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ABSTRACT

Actions that condition world models are highly heterogeneous, and thus existing
action-conditioned world models are typically built for individual action types,
fragmenting already limited action-annotated data across separate models. We in-
troduce UniAction, a unified action-conditioning framework that represents any
action as a sparse set of action elements, each with a discrete semantic identity
and a continuous spatiotemporal grounding coordinate. By mapping these coordi-
nates directly into the pretrained video model’s native positional space, UniAction
allows heterogeneous actions to condition a shared world model within the same
spatiotemporal structure. We further introduce cardinality-calibrated attention to
address the bias from differing action representation granularities. We evaluate
UniAction on four representative action forms: force, camera control, hand pose,
and robot pose. UniAction outperforms conditioning alternatives in action follow-
ing, and a single jointly trained model surpasses the action-specific experts, show-
ing that heterogeneous action data benefit from unified model and joint training.
Project page: https://uniaction.github.io/

1 INTRODUCTION

A world model predicts how the world evolves in response to actions (Parker-Holder & Fruchter,
2025; Robbyant Team, 2026), and large-scale video generation models (MiniMax, 2026; Team Wan,
2025), which learn rich spatiotemporal dynamics from real-world videos, provide a natural founda-
tion for building the world models (Brooks et al., 2024). The actions that condition such world
models, however, are highly heterogeneous. They range from global viewpoint changes (Parker-
Holder & Fruchter, 2025; Li et al., 2025; Tang et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2025; He et al., 2025) and
physical forces applied to objects (Gillman et al., 2025; 2026; Wang et al., 2025a; 2026) to hand and
robot motions (Sudhakar et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2025b; Zhu et al., 2025), and
differ greatly in their semantics and spatiotemporal structures.

Given this heterogeneity, most existing action-conditioned world models are built for a single action
type, with a conditioning mechanism designed for that type and training restricted to its data (Li
etal., 2025; Sun et al., 2025; He et al., 2025; Gillman et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2026; Sudhakar et al.,
2024; Zhu et al., 2025). This practice is costly because action-annotated data is scarce: compared
with large-scale generic video, it is limited in scale and concentrated in a narrow range of scenes
and interaction patterns (Gillman et al., 2025). Training separate models further fragments this
data, and since each model learns how the world responds to only one type of action, knowledge of
scene structure, object properties, and world dynamics that could be shared remains isolated across
models (Fig. 1, left). As the number of action types grows, such separate training scales poorly.

To bring data from different actions into a single world model, we first need a conditioning rep-
resentation that can accommodate their heterogeneous forms in a unified way. Existing generic
mechanisms offer two natural choices. One renders actions into image or video conditions (Wang
et al., 2025b; Wu & Gao, 2026), providing direct spatial correspondence with the generated content,
but not every action has a visual form that can be directly rendered. The other encodes different ac-
tions into conditioning tokens (Li & Torralba, 2025; NVIDIA, 2025), which flexibly accommodates
signals of different forms, but where and when an action takes effect in the generated video remains
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Figure 1: One world model for heterogeneous actions. Instead of training a separate model per
action type (left), UniAction conditions a single world model (middle) on heterogeneous actions and
outperforms the action-specific experts across all four action forms (right).

an implicit correspondence. These limitations lead us to reconsider what information heterogeneous
actions actually need to convey to a world model.

Our key observation is that, despite their heterogeneous raw forms, every action conveys two com-
plementary pieces of information to the world model: what the action is, and where and when it
takes effect. Based on this observation, we introduce UniAction, which represents each action as a
sparse set of action elements. Each element describes its semantics with a discrete identity and its
spatiotemporal grounding with a continuous coordinate. We place these coordinates directly in the
pretrained video model’s native positional geometry, allowing action and video to interact within a
shared spatiotemporal structure while reusing the model’s pretrained spatiotemporal modeling ca-
pabilities. Heterogeneous actions can thus condition a single model through the same mechanism
without requiring a common raw representation or rendering into visual conditions. Since differ-
ent actions may be represented by different numbers of elements, we further introduce cardinality-
calibrated attention to prevent representation granularity from biasing conditioning strength.

We instantiate UniAction on four representative action forms: force, camera control, hand pose,
and robot pose. Under matched training settings, UniAction outperforms alternative conditioning
mechanisms in both action following and visual quality. More importantly, a single jointly trained
UniAction model consistently outperforms the corresponding action-specific experts across all four
action forms (Fig. 1, right), demonstrating the effectiveness of unified action conditioning and the
benefit of jointly learning from heterogeneous action data. Our contributions are threefold:

* We introduce UniAction, a unified action-conditioning framework that represents heterogeneous
actions through action semantics and spatiotemporal grounding, placing action coordinates in the
pretrained video model’s native positional geometry so that all actions condition the model through
the same mechanism.

* We introduce cardinality-calibrated attention to mitigate the bias caused by varying numbers of
action tokens, reducing the influence of representation granularity on conditioning strength.

* We evaluate UniAction across four representative action forms. UniAction achieves better action
following and visual quality than visual- and token-based conditioning alternatives, while a single
jointly trained model outperforms the corresponding action-specific experts, showing the benefit
of jointly learning from heterogeneous action data.

2 RELATED WORK

Video World Models. Large-scale video generation models, such as Wan (Team Wan, 2025) and
MiniMax (MiniMax, 2026), learn visual structures and spatiotemporal dynamics through video pre-
training, providing a generative foundation for predicting how the world evolves from current obser-
vations. Building on these powerful video models, a line of works (Parker-Holder & Fruchter, 2025;
Li et al., 2025; He et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2025; Gao et al., 2026) further introduce user interactions,
enabling the models to continuously generate future observations of an environment under the given
controls. These video world models typically define their action spaces and control interfaces for
a specific environment; for example, the keyboard inputs and camera movement signals (Li et al.,
2025; He et al., 2025). In contrast, UniAction builds on the same class of pretrained video models
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Figure 2: Overview of UniAction. Diverse action forms are represented as sparse action ele-
ments: semantic identities index tokens in a shared codebook (Sec. 3.1), spatiotemporal positions
use the backbone’s native positional encoding (Sec. 3.2), and action and video tokens interact via
cardinality-calibrated attention (Sec. 3.3).

and allows actions from different environments with different structures to condition a single video
world model through a shared interface.

Action Conditioning in Video Models. Existing action-conditioned video models largely focus on
specific action spaces. One line of work studies game commands, camera motion, and navigation
controls (Li et al., 2025; He et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2025; Robbyant Team, 2026; Gao et al., 2026),
while another models force-based physical interventions (Gillman et al., 2025; 2026; Wang et al.,
2025a; 2026) with the environment. Other approaches condition video models on hand motion (Sud-
hakar et al., 2024) or robot manipulation trajectories (Zhu et al., 2025). These methods typically use
representations and conditioning mechanisms tailored to their respective action spaces.

Recent work has begun to explore unifying related action spaces. Shared skeletal or kinematic repre-
sentations connect human and robot motion (Wang et al., 2025b; Wu & Gao, 2026), while the recent
Cosmos 3 (NVIDIA, 2026a) represents controls across embodied systems through common physi-
cal variables. These approaches build on shared kinematic structures or common physical-control
parameterizations. In contrast, UniAction accommodates heterogeneous actions with distinct struc-
tures and parameterizations through a shared formulation of action semantics and spatiotemporal
grounding, enabling joint learning from diverse action-conditioned data within a single world model.

Controllable Video Generation. Controllable video generation typically achieves unified con-
trol by converting external signals into shared conditioning representations compatible with the
video model. Several approaches represent controls as visual conditions aligned with the gener-
ated video (Wang et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2025). However, this requires a
suitable visual encoding for each control signal, which is less natural for abstract interventions such
as forces. Alternatively, separate learned encoders can map different sensory inputs and actions
into features that are fused and injected through a cross-attention mechanism (Li & Torralba, 2025).
These approaches accommodate heterogeneous inputs through either visual renderings or learned
encoders for specific action formats. In contrast, UniAction directly represents actions following the
same conditioning formulation at the representation level, without requiring a separate renderer or
learned encoder for each action type.

3 METHOD

Given an initial frame I, a text prompt 7', and an action A, we model the conditional generation of
a future video V' as

po(V | Ip, T, A). (1)
UniAction represents any action as a sparse set of action elements:
A={(si,Pi) iy . pi = (ti, yi, i), 2)

where s; denotes the semantic identity of the ¢-th element and p; its continuous grounding coor-
dinate in video space-time. Different actions may use different semantic identities and numbers of



elements, but all follow this unified representation and condition a shared video model through the
same mechanism.

3.1 ACTION SEMANTICS

Action semantics describe the meaning represented by each action element. We define a shared
discrete semantic vocabulary S that distinguishes semantic identities both within and across action
forms. A semantic codebook E € RISI*9 associates each identity with a d-dimensional action
token, where d matches the feature dimension of the video tokens. For the i-th action element, its
semantic identity s; € S directly indexes the corresponding action token: a; = E[s;] € R%.

Each semantic identity is associated with an independently initialized action token, and the model
learns its correspondence to scene evolution through joint action-conditioned training. Elements
sharing the same identity reuse the same action token across different locations and times, while
these spatiotemporal differences are modeled separately by the spatiotemporal grounding described
in the next section. New semantic identities can be added directly to the same vocabulary, allowing
the representation to naturally extend to new action forms.

3.2 SPATIOTEMPORAL GROUNDING

Spatiotemporal grounding specifies where and when an action element takes effect. Although het-
erogeneous actions may be defined in different coordinate and control spaces, their effects ultimately
manifest in the spatiotemporal evolution of the generated video. We therefore use the video as a
common spatiotemporal reference and represent the grounding of the i-th action element with a
continuous coordinate p; = (t;, i, ;).

To align action grounding with the spatiotemporal structure established by the pretrained video
model, UniAction directly reuses the backbone’s native positional system. Let ®5(x, p) denote the
backbone’s positional mechanism for a token x at coordinate p. For an action token a; and a video
token v,

51' = (I)B(aiapi)a vj = (I)B(Vjap;'))a (3)
where p? denotes the spatiotemporal coordinate of the video token. Action and video tokens thus
establish their spatiotemporal relations within the same positional geometry and interact through the
backbone’s native self-attention (Vaswani et al., 2017). Since this positional geometry is already
established during video pretraining, action—video interactions can directly reuse the backbone’s
pretrained spatiotemporal modeling capabilities.

3.3 CARDINALITY-CALIBRATED ATTENTION

Different action forms can be represented at different granularities, leading to potentially large dif-
ferences in the number of action tokens. Since action and video tokens are jointly processed by
the backbone’s self-attention, we examine how token cardinality affects attention allocation. For a
video query, let £ denote its attention logit to the i-th action token. For an action represented by N
tokens, its total unnormalized attention mass is

N
Zy = Z exp(£}) = N - mean,[exp(£3)]. 4)
i=1

The factor N is determined solely by representation granularity and is independent of the average
action—video compatibility, thereby introducing an additional cardinality bias. To remove this bias,
we apply the same calibration term to all action logits:

pt Nrc'
N (5)

where N, is a fixed reference cardinality shared across all actions, while the video logits remain
unchanged. After calibration, the total action mass becomes Nyt - mean; [exp(£¢)], removing its de-
pendence on the actual number of action tokens and placing different actions on a common attention
scale. Since the same offset is added to all action logits, the relative attention relationships among
action tokens remain unchanged. We detail the mathematical proof in Supplementary B.




4 EXPERIMENTS

We first describe how UniAction is instantiated in a pretrained video backbone (Sec. 4.1) and on four
representative diverse action forms (Sec. 4.2), and then present the experimental setup (Sec. 4.3),
and the results on comparisons and ablations in the following sections.

4.1 BACKBONE INSTANTIATION

Our model backbone, Wan2.2 (Team Wan, 2025), is a latent video transformer with 3D RoPE, into
which UniAction is instantiated directly through its existing token sequence and self-attention. The
semantic identity s; of each action element indexes an action token a; as in Sec. 3.1, and all action
tokens are concatenated after the latent video token sequence: [v1,...,Vas, a1,...,aN].

The action location p; in video space is mapped into the backbone’s latent coordinate system through
its own VAE (Kingma & Welling, 2014) compression and tokenization,

lat

P = g5 (Pi), (6)

and in self-attention the same rotary positional encoding (Su et al., 2024) is applied to action tokens

at piat and to video tokens at their latent grid coordinates pj.

Consequently, for two action elements that share a semantic identity but occur at different locations,
1z la
si=s; = a; =a; = E[s;], pi* # Pj1t7 @)

so a semantic identity can be reused across locations, while where it takes effect is distinguished
entirely by the backbone’s native positional geometry.

4.2 ACTION INSTANTIATION

The four action types, force, camera control, hand pose, and robot pose, differ substantially in their
raw forms: some are instantaneous physical vectors, some are discrete commands with no intrinsic
spatial location, and some are dense per-frame, per-joint annotations.

Hand pose. A hand pose is a dense per-frame, per-joint action, and the image location of each joint
is itself where the intervention takes effect. The semantic identities are joint indices, one per joint; at
each frame, every visible joint yields one action element located at that joint’s position in the frame.

Robot pose. A robot pose is given by a mechanical structure of rigid links, whose number of joints
and geometry are determined by the particular robot. The semantic identities are robot joint indices;
at each frame, every visible joint yields one action element at that joint’s position in the frame.

Camera control. We consider keyboard-based camera control, where viewpoint changes are spec-
ified by discrete key commands. The semantic identities correspond to eight camera commands:
four translations (forward, backward, left, right; keys W, S, A, D) and four rotations (pitch up, pitch
down, yaw left, yaw right; keys I, K, J, L). Since these commands act on the global view rather than
at a specific location, they have no intrinsic spatial grounding. We therefore assign each direction a
fixed canonical location on the corresponding side of the frame; translation and rotation commands
with the same direction share this location and are distinguished by their semantic identities. At each
frame, every active command yields one action element at its canonical location and the current time.

Force. A force is an instantaneous vector applied at a point, and its direction and magnitude cannot
be expressed by a single location. We represent one applied force with two elements at the same
instant, one at the tail and one at the head of the force vector, with the semantic identities marking
these two roles. The spatial offset between them is the force vector.

4.3 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We summarize the data, implementation, and evaluation protocol below; full configurations and
details are given in Supplementary C.



Table 1: Comparison with visual-based (VACE (Jiang et al., 2025)) and token-based (Cross-
Attn (NVIDIA, 2026b)) conditioning mechanisms across four action forms. Best and second-best
results are bold and underlined.

Automatic Evaluation Human Evaluation

Action Form Method Action 4 LPIPS | Action 4 Visual 4
Following Following Quality
VACE 0.6046 0.1178 2.47 3.40
Force Cross Attention 0.1618 0.1341 1.96 3.13
UniAction (Ours) 0.7630 0.1163 4.37 4.00
VACE 0.4997 0.5100 3.30 3.55
Camera Control Cross Attention 0.5306 0.5124 3.13 3.35
UniAction (Ours) 0.6371 0.4863 4.02 3.68
VACE 0.2938 0.1122 3.30 343
Hand Pose Cross Attention 0.0678 0.1695 2.34 3.12
UniAction (Ours) 0.4119 0.0910 3.36 342
VACE 0.5245 0.1389 3.60 3.73
Robot Pose Cross Attention 0.0859 0.1859 2.07 3.44
UniAction (Ours) 0.6521 0.1164 4.32 3.99

Datasets. The training data for force, camera control, hand pose, and robot pose are drawn from
GoalForce (Gillman et al., 2026), SolarWM (Huang et al., 2026), EgoDex (Hoque et al., 2026), and
DROID (DROID Dataset Team, 2024), respectively. We sample 10K clips from each dataset, 40K
in total, each with 81 frames at 480 x 832 resolution.

Implementation details. Our main experiments use the high-noise expert of Wan2.2-12V-
A14B (Team Wan, 2025) as the generative backbone and adapt it with LoRA (Hu et al., 2022).

Evaluation. We primarily evaluate Action Following, i.e., whether the generated video evolves as
specified by the given action. For each test sample, we fix the initial frame and text prompt while
varying only the action condition, such as rotated or reversed forces, different camera directions,
and flipped or stationary pose trajectories. This yields 410 counterfactual generations that isolate
the model’s response to the specified intervention. We then measure each response with an off-the-
shelf estimator: DIS optical flow (Kroeger et al., 2016) to estimate object motion in force scenes,
CoTracker3 (Karaev et al., 2025) to track hand keypoints for hand pose and control points for robot
pose, and ViPE (Huang et al., 2025) to estimate camera pose trajectories for camera control. From
these motion measurements, we compute an Action Following score for each action form and nor-
malize all scores to [0, 1], where higher values indicate a more accurate response to the given action.
Full metric definitions and normalization are provided in the supplementary material. We addi-
tionally report LPIPS (Zhang et al., 2018) on original condition’s generation as a complementary
measure of perceptual similarity to the ground truth frames.

In addition, we conduct a human evaluation on 60 cases sampled uniformly across the four action
forms, with 100 participants. In each case, the videos generated by the three methods are presented
together, with method names hidden and their order randomized. Participants rate each video on a
1-5 scale along two dimensions: Action Following, i.e., whether the video performs the given action,
and Visual Quality, covering clarity, stability, and the plausibility of physical interactions. We report
the average scores; the full evaluation protocol is provided in Supplementary C.

4.4 COMPARISON WITH GENERIC CONDITIONING MECHANISMS

We compare UniAction with two generic conditioning mechanisms. All three methods start from
the same pretrained model and are trained jointly on the same 40K samples of four action types with
matched optimization settings. They differ only in how actions are represented and injected into the
video model, so the comparison isolates the conditioning mechanism itself.



VACE

Cross-attn

UniAction

(a) Force (b) Camera Control

Cross-attn VACE

UniAction

(c) Hand Pose (d) Robot Pose

Figure 3: Qualitative comparison across four action forms. UniAction follows the input actions
more faithfully than other conditioning mechanisms. Overlays indicate the input action.

Visual Conditioning (VACE). We adopt a VACE (Jiang et al., 2025) style visual conditioning base-
line that renders different actions as control videos, encodes them with the VAE, and feeds them into
the VACE conditioning branch. Force is represented by an application point and a directional arrow,
camera control by temporally highlighted key indicators, and hand and robot poses by their corre-
sponding skeletons. The VACE conditioning branch consists of eight replicated video DiT blocks,
with approximately 3.1B trainable parameters.

Token Conditioning (Cross-Attn). We adopt a cross-attention conditioning baseline (NVIDIA,
2026b). We use separate encoders for different action forms, to directly map action signals and
their spatiotemporal information into conditioning tokens of a shared dimensionality, which are
then injected into the video model through cross-attention layer. The action encoders and cross-
attention modules are both trained, with LoRA applied to the cross-attention modules, resulting in
approximately 640M trainable parameters.

UniAction. All action forms share the same conditioning pathway, where action tokens interact with
video tokens through the backbone’s native self-attention. UniAction trains a shared action-branch
LoRA that is applied only to action tokens, with approximately 404M trainable parameters.

As shown in Table 1, UniAction achieves the best action following performance across all four
action forms, together with the lowest LPIPS. Human evaluation leads to a consistent conclusion:
UniAction receives the highest action following ratings on all action forms, along with comparable
or better overall visual quality. With the spatiotemporal information in a learned encoder space
rather than the backbone’s positional geometry, Cross-Attn performs markedly worse on actions
that require spatial localization like robot and hand pose. VACE is competitive where an action
has a natural visual rendering, but with the largest gap to UniAction on force and camera control,
which lack a native visual form. In contrast, UniAction responds effectively to both types of actions
through semantic identities and explicit spatiotemporal coordinates. Figure 3 presents qualitative
comparisons across the four action forms, more results in Supplementary E.

4.5 BENEFITS OF UNIFIED TRAINING

We next examine whether heterogeneous action data benefit one another when trained within a single
model. To test this, we train an action-specific expert baseline for each action form. Each expert has
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Figure 4: Qualitative comparison with action-specific experts. Compared with separate training,
the jointly trained UniAction follows the input actions more faithfully and produces more plausible
dynamics and visual appearance. Overlays indicate the input action.

the same architecture as UniAction and is trained on the data of its corresponding action form. For
each action form, the expert and the jointly trained UniAction use exactly the same training samples,
and each sample is seen the same number of times. The four experts are thus equivalent to a single
model with 4x the parameters that hard-routes samples by action form, trained with the same total
compute as the jointly trained UniAction.

As shown in Table 2, the jointly trained UniAc-  Taple 2: Jointly trained UniAction vs. action-
tion outperforms the corresponding experts in ac-  gpecific experts. Best in bold.

tion following across all four action forms. The
jointly trained model also achieves lower or com-  Action
parable LPIPS. Figure 4 further shows the qualita- Expert ~ Ours  Expert Ours

tive comparlsons. Force 05436 07630  0.1295 0.1163
We attribute these gains to shared learning of  Camera 0.5182 0.6371  0.4780 0.4863
world dynamics. An expert learns how the world  Hand  0.3701  0.4119  0.0934 0.0910
responds to actions only from the limited anno- Robot 06310 0.6521 0.1286 0.1164
tated data of one action form. In contrast, the
jointly trained model learns scene properties and dynamics from all four forms, so each form’s
data is complemented by data from the others.

Action Following 1 LPIPS |

4.6 ABLATION STUDIES

We ablate the two key designs of UniAction: spatiotemporal grounding and cardinality calibration.
All ablation studies use the Wan2.2-TI2V-5B (Team Wan, 2025) model under the same training and
evaluation protocol. Quantitative results are reported in Table 3.

4.6.1 SPATIOTEMPORAL GROUNDING

UniAction maps action coordinates into the backbone’s native positional system, so action and video
tokens share the same positional geometry learned during video pretraining. We test this design with
three variants, each changing one aspect:

Self-attn — Cross-attn keeps the RoPE (Su et al., 2024) encoding of action coordinates but injects
action tokens through the text embedding’s cross-attention pathway instead of self-attention. In this
case, action and video tokens’ coordinates no longer share the positional system. This variant tests
whether encoding action coordinates is sufficient on its own, without the shared positional geometry.

RoPE — Sinusoidal APE and RoPE — Learned APE keep the shared self-attention but
encode action coordinates with, respectively, fixed sinusoidal absolute positional encodings



(Vaswani et al., 2017) and learned absolute positional embeddings (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021), in-
stead of the backbone’s pretrained 3D RoPE. These variants test whether reusing the pretrained
positional geometry matters, as opposed to merely sharing an attention pathway.

As shown in Table 3, under the same Table 3: Ablations of spatiotemporal grounding and
training budget, all three variants achieve cardinality calibration. Each variant changes one
low action following across all action component (A— B: A replaced by B). Best in bold,
forms and nearly fail on hand pose and second-best underlined.

robot pose, which require precise spatial
grounding. These variants all need to Variant
learn the spatiotemporal correspondence Force Camera Hand Robot

%et_“:e? aCﬁ{)ns and videos ag,ew’ Whereﬁ‘s Self-attn — Cross-attn ~ 0.2975 0.5050 0.0533 0.0733
b mkbcuo? p acets ?Ct‘gn COO{ ( ma{es mtt € ROPE — Sinusoidal APE 0.2084 0.5278 0.0603 0.0755
ackbone s pretrained  positional System o pp o1 oamed APE 01485 0.5206 0.0656 0.0693

and directly reuses its existing spatiotempo- 0 ' il Calib. 0.5186 04966 04303 0.6995
ral modeling capabilities, thereby acquiring

Action Following 1

precise control from limited action data. UniAction (Ours) 0.7190 0.5842 0.4266 0.7004
Temporal Generalization. UniAction reuses the t=0 t=8 t=24
backbong’s pretraiped positionz}l geometry to en- § e 8" o . 8" o e 8"
code action coordinates, enabling generalization g \f é \;( 3

to unseen action times. In the force training data, £ ‘ Ky @ ‘ . ‘ AV @
forces are always applied at the first frame (t = 400 g h : 0

0). At test time, we apply forces at ¢ = 8 and s ‘\L‘ -y ‘ s o e ,‘ 'l -
t = 24 (Figure 5). UniAction starts the induced S 2 4

motion at the specified time, whereas Learned = ‘ W ‘ ‘

APE changes little as the force time shifts be- -B g
cause unseen action-time embeddings receive no Frame ﬁs
supervision. This suggests that UniAction lever-
ages temporal structure learned during video pre-
training rather than relearning action-time posi-
tions from limited action data.

Figure 5: Generalization. Both models are
trained only on force data, with all forces ap-
plied at t = 0; columns show test-time forces at
different ¢. Trajectories are colored by frame.

4.6.2 CARDINALITY CALIBRATION

To evaluate the cardinality calibration introduced in Sec. 3.3, we remove the calibration term during
both training and inference and keep everything else unchanged. As shown in Table 3, removing cal-
ibration leads to clear drops in action following for force and camera control, whereas pose actions
remain largely unaffected.

This pattern follows the analysis in Sec. 3.3. Without calibration, the total attention mass grows with
the number of tokens: pose actions, represented by many tokens, naturally dominate the attention,
while force and camera control, represented by only a few tokens, are suppressed. Cardinality
calibration removes this bias and places different actions on a common attention scale, allowing
actions with sparse tokens to control generation just as effectively.

5 CONCLUSION

We presented UniAction, a unified action-conditioning framework that represents heterogeneous
actions as sparse sets of elements, each defined by the semantic identity and the spatiotemporal
position. By placing them in the pretrained video model’s native positional geometry, UniAction
lets action and video tokens interact within a shared space, while cardinality-calibrated attention
prevents representation granularity from biasing conditioning strength. Across four representative
action types including force, camera control, hand pose, and robot pose, UniAction outperforms
visual- and token-based conditioning alternatives, and a single jointly trained model surpasses in-
dependently trained action-specific experts, showing that heterogeneous action data can benefit one
another within one world model. More broadly, UniAction offers an extensible interface through
which new forms of intervention data can expand a world model’s control capabilities.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

We provide an introduction video of the method in the supplementary package. We provide
additional video results and comparisons on the project page:
https://uniaction.github.io/

A SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION AND EXTENSIBILITY

Each semantic identity s € S indexes an independently initialized action token E[s] € R?. Under
isotropic initialization, let €5 = E|[s]/|| E[s]||2 denote its normalized representation. For two distinct
identities s # s/,
1

Ele,es] =0,  Var[e/ey] = 0<d) : (A.1)
Thus, in a high-dimensional feature space, different semantic identities are initialized with low cor-
relation and approximate orthogonality, while their correspondence to scene evolution is learned
through joint action-conditioned training.

Extensibility. The semantic vocabulary can be extended by appending independently initialized
tokens to the same codebook. New identities inherit the same low-correlation initialization with
existing identities, allowing additional action forms to be incorporated under the same semantic
representation and learned through the shared world model.

B CARDINALITY-CALIBRATED ATTENTION

B.1 DERIVATION

UniAction processes video and action tokens through a shared self-attention softmax. For a video

query q, let the attention logits to the j-th video key and the k-th action key be
L q’jkvd L _ qua,k

v,j \/ﬁ ) a,k \/ﬁ )

where d}, is the attention head dimension. The video and action logits are normalized by the same

softmax. The total attention share assigned to the action tokens is therefore

P _ Z]i;v:al eXp(LHwk)
action — N, N, .
221 exp(Loj) + 3252 exp(La,k)
Define the unnormalized video and action contributions as

N, Ng
Zy = Zexp(L117j)7 Ly = ZGXP(La,k)7
j=1 k=1

L

(B.1)

(B.2)

such that Poction = Za/(Zy + Za).

Cardinality bias. The action contribution can be rewritten as
Zy = N, - meangexp(Lg 1)) - (B.3)

Here, meany, [exp(L, 1 )] captures the average compatibility between the video query and the action
tokens, while N, is determined by the representation granularity of the action. Consequently, actions
with comparable average compatibility can receive different total attention shares solely because
they are represented by different numbers of tokens.

Calibration. Cardinality calibration adds the same bias to every action logit,

Nre
b= log Tf L =Las+D, (B.4)

a
where N, is a fixed reference cardinality shared across action forms. The calibrated action contri-
bution becomes

Nq

N, N, Ng
Z! = Zexp(La,;C +b) = ref Zexp(La,k)
k=1 k=1 B.5)

= Nyer - meany [exp(Lg 1)] -
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The corresponding action attention share is

, Nier meany[exp(Lqg )]

o ' B.6
action = 7+ Nyer meany [exp(Lg )] (B.6)

The explicit dependence on the actual action cardinality IV, is thus removed from the total action
contribution, while the average action—video compatibility is preserved.

Since the same bias is applied to all action logits, L;,i —L;" j = La,i—Laq,j, so cardinality calibration
preserves the relative attention relationships among action tokens while placing different action
forms on a common attention scale.

B.2 FORWARD, BACKWARD, AND INFERENCE

Forward computation. Let L, and L, denote the video and action logit matrices for the video
queries. The calibrated attention weights are

N,
[A, | Ag] = softmax([L, | L, + b]), b =log %, (B.7)

a

and the video output is
O’U = Av‘/v + AuVa- (B.8)

Cardinality calibration therefore enters the forward computation as a scalar offset applied to the
action-logit block before the shared softmax.

Backward computation. The backward pass follows the standard softmax-attention derivatives.
Let G = 9L£/00,,. For the k-th action token,

oL

= Aa ;
8Va7k "kG
(B.9)
oL
= Aa.kGT(Va,k - Ov) .
oL, ’

The calibrated attention weight A, j therefore controls both the forward contribution of each action
token and the training signal propagated through the action branch.

Training and inference. The reference cardinality N, is fixed, and N, is determined by the
current action representation. The calibration introduces no additional learnable parameters. The
same calibrated attention computation is used during training and inference.

B.3 ALGORITHM

For each attention layer, cardinality calibration modifies only the action logits before the joint soft-
max. Given video queries @,,, video keys and values (K, V,), and action keys and values (K,, V,),
we compute:

Algorithm 1 Cardinality-calibrated attention

Input: Queries Q,; keys/values (K, V) and (K, V,); dn, Na, Nyet.
Output: Video-token output O,,.

Ly QK. /Vdy

Lq < QuK] /V/dy

b+ 1Og(]\fref/zva)

L« Ly,+b

[Ay | Ag] < softmax([L, | L))

6: O, «+ AV, + AV,

A

Thus, the calibrated attention retains the original attention computation and introduces a single
cardinality-dependent offset on the action-key logits.
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C EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Data and implementation. We select 10K action-annotated training clips from each of Goal-
Force (Gillman et al., 2026), SolarWM (Huang et al., 2026), EgoDex (Hoque et al., 2026), and
DROID (DROID Dataset Team, 2024), for a total of 40K samples. Each clip is sampled to 81 frames
and resized and cropped to 480 x 832 (height x width) to match the input specification of the base
model. The 10K GoalForce samples consist of SK ball, 2.5K domino, and 2.5K flower scenes.

We use the high-noise expert of Wan2.2-12V-A14B (Team Wan, 2025) as the base model, train it
over the full noise range, and use this expert at all denoising timesteps during inference. LoRA (Hu
et al., 2022) is applied to the Q/K/V/O projections of the attention modules and the two linear layers
of the FFN, with both rank and alpha set to 128. During action adaptation, only the action branch
is updated, i.e., LoRA is applied only to action tokens, while the video branch remains frozen. The
total training budget is two full passes over the training data. All compared methods use the same
data preprocessing, per-task training data budget, and inference configuration, and are evaluated
under the same task and evaluation protocol. We fix N, = 784.

Ablation studies are conducted on Wan2.2-TI2V-5B, with video clips of 480 x 832 resolution and
49 frames for both training and evaluation; all other settings follow the main experiments.

Test set construction. For each source sample, we fix the initial frame and text prompt and vary
only the action condition. We use 107 source samples, none of which appear in the training set,
and construct 410 test conditions per model, including both original action conditions and action-
intervention variants (Table 4).

Table 4: Construction of the test set.

Action Form Construction #Conditions

Force 8 ball scenes x 5; 16 domino scenes x 2; 16 flower scenes x 2 104

Camera Control 13 scenes x 8 directions (W/A/S/D/I1/J/K/L) 104

Hand Pose 20 samples x {original, stationary, horizontal flip, vertical flip, flip 100
along both axes}

Robot Pose 34 samples x {original, horizontally flipped center trajectory, 102

reversed gripper trajectory }

Total 410

The ball variants consist of the original direction and its rotations by £45° and +90°; the domino
variants consist of the original direction and its 180° reversal; the flower variants consist of the
original action and a paired action that applies force in the opposite direction.

Action Following scores. Let C'(z) = min(1, max(0,x)). Each task uses the following fixed
scoring rule.

* Force. For ball and domino scenes, we estimate the initial motion response of the generated
video with DIS optical flow (Kroeger et al., 2016). For flower scenes, since the bending and
swaying direction of the flower does not necessarily coincide with the direction of the applied
force, we extract DIS optical flow features at multiple locations and estimate the force direction
with a ridge regression mapping. The mapping is fitted only on GoalForce training data and kept
fixed throughout the evaluation of all models. Let f and f denote the estimated and target force
directions, respectively. The score is

T
o C(ff) |
£ [I£]]

Samples that do not produce a valid motion response receive a score of 0.

¢ Hand Pose and Robot Pose. We use CoTracker3 (Karaev et al., 2025) to track the locations
corresponding to the action annotations, and compare the actual displacement Ap relative to the
initial position with the target displacement Ac. The score is obtained by normalizing the error
between the actual and target displacements, so that results more consistent with the target motion
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receive higher scores. For the stationary condition, the score is based on the residual motion
relative to the initial position.

* Camera Control. We estimate the camera trajectory with ViPE (Huang et al., 2025), taking the
first frame as the origin. To account for camera drift inherent to the model and scene, we use the
no-action generation of the same scene and model as a reference and subtract this baseline from
the predicted response. We measure the cosine similarity between the residual motion vector and
the commanded direction, separately for translation and rotation, normalize it to [0, 1], and report
the average score.

All Action Following scores lie in [0, 1], with higher scores indicating better action following. We
first average the different action variants of each source sample with equal weights and then ag-
gregate over all source samples. For Force, the ball, domino, and flower subcategories are further
averaged with equal weights.

LPIPS. We compute AlexNet-based LPIPS (Zhang et al., 2018) only under the original action con-
dition, comparing generated frames with the corresponding ground-truth frames at 480 x 832 reso-
lution. Since the first frame is given as model input, we exclude it, compute LPIPS on each of the
remaining 80 frames, and average the results.

Human evaluation. A total of 100 participants completed the questionnaire. Each participant was
randomly assigned 8 groups of videos (2 per action form), where each group contains one video
generated by each of UniAction, VACE, and Cross-Attention, resulting in 24 videos per participant.
The three videos in each group are displayed side by side in a randomized order. Referring to the
action markers overlaid on the videos, participants rate each video on a 1-5 scale along the following
two dimensions:

* Q1 (Action Following):
“Does the video do what the action says? (Compare with the other videos.)”

* Q2 (Visual Quality):
“How good is the video quality, including clarity, stability, and plausible physical interactions?
(Compare with the other videos.)”

D EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS

We measure action-conditioning overhead for one denoising forward pass on a single GH200, rel-
ative to the backbone without action input (1678.4 TFLOPs and 3.06s). Table 5 reports trainable
parameters, additional TFLOPs, and relative latency increases.

VACE runs a separate conditioning branch at full video resolution, adding approximately 21% to
both computation and latency regardless of the action form. Cross Attention also has nearly fixed
overhead. UniAction only appends action tokens, so its overhead varies with the number of action
tokens. It incurs the lowest additional latency across all four action forms.

Table 5: Additional cost of action conditioning per denoising forward pass, relative to the backbone
without action input.

ATFLOPs AlLatency (%)
Method Params
Force Camera Hand Robot Force Camera Hand Robot
VACE 3.1B  351.2 3512 3512 3512 21.3 21.0 212  21.1
Cross Attention 640M  33.5 359 36.0 36.0 8.8 8.6 9.0 9.0
UniAction 404M 0.1 5.9 729 372 3.6 3.0 6.6 4.9

16



E ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE COMPARISONS

Figures 6-8 provide 13 additional comparisons across the four action forms. Each example shows
six frames per method, ordered from left to right. Arrows, key indicators, and pose overlays visualize
the input action conditions rather than generated content.

Cross Attention VACE UniAction  Cross Attention VACE UniAction  Cross Attention VACE UniAction  Cross Attention VACE

UniAction

(d) Robot Pose

Figure 6: Additional qualitative comparisons. The camera input in (b) is W (forward camera
motion). All overlays indicate input conditions.

17



=

AOVA

UonRUINY ssouD)

uondviun

JOVA

uoluU|nY ssoud

uondviun

(b) Hand Pose

ADVA

UORUINY ssol)

uondviun

(c) Robot Pose

uonuasNy ssoud)

uondviun

(e) Robot Pose

te input conditions.

1Cal

Overlays ind

1ve comparisons.

itati

1 qual

i0ona

Additi

Figure 7

18



Cross Attention VACE UniAction  Cross Attention VACE UniAction  Cross Attention VACE UniAction  Cross Attention VACE

UniAction

a) Force

(b) Hand Pose

(c) Force

(d) Robot Pose )

Figure 8: Additional qualitative comparisons. Overlays indicate input conditions.
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F ADDITIONAL TEMPORAL GENERALIZATION RESULTS

Following the setup in Sec. 4.6.1 and Figure 5, we train UniAction only on force data, with all
forces applied at ¢ = 0. Figures 9 and 10 show that delaying force applicationtot = 8 ort = 24
delays object motion accordingly, demonstrating generalization to unseen intervention times. Yellow
arrows indicate the input force.

(a) Force applied att=0

(b) Force applied att=8

(c) Force applied at t =24

Figure 9: Temporal generalization on dominoes.

(a) Force applied att=0

(b) Force applied att=8

(c) Force applied att =24

Figure 10: Temporal generalization on balls.
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G SCENE GENERALIZATION

Figure 11 shows 24 generations from the jointly trained UniAction. Except for the second row in
the left column of (c) and the upper-left example in (d), whose initial frames come from the test set,
all initial frames were generated by GPT Image 2 and were unseen during training. Each strip shows
the initial frame and two later frames; paired left and right strips use matching frame indices.

(d) Robot Pose

Figure 11: Scene and appearance generalization across four action forms. All six variants in (c)
share the same hand-pose input. Arrows and highlighted keys indicate the input actions.
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H COMPOSITIONAL ACTION GENERALIZATION

Figure 12 shows three long videos generated by the jointly trained UniAction. Each training sample
contains only one action form. Since all actions share the same representation and conditioning
pathway, tokens from different action forms can be directly concatenated into a single sequence at
inference time without additional training. These results combine force, camera control, hand pose,
and robot pose, with both simultaneous actions and transitions between actions over time. The initial
frames were generated by GPT Image 2.

(c)

Figure 12: Generalization to unseen action compositions. Each block (a)—(c) shows one video in
three rows of six selected frames, read from left to right and then from top to bottom. Arrows, pose
overlays, and highlighted keys indicate the input actions.
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