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Abstract
Given a text description, Temporal Language Grounding
(TLG) aims to localize temporal boundaries of the segments
that contain the specified semantics in an untrimmed video.
TLG is inherently a challenging task, as it requires to have
comprehensive understanding of both video contents and text
sentences. Previous works either tackle this task in a fully-
supervised setting that requires a large amount of manual
annotations or in a weakly supervised setting that cannot
achieve satisfactory performance. To achieve good perfor-
mance with limited annotations, we tackle this task in a
semi-supervised way and propose a unified Semi-supervised
Temporal Language Grounding (STLG) framework. STLG
consists of two parts: (1) A pseudo label generation mod-
ule that produces adaptive instant pseudo labels for unlabeled
data based on predictions from a teacher model; (2) A self-
supervised feature learning module with two sequential per-
turbations, i.e., time lagging and time scaling, for improving
the video representation by inter-modal and intra-modal con-
trastive learning. We conduct experiments on the ActivityNet-
CD-OOD and Charades-CD-OOD datasets and the results
demonstrate that our proposed STLG framework achieve
competitive performance compared to fully-supervised state-
of-the-art methods with only a small portion of temporal an-
notations.

1 Introduction
Video understanding is a challenging task in computer vi-
sion. Many related tasks have been extensively studied due
to its wide applications, such as video captioning (Chen et al.
2020b), action localization (Shou, Wang, and Chang 2016)
and video question answering (Tapaswi et al. 2016). Tempo-
ral language grounding (TLG) (Gao et al. 2017; Hendricks
et al. 2017), which aims at automatically locating the tempo-
ral boundaries of the segments indicated by natural language
descriptions in an untrimmed video, has attracted increas-
ing attention recently because of its potential applications in
search engines and video retrieval.

The state-of-the-art models for tackling the temporal lan-
guage grounding task in a fully-supervised setting can be
mainly categorized into two groups: proposal-based mod-
els (Gao et al. 2017; Ge et al. 2019; Jiang et al. 2019; Liu
et al. 2018a,b, 2021; Zhang et al. 2020a) and regression-
based models (Yuan, Mei, and Zhu 2019; Zeng et al. 2020;
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Opazo et al. 2020; Chen et al. 2020a; Wang, Huang, and
Wang 2019; Mun, Cho, and Han 2020; Nan et al. 2021; Zhao
et al. 2021; Zhou et al. 2021b; Zhang et al. 2021). Their ma-
jor difference is the way of generating temporal predictions
and training/inference efficiency (e.g., memory consumption
and convergence rate). But all of these methods require pre-
cise temporal annotations for model training. As manually
annotating precise temporal labels is expensive and time-
consuming, it is extremely challenging to scale such fully-
supervised methods to thousands of classes.

To alleviate the annotation cost, weakly-supervised and
semi-supervised learning methods are common solutions.
Weakly-supervised temporal language grounding methods
require only video-sentence pairs for training, that is, with-
out the requirement for temporal boundary annotations.
However, recent studies have shown that the overall per-
formance of weakly supervised methods (Duan et al. 2018;
Gao et al. 2019; Mithun, Paul, and Roy-Chowdhury 2019;
Song et al. 2020; Tan et al. 2019; Zhou et al. 2021a) are
greatly inferior to the fully-supervised methods in tempo-
ral language grounding. Compared with weakly-supervised
learning, semi-supervised learning can make use of a lim-
ited amount of annotated data as necessary supervision to
achieve higher performance. Thus, semi-supervised meth-
ods could be a more appropriate solution for problems where
annotation are expensive to obtain. Though semi-supervised
learning has been widely explored in tasks such as object de-
tection (Tang et al. 2021; Zhou et al. 2021b), temporal action
localization (Ji, Cao, and Niebles 2019; Wang et al. 2021), to
the best of our knowledge, we are the first to explore semi-
supervised learning for temporal language grounding.

The major challenge in semi-supervised temporal lan-
guage grounding is how to learn from the large amount of
the coarsely annotated data. Besides generating pseudo la-
bels, preserving consistency between different versions of
augmented data has been proven to be an effective method
to make use of unlabeled data (Miyato et al. 2019). Mean-
while, some self-supervised methods (Pathak et al. 2016;
Han, Xie, and Zisserman 2019) propose to explore the un-
derlying structure of data to learn better representations.
However, these methods have not made full use of the tem-
poral structure of sequential data such as video.

To tackle the above challenges, in this paper, we introduce
self-supervised learning to improve the semi-supervised
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temporal language grounding. Our proposed framework
consists of two parts: pseudo label generation and self-
supervised feature learning. The pseudo label generation
aims at producing more precise pseudo labels for different
types of grounding models. In the semi-supervised training
process, a teacher model that produces instant pseudo la-
bels is used to leverage unlabeled data. The self-supervised
feature learning contains inter-modal and intra-modal con-
trastive learning. We design two types of sequential data per-
turbations: time lagging and time scaling, which can make
the grounding model more robust and also focus more on the
semantics of video content to preserve consistency within
the video modality and between the video and text modali-
ties. Our proposed framework is named as Semi-supervised
Temporal Language Grounding (STLG).

In summary, our main contributions are summarized as
follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first study semi-

supervised temporal language grounding and propose a
general framework that works well for both regression-
based and proposal-based grounding models.

• We have designed two effective temporal perturbations
and inter-modal and intra-modal contrastive losses for
self-supervised feature learning to improve language
grounding performance.

• We extensively tested the proposed STLG on two chal-
lenging out-of-distribution datasets and achieve results
comparable to fully-supervised baselines for regression-
based and proposal-based models.

2 Related Work
Temporal language grounding that aims to locate the tem-
poral boundary of events in untrimmed videos using lan-
guage queries, is a challenging task introduced recently (Gao
et al. 2017; Hendricks et al. 2017). Existing methods for
temporal language grounding can be mainly categorized
into two groups. Proposal-based methods (Gao et al. 2017;
Hendricks et al. 2017; Liu et al. 2018a,b; Ge et al. 2019;
Jiang et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2021; Wang, Ma, and Jiang
2020; Zhang et al. 2020a) retrieve the most confident pro-
posal from a set of generated candidates. Initially, Gao
et al. (2017) follow a two-stage paradigm, which first gen-
erates the candidates by temporal sliding windows and then
matches language query with these candidates. Zhang et al.
(2020a) design a fine-grained and flexible 2D temporal fea-
ture map proposal generation mechanism to capture rela-
tions among temporal segmentations. Although those meth-
ods achieve promising performance, they are limited by the
need of extra computational cost and high-quality ground-
truth labels. Regression-based methods (Yuan, Mei, and Zhu
2019; Zeng et al. 2020; Opazo et al. 2020; Chen et al. 2020a;
Wang, Huang, and Wang 2019; Mun, Cho, and Han 2020;
Nan et al. 2021; Zhao et al. 2021) are proposed to solve
temporal language grounding task in an end-to-end manner.
Some methods (Yuan, Mei, and Zhu 2019) focus on cross-
modal attention, and some work proposes to learn a fine-
grained cross-modal interaction with a segment tree (Zhao
et al. 2021) or local-global context (Mun, Cho, and Han
2020). Zhang et al. (2021) attempt to address grounding in a

span-based question answering way. Since annotations are
expansive, recently, significant effort has been devoted to
solving temporal language grounding problem in a weakly-
supervised way (Duan et al. 2018; Gao et al. 2019; Mithun,
Paul, and Roy-Chowdhury 2019; Zhang et al. 2020c,b;
Ma et al. 2020). The mainstream approaches mostly fol-
low the multiple instance learning paradigm (Mithun, Paul,
and Roy-Chowdhury 2019). Apart from this, Zhang et al.
(2020c) propose to solve the weakly-supervised temporal
language grounding based on contrastive learning.

Semi-supervised learning (SSL) is a dominant approach
in machine learning to facilitate learning with limited la-
beled data and large amounts of unlabeled data. Especially
in image classification, SSL has been extensively stud-
ied (Arazo et al. 2020; Xie et al. 2020; Sohn et al. 2020;
Pham et al. 2021; Laine and Aila 2017; Tarvainen and
Valpola 2017). Their focus can be roughly categorized into
two groups: pseudo label generation and consistency regu-
larization. The main idea of pseudo label generation is gen-
erating artificial labels by a teacher model for unlabeled data
and using them for further training the student model. Arazo
et al. (2020) propose to train the student model with a fixed
pre-trained teacher model. Subsequent studies deeply inves-
tigate the usage of pseudo labels. For instance, Xie et al.
(2020) propose Noisy-Student to train a student model with
an iterative teacher model, Sohn et al. (2020) propose Fix-
Match to apply different levels of augmentation to pseudo la-
bel generation and pseudo label prediction, and Pham et al.
(2021) update the teacher model from the feedback of the
student model. Consistency regularization methods encour-
age models to generate consistent outputs from perturbed in-
put data and have been widely used in the field of SSL. Laine
and Aila (2017) maintain a regularization for ensemble pre-
diction. Tarvainen and Valpola (2017) update the teacher
model by averaging weights of the student model at each
training step so as to promote the quality of labels. Most re-
lated are two previous methods that study semi-supervised
temporal action localization (SSTAL). Ji, Cao, and Niebles
(2019) design two sequential perturbations based on the
mean teacher framework, Wang et al. (2021) propose to
incorporate self-supervised learning into SSTAL. But lan-
guage grounding is much more complicated than action lo-
calization.

Self-supervised learning leverages unlabeled data to
make the model learn intrinsic knowledge from data. Pre-
vious methods rely on pretext tasks to learning a better
feature representation, representative ones are order veri-
fication (Misra, Zitnick, and Hebert 2016), sequence sort-
ing (Lee et al. 2017), masked feature reconstruction and clip-
order prediction (Wang et al. 2021). Recently, contrastive
learning methods (Pathak et al. 2016; Han, Xie, and Zisser-
man 2019; Chen et al. 2020c,d; He et al. 2019; Chen et al.
2020e), have attracted increasing attention since they are
proven to be able to learn more powerful feature representa-
tions for downstream tasks. Its basic idea is to align similar
samples in feature space and push away the dissimilar sam-
ples, so that the learned features can be discriminative.
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Figure 1: Overview of our STLG. In fully-supervised training phase, we train the model with labeled data to initialize teacher
model. In semi-supervised training phase, teacher model generates pseudo label for unlabeled data, and gets instant update
from student model in each epoch. After sequential perturbing, i.e. time lagging, time scaling or identity transformation (ID),
the feature representations are applied to semi-supervised loss and self-supervised loss calculation.

3 Our Approach
In this section, we first give the problem definition of the
semi-supervised temporal language grounding task. Then
we introduce the details our proposed STLG framework,
which includes pseudo label generation, sequential pertur-
bation, and self-supervised feature learning.

3.1 Problem Formulation
Given an untrimmed video V ∈ RT and a corresponding
sentence description S ∈ RN , where T is the length of video
sequence and N is the number of words, temporal language
grounding aims at locating the video segment τ = [s, e]
which is most related to the sentence. In the semi-supervised
setting, only a part of the video-sentence pairs are provided
with temporal boundary ground truth while the remaining
are not available during training. The grounding model can
be formulated as:

τ = f(V,S), (1)
where f(·, ·) is a composite of feature encoding, cross-
modal processing, segment predicting, and post-processing
steps.

3.2 Pseudo Label Generation
The loss functions of temporal language grounding can take
different forms, requiring different methods for generating
pseudo labels. Below, we discuss how to derive pseudo
labels for regression-based grounding and proposal-based
grounding, respectively. Regression-based Model. Gener-
ally, regression-based grounding models can be formulated
as:

τr = fr(V,S),

fr(V,S) = Ωr(Φint(ϕV (V), ϕS(S))),
(2)

where Ωr(·) denotes the temporal boundary regression mod-
ule, Φint(·, ·) is the cross-modal interaction module, and

ϕV (·) and ϕS(·) are the feature encoding modules for
the video and sentence, respectively. Following previous
work (Yuan, Mei, and Zhu 2019), ϕV is comprised of a CNN
and a bi-directional LSTM unit, ϕS is comprised of a Glove
embedding layers and a bi-directional LSTM unit. Φint de-
notes an iterative cross-modal co-attention operation:

hr,a = Φint(ϕV (V), ϕS(S)), (3)

where hr ∈ RT×Dh is the attended video feature and
a ∈ RT is the corresponding attention weights. Then the
temporal segment is predicted as:

τr = [s, e] = Ωr(hr), (4)

where Ωr(·) can be a multi-layer perceptron.
During training, there are two types of loss functions:

Ltaskr = Lregr + αrLcalr . (5)

Lregr is the temporal boundary regression loss, which is the
smooth L1 loss

Lregr (τr, τ̂r) = SmoothL1(s, ŝ) + SmoothL1(e, ê), (6)

where τ̂r is the ground truth segment label1. Lcalr is the at-
tention calibration loss to encourage the alignment between
the attention weights and the ground truth â ∈ RT :

Lcalr (â,a) = −
∑T
t=1 ât logat∑T

i=t ât
, (7)

where ât is 1 if s ≤ t ≤ e, and 0 otherwise.
We design pseudo labels for both type of losses. τ∗r and a∗

correspond to ground truth labels τ̂r and â. We directly use
the teacher-model’s boundary prediction τ̃r as the pseudo
label τ∗r , and then construct attention weight pseudo label a∗

1We denote ground truth labels by symbols with a hat (e.g., τ̂r),
and pseudo labels by symbols with an asterisk (e.g., τ∗r ).



based on τ∗r . At time step t, the attention weight is expected
to be close to 1 if s∗ ≤ t ≤ e∗, and otherwise it should be
close to 0:

τ∗r = [s∗, e∗] = τ̃ ,

a∗t =

{
1 s∗ ≤ t ≤ e∗,
0 otherwise.

(8)

Proposal-based Model. The proposal-based methods can
be formulated as bellow:

ωp = fp(V,S),

fp(V,S) = Ωp(Φint(ϕV (V), ϕS(S))).
(9)

In contrast to regression-based methods, the output of
fp(·, ·) are the candidate proposals, i.e., ωp ∈ RT×K rep-
resents K anchors at each of the T time steps. And the fi-
nal segment τp is selected for ωp with a non-maximum sup-
pression (NMS) process. To make this a fair comparison,
the feature encoding module ϕV and ϕS are kept consistent
with the above regression-based method. The cross-modal
interaction module Φint in the proposal-based model firstly
fuses multi-modal feature with a linear transformation, then
applies self-attention to generate the contextual integration
feature hp ∈ RT×Dh :

hp = Φint(V,S). (10)

Following (Wang, Ma, and Jiang 2020), the proposal gener-
ation module Ωp is a combination of an anchor prediction
submodule and a boundary prediction submodule:

c,b = Ωp(hp), (11)

where c ∈ [0, 1]T×K is the confidence score of each candi-
date proposal, and b ∈ [0, 1]T represents the probability of
being a boundary point. During inference, the anchor score
and boundary probability are jointly used to produce the fi-
nal score of a candidate proposal. The proposal-based loss
Ltaskp is then defined as below:

Ltaskp = Lanchorp + αpLboundaryp . (12)

The anchor loss Lanchorp is calculated with the prediction c

and label ĉ ∈ RT×K

Lanchorp (ĉ, c) = −
T∑
t=1

K∑
k=1

w+
k ĉtk log ctk+ (13)

w−k (1− ĉtk) log (1− ctk),

where ĉtk is 1 if the corresponding proposal has a tempo-
ral IoU with the ground truth segment τ̂ larger than 0.5
and 0 otherwise, and the w+

k , w
−
k are the positive and nega-

tive sample weights of the k-th proposal. The boundary loss
Lboundaryp is calculated with the label b̂ ∈ RT , where b̂t is
1 if t equals s or e, otherwise bt is 0.w+

b andw−b are positive
and negative weights. The loss is formulated as:

Lboundaryp (b, b̂) = −
T∑
t=1

w+
b b̂t logbt+ (14)

w−b (1− b̂t) log (1− bt).

Compared with the regression-based method, there are a
set of candidate proposals ωp in the proposal-based model.
We firstly select the candidate with the highest score as the
pseudo label τ∗p , then the boundary pseudo label b∗ is de-
fined as:

b∗t =

{
1 t = s∗ or t = e∗,

0 otherwise.
(15)

As for the anchor pseudo label c∗, we first compute the IoU
scores scoretk of each anchor with the pseudo segment label
τ∗p , and then the anchor pseudo labels are assigned as

c∗tk =

{
1 scoretk ≥ 0.5,

0 scoretk < 0.5.
(16)

3.3 Sequential Perturbation
In the literature, applying stochastic perturbations to the in-
puts has been proven crucial for semi-supervised models (Ji,
Cao, and Niebles 2019; Wang et al. 2021). Meanwhile, aug-
menting the inputs to force the model to focus on high-level
semantics is also widely adopted by (self-supervised) con-
trastive learning methods (Pathak et al. 2016; Han, Xie, and
Zisserman 2019).

In contrast to simply adding gaussian noise to feature
maps in Mean Teacher (Tarvainen and Valpola 2017), we
further utilize the inherent property of sequence data. Due
to the temporal semantic consistency of video, moderate se-
quential disturbance such as adjusting the playback rate and
short-term lagging would not change the semantics of se-
quence data. For example, when watching a video, people
can still obtain information with different playback rates and
occasional lagging. Based on this insight, for the sequential
video feature V ∈ RT×D, we propose two essential types
of sequential perturbations: time lagging and time scaling2.

The time lagging perturbation performs random distur-
bance to a feature sequence. Given a sequential video feature
V , we randomly select a small segment r = [rs, re], (1 ≤
rs ≤ re ≤ T ) and temporally flip the features within the
segment. Previous work (Wang et al. 2021) performs tempo-
ral feature flipping which flips the whole feature sequence.
The difference between temporal feature flipping and time
lagging is that, temporal feature flipping reverses the whole
feature while the time lagging randomly selects a small local
segment. Thus time lagging retains more semantic informa-
tion and temporal structure than temporal feature flipping.
(Wang et al. 2021) is applied to temporal action localiza-
tion, which emphasizes more on contextual correlation. In
the temporal language grounding task, besides contextual
correlation, the cross-modal dependency is equally impor-
tant. Flipping the whole video sequence makes it more dif-
ficult to align the sentence and video. Therefore, our time
lagging is a more appropriate data augmentation technique
for temporal language grounding.

The time scaling perturbation temporally scales the se-
quence video feature with different playback rates. Given a

2Examples of time lagging and time scaling can be found in the
Supplementary Materials.



playback rate θ, the scaling sequence video feature is con-
structed by equidistant sampling features along the tem-
poral dimension and the resulting video feature length is
T ′ = 1

θT . The time scaled features can be regarded as video
event representations with different playback rates but the
same semantics, thus perturbing the playback rates leads to
more attention being paid to the global video semantics.

3.4 Self-Supervised Feature Learning
Inspired by recent work (Wang et al. 2021), we also incor-
porate self-supervised feature learning. Based on two types
of sequential data augmentation, we design inter-modal and
intra-modal contrastive losses to assist the STLG to learn
discriminative multi-modal feature representation.

We first give a general formulation of contrastive loss:

LCL(X,Y,X−,Y−) =∑
X−∈X−

max [0,∆− l(X,Y) + l(X−,Y)]+

∑
Y−∈Y−

max [0,∆− l(X,Y) + l(X,Y−],

(17)

where l(·, ·) is a similarity function (e.g, cosine similarity),
X,Y ∈ RDh is a pair of positive samples, and X− and
Y− are the sets of chosen negative sample for X and Y,
respectively. ∆ is the margin. The goal of LCL is to pull
positive pairs closer and push negative pairs further in the
embedding space.

Inter-modal contrastive loss. Consider a mini batch
{Vi,Si}Bi=1 with B video and sentence features, the inter-
modal contrastive loss is:

LinterCL =

B∑
i=1

LCL(Vi,Si,V−i ,S
−
i ), (18)

where V−i = {Vj |j ∈ [1, B] and j 6= i} and S−i = {Sj |j ∈
[1, B] and j 6= i} are the negative samples for the i-th video
and sentence pair. The inter-modal contrastive loss encour-
ages the semantically related video and sentence to be simi-
lar, and decreases the similarity between semantically irrel-
evant video sentence pairs.

Intra-modal contrastive loss. To encourage the model to
focus more on the semantics of the video, we also apply con-
trastive learning on augmented versions of video features.

Ai1,Ai2 = Aug(Vi),

LintraCL =

B∑
i=1

LCL(Ai1,Ai2,A−i1,A
−
i2),

(19)

where Aug(·) takes a video sample and augments it twice
using perturbations chosen randomly from the set {time
lagging, time scaling, identity mapping}, and Ai1,Ai2 ∈
RT×Dh are the augmented video features. Similar to inter-
modal contrastive loss, intra-modal contrastive loss also re-
gards the rest of B − 1 samples as negative, that A−i1 =
{Aj1|j ∈ [1, B] and j 6= i},A−i2 = {Aj2|j ∈
[1, B] and j 6= i} are the negative samples for sample i.

The overall self-supervised loss is:

Lself = LinterCL + LintraCL . (20)

3.5 The Training Process
There are two phases in our grounding model training pro-
cess. In the first phase, we pre-train the model with a limited
amount of annotated data in a supervised manner to obtain a
teacher model. In the second phase, the teacher model gener-
ates pseudo labels for the unlabeled data in each epoch. Fol-
lowing the instant-teaching (Zhou et al. 2021b) framework,
we use instant pseudo labeling in our STLG. We then per-
form the semi-supervised training by optimizing the semi-
supervised loss Ltask and self-supervised loss Lself using
all the training samples:

Lall = Ltask + βLself , (21)
whereLtask can beLtaskr orLtaskp , depending on the type of
grounding model being trained, and β is a hyper parameter
that controls the weight of self-supervised loss.

4 Experiments
4.1 Datasets
With a small number of labeled data, it is very likely that
the testing data distribution will be different to the training
data. Hence, to better evaluate our semi-supervised method,
we follow the settings in (Yuan et al. 2021) and use a novel
split of existing datasets, in which the training and testing
data are designed to have different distributions.

Charades-CD-OOD: Charades-CD-OOD is built on the
Charades-STA dataset (Gao et al. 2017), which annotates
sentence descriptions in a semi-automatic way. It contains
9,848 videos and 16,128 sentence-moment pairs. On av-
erage, the video and sentence length on the Charades-CD
dataset are 29.8 seconds and 8.6 words respectively. Yuan
et al. (2021) propose to split sentence-moment pairs into
training, validation, and test-ood set of sizes 11,071, 859 and
3,375, respectively.

ActivityNet-CD-OOD: ActivityNet-CD-OOD is built on
the ActivityNet Captions (Heilbron et al. 2015) dataset,
which is originally for dense video captioning. The dataset
has 19,970 videos and 17,031 sentence-moment pairs. Com-
pared with Charades-STA, its variation of temporal segment
lengths is much larger, ranging from a few seconds to several
minutes. The average sentence length is 13.2 words, and the
average video length is 117.74 seconds. According to (Yuan
et al. 2021), ActivityNet-CD-OOD contains 51,415, 3,321,
13,578 sentence-moment pairs for training, validation, and
test-ood respectively.

The rate ψ, which represents the percentage of labeled
data in training data, is set to 5% in ActivityNet-CD-OOD
and 30% in Charades-CD-OOD, to ensure that these two
datasets can have similar amounts of labeled instances.

4.2 Metrics
Following the previous (Gao et al. 2017) setting, we use the
”R@n, IoU=m” as the evaluation metrics. It is defined as
the percentage of the query sentences that our model can
produce at least one appropriate moment in the top-n results.
A moment is appropriate when its IoU with the ground truth
is larger than m. Specifically, we report the results as n ∈
{1, 5} with m ∈ {0.3, 0.5, 0.7} for Charades-CD-OOD and
ActivityNet-CD-OOD.



Methods ActivityNet-CD-OOD Charades-CD-OOD
R@1,

IoU=0.3
R@1,

IoU=0.5
R@1,

IoU=0.7
R@1,

IoU=0.3
R@1,

IoU=0.5
R@1,

IoU=0.7
ACRN (Liu et al. 2018a) 16.06 7.58 2.48 44.69 30.03 11.89

TSP-PRL (Wu et al. 2020) 29.61 16.63 7.43 31.93 19.37 6.20
ABLR (Yuan, Mei, and Zhu 2019) 33.45 20.88 10.03 44.62 31.57 11.38

DRN (Zeng et al. 2020) 36.86 25.15 14.33 40.45 30.43 15.91
CTRL (Gao et al. 2017) 15.68 7.89 2.53 44.97 30.73 11.97

SCDM (Yuan et al. 2019) 31.56 19.14 9.31 52.38 41.60 22.22
2D-TAN (Zhang et al. 2020a) 30.86 18.38 9.11 43.45 30.77 11.75

WSSL (Duan et al. 2018) 17.00 7.17 1.82 35.86 23.67 8.27

regression-based
baseline@ψ 30.32 16.24 6.13 44.56 22.19 6.46

ours@ψ 34.21 19.13 8.25 46.15 29.43 9.38
baseline@100% 39.01 21.67 8.82 48.30 30.39 9.79

anchor-based
baseline@ψ 31.45 16.27 6.33 42.25 23.26 10.87

ours@ψ 32.85 17.83 7.85 43.87 25.02 11.88
baseline@100% 36.93 19.96 8.20 44.20 25.32 11.59

Table 1: Comparisons with state-of-the-arts on ActivityNet-CD-OOD and Charades-CD-OOD using C3D features, where ψ is
the percentage of labeled data, is set to 5% for ActivityNet-CD-OOD and 30% for Charades-CD-OOD.

4.3 Implementation Details
We extract the C3D (Tran et al. 2015) visual features on both
datasets. The description sentences are encoded by 300d
GloVe (Pennington, Socher, and Manning 2014) word em-
bedding vectors. The video length T is set as 128 for com-
puting convenience, thus the video feature sequence will be
uniformly sampled if length is greater than 128, otherwise
zero-padded. The batch size is set to 32, in which the ra-
tio of labeled data is ψ. Adam (Kingma and Ba 2015) is
used as the optimizer, with a learning rate 0.001 for both
regression-based method and proposal-based method. The
dimension of all hidden layers is 512. Weight αr and αp are
0.01 and 1.0 respectively, and weight β is 1.0. The playback
rate θ ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 0.75} and margin ∆ is 1.0.

4.4 Performance Comparison
We first compare our proposed STLG with state-of-the-art
temporal language grounding methods on both ActivityNet-
CD-OOD and Charades-CD-OOD datasets. These SOTA
methods can be categorized into several groups: (1)
Regression-based methods: ACRN (Liu et al. 2018a):
a memory-based attentive cross-modal retrieval network;
ABLR (Yuan, Mei, and Zhu 2019): an iterative attention-
based location regression network; TSP-PRL (Wu et al.
2020): a coarse-to-fine tree-structured policy based pro-
gressive reinforcement learning model; DRN (Zeng et al.
2020): a dense regression network with multiple regres-
sion loss. (2) Proposal-based methods: CTRL (Gao et al.
2017): Cross-modal semantics alignment temporal localizer,
SCDM (Yuan et al. 2019): Language guided semantic condi-
tioned dynamic modulation network, 2D-TAN (Zhang et al.
2020a): 2D temporal adjacent semantic relation encoded
network. (3) Weakly-supervised method: WSSL (Duan et al.
2018): a weakly-supervised crossing attention multi-model
localization network. Note that the performance of these
methods are reported by (Yuan et al. 2021), these methods
will mostly experience a significant performance drop on the
out-of-distribution test set compared to the original test set.

Comparisons with semi-supervised baseline. To

demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed pseudo label
generation and self-supervised feature learning, we first
compare our full method with a baseline method, which is
obtained by removing the two components from our method.
And to show that our proposed mechanisms can be broadly
applied to different type of models, our final method can be
regression-based and anchor-based. As shown in Table 1,
our STLG has a significant improvement compared with the
baseline for both regression-based and proposal-based mod-
els, highlighting that the proposed method can effectively
utilize the coarsely annotated data to improve grounding
performance. Especially for the regression-based model, our
STLG boosts the baseline from 6.13 to 8.25 and from 6.46
to 9.38 in terms of R@1,IoU=0.7 on ActivityNet-CD-OOD
and Charades-CD-OOD, respectively. Meanwhile, STLG
achieves results comparable to the baseline that uses all
labels (baseline@100%) for both models on both datasets.
This indicates that the teacher model in STLG makes use of
the feedback from the student model to iteratively improve
the quality of pseudo labels. We can also observe that in
both datasets, the regression-based model achieves more
significant improvements than proposal-based model. One
possible reason is that the proposal-based model relies more
on the quality of labels and predefined anchor scales, thus is
more sensitive to the noise in pseudo labels.

Comparisons with SOTA methods. We then compare
our proposed STLG with fully-supervised and weakly-
supervised SOTA methods. As shown in Table 1, our STLG
significantly outperforms the weakly-supervised method
WSSL in all metrics. Compared with fully-supervised meth-
ods, our regression-based model can achieve competitive
performance on ActivityNet-CD-OOD and Charades-CD-
OOD with only 5% and 30% data labeled with temporal
boundary ground truth.

4.5 Ablation Study
To individually show the effectiveness of each component
in our proposed STLG framework, we conduct =ab ablation
study on both regression-based and proposal-based mod-



Row Pre-train Pseudo Sequential
Perturbations

Intra-modal
Contrastive Loss

Inter-modal
Contrastive Loss

R@1,
IoU=0.1

R@1,
IoU=0.3

R@1,
IoU=0.5

R@1,
IoU=0.7

1
√

49.02 30.32 16.24 6.13
2

√ √
53.20 32.11 17.57 7.11

3
√ √ √

53.41 32.41 17.77 7.23
4

√ √ √ √
54.23 32.46 17.57 7.15

5
√ √ √

54.40 33.24 18.44 7.80
6

√ √ √ √
55.31 34.05 18.90 7.98

7
√ √ √ √ √

55.43 34.21 19.13 8.25

Table 2: Ablation study of regression-based method on ActivityNet-CD-OOD.

Row Pre-train Pseudo Sequential
Perturbations

Intra-modal
Contrastive Loss

Inter-modal
Contrastive Loss

R@1,
IoU=0.3

R@1,
IoU=0.5

R@1,
IoU=0.7

1
√

31.45 16.27 6.33
2

√ √
31.37 16.09 6.54

3
√ √ √

33.22 17.01 6.80
4

√ √ √ √
32.61 17.08 6.80

5
√ √ √

33.01 17.72 7.46
6

√ √ √ √
32.10 17.71 7.77

7
√ √ √ √ √

32.85 17.83 7.85

Table 3: Ablation study of proposal-based method on ActivityNet-CD-OOD.

els on the ActivityNet-CD-OOD dataset, and the results are
shown in Table 2 and Table 3.

Pseudo Label Generation. The performance of our
STLG for regression-based model with and without pseudo
label generation is shown in Table 2 (row 1 and 2). It can be
observed that the pseudo label generation improves the tem-
poral grounding accuracy by making use of instant pseudo
labels. The improvements on R@1, IoU=0.3, IoU=0.5, and
IoU=0.7 prove the effectiveness of our pseudo label gener-
ating module. And in Table 3 (row 1 and 2) we also observe
that using pseudo labels leads to performance improvement
on R@1,IoU=0.7, but the improvements are smaller than
for regression-based models. We conjecture that the rea-
son could be that proposal-based pseudo labels suffer from
noise, so it is natural to introduce extra regularization to im-
prove the teacher model and the label quality as well.

Sequential Perturbations. Our designed perturbations,
time lagging and time scaling, are designed based on the
insight that moderate noise is beneficial for representation
learning. To investigate their effect as data augmentation, we
compare the STLG’s performance with and without sequen-
tial perturbations, and the results are shown in Table 2 and
Table 3 row 2 and 3. The results show that the grounding
performance is improved by applying sequential perturba-
tions to augment the training samples, and this validates that
slightly altering the temporal structure of videos can help
our model focus more on the semantics.

Inter-modal Contrastive Loss. In order to validate the
effectiveness of the inter-modal contrastive loss, we evalu-
ate the STLG with and without inter-modal contrastive loss.
By comparing row 2 and 5 in both Table 2 and Table 3,
we observe a significant boost of grounding performance
for all metrics, e.g., the R@1,IoU=0.7 are improved rela-
tively by 9.7% and 14% for regression-based and proposal-
based models, respectively. Comparing row 3 and 6 in Ta-
ble 2 and Table 3, we have the same conclusion, that intra-
modal contrastive loss cooperates well with other compo-

nents. The inter-modal contrastive loss is designed to learn
a more discriminative visual and language feature repre-
sentation, and the stable improvement on all metrics veri-
fies that this can effectively utilize the unannotated video-
sentence pairs and is critical for the semi-supervised tempo-
ral language grounding task. As we suggested earlier, inter-
modal self-supervised learning can be used as an implicit
regularization to improve the label quality especially for the
proposal-based model, and the results here also agree with
our previous conjecture.

Intra-modal Contrastive Loss. Based on the sequen-
tial perturbations, we further investigate the effect of intra-
modal contrastive loss. The results of row 3 and 4 in Table 2
and 3 show that the intra-modal contrastive loss alone can
only slightly improve the grounding performances, but com-
paring row 6 and 7, we observe substantial performance im-
provement can be obtained by intra-modal contrastive loss if
inter-modal contrastive loss is already applied. These results
also indicate that aligning visual and textual features well in
the feature space is the primary requirement for cross-modal
tasks, and it can be the basis for further improvement of the
feature distribution within a particular modality.

5 Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced a semi-supervised temporal
language grounding framework assisted by contrastive self-
supervised learning. We designed pseudo label generation
mechanisms that fit different types of grounding models and
can be used in an instant updating manner during semi-
supervised learning. We also presented two effective se-
quential perturbations, and associated with contrastive self-
supervised learning, which can further boost the perfor-
mance of STLG. Our experiments show that STLG achieve
competitive performance compared with fully-supervised
methods using a limited amount of temporal annotations,
and STLG is universally effective for different types of tem-
poral language grounding models.
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E. B.; and Garnett, R., eds., NeurIPS, 534–544.
Yuan, Y.; Mei, T.; and Zhu, W. 2019. To Find Where You
Talk: Temporal Sentence Localization in Video with Atten-
tion Based Location Regression. In AAAI, 9159–9166.
Zeng, R.; Xu, H.; Huang, W.; Chen, P.; Tan, M.; and Gan, C.
2020. Dense Regression Network for Video Grounding. In
CVPR, 10284–10293.
Zhang, H.; Sun, A.; Jing, W.; Zhen, L.; Zhou, J. T.; and
Goh, R. S. M. 2021. Natural Language Video Localization:
A Revisit in Span-based Question Answering Framework.
TPAMI, 1–1.

Zhang, S.; Peng, H.; Fu, J.; and Luo, J. 2020a. Learning 2D
Temporal Adjacent Networks for Moment Localization with
Natural Language. In AAAI, 12870–12877.
Zhang, Z.; Lin, Z.; Zhao, Z.; Zhu, J.; and He, X. 2020b.
Regularized Two-Branch Proposal Networks for Weakly-
Supervised Moment Retrieval in Videos. In ACM MM,
4098–4106.
Zhang, Z.; Zhao, Z.; Lin, Z.; Zhu, J.; and He, X. 2020c.
Counterfactual Contrastive Learning for Weakly-Supervised
Vision-Language Grounding. In NeurIPS.
Zhao, Y.; Zhao, Z.; Zhang, Z.; and Lin, Z. 2021. Cascaded
Prediction Network via Segment Tree for Temporal Video
Grounding. In CVPR, 4197–4206.
Zhou, H.; Zhang, C.; Luo, Y.; Chen, Y.; and Hu, C. 2021a.
Embracing Uncertainty: Decoupling and De-Bias for Robust
Temporal Grounding. In CVPR, 8445–8454.
Zhou, Q.; Yu, C.; Wang, Z.; Qian, Q.; and Li, H. 2021b.
Instant-Teaching: An End-to-End Semi-Supervised Object
Detection Framework. In CVPR, 4081–4090.


	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Our Approach
	3.1 Problem Formulation
	3.2 Pseudo Label Generation
	3.3 Sequential Perturbation
	3.4 Self-Supervised Feature Learning
	3.5 The Training Process

	4 Experiments
	4.1 Datasets
	4.2 Metrics
	4.3 Implementation Details
	4.4 Performance Comparison
	4.5 Ablation Study

	5 Conclusion

