provide feedback to an agent in the Room to Room environment by describing in natural language the paths the agent actually takes so it can learn to compare that to the path it should have taken; Fried et al (2018) learn to generate instructions to augment training data and then, at test time, to evaluate the similarity of routes it might take with the description of the desired route.

Q&A in robotics Learning to ask questions has also been worked on as a way for a robotic agent to ask for help or clarification while performing a task (Tellex et al, 2014; Thomason et al, 2019). Yoshino et al (2021) use natural language questions to clarify aspects of how a simple action was performed in response to a question. Datta et al (2022) introduce a form of question answering where the questions are in natural language but the answers take the form of visual highlights of a map to indicate locations. Carta et al (2022) propose filling in the blanks within structured language instructions as an auxiliary task for reinforcement learning agents in a 2-D grid world. Gao et al (2021) introduce a similar Q&A task in a virtual environment, though without summarization; a slightly different embodied Q&A task, requiring an agent to seek out answers to questions, is proposed by Gordon et al (2018).

Summarization There is an extensive body of work on natural language summarization, providing examples and resources for the new task of robot action summarization (see Nenkova and McKeown (2012) and Gambhir and Gupta (2017) for reviews).

Video understanding Work on understanding video is relevant to our work since we are interested in using video or selected images from video as one of the inputs to summarizing a robot’s action in natural language. The task of ’video summarization’ in the computer vision community refers to selecting important frames of a video that can, together, serve as a visual summary of the whole video; see Apostolidis et al (2021) for a review of such techniques. Some work has been done on multimodal summarization from video and text transcripts to natural language summaries; Palaskar et al (2019) is one example, going from video and text in the How2 video dataset

(Sanabria et al, 2018) to summaries. Bärmann and Waibel (2022) assemble a large question answering dataset for real world video of humans performing actions, requiring significant effort to annotate.

5 Conclusion

We develop a model that can be jointly trained to summarize and answer questions about a virtual robot’s past actions. We find that the model learns a representation space which is shared across at least some of the question types and summaries, leading to zero-shot summarization abilities.

This work helps begin a line of research on robot action summarization and question answering. It is important that robots operating in the real world be well supervised by humans and that their actions be understandable. We suggest that establishing a basic narrative of what an agent does is in some ways a prerequisite to further understanding why it does something. Once answering questions about and summarizing robot actions can be performed reliably, we also expect these capabilities to be useful in a variety of other ways, including in training robots and in lifelong learning settings in which robots might receive feedback to the summaries they generate.

It has been recognized for some time that grounding the use of language in machines to the real world is essential for creating ai systems that can actually understand the language they process (Harnad, 1990; Bisk et al, 2020; Chandu et al, 2021; McClelland et al, 2020). Summarization and question answering about past robot actions provide new avenues for tackling the grounding problem.

Though this work took place in simulation, the summarization and question answering tasks are not specific to aspects of this or any simulated environment. Future work will explore the application of these tasks to real world robots.

Acknowledgements C.D. was supported by a grant from the Long Term Future Fund.

Author contributions C.D. led the project, performed experiments, and wrote the initial draft of the manuscript. I.A. and D.B. provided supervision, research guidance, and edited and wrote portions of the manuscript.

Declarations

Funding C.D. was supported by a grant from the Long Term Future Fund Conflict of interest/Competing interests the authors declare no conflict of interest Ethical statements The work performed for this paper made no use of human subjects. Code availability Code and data will be released upon publication

Appendix A Neural network model and training details

A.1 Neural network

We train a bridge network to downsize and link the output of the last convolutional layer of a pretrained clip Resnet-50 network (Radford et al, 2021) with a pretrained T5 transformer (“t5- base”) from the Hugging Face library (Raffel et al, 2020; Wolf et al, 2020).

Bridge network architecture Input: 2048 x 7 x 7 Resnet features Conv layer 1 (2048, 1024, 1) Conv layer 2 (1024, 128, 1) Conv layer 3 (128, 32, 1) Fully connected layer (1568, 768) Total number of parameters The clip Resnet-50 network has a total of 102,007,137 parameters.

The bridge network described above has a total of 3440,864 parameters.

The T5 Transformer network we fine-tune has a total of 222,903,552 parameters.

The bridge network and T5 networks together (the complete model we train / fine-tune) have a total of 226,344,416 parameters.

A.2 Training information

We primarily used two Titan Xp and three nvidia A6000 gpus. When training one of our models with all questions and training data, a Titan Xp took approximately 3 days and an A6000 approximately 1.5 days to train for 100 epochs. Though we did not track it, a rough estimate of total gpu time during initial exploration of this problem and the work reported here is 5000 hours.

Hyperparmeters we tested variations of include the optimizer (Adam, AdamW, AdaFactor, AdamW — Adam was used in all experiments reported here); the learning rate (.001 was used as the initial learning rate in all experiments reported here); and network architecture choices for the bridge network which connected the clip Resnet convolutional layer outputs and the T5 transformer (layer sizes, number of layers, batchnorm, dropout). The random seed was not one of the hyperparameters tuned; we used three random seeds to produce all of the results in the paper, which are averaged across three runs with different random seeds and, in the case of the experiments involving held out objects, three randomly chosen sets of five objects.

We use the dataset’s valid seen set as our validation set with which to choose hyperparameters and select the epoch for results to report. We use the accuracy metric of the long summarization task as the measure to select the best epoch. We then report the results of short summarization and all questions in that epoch. These are not the best epochs reached for each of the questions but we report the results from a single epoch to be consistent. The epoch we report best results from the valid seen set is also rarely the best epoch for the valid unseen set but we report the results for the valid unseen set from the same epoch.

Our automatic precision, bleu, and rouge metric was generated from an implementation available through the Hugging Face library.

The alfred dataset was released under an mit License and we release our questions and answers dataset under the same license.

Appendix B Ablation of visual input

To investigate how the model would perform on summarization and question answering tasks in the absence of any meaningful input, we trained the model as usual but instead of presenting a sequence of images corresponding to each episode, we presented only one sequence of images from one episode for every summarization prompt and question. Because the T5 language model does not initially have any ability to represent visual information and only learns that through the course of the multimodal training process, it is very unlikely

Question / prompt Seen envs Unseen envs Accuracy Precision Accuracy Precision Object yes/no .629 ± .034 - .636 ± .030 - Object either/or .632 ± .010 .636 ± .034 .635 ± .008 .640 ± .012 Simple action yes/no .503 ± .029 - .533 ± .038 - Complex action yes/no .486 ± .010 - .508 ± .032 - Simple action either/or .526 ± .028 .710 ± .001 .535 ± .017 .725 ± .015 Simple action just before .479 ± .016 .752 ± .005 .517 ± .007 .775 ± .014 Complex action just before .539 ± .007 .766 ± .004 .613 ± .025 .826 ± .017 Simple action just after .315 ± .022 .706 ± .017 .349 ± .039 .728 ± .021 Complex action just after .256 ± .018 .658 ± .003 .325 ± .019 .695 ± .003 Long Summary .005 ± .002 .492 ± .094 .000 ± .000 .471 ± .101 Rouge Precision Rouge Precision Short Summary .264 ± .027 .496 ± .058 .263 ± .022 .485 ± .059

Table A1 Ablation of video frames baseline: results for a model trained to answer questions and produce summaries when trained with questions and answers as usual but with each question and answer pair and summarization task paired to identical visual input (i.e. each episode’s observations are replaced by a single, static set of observations that do not vary from episode to episode), thereby completely depriving the model of any useful visual information with which to answer the question.

that the model trained with this ablation of meaningful visual inputs could learn anything about visual inputs. The output on validation set summarization and question answering prompts would therefore only be a reflection of what the model has learned about the regularities in the text portion of the dataset, e.g. what actions are more likely to follow from other actions, regardless of the episode visual data. Table A1 presents the results of the ablation study on the seen and unseen validation set environments.

Some of the binary questions have accuracies very close to 50% — these include the “simple action yes/no”, “complex action yes/no”, and “simple action yes/no”. The “object yes/no” and “object either/or” questions, on the other hand, have slightly higher accuracies, approximately 63%, suggesting that model has learned some patterns in the distribution of objects in the dataset. Similarly, the temporal “just before” and “just after” questions have higher accuracies than a uniformly random choice among possible actions would demonstrate. Our actual model achieves much higher accuracy on all of these tasks, however, demonstrating that it has learned much more than merely the regularities in the dataset.

We initially tested an additional form of question, a question that asked if ¡Action A¿ happened before ¡Action B¿ in a given episode (note that this type of question differs from the temporal questions included in this work, which ask what action happened immediately before or after a given action, not whether an action happened at any point before a given action). We had to exclude this form of question, however, because the model was able to achieve over 80% accuracy on validation set episodes under the ablated visual input regime. This question was apparently simply too easy given the regularities in the dataset.

Appendix C Additional comparison metrics for zero-shot transfer

In Table B2 we provide additional metrics to understand the performance of zero-shot transfer from question answering to summarization. Short summaries tend to have lower bleu and rouge scores than the long summaries because the long summaries use a standardized set of words to describe actions and objects while the short summaries use a more diverse set of words and provide varying levels of detail.

Question / prompt Seen envs Unseen envs rouge bleu rouge bleu Long Summaries All questions .919 ± .007 .888 ± .018 .866 ± .006 .813 ± .068 Temporal questions .940 ± .004 .910 ± .035 .858 ± .005 .798 ± .004 All other (i.e. non-temporal) questions .810 ± .003 .697 ± .026 .765 ± .008 .651 ± .088 No Q&A training on held out objects .802 ± .004 .688 ± .022 .806 ± .003 .703 ± .022 All objects and questions - nothing held out .981 ± .000 .969 ± .000 .922 ± .004 .880 ± .010 Short Summaries All questions .483 ± .002 .370 ± .049 .412 ± .005 .314 ± .100 Temporal questions .465 ± .003 .378 ± .040 .421 ± .006 .347 ± .091 All other (i.e. non-temporal) questions .404 ± .003 .276 ± .041 .365 ± .005 .227 ± .052 No Q&A training on held out objects .401 ± .003 .277 ± .045 .427 ± .003 .288 ± .049 All objects and questions - nothing held out .571 ± .000 .556 ± .006 .517 ± .004 .504 ± .022

Table B2 rouge and bleu scores of zero-shot long summarization when transferring representations learned from question answering to producing long (at the top) and short (at the bottom) summaries, broken down by question type used to learn the objects held out from summarization training. Results shown for episodes containing held-out objects in the validation sets in unseen and seen environments. The bottom two rows of the long and short summary sections show baselines with no question answering training on the held-out objects — and therefore no transfer — and a comparison to the fully trained model with nothing held out. This table complements Table 3 in the main body of the paper, which provides binary all-or-nothing accuracy scores for long summaries.

Question type Val seen Val unseen Ordinary Qs .83 .86 Extraordinary Qs .64 .76 Table C3 Accuracy of one trained model on small test sets of out of distribution negative questions, by question and environment type.

Appendix D Out of distribution negative questions

Our model was trained on a set of questions which involved a certain set of actions and objects in a particular (household) environment. What would the model do if asked questions about actions it did not engage in with objects it had not seen, either at test time or during training? This would be a particular issue for yes/no questions if an agent were asked if it had engaged in an action it did not engage in and was not familiar with, as it may be expected to respond essentially randomly to such unfamiliar questions.

To begin to investigate how such a model deals with these out of distribution negative questions, we developed two small test sets of questions:

1. Ordinary Out of Distribution Questions, consisting of questions about actions a household robot may be expected to take but which are not present in our dataset in any form, such as:

“did you clean the attic?” “did you move the toys?” “did you do the laundry?” “did you water the plants?” “did you take out the garbage?”

2. Extraordinary Out of Distribution Questions, consisting of questions totally unrelated to robots or household chores, such as:

”did you swim to the coral reef?” “did you learn German?” “did you fall in love?” “did you kayak in the fjord?” “did you graduate from college?”

Both test sets consist of fifty such questions (released along with our larger set of questions and answers paired to the alfred dataset). The correct answer to all of the questions was “no”. The questions were run through a fully trained model (no held out objects). Results are shown in Table C3.

The model generally demonstrates a bias for answering “no” to out of distribution questions. Perhaps surprisingly, the model is much more likely to correctly answer “no” to Ordinary Out of Distribution Questions than it is to Extraordinary Out of Distribution Questions.

These results, though on a small test set, suggest that the model has learned a bias toward answering, “yes”, only when there is evidence in the input that an answer should be answered affirmatively. This is, of course, what a user would want. Further investigation of the circumstances under which it correctly answers out of distribution questions is warranted, as well as ways to improve the performance on out of distribution questions, especially unusual ones.

References

Anderson P, Wu Q, Teney D, et al (2018) Visionand-language navigation: Interpreting visuallygrounded navigation instructions in real environments. In: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp 3674–3683

Apostolidis E, Adamantidou E, Metsai AI, et al (2021) Video summarization using deep neural networks: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:210106072

Bärmann L, Waibel A (2022) Where did i leave my keys? - episodic-memory-based question answering on egocentric videos. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR) Workshops, pp 1560–1568

Barrett DP, Bronikowski SA, Yu H, et al (2015) Robot language learning, generation, and comprehension. arXiv preprint arXiv:150806161

Barrett DP, Bronikowski SA, Yu H, et al (2017) Driving under the influence (of language). IEEE transactions on neural networks and learning systems 29(7):2668–2683

Bisk Y, Holtzman A, Thomason J, et al (2020) Experience grounds language. arXiv preprint arXiv:200410151

Carta T, Lamprier S, Oudeyer PY, et al (2022) Eager: Asking and answering questions for automatic reward shaping in language-guided rl. arXiv preprint arXiv:220609674

Chandu KR, Bisk Y, Black AW (2021) Grounding’grounding’in nlp. arXiv preprint arXiv:210602192

Datta S, Dharur S, Cartillier V, et al (2022) Episodic memory question answering. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp 19119–19128

DeChant C, Bauer D (2021) Toward robots that learn to summarize their actions in natural language: a set of tasks. In: 5th Annual Conference on Robot Learning, Blue Sky Submission Track

Dzifcak J, Scheutz M, Baral C, et al (2009) What to do and how to do it: Translating natural language directives into temporal and dynamic logic representation for goal management and action execution. In: 2009 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, IEEE, pp 4163–4168

Fried D, Hu R, Cirik V, et al (2018) Speakerfollower models for vision-and-language navigation. In: Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, pp 3318–3329

Gambhir M, Gupta V (2017) Recent automatic text summarization techniques: a survey. Artificial Intelligence Review 47(1):1–66

Gao D, Wang R, Bai Z, et al (2021) Envqa: a video question answering benchmark for comprehensive understanding of dynamic environments. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pp 1675–1685

Gordon D, Kembhavi A, Rastegari M, et al (2018) Iqa: Visual question answering in interactive environments. In: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp 4089–4098

Harnad S (1990) The symbol grounding problem.

Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena 42(1-3):335– 346 He K, Zhang X, Ren S, et al (2016) Deep residual learning for image recognition. In: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp 770–778

Kolve E, Mottaghi R, Han W, et al (2017) Ai2- thor: An interactive 3d environment for visual ai. arXiv preprint arXiv:171205474

Lin CY (2004) Rouge: A package for automatic evaluation of summaries. In: Text summarization branches out, pp 74–81

Lu K, Grover A, Abbeel P, et al (2022) Frozen pretrained transformers as universal computation engines. In: Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pp 7628–7636

McClelland JL, Hill F, Rudolph M, et al (2020) Placing language in an integrated understanding system: Next steps toward human-level performance in neural language models. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 117(42):25966–25974

McDermott D, Ghallab M, Howe A, et al (1998) Pddl-the planning domain definition language. Technical Report, Tech Rep

Mees O, Hermann L, Rosete-Beas E, et al (2021) Calvin - a benchmark for language-conditioned policy learning for long-horizon robot manipulation tasks. arXiv preprint arXiv:211203227

Mooney RJ (2008) Learning to connect language and perception. In: AAAI, pp 1598–1601

Nenkova A, McKeown K (2012) A survey of text summarization techniques. In: Mining text data. Springer, p 43–76

Nguyen KX, Misra D, Schapire R, et al (2021) Interactive learning from activity description. In: International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, pp 8096–8108

Palaskar S, Libovický J, Gella S, et al (2019) Multimodal abstractive summarization for how2 videos. In: ACL

Papineni K, Roukos S, Ward T, et al (2002) Bleu:

a method for automatic evaluation of machine translation. In: Proceedings of the 40th annual meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pp 311–318

Radford A, Kim JW, Hallacy C, et al (2021) Learning transferable visual models from natural language supervision. arXiv preprint arXiv:210300020

Raffel C, Shazeer N, Roberts A, et al (2020) Exploring the limits of transfer learning with a unified text-to-text transformer. Journal of Machine Learning Research 21:1–67

Sanabria R, Caglayan O, Palaskar S, et al (2018) How2: A large-scale dataset for multimodal language understanding. ArXiv abs/1811.00347

Shridhar M, Thomason J, Gordon D, et al (2020) Alfred: A benchmark for interpreting grounded instructions for everyday tasks. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp 10740–10749

Shridhar M, Manuelli L, Fox D (2021) Cliport:

What and where pathways for robotic manipulation. In: 5th Annual Conference on Robot Learning

Tangiuchi T, Mochihashi D, Nagai T, et al (2019) Survey on frontiers of language and robotics. Advanced Robotics 33(15-16):700–730

Tellex S, Knepper R, Li A, et al (2014) Asking for help using inverse semantics. Robotics: Science and Systems X

Tellex S, Gopalan N, Kress-Gazit H, et al (2020) Robots that use language. Annual Review of Control, Robotics, and Autonomous Systems 3:25–55

Thomason J, Padmakumar A, Sinapov J, et al (2019) Improving grounded natural language understanding through human-robot dialog. In: 2019 International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), IEEE, pp 6934–6941

Tsimpoukelli M, Menick JL, Cabi S, et al (2021) Multimodal few-shot learning with frozen language models. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 34:200–212

Winograd T (1972) Understanding natural language. Cognitive psychology 3(1):1–191

Wolf T, Chaumond J, Debut L, et al (2020) Transformers: State-of-the-art natural language processing. In: Proceedings of the 2020 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing: System Demonstrations, pp 38–45

Yoshino K, Wakimoto K, Nishimura Y, et al (2021) Caption generation of robot behaviors based on unsupervised learning of action segments. In: Conversational Dialogue Systems for the Next Decade. Springer, p 227–241