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Abstract

Animal ethology is an crucial aspect of animal research, and animal behavior label-
ing is the foundation for studying animal behavior. This process typically involves
labeling video clips with behavioral semantic tags, a task that is complex, subjective,
and multimodal. With the rapid development of multimodal large language models
(LLMs), new application have emerged for animal behavior understanding tasks in
livestock scenarios. This study evaluates the visual perception capabilities of multi-
modal LLMs in animal activity recognition. To achieve this, we created piglet test
data comprising close-up video clips of individual piglets and annotated full-shot
video clips. These data were used to assess the performance of four multimodal
LLMs—Video-LLaMA, MiniGPT4-Video, Video-Chat2, and GPT-4 omni (GPT-
4o)—in piglet activity understanding. Through comprehensive evaluation across
five dimensions, including counting, actor referring, semantic correspondence,
time perception, and robustness, we found that while current multimodal LLMs
require improvement in semantic correspondence and time perception, they have
initially demonstrated visual perception capabilities for animal activity recognition.
Notably, GPT-4o showed outstanding performance, with Video-Chat2 and GPT-4o
exhibiting significantly better semantic correspondence and time perception in
close-up video clips compared to full-shot clips. The initial evaluation experiments
in this study validate the potential of multimodal large language models in live-
stock scene video understanding and provide new directions and references for
future research on animal behavior video understanding. Furthermore, by deeply
exploring the influence of visual prompts on multimodal large language models,
we expect to enhance the accuracy and efficiency of animal behavior recognition in
livestock scenarios through human visual processing methods.

Keywords:Animal behavior recognition; Multimodal model; Prompts; Video; Precision livestock
management

1 Introduction

Understanding animal behavior is crucial for promoting animal welfare. Central to this understanding
is the manual labeling of animal behavior, which is fundamental for analyzing these behaviors. A
standard method of labeling animal postures and behaviors involves accurately describing animal
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behavior using semantic sentences and assigning behavioral labels to short video clips of animals,
which is inherently complex, subjective, and multimodal.

Recent advancements in large language models (LLMs) have opened new opportunities for un-
derstanding and labeling animal behavior. Models like LLaMa2 and GPT-4 exhibit exceptional
capabilities in text capture, understanding, and natural language generation, thanks to deep learning
algorithms trained on vast amounts of textual data[4, 10, 9]. These models efficiently perform natural
language processing tasks such as text summarization, question answering, and translation. By
leveraging these models, we can achieve more efficient and accurate understanding and labeling of
animal behavior through natural language interaction, providing valuable theoretical support and
practical assistance in promoting animal welfare.

However, given the multimodal nature of information in real-world environments, LLMs that accept
only textual user inputs and responses are insufficient to meet the diverse needs of application
scenarios[12, 13]. With the continuous advancement of artificial intelligence technology, multimodal
large models based on prompts have introduced new opportunities for development in natural language
understanding and generation[14]. By incorporating pre-training on image-text and audio-text data,
these models have achieved comprehensive processing capabilities for video, audio, and textual
data, significantly enhancing the understanding of multimodal content by LLMs[15, 16]. Recent
research has begun to explore the capabilities of multimodal LLMs in processing dynamic visual
content and textual inputs to promote a deep understanding of video content[5, 8]. Models such as
Video-LLaMA, Video-Chat2, and the latest GPT-4 omni (GPT-4o) have demonstrated cross-modal
reasoning abilities spanning audio, vision, and text, injecting new vitality into the field of natural
language processing[3, 7, 11].

Visual perception is an essential part of human cognition, encompassing the perception of object
shapes, colors, depths, and other features, as well as advanced processing capabilities such as object
recognition, comparison, description, and memory[17]. By capturing and analyzing light signals in
the environment, humans can quickly identify objects, judge spatial positions, track dynamic changes,
and memorize and compare similar objects. Simulating and enhancing this visual perception ability
has become a research focus in computer vision. Tasks such as image recognition, object detection,
and image segmentation rely on vast amounts of data and advanced algorithms to mimic human
visual processing mechanisms[18, 19]. These techniques aim to enable computers to understand
and interpret visual information like humans, thus playing a role in various application scenarios.
However, visual perception, as a critical component for multimodal models to complete tasks, also
faces significant challenges[20, 21, 22, 23]. Since visual information cannot be directly mediated
through natural language, multimodal large models struggle to integrate and analyze data from
different modalities[24]. Therefore, effectively fusing visual information with other modal details and
enhancing the processing capabilities of multimodal models is a critical aspect of current multimodal
research.

The livestock industry is a crucial area where computer vision technologies, particularly LLMs,
demonstrate significant application potential. These technologies can bring unprecedented efficiency,
intelligent management, and decision support to the livestock industry[29]. However, accurately
identifying changes in animal behavior in complex farming environments remains a significant
challenge for further advancements in innovative farming technology. Given the multimodal nature
of the work, from traditional animal behavior semantic definitions to video behavior understanding,
combining human visual understanding characteristics with state-of-the-art (SOTA) multimodal
LLMs may provide a new direction for rapid development in animal behavior understanding. This
study explores the application potential and limitations of current multimodal large models in animal
behavior understanding and innovative farming by comparing and analyzing the visual perception
capabilities of these models for video clips of different piglet activity types.

2 Related work

The rapid development of natural language processing and LLMs has provided new opportunities for
cross-domain integration. Specifically, integrating visual encoders into pre-trained LLMs has led to
significant advancements in visual-language LLMs[16]. A series of studies have focused on applying
multimodal LLMs to explore the possibilities of video understanding further. As a sequence of frames
with a temporal dimension, the complexity and challenges of video often render single-frame analysis
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insufficient to provide satisfactory solutions. Therefore, multimodal LLMs must understand visual
and textual information jointly and fully utilize dynamic temporal information in video data[25, 26].
This capability can extend the success of LLMs in image understanding to more complex video
scenarios.

To enhance the visual and auditory capabilities of large LLMs in video understanding, DAMO
Academy (Alibaba Group) proposed Video-LLaMA, an innovative audio-visual language model[3].
This multimodal framework effectively maps video frames and audio signals into the textual input
of LLMs, enabling cross-modal instruction. Through this approach, Video-LLaMA has completed
complex tasks such as audio/video description, writing, and question answering, demonstrating its
superior performance and broad application prospects. Unlike previous large models focused on static
image understanding, such as Mini-GPT4 and LLaVA[25, 27], Video-LLaMA can capture dynamic
scene changes in videos and integrate audio-visual signals. This capability enables Video-LLaMA to
process video content more accurately and efficiently, bringing breakthroughs to video processing
and analysis.

Meanwhile, MiniGPT4-Video, proposed by research teams from KAUST and Harvard University,
demonstrates strong video understanding potential[1]. This model can simultaneously process
temporal visual and textual data, extending the ability of MiniGPT-v2 to convert visual features from
single images into the LLM space[6], enabling it to understand video content. Through large-scale
image-text paired pre-training, MiniGPT4-Video maps the features encoded by the visual encoder to
the textual space of the language model. It utilizes multi-frame video inputs for video-text paired
pre-training, achieving an in-depth understanding and modeling of video content.

Video-Chat2, one of the current SOTA video-multimodal LLMs, has effectively improved the effec-
tiveness of dynamic task processing through enhancements in temporal perception and cognition[7].
The model incorporates a wide range of image and video data into its instruction set, increasing the
diversity of instruction adjustment data for progressive multimodal training. Like Video-LLaMA, it
extends the BLIP-2 architecture for video embedding extraction, adopting a dual-stream approach that
combines audio and visual signals with visual and semantic information. Video-Chat2 can generate
natural and relevant dialogues based on the understanding of video content, providing a more fluid
and natural experience for human-computer interaction. With the continuous advancement of artificial
intelligence technology, natural language processing (NLP) has also developed significantly. As the
successor to the GPT series, the latest GPT-4 omni (GPT-4o) has further optimized and expanded its
capabilities, enhancing the model’s understanding and generation abilities[11]. GPT-4o can accept
any combination of text, audio, and image inputs and outputs to handle more complex language tasks.
This versatile input-output capability makes GPT-4o more similar to natural human-to-human com-
munication in human-computer interaction, injecting new vitality into the development of artificial
intelligence technology.

3 Material and method

3.1 Sample Data

The animal video data used in this study were captured in July 2021. A camera was installed above
the pen to capture the activities of 16 pigs from the top view, with a video resolution of 3840 × 2160
pixels and a frame rate of 15 FPS. To protect the privacy and focus on the analysis, all videos in
this study were masked to remove human identification and other irrelevant visual elements, and the
resolution was uniformly adjusted to 1080 × 720 pixels. Video data were collected continuously.
The lighting conditions in the house remained constant to mitigate the impact of light changes on
video quality. An equal-interval fixed-point sampling technique was employed to prepare the sample
data to preserve the time-series data’s integrity and increase the data processing effectiveness. A
representative sample was taken from every 2nd minute of video data over a continuous 24-hour
period, with a sampling interval of 10 minutes, resulting in a total of 144 one-minute video samples.

To achieve individual animal tracking, this experiment employed the Decoupled Video Segmentation
Approach (DEVA)[28]. This method combines image-level segmentation with class/task-agnostic
bi-directional temporal propagation characteristics, effectively applying it to track individual pigs
in 1-minute video samples. Specifically, DEVA segments each frame of the video, identifying
and extracting the contours and features of individual pigs. Simultaneously, through bi-directional
temporal propagation technology, DEVA can span the time intervals between different frames,
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maintaining continuous tracking of the same individual pig. The video was divided into segments
based on the DEVA algorithm’s pig tracking results. Each segment included a whole behavior cycle,
guaranteeing that the beginning and finish of the target behavior were contained inside it. Ultimately,
18 video clips depicting various behaviors, such as standing, feeding, drinking, lying, moving, and
socializing, were chosen to preliminarily test the visual perception of multimodel LLMs’ ability, with
three video clips representing each category of behavior.

3.2 Visual Prompt

Current research primarily focuses on the text reasoning capabilities of multimodal LLMs, while
visual cues also play a pivotal role in shaping their performance[2]. To investigate the impact of visual
cues on the understanding of piglet activities and the visual perception capabilities of multimodal
LLMs, two types of test data based on 18 video clips were created: close-up video clips of individual
pigs and full-shot video clips with marks (Appendix I). The close-up video clips mostly show the
target animal’s whole activity. By eliminating much of the backdrop, they highlight the actor’s
behavior and act as a visual signal. Several animal individuals, including the target individual, are
shown in the marked full-shot video clips. Marks on the target individual and important elements
in the scenario serve as additional visual cues. In this investigation, the ability of multimodal
LLM models to comprehend videos in which the behavior actor is highlighted, and all of the scene
information is provided is assessed using these two kinds of video clips.

This study designed two prompt templates corresponding to two types of video clips to investigate
the comprehension abilities of multimodal LLMs for piglet activities, reveal their enormous potential
in natural language processing and video understanding, and offer fresh insights and solutions for
applications in animal husbandry (Appendix II). The features of the livestock scene data and the
ensuing application needs serve as the foundation for these templates. As a common way of prompting
in LLMs, a pure text prompt template is used for the close-up video clips of individual pigs. All of
the descriptions in this template are textual; they provide the necessary context, describe the situation,
and then ask specific questions regarding the animal’s behavior in the video. General text and image
marks are required for the full-shot video clips with marks to draw attention to the behavior actor
and important spots associated with piglet activities. To help the model focus on the target animal
and particular behavioral actions, the prompt template highlights these visual cues by pointing out
specific areas in the video. In the full-shot video clips of this experiment, the activity actor (the target
pig) was marked with a red mask. After marking the drinking and feeding areas in the frame with
green and blue polygons, subsequent questions were asked.

3.3 Evaluation Metrics

As indicated in Table 1, this study proposed five evaluation metrics to thoroughly assess various
SOTA multimodal LLMs’ visual perception and video comprehension skills in livestock scenarios.
The evaluation metrics, grounded in human understanding, offer relative scores for the models’
predictions from 0 to 5, signifying the level of agreement between the model’s output and the actual
data. Specifically, each video clip’s prediction result were evaluated as either 0, 0.5 or 1, adhering
strictly to the predefined rules. Subsequently, to standardize the evaluation metrics, the outcomes of
the 18 video clips were normalized within a range of 0 to 5. A score of 5 denotes near consistency,
whereas a score of 0 indicates a substantial departure from the ground truth. Identical prompt
templates and accompanying test data were used throughout the evaluation to accurately compare the
outcomes from four multimodal LLMs.

Livestock scenarios are complex, with overlapping animals, occlusions, and differences in size and
appearance. In terms of detection, identification, and compositional reasoning, multimodal LLMs
should be primarily capable of accurately identifying the number of animals in video clips and the
target animal in the scene. As a result, the accuracy of counting and actor referring were used in this
paper’s evaluation metrics. Additionally, semantic correspondence was used to measure the model’s
performance in animal behavior classification, text description, and the inclusion of behavior-related
keywords. Time perception assesses the model’s ability to integrate temporal information about the
target content in video clips while answering questions. Robustness evaluates the consistency of the
model’s results when processing different but similar video clips, reflecting its stability and reliability.
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Table 1: Evaluation metrics and description.
Evaluation Metrics Description

Counting (Full-shot video clips) i. Ratio of correctly detected animals
Actor referring i. Proportion of correctly identified actors

i. Accuracy of behavior classification
Semantic correspondence ii. Presence of relevant keywords

iii. Descriptive text length
Time perception i. Duration of the behavioral occurrence

Robustness i. Consistency of results among three identical behavior types
(from different videos)

In this study, two types of prompt templates mentioned above were evaluated, along with the
corresponding video data, on four multimodal LLMs: Video-LLaMA (7B-version), MiniGPT4-
Video, Video-Chat2, and GPT-4o. The hyperparameter temperature was uniformly set to 1 across all
models for consistency. Afterward, predefined rules were employed to extract the outcomes for the
evaluation metrics from the model outputs. A quantization approach was implemented to improve
the comparability and interpretability of the prediction results from the four multimodal LLMs that
were being evaluated. The scores were adjusted to fall between 0 and 5. Figure 1 shows the workflow
for this experiment.

10mins10mins10minsRaw video

Equal-interval
fixed-point sampling

1-min video clips

……

1min 1min
……

10mins10mins10mins ……

1min 1min
……

Close-up video clips Full-shot video clips with marks

DEVA tracking

Close-up Full-shot

Test data

Text prompt only Text prompt with visual promptsPrompt 
templates

• Video-LLaMa (7B)

• MiniGPT4-Video

• Video-Chat2

• GPT-4o

Multimodal LLMs

• Counting

• Actor referring

• Sematic correspondence

• Time perception

• Robustness

Evaluation Metrics

Predefined rules Normalization
0～5

Figure 1: Experiment workflow.

4 Results and discussions

The evaluation results of the four multimodal LLMs on close-up video clips and full-shot video clips
are presented in Figure 2. In understanding piglet activity in livestock scenarios, the four models
tested in this experiment demonstrated a certain degree of actor referring ability in both close-up and
full-shot video clips, enabling them to identify and locate the target piglets. Moreover, these models
showed potential in terms of robustness and time perception. However, all four models performed
poorly in semantic correspondence, which is most closely associated with the ability of multimodal
LLMs to interpret animal activities in videos among the five evaluation metrics. The detailed scoring
results for the five aspects of the evaluation metrics are shown in Table 2.

5



(a) Close-up video clips (b) Full-shot video clips

Figure 2: Evaluation results of multimodal LLMs on two types of video clips.

Table 2: Scoring results of four multimodal LLMs.
Multimodal LLMs

Evaluation Metrics Video-Llama MiniGPT4video Video-chat2 GPT-4o
C1 F2 C F C F C F

Counting - 0 - 0 - 0.83 - 2.78
Actor Referring 3.89 1.94 3.89 5 5 5 5 5

Semantic Correspondence 0.83 0.97 0.28 0.56 1.94 0.83 1.94 1.94
Time Perception 0.28 0.14 0.28 1.39 2.36 1.81 4.31 2.78

Robustness 1.67 1.39 1.11 3.06 3.89 3.06 4.17 4.17
[1]C:Close-up video clips.[2]F:Full-shot video clips.

Close-up video clips: In evaluating the four multimodal LLMs on close-up video clips, Video-
LLaMA and MiniGPT4-Video exhibited similar overall performance. However, both models dis-
played low sensitivity in time perception, scoring 0.28, indicating difficulties in identifying the
duration of pig activities or providing accurate duration estimates. In contrast, Video-Chat2 and
GPT-4o demonstrated superior performance, particularly regarding time perception and robustness.
Specifically, all four multimodal LLMs performed relatively well in actor referring, accurately
identifying the actor of the activity. However, these four models generally performed poorly in
semantic correspondence, with evaluation scores less than 2. Additionally, Video-Chat2 and GPT-4o
significantly outperformed Video-LLaMA and MiniGPT4-Video in time perception and robustness,
with Video-Chat2 scoring 2.36 and 3.89, and GPT-4o scoring 4.31 and 4.17, respectively.

Full-shot video clips: In evaluating the comprehension abilities of the four multimodal LLMs
on full-shot video clips, counting was introduced as an additional evaluation metric. Based on the
comprehensive evaluation results, MiniGPT4-Video and Video-Chat2 exhibited similar performance
across multiple evaluation aspects, while Video-LLaMA performed relatively poorer. Among the
four models, GPT-4o achieved significant advantages in all five evaluation dimensions, particularly in
counting, where its score surpassed Video-Chat2 by 1.95 points. Notably, both Video-LLaMA and
MiniGPT4-Video scored 0 on the counting metric. Further analysis revealed that MiniGPT4-Video,
Video-Chat2, and GPT-4o demonstrated a certain level of recognition and understanding in actor
referring, time perception, and robustness, all performing better than Video-LLaMA. However, in
terms of semantic correspondence, all four models exhibited deficiencies, with only GPT-4o scoring
close to 2, indicating a relative advantage compared to the other models.

Notably, Video-Chat2 and GPT-4o demonstrated superior performance in semantic correspondence
and time perception. As illustrated in Figure 3, these two models directly output the type of behavior
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(as highlighted by bold font with an underline), and the responses were concise. The average number
of words in their answers were 287 and 246, respectively, compared to 735 and 337 for Video-LLaMA
and MiniGPT4-Video. Despite Video-Chat2 and GPT-4o having an understanding of temporal tasks
(as highlighted by italics), these two models showed limitations in the accuracy of time perception.
This discrepancy indicates that their temporal understanding modules require further refinement.

###Human: “A” (Text prompt only)
###Video-Chat2: “The video shows a piglet in a breeding environment. The piglet is seen standing, lying,
feeding, drinking, moving, or engaging in social behaviors. The behavior that the piglet exhibits is
drinking, and it lasts for a duration of 10 seconds.”

###Human: “B” (Text prompt with diverse visual prompting)
###Video-Chat2 : “The video shows a piglet with a red mask being observed for its behavior. The green
polygonal area represents the feeding zone, and the blue one represents the drinking zone. The piglet is
seen standing, lying, feeding, drinking, moving, or socializing. The behavior of the piglet with the red
mask is standing for a duration of 10 seconds.”

###Human: “A” (Text prompt only)
###GPT-4o: “Based on the detailed analysis, the piglet exhibits the following behaviors in the video:
Initial (first frame): Approximately 0.07 seconds
Lying: Approximately 0.07 seconds
Moving: Approximately 3.67 seconds
The primary behavior observed in the video is the piglet moving for the majority of the duration. Therefore,
the behavior type for this video is moving, with a duration of approximately 3.67 seconds.”

###Human: “B” (Text prompt with diverse visual prompting)
###GPT-4o: “Maximum number of piglets detected in any frame: 16
Behavior: lying, Duration: 4.266666666666668 seconds.”

GPT-4o

Video-Chat2

Figure 3: Examples of Video-Chat2 and GPT-4o.

In specific tasks such as understanding piglet activity, humans can accurately analyze animal behav-
iors in complex farming scenarios, yet this remains challenging for current multimodal LLM models.
Despite these models having a solid foundation in video understanding, question answering, and
generating rich contexts, their performance in specialized applications like animal activity under-
standing still needs to improve, even for advanced models like GPT-4o. This indicates that further
optimization and enhancement are necessary for existing multimodal LLMs to handle more complex
and specialized application scenarios effectively.

5 Conclusion

This study tested two types of test data: close-up and full-shot video clips, and corresponding
prompt templates were designed for these video clips. Based on this, a comprehensive evaluation
of the visual perception abilities of four multimodal LLMs was conducted: Video-LLaMA (7B
version), MiniGPT4-Video, Video-Chat2, and GPT-4o, in the task of piglet activity understanding.
The evaluation results demonstrated that multimodal LLMs exhibit significant visual perception
potential in animal activity video understanding, with GPT-4o and Video-Chat2 models standing out
relatively. Notably, the close-up video clips used in this experiment proved more suitable for video
understanding tasks of multimodal LLMs, providing a new perspective and effective tool for animal
activity understanding in livestock scenarios.

However, despite the potential demonstrated by these multimodal LLMs in piglet activity understand-
ing, they still need to improve to become specialized models regarding livestock scene understanding.
Specifically, the current models require further enhancement in animal activity perception capabili-
ties and occasionally exhibit ‘hallucinations’ when processing animal activities in livestock scenes,
where the predicted results do not align with the actual animal activities or scenes. In the future, as
research on multimodal LLMs progresses and their functions are continuously improved, we expect
these models to achieve more significant breakthroughs in specialized tasks such as animal behavior
understanding. To this end, we will continue to explore optimization strategies for visual prompts
and prompt templates to adapt to the complexity and diversity of livestock scenes, laying a solid
foundation for applying multimodal LLMs in livestock scene understanding.
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Appendix

Appendix I Two types test video clips

Close-up video clips
Standing Lying Feeding Drinking Moving Social

Full-shot video clips
Standing Lying Feeding Drinking Moving Social

Appendix II Prompt templates

A: Text prompt only B: Text prompt with diverse visual prompting
This video depicts a piglet breeding envi-
ronment. Please observe the video, as the
video contains one of the behaviors of the
piglet: standing, lying, feeding, drinking,
moving, or social behaviors. Your task is
to analyze the entire video and identify the
type of behavior exhibited by the piglet and
the duration of the behavior. If you cannot
determine the kind of behavior, please out-
put “Null.” Or, based on your understanding
of the pig’s behavior type, and state the du-
ration of the behavior.

This video depicts a piglet breeding environment.
The green polygonal area represents the feeding
zone, and the blue one represents the drinking
zone. First, please determine and answer how
many piglets are in this video clip. Among them,
the piglet with the red mask is the actor of behav-
ior observation. Analyze the entire video, which
contains one of the behaviors of the piglet with
the red mask: standing, lying, feeding, drinking,
moving, or social behaviors. Identify which cate-
gory the behavior of the piglet with the red mask
falls into and specify the duration of the behavior.
If you cannot determine the behavior type, please
output “Null.” Or, based on your understanding of
the pig’s behavior type, and state the duration of
the behavior.
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Appendix III Examples of four multimodal LLMs
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