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Abstract. To address the zero-shot temporal action localization (ZSTAL)
task, existing works develop models that are generalizable to detect
and classify actions from unseen categories. They typically develop a
category-agnostic action detector and combine it with the Contrastive
Language-Image Pre-training (CLIP) model to solve ZSTAL. However,
these methods suffer from incomplete action proposals generated for un-
seen categories, since they follow a frame-level prediction paradigm and
require hand-crafted post-processing to generate action proposals. To ad-
dress this problem, in this work, we propose a novel model named Gen-
eralizable Action Proposal generator (GAP), which can interface seam-
lessly with CLIP and generate action proposals in a holistic way. Our
GAP is built in a query-based architecture and trained with a proposal-
level objective, enabling it to estimate proposal completeness and elim-
inate the hand-crafted post-processing. Based on this architecture, we
propose an Action-aware Discrimination loss to enhance the category-
agnostic dynamic information of actions. Besides, we introduce a Static-
Dynamic Rectifying module that incorporates the generalizable static
information from CLIP to refine the predicted proposals, which improves
proposal completeness in a generalizable manner. Our experiments show
that our GAP achieves state-of-the-art performance on two challenging
ZSTAL benchmarks, i.e., Thumos14 and ActivityNet1.3. Specifically, our
model obtains significant performance improvement over previous works
on the two benchmarks, i.e., +3.2% and +3.4% average mAP, respec-
tively. The code is available at https://github.com/Run542968/GAP.

Keywords: Zero-Shot Learning· Temporal Action Localization.

1 Introduction

Temporal Action Localization (TAL) is one of the most fundamental tasks in
video understanding, which aims to detect and classify action instances in long
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Fig. 1. Left: Zero-shot temporal action localization requires the model trained on
seen action categories to be generalizable in detecting and classifying unseen action
categories during inference. Right: Visualization of the action proposals generated by
STALE [33], EffPrompt [14] and our GAP. The “mIoU” denotes the mean Intersection
over Union, which evaluates the completeness of predicted proposals. We can find that
our GAP generates more complete action proposals and has a higher mIoU score than
the compared frame-level methods. Best viewed in color.

untrimmed videos. It is important for real-world applications such as video re-
trieval [21,44,6,30], anomaly detection [40,8,48], action assessment [19,18], and
highlight detection [32,11]. In recent years, many methods have shown significant
performance in the close-set setting [7,10,28], where categories are consistent be-
tween training and inference. However, a model trained in the close-set setting
is capable of localizing only pre-defined action categories. For example, a model
trained on a gymnastic dataset cannot localize a “diving” action, even though
they are both sports actions. As a result, temporal action localization models
are significantly limited in real-world applications.

To alleviate the above limitation, our work studies the Zero-Shot Tempo-
ral Action Localization (ZSTAL) task. This task aims to develop a localization
model capable of localizing actions from unseen categories by training with only
seen categories. In this task, the action categories in training and inference are
disjoint, that is neither labels nor data for testing categories are available during
training. For example, as shown in Fig. 1 (Left), ZSTAL aims to develop a model
that is capable of localizing instances of “Shotput” by training with instances of
“Diving”, “HighJump”, etc..

Typically, existing works address the ZSTAL task by a composable model,
which consists of a CLIP-based classifier for action classification and a category-
agnostic action detector for detecting instances of unseen action categories. For
example, Ju et al. [14] propose to combine the Contrastive Language-Image Pre-
training (CLIP) model [36] with an off-the-shelf frame-level action detector to
solve the ZSTAL task. STALE [33] design a single-stage model that consists of
a parallel frame-level detector and CLIP-based classifier for ZSTAL.

Despite the progress made by these methods, they suffer from generating in-
complete proposal in detecting unseen action categories. As shown in Fig. 1 (Right),
the frame-level detectors (i.e., STALE [33] and EffPrompt [14]) generate frag-
mented action proposals and have low mIoU scores when detecting unseen cate-
gory “SoccerPenalty”. This is because these detectors are trained with frame-level
objectives and require hand-crafted post-processing (e.g., aggregating frame-
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level predictions via threshold) to obtain action proposals, which leads to a lack
of training on estimating the completeness of action proposals.

In this work, we propose a novel Generalizable Action Proposal generator
named GAP, aiming to generate complete proposals of action instances for un-
seen categories. Our proposed GAP is designed with a query-based architecture,
enabling it to estimate the completeness of action proposals through training
with proposal-level objectives. The proposal-level paradigm eliminates the need
for hand-crafted post-processing, supporting seamless integration with CLIP to
address ZSTAL. Based on the architecture, our GAP first models category-
agnostic temporal dynamics and incorporates an Action-aware Discrimination
loss to enhance dynamic perception by distinguishing actions from background.
Furthermore, we propose a novel Static-Dynamic Rectifying module to integrate
generalizable static information from CLIP into the proposal generation pro-
cess. The Static-Dynamic Rectifying module exploits the complementary nature
of static and dynamic information in actions to refine the generated proposals,
improving the completeness of action proposals in a generalizable manner.

Overall, our main contributions are as follows:

– We propose a novel Generalizable Action Proposal generator named
GAP, which can generate action proposals in a holistic way and eliminate
the complex hand-crafted post-processing.

– We propose a novel Staitc-Dynamic Rectifying module, which integrates
generalizable static information from CLIP to refine the generated pro-
posals, improving the completeness of action proposals for unseen cate-
gories in a generalizable manner.

– Extensive experimental results on two challenging benchmarks, i.e., Thu-
mos14 and ActivityNet1.3, demonstrate the superiority of our method.
Our approach significantly improves performance over previous work,
+3.2% and +3.4% in terms of average mAP, on the two benchmarks,
respectively.

2 Related Works

2.1 Temporal Action Localization

Temporal Action Localization (TAL) is one of the key tasks in video understand-
ing topics. Existing methods can be roughly divided into two categories, namely,
two-stage methods and one-stage methods. The one-stage methods [49,28,38] do
the detection and classification with a single network. Two-stage [47,46,20,26,25]
methods split the localization process into two stages: proposal generation and
proposal classification. Most of the previous works put emphasis on the proposal
generation phrase [26,25,39,41]. Concretely, boundary-based [26,25,20] predict
the probability of the action boundary and densely match the start and end
timestamps according to the prediction score. Query-based methods [41,39] di-
rectly generate action proposals based on the whole feature sequence and fully
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leverage the global temporal context. In this work, we employ query-based ar-
chitecture and focus on integrating generalizable static and dynamic information
to improve the completeness of action proposals generated for unseen categories.

2.2 Zero-Shot Temporal Action Localization

Zero-shot temporal action localization (ZSTAL) is concerned with the problem
of detecting and classifying unseen categories that are not seen during train-
ing [33,14,15,35]. This task is of significant importance for real-world applications
because the available training data is often insufficient to cover all the action
categories in practical use. Recently, EffPrompt [14] is the pioneering work to
utilize the image-text pre-trained model CLIP [36] for ZSTAL, which adopts an
action detector (i.e., AFSD [25]) for action detection and apply the CLIP for ac-
tion classification [24,23,43,51,52]. Subsequently, STALE [33] and ZEETAD [35]
trains a single-stage model that consists of a parallel frame-level detector and
classifier for ZSTAL. Despite the process made by these methods, they struggle
to generate complete action proposals for action in unseen categories. In this
work, we focus on building a proposal-level action detector, which integrates
generalizable static-dynamic information to improve the completeness of action
proposals.

2.3 Vision-Language Pre-training

The pre-trained Vision-Language Models (VLMs) have showcased significant
potential in learning generic visual representation and enabled zero-shot visual
recognition. As a representative work, the Contrastive Language-Image Pre-
training (CLIP) [36] was trained on 400 million image-text pairs and showed
excellent zero-shot transferable ability on 30 datasets. In the video domain, sim-
ilar ideas have also been explored for video-text pre-training [45,3] with a large-
scale video-text dataset Howto100M [31]. However, due to the videos containing
more complex information (e.g., temporal relation) than images and large-scale
paired video-text datasets being less available, video-text pre-training still has
room for development [45,5,12,17,22,50]. In this work, we develop a generalizable
action detector that can seamlessly interface with the CLIP, thus utilizing the
excellent zero-shot recognition ability of CLIP to solve the zero-shot temporal
action localization problem.

3 Methodology

In this section, we detail our GAP, a novel Generalizable Action Proposal gen-
erator that integrates generalizable static-dynamic information to improve the
completeness of generated action proposals.
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Fig. 2. Left: The pipeline of our method. We adopt a video of T = 8 with Nq = 5
predicted action proposals for example. Right: An illustration of the motivation of
Staitc-Dynamic Rectifying. The red and blue areas in the horizontal bar represent two
predicted action proposals. Top: Detection by leveraging only dynamic information
may result in incomplete proposals, where the model focuses on salient dynamic parts.
Bottom: After cooperating with static and dynamic information, the proposals are re-
fined by interacting with proposals exhibiting consistent static information to approach
ground truth. Best viewed in color.

3.1 Problem Formulation

Zero-Shot Temporal Action Localization (ZSTAL) aims to detect and classify
action instances of unseen categories in an untrimmed video, where the model is
trained only with the seen categories. Formally, the category space of ZSTAL is
divided into the seen set Cs and unseen set Cu, where C = Cs∪Cu and Cs∩Cu =
∅. Each training video V is labeled with a set of action annotations Ygt =

{ti, ci}
i=Ngt

i=1 , where ti = (tsi , t
e
i ) represents the duration (i.e., action proposal) of

the action instance, where tsi and tei are start and end timestamps, ci ∈ Cs is the
category and Ngt is the number of action instances in video V. In the inference
phase, the model needs to predict a set of action instances Ypre = {t̃i, c̃i}

i=Nq

i=1

that has the same form as Ygt for each video, whereNq is the number of predicted
action proposals in inference, and c̃i ∈ Cu.

3.2 Model Overview

Pipeline of Our Method. Our model is composed of a CLIP-based action clas-
sifier and an action detector (i.e., proposal generator), as shown in Fig. 2 (Left).
The action detector generates category-agnostic action proposals for unseen ac-
tion categories. Then, the action classification is achieved by utilizing the ex-
cellent zero-shot recognition abilities of CLIP, where a temporal aggregation
module is adopted to aggregate frame features for similarity computation.
The Proposed Action Detector. The core of our work is the proposal-level
action detector GAP, which integrates generalizable static-dynamic information
to improve the completeness of generated action proposals. As shown in Fig. 3,
the GAP is designed with a query-based architecture for temporal modeling, and
an Action-aware Discrimination loss Lad is used to enhance the perception of
category-agnostic temporal dynamics. Then, to mitigate the incomplete problem
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Fig. 3. An illustration of our proposed GAP. Specifically, given the video feature X
extracted by the visual encoder, which is fed into the temporal encoder for temporal
dynamics modeling. And an Action-aware Discrimination loss Lad is used to enhance
the temporal modeling by distinguishing action from the background. Next, the tem-
poral decoder is adopted to generate dynamic-aware action queries. Then, the static
information is injected into dynamic-aware action queries by the Static-Dynamic Rec-
tifying module for refinement. Finally, action proposals are generated and supervised
by the detection loss Ldet. Best viewed in color.

introduced by category-agnostic modeling, a novel Static-Dynamic Rectifying
module is proposed to incorporate static information from CLIP to refine the
generated proposals, improving the completeness of action proposals.

3.3 Temporal Dynamics Modeling

In this section, we design a query-based proposal generator with the trans-
former [42,4] structure for temporal modeling, which incorporates an Action-
aware Discrimination loss to enhance dynamics perception by distinguishing ac-
tions from background.

Query-based Architecture. Following previous works [14,33], we use the vi-
sual encoder Fv of CLIP [36] for video feature extraction. Specifically, the frames
of video V are fed into Fv to obtain features X = Fv(V) ∈ RT×D, where T de-
notes the number of frames, D is the feature dimension. Subsequently, the video
features X are fed into the temporal encoder, where the position embedding
and self-attention are applied to model the temporal relation within them. After
that, the temporal features X̂ ∈ RT×D are obtained.

Given the temporal features X̂, they are fed into the temporal decoder along
with a set of learnable action queries Q. The action queries Q = {qi}

i=Nq

i=1 ,
where qi is learnable vector with random initialization. As shown in Fig. 3,
in the decoder, the module follows the order of the self-attention module, cross-
attention module, and feedforward network. Specifically, self-attention is adopted
among the action queries to model the query relations with each other. The cross-
attention performs the interactions between the action queries with the temporal
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features X̂, thereby the action queries can integrate the rich temporal dynamics
from video. Finally, the dynamic-aware action queries Q̂ are obtained after the
feedforward network.

Temporal Dynamics Enhancement. In order to enhance the temporal fea-
ture modeled by the temporal encoder, we propose an Action-aware Discrimi-
nation loss Lad by identifying whether each frame contains an action, which is
formulated as follows:

Lad = −
T∑

i=1

(mi log(σ(ai)) + (1−mi) log(1− σ(ai))), (1)

where σ is the sigmoid function, and ai (i ∈ [1, T ]) is the actionness score for i-th
frame, which is predicted by feeding temporal features X̂ into a 1D convolutional
network. mi is obtained by mapping the action boundary timestamps in ground
truth Ygt to temporal foreground-background mask {mi}i=T

i=1 as follows:

mi =

{
1, if i

T ∈ [ts, te]

0, if i
T /∈ [ts, te],

(2)

where [ts, te] ∈ Ygt is the normalized [start, end] timestamps of each action
instance.

With the Action-aware Discrimination loss Lad, the temporal encoder is ca-
pable of perceiving more category-agnostic dynamics of actions, thus helping to
generate more complete action proposals for unseen categories.

3.4 Static-Dynamic Rectifying

Since actions are composed of static and dynamic aspects [1], by only using dy-
namic information of action, the generator tends to predict regions exhibiting
salient dynamics, rather than generating complete proposals that are close to
the ground truth. For example, as shown in Fig. 2 (Right), the action propos-
als generated leveraging dynamic information are mainly located in the regions
with intense motion in the “Shotput” action, such as “turning” and “bending the
elbow”.

Motivated by the above, we propose to integrate generalizable static and dy-
namic information to improve the completeness of action proposals. We propose
a Static-Dynamic Rectifying module, which injects the static information from
CLIP into the dynamic-aware action queries Q̂. As shown in Fig. 2 (Right),
by supplementing the static information, the model is aware of proposals that
exhibit consistent static characteristics (e.g., contextual environment), thereby
enhancing information interaction with these proposals to refine them and im-
proving the completeness of proposals. Notably, the Static-Dynamic Rectifying
module is category-agnostic and can generalize to process unseen action cate-
gories.
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Specifically, with the dynamic-aware action queries Q̂, we first feed them into
the proposal generation head Fgen(·) to obtain action proposals t̂ = σ(Fgen(Q̂)) ∈
RNq×2, where σ is the sigmoid function to normalize the boundary timestamps,
and t̂ = {t̂si , t̂ei}

i=Nq

i=1 . Then, the static information corresponding to the action
proposals is obtained by applying temporal RoIAlign [28,9] to the static feature
X extracted by CLIP, which is formulated as follows:

Z = T-RoIAlign(t̂, X) ∈ RNq×L×D, (3)

where L is the number of bins for RoIAlign. Note that the gradient back-
propagation is not involved in the above process, it is only used to generate
the action proposals to introduce the static information.

Subsequently, the static-dynamic action queries Q̃ are obtained by injecting
the static features Z into the dynamic-aware action queries Q̂, as follows:

Q̃ = Q̂+ SA(CA(Q̂,Z)) ∈ RNq×D (4)

where the CA and SA denotes the cross-attention and self-attention, respec-
tively. In this way, static information from different frames in Z is injected into
the action query through attention-weighted aggregation. By injecting the static
information, our action queries Q̃ incorporate not only category-agnostic tempo-
ral dynamics from our temporal encoder but also generalizable static information
from CLIP, leading to stronger cross-category detection abilities for generating
complete action proposals.

3.5 Action Proposal Generation

Proposal Generation. Given the static-dynamic action queries Q̃, we feed
them into the proposal generation head Fgen(·) to generate category-agnostic
action proposals t̃ = σ(Fgen(Q̃)) ∈ RNq×2, where σ is the sigmoid function to
normalize the boundary timestamps, and t̃ = {t̃si , t̃ei}

i=Nq

i=1 .
In addition, along with generated action proposals, we predict category-

agnostic foreground probabilities E = σ(Fcls(Q̃)) ∈ RNq for action proposals,
where Fcls is the binary classification head and E = {ξi}

i=Nq

i=1 .
Category-Agnostic Detection Loss. Given the action proposals t̃, their fore-
ground probabilities E and the ground-truth action proposals t = {tsi , tei}

i=Ngt

i=1 .
Similar to DETR [4], we assume Nq is larger than Ngt and the ground-truth
action proposals t is augmented to be size Nq by padding ∅. Then, the category-
agnostic detection loss Ldet is given as follows:

Ldet =

Nq∑
j=1

[Lcls(ξπ̂(j), ξ
∗) + Itj ̸=∅Lreg(t̃π̂(j), tj)], (5)

where Lreg = L1 +LtIoU , and Lcls is the binary classification loss that is imple-
mented via focal loss [27]. ξ∗ is 1 if the sample is marked positive, and otherwise
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0. The π̂ is the permutation that assigns each ground truth to the corresponding
prediction, it is obtained by Hungarian algorithm [16] as follows:

π̂ = argmin

Nq∑
i=1

Cost(t̃i, ξi, ti), (6)

where Cost(t̃i, ξi, ti) is defined as I{ti ̸=∅}[α · L1(t̃i, ti)− β · LtIoU (t̃i, ti)− γ · ξi],
and LtIoU is the temporal IoU loss [28]

3.6 Training Objective and Inference

Training Objective. Overall, the training objective of our GAP is given as
follows:

L = Ldet + λad · Lad, (7)

where λad = 3 and the balance factor of Lcls, L1 and LtIoU in Ldet are 3, 5 and
2, respectively.
Zero-Shot Inference. After generating the category-agnostic action proposals,
following previous works [33,14], we construct the text prompt to transfer the
zero-shot recognition capability of CLIP, as shown in Fig. 2 (Left).

Specifically, the category name is wrapped in a prompt template “a video of a
person doing < CLS >”, then the textual (i.e., prompt) embeddings S ∈ RNc×D

are obtained by feeding the prompt into text encoder Ft of CLIP, where Nc is
the number of unseen categories.

Given the category-agnostic action proposals t̃ generated by the action de-
tector, we obtain the frame features Z ∈ RNq×L×D corresponding to action pro-
posals by applying the temporal RoIAlign to spatial features X, as in Eq. (3).
Subsequently, the action classification is conducted as follows:

ĉ = argmax
c∈Nc

ψ(cos(Z,S)) ∈ RNq , (8)

where ĉ = {c̃i}
i=Nq

i=1 is the set of predicted categories corresponding to the action
proposals, ψ is the temporal aggregation module and cos(·, ·) denotes the cosine
similarity. Subsequently, the final prediction Ypre = {t̃i, c̃i}

i=Nq

i=1 is obtained by
combining the predicted action proposals t̃ and predicted category ĉ.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate our method on two public benchmarks, i.e., Thumos14 [13] and
ActivityNet1.3 [2], for zero-shot temporal action localization. Following the pre-
vious methods [14,33], we adopt two split settings for zero-shot scenarios: (1)
training with 75% action categories and test on the left 25% action categories;
(2) training with 50% categories and test on the left 50% action categories.
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Thumos14 contains 200 validation videos and 213 test videos of 20 action
classes. It is a challenging benchmark with around 15.5 action instances per
video and whose videos have diverse durations. We use the validation videos for
training and the test videos for test, following previous works.
ActivityNet1.3 is a large dataset that covers 200 action categories, with a
training set of 10,024 videos and a validation set of 4,926 videos. It contains
around 1.5 action instances per video. We use the training and validation sets
for training and test, respectively.
Evaluation metric. Following previous works [33,14], we evaluate our method
by mean average precision (mAP) under multiple IoU thresholds, which are
standard evaluation metrics for temporal action localization. Our evaluation is
conducted using the officially released evaluation code [2]. Moreover, to eval-
uate the quality of proposals generated by our method, we calculate Average
Recall (AR) with Average Number (AN) of proposals and area under AR v.s.
AN curve per video, which are denoted by AR@AN and AUC. Following the
standard protocol [25], we use tIoU thresholds set [0.5:0.05:1.0] on Thumos14
and [0.5:0.05:0.95] on ActivityNet1.3 to calculate AR@AN and AUC.

4.2 Implementation Detatils

For a fair comparison with previous works [14,33], we only adopt the visual
and text encoders from pre-trained CLIP [36] (ViT-B/16) to extract video and
text prompt features, the dimension D = 512. The number of layers for the
temporal encoder and decoder for Thumos14 and ActivityNet1.3 is set to 2, 5,
and 2, 2 respectively. The proposal generation head, binary classification head,
and temporal aggregation module are implemented by MLP, FC, and average
pooling, respectively. The AdamW [29] optimizer with the batch size 16 and
weight decay 1 × 10−4 is used for optimization. The equilibrium coefficients α,
β and γ in Eq. (6) are specified as 5, 2 and 2. The number of bins L = 16
for RoIAlign. The number of action queries is set to 40 and 30, learning rate is
set to 1× 10−4 and 5× 10−5 for Thumos14 and ActivityNet1.3. The method is
implemented in PyTorch [34] and all experiments are performed on an NVIDIA
GTX 1080Ti GPU. More details are available in supplementary material.

4.3 Comparison with State-of-the-Arts

Performance of localization results. In Tab. 1, we compare our method with
the state-of-the-art ZSTAL methods on Thumos14 and ActivityNet1.3 datasets,
in terms of mAP metric. From the results, it can be found that our method
significantly outperforms the existing methods and achieves new state-of-the-art
performance on both datasets. Our method outperforms the latest method by
3.2% and 3.4% in terms of average mAP (i.e., AVG) of the 75% v.s. 25% split on
the Thumos14 and ActivityNet1.3 datasets, respectively. In the case of the more
challenging 50% v.s. 50% split, our method still significantly outperforms the
state-of-the-art methods. This demonstrates the effectiveness of our proposed
proposal-level action detector. It is worth noting that for a fair comparison with
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Table 1. Comparison with the state-of-the-art ZSTAL methods on Thumos14 and Ac-
tivityNet1.3 datasets. AVG represents the average mAP (%) computed under different
IoU thresholds, i.e., [0.3:0.1:0.7] for Thumos14 and [0.5:0.05:0.95] for ActivityNet1.3.
The † denotes the extra information (i.e., optical flow) is disabled for a fair comparison.
All results of the compared methods are from their official report.

Split Method Thumos14 ActivityNet1.3

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 AVG 0.5 0.75 0.95 AVG

75% Seen
25% Unseen

DenseCLIP [37] 28.5 20.3 17.1 10.5 6.9 16.6 32.6 18.5 5.8 19.6
CLIP [36] 33.0 25.5 18.3 11.6 5.7 18.8 35.6 20.4 2.1 20.2

EffPrompt [14] 39.7 31.6 23.0 14.9 7.5 23.3 37.6 22.9 3.8 23.1
STALE [33] 40.5 32.3 23.5 15.3 7.6 23.8 38.2 25.2 6.0 24.9

ZEETAD [35]† 47.3 - 29.7 - 11.5 29.7 45.5 28.2 6.3 28.4

Ours 52.3 44.2 32.8 22.4 12.6 32.9 47.6 32.5 8.6 31.8

50% Seen
50% Unseen

DenseCLIP [37] 21.0 16.4 11.2 6.3 3.2 11.6 25.3 13.0 3.7 12.9
CLIP [36] 27.2 21.3 15.3 9.7 4.8 15.7 28.0 16.4 1.2 16.0

EffPrompt [14] 37.2 29.6 21.6 14.0 7.2 21.9 32.0 19.3 2.9 19.6
STALE [33] 38.3 30.7 21.2 13.8 7.0 22.2 32.1 20.7 5.9 20.5

Ours 44.2 36.0 27.1 15.1 8.0 26.1 41.6 26.2 6.1 26.4

other methods, we only use CLIP (i.e., RGB only) as the backbone, without
the introduction of optical flow features that necessitate complex processing.
This demonstrates that our GAP has excellent generalization ability to detect
the location of unseen action categories by integrating generalizable static and
dynamic information.
Quality of generated action proposals. We conduct a comparison between
our proposed GAP and existing methods in terms of the quality of generated
action proposals for unseen action categories. All experiments are performed in
the split 75% v.s. 25% on the Thumos14 dataset. Notably, the ZEETAD [35] does
not release its code, so we cannot make a fair comparison with it. Following the
standard protocol [25], we adopt the AR@AN and AUC as evaluation metrics,
and the comparison results are summarized in table Tab. 3. From the results, we
can find that our method significantly outperforms the previous ones in both AR
and AUC metrics. This demonstrates that our GAP can generate more accurate
and complete action proposals for unseen actions. This is attributed to both the
proposed proposal-level detector and the integration of generalizable static and
dynamic information, which significantly improves the generalizability to detect
actions from unseen categories.

4.4 Analysis

We conduct extensive quantitative and qualitative analysis to demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed GAP. All experiments are performed in the split
75% v.s. 25% on the Thumos14 dataset. More analyses are available in supple-
mentary material.
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Table 2. Ablation studies of our method on the Thumos14 dataset, adopting the 75%
v.s. 25% split. The “Actionness” denotes the Action-aware Discrimination loss Lad and
“Rectifying” denotes the Static-Dynamic Rectifying module.

Models
mAP@IoU AR@AN

AUC
0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 AVG @10 @25 @40

Full 52.3 44.2 32.8 22.4 12.6 32.9 12.7 22.7 25.6 23.8
w/o Rectifying 50.6 39.7 31.8 19.8 10.5 30.5 12.3 21.1 23.9 22.6
w/o Rectifying & Actionness 49.0 39.7 28.7 17.7 8.2 28.7 11.4 20.5 22.9 21.6

Table 3. Comparison with the state-
of-the-art ZSTAL methods in terms of
AR@AN (%) and AUC (%). “Frame” and
“Proposal” denote the frame-level and the
proposal-level detector, respectively.

Method Detector
Type

AR@AN AUC
@10 @25 @40

EffPrompt [14] Frame 9.3 15.7 19.6 19.3
STALE [33] Frame 6.9 12.6 15.8 14.8

Ours Proposal 12.7 22.7 25.6 23.8

Table 4. Comparison of different imple-
mentations of Static-Dynamic Rectifying
module. All experiments are performed in
the split 75% v.s. 25% on Thumos14.

Models AVG AR@AN AUC
@10 @25 @40

STALE [33] 23.8 6.9 12.6 15.8 14.8

Mean 30.3 12.0 22.1 24.6 23.2
Max 31.8 12.5 21.8 24.7 23.4
Cross-Attention 32.9 12.7 22.7 25.6 23.8

Ablation studies of each component. In Tab. 2, we show the quantitative
analysis of the different components in our method. By comparing the first and
second rows, removing the Static-Dynamic Rectifying module results in the 2.4%
and 1.2% performance degradation in terms of AVG and AUC, which demon-
strates that the integration of generalizable static-dynamic information does help
to improve the detection abilities of the detector to generalize to unseen action
categories. From the second and third rows, we find that the absence of the
Action-aware Discrimination loss Lad leads to a 1.8% and 1.0% performance
drop of AVG and AUC, respectively. This is attributed to that Lad enhances
the ability of the temporal encoder to perceive category-agnostic dynamic in-
formation. Moreover, from the third row, we find that by only adopting the
category-agnostic detector, our method still outperforms the frame-level method
STALE [33] 4.9% and 6.8% in terms of AVG and AUC. This is because the
frame-level detector in STALE generates action proposals by grouping consec-
utive frames, resulting in fragmented action proposals. Our proposed proposal-
level detector is able to generate action proposals directly, which guarantees the
completeness of action proposals in a holistic way.
Different implementations of Static-Dynamic Rectifying module. In Ta-
ble 4, we compare the different implementations of the Static-Dynamic Recti-
fying module. “Mean” and “Max” refer to the static information of different
frames (i.e., L) in Z ∈ RNq×L×D aggregated through average pooling and
max pooling, respectively. From the results, we find that the best performance
is achieved by adopting cross-attention, which is attributed to the attention-
adaptive aggregation focusing on more valuable information. Notably, regardless
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video_test_0000073: ThrowDiscus
duration:98.86

Ground Truth

EffPrompt

GAP (Ours)

STALE mIoU: 0.11

mIoU: 0.43
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Static-Dynamic Coupling

Ground Truth

Our Generated Action Proposals

Fig. 4. Visualization of the three action
proposals before and after the Static-
Dynamic Rectifying module, without re-
training. The same color represents the re-
sult from the same action proposal. Best
viewed in color.
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Fig. 5. Performance of different number of
action queries. AVG mAP denotes the av-
erage mAP for IoU thersholds from 0.1 to
0.7 with 0.1 increment. All experiments are
performed in the split 75% v.s. 25% on the
Thumos14 dataset. Best viewed in color.

of different implementations, our method still outperforms the state-of-the-art
method STALE [33] in all metrics. This demonstrates that combining general-
izable static-dynamic information effectively improves the generalization ability
of our GAP to detect unseen action categories.

Qualitative analysis of Static-Dynamic Rectifying. In Fig. 4, we track
and visualize the changes in the specified action proposals before and after ap-
plying the Static-Dynamic Rectifying module. Note that here the input and
output of the Static-Dynamic Rectifying module are compared directly, without
retraining. The experiments are performed on our full method, and we choose
the top-3 category-agnostic action proposals with the highest predicted scores
for visualization. From the result, we find that the durations (start, end) of the
three different action proposals are all refined after the Static-Dynamic Recti-
fying module. This further verifies that the Static-Dynamic Rectifying module
improves the completeness of action proposals by exploiting the complementary
nature of static-dynamic information.

Analysis of the number of action queries. In Figure 5, we compare the
results under different number of action queries. Due to the query-based archi-
tecture we adopted, each action query in our action detector corresponds to an
action proposal. In principle, a fewer number of action queries results in miss-
ing action instances of unseen categories, while a large number of action queries
results in generating a large number of low-quality action proposals. As shown
in Figure 5, our method achieves the best performance when using a medium
number of action queries (i.e., 40 queries). Despite the varied performance using
different numbers of action queries, our proposed GAP can outperform state-of-
the-arts in all the cases as shown in the figure, which demonstrates our effective-
ness in generating high-quality action proposals.
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5 Conclusion

We propose a novel Generalizable Action Proposal generator named GAP, which
can generate more complete action proposals for unseen action categories com-
pared with previous works. Our GAP is designed with a query-based architec-
ture, enabling it to generate action proposals in a holistic way. The GAP elimi-
nates the need for hand-crafted post-processing, supporting seamless integration
with CLIP to solve ZSTAL. Furthermore, we propose a novel Staitc-Dynamic
Rectifying module, which integrates generalizable static and dynamic informa-
tion to improve the completeness of action proposals for unseen categories. Ex-
tensive experiments on two datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our method,
and our approach significantly outperforms previous methods, achieving a new
state-of-the-art performance.
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