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Abstract

With the development of video understanding, there is a proliferation of tasks for
clip-level temporal video analysis, including temporal action detection (TAD), tem-
poral action segmentation (TAS), and generic event boundary detection (GEBD).
While task-specific video understanding models have exhibited outstanding per-
formance in each task, there remains a dearth of a unified framework capable
of simultaneously addressing multiple tasks, which is a promising direction for
the next generation of Al To this end, in this paper, we propose a single unified
framework, coined as Temporal2Seq, to formulate the output of these temporal
video understanding tasks as a sequence of discrete tokens. With this unified token
representation, Temporal2Seq can train a generalist model within a single architec-
ture on different video understanding tasks. In the absence of multi-task learning
(MTL) benchmarks, we compile a comprehensive co-training dataset by borrowing
the datasets from TAD, TAS, and GEBD tasks. We evaluate our Temporal2Seq
generalist model on the corresponding test sets of three tasks, demonstrating that
Temporal2Seq can produce reasonable results on various tasks and achieve advan-
tages compared with single-task training on this framework. We also investigate the
generalization performance of our generalist model on new datasets from different
tasks, which yields superior performance to the specific model.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the video understanding community has witnessed a proliferation of video under-
standing tasks and their associated datasets in different scenarios such as temporal action detection
(TAD) [14; 31], temporal action segmentation (TAS) [18; 11; 45], and Generic Event Boundary Detec-
tion (GEBD) [43]. Meanwhile, many task-specific models [59; 28; 48; 49; 58; 42; 30] have achieved
astonishing results in their tasks. With the rise of large language models (LLMs) [16; 35; 36; 2], a
wide range of diverse language-related tasks are unified into a single modeling framework, resulting
in remarkable achievements in sequence causal reasoning. Inspired by this, the temporal video
understanding community critically demands the unification of multiple tasks with the rapid growth
of temporal video data [12; 7]. However, these task-specific models [59; 28; 48] above cannot handle
different temporal understanding tasks. Given that few have attempted to unify these temporal video
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understanding tasks, how to design a unified architecture in these tasks and take advantage of datasets
from different tasks to build a generalist model is a challenge that needs to be solved.

Multi-Task Learning (MTL) [3; 4; 10; 54; 22] has consistently been one of the most popular techniques
to solve such challenges. It aims to utilize a single model to train on multiple tasks, jointly improving
all tasks across various fields. For example, large language models [2; 16] have successfully trained a
single unified model to handle all downstream tasks via an autoregressive architecture. Meanwhile,
very few works try to build a unified modeling framework for vision tasks, such as Pixel2Seq V2 [4]
or Unified 10 [33]. However, these works all focus on image understanding tasks and there has
been no attempt to design a unified model to handle different temporal video understanding tasks.
Although a few works have realized the importance of establishing a multi-task benchmark [8; 12] in
video understanding, there is still a lack of relevant joint training framework. The above situations
prohibit the development of generalist model in the video domain. Based on the success of unified
modeling in the language and image domain, we aim to extend this promising paradigm to the video
domain with a focus on handling temporal understanding tasks.
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Figure 1: The overview of Temporal2Seq. We input video sequences from different tasks and their
corresponding task prompts [T AS K] into the model, the model produces task output tokens which
can be detokenized into the required task output for visualization.

To this end, in this paper, we build a single unified framework, termed as Temporal2Seq, for different
kinds of temporal video understanding tasks with a sequence-to-sequence architecture. As a proof
of concept, we choose three tasks, including temporal action detection (TAD), temporal action
segmentation (TAS), and generic event boundary detection (GEBD). Inspired by the Pix2Seq V2 [4],
our Temporal2Seq framework formulates the output of these three video understanding tasks as a
sequence of discrete tokens, as shown in Figure 1. This unified token representation endows our
Temporal2Seq with a simple and general interface to handle three tasks within a single framework
jointly. To benchmark the performance of Temporal2Seq, we compile a comprehensive benchmark
of temporal action understanding tasks by borrowing the datasets from each task and co-train our
Temporal2Seq model on these datasets. After training, our single generalist model can perform
different video understanding tasks via a simple prompt. The experiment results demonstrate that
our single Temporal2Seq model outperforms the baseline counterparts for three tasks. To further
investigate the advantage of our Temporal2Seq generalist model, we transfer this unified model to
new datasets from different tasks to test its generalization ability, which yields superior performance
to the specific model. In summary, our contributions are as follows:

* We propose a single, unified framework for handling temporal video understanding tasks.
To our knowledge, our Temporal2Seq is the first unified video modeling framework for
handling different types of temporal video understanding tasks without text modality.

* We successfully co-train our Temporal2Seq model on three diverse video understanding
tasks, covering detection, segmentation, and timestamp localization. Temporal2Seq could
be flexibly applied to different tasks via a simple task prompt.



* Our Temporal2Seq empirically demonstrates the improvement of co-training across all three
tasks over each specific model. Our generalist model also achieves competitive performance
to established task-specific models under fair conditions. We also show its promising
generalization ability on new datasets from these tasks.

2 Related Work

Temporal Action Detection. Temporal action detection (TAD) aims to localize the temporal
interval of each action instance in an untrimmed video and recognize its action category.

Due to limited GPU memory, most existing methods [59; 42; 30; 47; 26; 27; 46; 55; 60] use pre-
extracted action recognition features as inputs to the TAD model while others trying to train a
end-to-end model [56; 25; 29; 5; 52]. Considering the decoding manner, TAD can be divided into
actioness-based, anchor-based and query-based methods. Actioness-based [27; 26; 46] adopt a
“bottom-up” fashion to generate proposals by locating temporal boundaries and combining them
into proposals. Anchor-based [59; 25] regress proposals by fine-tuning anchors [5; 52] or directly
generating anchor boundaries. Query-based [47; 30; 42] take a set of proposal queries as input and
refine the corresponding query embedding into predictions. Our Temporal2Seq tries a different way
that convert action boundaries and class labels into sequences of discrete tokens to generate action
predictions.

Temporal Action Segmentation. Temporal Action Segmentation (TAS) aims to classify actions in
untrimmed videos and provide frame-by-frame action label predictions. Some early work [39; 15]
migrated methods from TAD to TAS tasks through sliding windows and non-maximum suppression.
Other work uses Markov model [19; 50] or RNN [9; 57] to model the temporal sequence and
then classify framewise actions. With the rise of Temporal Convolutional Networks [20] and
Transformer [51], numerous outstanding works have emerged [23; 24; 58; 1; 28], achieving significant
success. Our Temporal2Seq adopts a dense prediction paradigm to output the action category of
each frame in the form of discrete tokens. These frame-level predictions are then transformed into
segment-level action segmentations without any post-processing algorithms.

Generic Event Boundary Detection. Generic event boundary detection (GEBD) aims at locating
the general boundaries that divide videos into semantically coherent and taxonomy-free units and
could serve as an important pre-processing step for clip-level video understanding. Previous GEBD
methods [44; 20; 27; 26; 49] focused on building representations specifically designed for event-level
boundaries and exploited a dense prediction paradigm with postprocessing. In contrast to these dense
prediction methods, Temporal Perceiver [48] tried a sparse prediction paradigm by constructing
boundary queries that directly regress the location of event boundaries. Our Temporal2Seq follows
the dense prediction paradigm by predicting whether the current frame is an event boundary.

Multi-Task Learning. The goal of Multi-task learning (MTL) is to train a single model to learn
multiple tasks simultaneously. Such approaches offer several advantages including improved data
efficiency, reduced overfitting through shared representations, and fast learning by leveraging auxiliary
information. The existing methods of MTL [40; 6; 61; 22; 33; 38; 4; 37] have been partitioned into
two groups: hard parameter sharing and soft parameter sharing. Hard parameter sharing [3; 37]
allows all tasks to share the entire network parameters, except the decision head. Soft parameter
sharing [4; 10; 54] allows each task to have its own model. Currently, there is no multi-task learning
pipeline focusing on temporal video understanding tasks. We follow Pix2Seq V2 [4] to build a
multi-task autoregressive pipeline on three important video understanding tasks, using one modal to
solve them all.

3 Method

3.1 Overview

The overall pipeline of Temporal2Seq is depicted in Figure 2, it unifies these three different temporal
video understanding tasks into a sequence-to-sequence framework. Given video clips V' sampled
to the same length for joint training from untrimmed videos of three tasks and annotations A are
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Figure 2: The overall pipeline of Temporal2Seq. The input to our model is video features with
temporal dimension 7" extracted by the backbone and a sequence of discrete tokens with token
numbers of NV translated from annotations. Added with frame-level positional encoding, the encoder
maps them into hidden representations. At training time, the decoder takes feature queries M
transformed from task annotations A as input and predict the output conditioned by prompt start
token, and a loss function is applied afterward. During inference, the decoder generates one token at
a time conditioned on the preceding tokens and this process of token generation is repeated until the
model provides all predictions. Due to space limitations, H and O are not shown here.
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Figure 3: Construction of token vocabulary. In the vocabulary, we allocate location tokens for
action boundaries and category tokens for all three tasks. During inference, the model generates
output tokens one by one, each corresponds to a position in vocabulary.

transformed from the ground truth that action boundaries are normalized to time token space, followed
by action categories.

We encode V into frame-level features from backbone [53] and transform them into a latent feature
space of reduced dimension F' € RT*¢ as input features, where 7T is the number of frames and C
is the feature dimension. Similar to Transformer [51], we add frame-level positional encoding to
represent its temporal order. Then the Encoder Enc consisting of L., layers transforms the input
features into hidden representations H € RT*¢ for Decoder Dec consisting of Lg... layers.

As to annotations A, We introduce time tokens representing relative timestamps or boundaries and
class tokens representing action categories. We formulate them into the target token sequence and
add a start token s ([T AD], [T'AS] and [GE BD)) to the sequence and embed these discrete tokens
into query embeddings M € RV *¢ via a dictionary look-up, where N represents the number of
target tokens. We add sequence-level positional encoding to represent the order of sequence and then
send them into Dec to generate output embeddings O € RV*¢.

After that, a feed-forward network (FFN) maps O back to predicted tokens. The model is trained to
maximize the likelihood of token prediction conditioned on previous target tokens with a cross-entropy
loss.
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Figure 4: Mixing ways of training datasets. (a) Data mixing involves the creation of a dataset that
contains mixed frame-target sequence pairs drawn from different tasks and then split into batches for
each iteration. (b) Batch mixing samples batches of data from all tasks and then trains the combined
batches in each iteration.

3.2 Unified Interface with Tokenization

While TAD, TAS, and GEBD are tasks related to video understanding, these tasks are diverse and
traditionally formulated quite differently. TAD needs to localize the start and end of each action
and classify their categories. TAS requires the model to generate a dense frame-wise mask for each
identified action instance. GEBD has to localize generic event boundaries rather than segment-level
prediction. To solve these tasks using a single model, we should provide a unified interface to the
task inputs and outputs.

We design such vocabulary with the length of H and employ a consistent color system to represent
the type of token shown in Figure 3. We put time tokens representing TAD’s action boundaries,
TAD’s action categories, TAS’s action categories, GEBD boundary and background into the token
vocabulary. Assuming that we normalize time tokens into [0,Wr 4 p), which means that the action
boundary has W4 p values. Next, the token vocabulary stores the action categories of TAD and
TAS. The token value range of these categories is [Wrap,Wrap +Crap + Cras) where C’[TASK]
represents the total number of categories in one task. We place the GEBD boundary and background
classes in the last two positions of the token vocabulary for simplicity in code. The length of H
should be greater than or equal to the number of tokens required to be encoded.

Specifically, a prediction for TAD can be represented as (s;, e;, ¢;) which represents the start boundary
s, the end boundary e and action’s category c for the i*" action, we give consecutive triples like
above as predictions. For TAS, we follow previous works [58; 49] and build a dense prediction
paradigm without post-processing algorithms. Formally, we classify action categories frame by
frame and get predictions {c; }|% ; where L represents the length of the video frames, and then stitch
these per-frame predictions into segment-level action segmentation predictions. For GEBD, it turns
into a per-frame binary classification problem, determining whether it is an action boundary or a
background frame by frame and getting predictions as {b; }|%_, where b; represents whether there
is a boundary located at i** temporal location. Then we convert it into a boundary prediction result
{boundary; }|¥.; where N is the number of detected boundaries.

During training, the whole vocabulary is used for all three tasks. However, when obtaining predictions
for each task during inference, we limit the prediction vocabulary for each task so that each task can
only give results within its vocabulary range, avoiding illegal predictions from other tasks appearing
in the prediction results of the current task.

3.3 Training

In this section, we will discuss how to train Temporal2Seq on three tasks jointly. We first describe
our training strategies, and then introduce our loss function design for each task, especially a new
loss function for TAD.

3.3.1 Two Ways of Joint Training

Inspired by Pix2Seq V2 [4], we adopt the following two ways for co-training on different tasks and
datasets shown in Figure 4.

In data mixing settings, the datasets of all tasks will be mixed together and divided into multiple
groups according to batch size. All these batches will be trained only once within an epoch. We use
Temporal2Seqp:., to represent the model trained in this way.



In batch mixing settings, we pre-partition the dataset into groups based on batch size configuration
for each task. After that, a fixed number of batches are randomly selected from these groups and
then spliced together for training. It is worth noting that datasets with fewer groups will be input
cyclically within the epoch until the datasets with more groups finished their training process. We use
Temporal2Seq,:, to represent the model trained in this way.

3.3.2 Data Balance Strategy During Training

In the training process, we observe discrepancies stemming from imbalanced dataset scales and
substantial variations in the difficulty levels associated with training tasks across different datasets.

Specifically, the task difficulty of GEBD is lower than that of TAS and TAD, and its excessive data
can easily disrupt the training of the other two. To solve such a problem, we propose the data balance
strategy by discarding part of the data from the GEBD dataset in advance. By balancing datasets from
different tasks, joint training can learn a more general visual representation without being biased
towards a certain task. See Appendix A for more details.

3.3.3 Loss Functions

In the original Pix2Seq V2 [4], the unified task was transformed into a standard token classification
task. However, this approach can be brutal for TAD, as any prediction that does not regress to the
correct location is penalized equally. To relieve this issue, we impose more penalties on predictions
further from the ground truth boundaries by building a simple loss function called weight loss for
TAD based on cross-entropy loss. We adopt cross-entropy loss for both TAS and GEBD. To prevent
over-segmentation, we further adopt smooth loss which is widely used in TAS methods [58].

For GEBD, we use the classification loss Lgepq as:
1
Loeha = 7 ) —log(ur.e), )
t
where T represents the number of input frames, ¥ ¢ is the predicted probability for the ground truth
label ¢ at frame ¢.

For TAS, the loss function L;,, is a combination of classification loss L;, for each frame and smooth
loss Lgpmo [23] which calculates the mean squared error over the frame-wise probabilities:

Ltus = Lcls + )\Lsmo
1 1 2
=7 Z —log(ys,e) + /\ﬁ Z Z(%—LC —ye)? @
t t c

where ¥, . is the predicted probability for label c at frame ¢ and C' is the total number of action
categories. A represents the weight for Lg,o.

When predicting boundaries for TAD, we give more penalty to boundary predictions that are further
from the ground truth. When predicting action categories, cross-entropy loss is still used. Specifically,
we formulate the weight loss and L, 44 as:

—log(yt,e) t=0 (mod 3)
Lu)ei t) = air max z)—¢ 3
1
Ltad = f ZLweight(t)7 (4)
t

Different from TAS and GEBD, here ¢ represents the current position of outputs instead of frames.

When output action category prediction, Le;gh¢ is same to cross-entropy loss. When output action’s
boundary prediction, we need to impose a corresponding penalty based on the distance between
the predicted position and the ground truth. Here we use argmax(y;,¢) to calculate the predicted
boundary while the ground truth is ¢. D represents the length of boundary space. Finally, we calculate
the prediction loss of the entire sequence, denoted as L;,4. For related research, see Appendix C.

With these loss functions, we co-train our Temporal2Seq models Temporal2Seq,:.;, in batch-
mixing setting and Temporal2Seq ., in data-mixing setting. We also use the above loss to train the
individual model Baseline|r 4 5] corresponding to each task.



3.4 Inference

During inference, our Temporal2Seq takes the video frames and the corresponding task prompt as
input. Our Temporal2Seq starts from the corresponding task prompt token and generates predictions
in a sequence format from the model likelihood, i.e., P(y;|F,yi1.j—1). For TAD, Temporal2Seq
outputs detection predictions as a list of triplets. The confidence of each action is indicated by the
classification scores for action categories. We need non-maximum suppression to remove redundant
action predictions. For TAS, Temporal2Seq outputs each frame’s action category and combines
them into segments. For GEBD, Temporal2Seq outputs each frame’s binary predictions of generic
boundaries, and then convert them into locations of boundaries. See Section 3.2 for the specifics of
tokenization and Appendix B for more details.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We select THUMOS 14 and FineAction as our choices for TAD. THUMOS14 [14] is a classic dataset
for TAD task, which contains 413 videos of 30 fps, containing 200 validation videos, and 213 test
videos with labeled temporal annotations from 20 categories. FineAction [31] is a newly collected
large-scale fine-grained TAD dataset containing 57,752 training instances from 8,440 videos and
24,236 validation instances from 4,174 videos and 21,336 testing instances from 4,118 videos. For
evaluation, we report the mean average precision (mAP) at different temporal intersections over
union (tloU) thresholds [0.3:0.1:0.7] for THUMOS14 and [0.5:0.05:0.95] for FineAction. Avg is the
average mAP on these thresholds.

We adopt two widely used TAS datasets [18; 11]. Breakfast [18] is the largest and the most
challenging dataset among TAS datasets with 1712 videos of 15 fps. A side-view camera records the
videos in 18 different kitchens with 48 different actions. GTEA [11] contains 28 videos of 11 action
classes of daily activities in a kitchen. We use frame-wise accuracy (Acc), segmental edit score (Edit),
and segmental overlap F1 score with threshold k/100, denoted as F1 @k, to evaluate the performance.
In order to align with other tasks, we do NOT perform 5-fold cross-validation adopted by other TAS
works [58; 23; 28], and only report results from the first split.

For GEBD, Kinetics-GEBD [43] is a recently proposed benchmark, which is derived from Kinetics-
400 [17] dataset. It contains 60K YouTube videos with 30 fps that depict various human actions.
TAPOS [41] contains Olympics sports videos with 21 actions. There are 13,094 training action
instances and 1,790 validation action instances. We use the F1 score under different Relative Distance
thresholds [0.05 : 0.05 : 0.5] for quality measurement. Avg is the average F1 scores on these
thresholds. Due to space limitation, we only report F1 score with a threshold of 0.05 and their average
F1 score in the main text. See Appendix F and Appendix G for complete results about all thresholds
in related experiments.

We adopt THUMOS14, Breakfast, and Kinetics-GEBD to co-train our Temporal2Seq because they
are the most representative in each task, and other datasets will appear in our ablation studies.

4.2 Implementation Details

For all datasets from each task, we adopt ViT-B from [53] for feature extraction and the sampling
stride 7 = 4 for THUMOS 14 and Breakfast, 7 = 1 for Kinetics-GEBD. We randomly crop clips of
the same length to each video in all three datasets. If the clip lengths are inconsistent, they cannot be
divided into batches and trained in parallel. Sliding windows are used during inference to generate
predictions. In all experiments, we train the model for 3600 epochs with each epoch involving a
randomly sampled clip from each video.

The boundary space D is 150, combined with the fps and sampling stride 7 of the respective datasets,
we crop each video clip with temporal windows of 20 seconds, 40 seconds, and 5 seconds for
THUMOS 14, Breakfast, and Kinetics-GEBD. During separate training of individual task model
Baseline[T ASK]» WE set batch size 4 for THUMOS14, 32 for Breakfast, and 32 for Kinetics-GEBD.
When training them jointly, we set 4 batches for THUMOS 14, 28 batches for Breakfast, 32 batches
for Kinetics-GEBD for batch-mixing manner called Temporal2Seq..,. In data-mixing settings,
Temporal2Seq,:, uses a batch size of 32. We use AdamW [32] as optimizer and a learning rate of 2e-



Table 1: Comparison with baseline models. We produce baselines for each task to compare
with our Temporal2Seq based on data mixing and batch mixing. We report mAP for THUMOS14,
F1@{10,25,50}, Edit and Acc for Breakfast, F1 score with a threshold of 0.05 and their average F1
score for Kinetics-GEBD.

TAD TAS GEBD

03 04 05 06 07 Avg F1@{10,25,50} Edit Acc 0.05 Avg

Baselinerap 119M 714 648 549 453 300 529 - - - - -
Baseliner s 11.9M - - - - - - 64.6 602 492 62.1 612 - -
Baselineggpp 11.9M - - - - - - - - - - - 71.8 849
Temporal2Seqpqtcr, 11.9M 722 655 55.6 44.1 304 53.6 67.7 61.3 494 660 613 733 852
Temporal2Seqgqte  11.9M  71.7 64.8 555 440 312 535 662 608 501 646 623 733 85.6

Model Param

Table 2: Study on data balance strategy for joint training. Here we compare the results before and
after data sampling of the GEBD dataset. Data sampling has a highly positive effect on the results of
the other two tasks.

Model Data Balance Strategy TAD TAS GEBD
03 04 05 06 07 Avg F1@{10,25,50}) Edit Acc 0.05 Avg
Temporal2Se v 722 655 556 441 304 53.6 677 613 494 66.0 613 733 852
P Qoatch 69.6 604 495 379 261 483 572 534 385 529 547 733 85.0
v 717 648 555 440 312 535 662 60.8 501 646 623 733 856

Temporal2Seqaata 707 627 524 407 269 507 550 516 366 517 551 733 854

4 following settings from TP [48]. The weight A is set to 0.15 in Equation 2. L., = Lge. = 6. Video
frames L = 150. We train and test our model based on a single 3090 GPU, since its consumption is
less than 8G, worse GPUs are also acceptable.

4.3 Ablation Study
4.3.1 Effectiveness of Co-training on Multiple Tasks

In this section, we present the co-trained results of Temporal2Seq based on two ways and obtain
Temporal2Seq;,:, and Temporal2Seqyq:ch .

As shown in Table 1, all tasks achieve improved performance without introducing additional training
parameters compared with Baseline|r 4 5] for each task. This suggests the existence of semantic
sharing between datasets from different video understanding tasks and further proves that it is feasible
to use datasets from various tasks for joint training. See Appendix F for complete results of GEBD.

4.3.2 Study on Data Balance Strategy for Joint Training

We should consider the varying levels of training difficulty and dataset sizes during joint training.
Among all three tasks, GEBD has the largest number of training samples and the shortest trimmed
video length. However, when we send all training sets from Kinetics-GEBD to our model in one
epoch, the results of the other two tasks are severely affected shown in Table 2. We adopt data balance
strategy during training.

This simple operation results in a significant improvement, as it can effectively balance the training
for various tasks without adversely affecting GEBD’s results.

Table 3: Study on generalization of temporal2Seq. We compare the generalization performance
from different pre-trained models on the FineAction, GTEA and TAPOS datasets. Temporal2Seq
outperforms the other two for all datasets.

TAD TAS GEBD

Model
0.5 0.75 095 Avg F1@{10,25,50} Edit Acc  0.05 Avg
ViT-B 20.88 8.61 1.06 10.21 8396 80.55 67.56 78.01 73.89 63.8 67.7

Baselinegrask) 2114 874 110 1037 8671 8322 6923 81.68 7553 652 69.5
Temporal2Seqgara 2135 892 1.17 10.51 89.13 8841 71.01 8526 7645 655 70.0




4.3.3 Study on the Generalization of Temporal2Seq

To further explore the effectiveness of a generalist model from joint training, we verify its transfer
ability to a new dataset for each task that has not been seen. Here we treat the following three models
as the pre-trained models that are fully fine-tuned on three unseen datasets for each task: ViT-B
pre-trained on Kinetics-400, Baseline[7 45 trained on one dataset for each task (THUMOS14
for TAD, Breakfast for TAS and Kinetics-GEBD for GEBD), and Temporal2Seq,:, trained on
all three datasets. Shown in Table 3, with the introduction of each dataset belonging to each task,
the model has learned the priors from each specific dataset. So the results of Baseliner 455 are
better than ViT-B. Furthermore, the results are further improved on all three new datasets based on
Temporal2Seq .., which demonstrates the better generalization of Temporal2Seq. See Appendix G
for complete results of GEBD.

4.4 Comparison with the State-of-the-Art Methods

We compare Temporal2Seq with other task-specific methods across three tasks shown in Table 4. To
ensure a fair comparison, we use ViT-B as the feature extractor for the state-of-the-art method of each
task and introduce random cropping of video clips during training for the current state-of-the-art TAD
method ActionFormer [59] and TAS method DiffAct [28]. From these results, we see that our method
outperforms the state-of-the-art TAS method under a fair comparison, but there is still a performance
gap between our Temporal2Seq with previous state-of-the-art TAD method.

Based on the above findings, we can draw two conclusions. First, the TAD detection performance
of Temporal2Seq is still affected by factors like classification loss. Although weight loss simulates
part of the regression capabilities, it still has a gap with mainstream regression methods and needs
further improvement. Second, TAS’s existing methods demand a deeper understanding of long-term
semantics. Compared with Temporal2Seq, they cannot fully utilize the semantic information within a
sampling window. However, our Temporal2Seq performs worse compared with TAS methods when
these methods input whole videos. Since joint training requires uniform input length, we cannot
input complete videos for the TAS task since these videos are untrimmed. It is pointed out in [34]
that longer temporal input will bring significant improvement in detection results. Due to space
limitations, related explorations can be found in the Appendix D.

For GEBD, our Temporal2Seq is competitive with the state-of-the-art GEBD methods under fair
comparison and significantly outperforms other earlier methods. We assume that it is because the
GEBD dataset is a short-term trimmed video clip and random sampling can capture sufficient relevant
video information. More results for GEBD are shown in Appendix F.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a single, unified framework of Temporal2Seq for dealing with different
video understanding tasks. Temporal2Seq formulates the output of each task as a sequence of discrete
tokens, which enables a unified interface via a task prompt to three tasks without consideration of
designing complex heads for each task. We successfully co-train our Temporal2Seq model on three
diverse video understanding tasks, covering detection, segmentation, and timestamp localization, and
the experiment results empirically demonstrate the improvement of co-training across all three tasks
over each individual-specific model. We also show the promising generalization ability of our trained
generalist model on new datasets among these tasks.

6 Limitation

The current straightforward structure of Temporal2Seq imposes limitations on its modeling capabili-
ties. In particular, accommodating parallel training may have side effects on tasks that depend on
complete untrimmed video input, such as TAS. How to balance the temporal information requirements
for different tasks needs further exploration. We hope our first attempt will inspire the following
works to advance the area of generalist model design in temporal video understanding tasks.
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Table 4: Comparison with recent task-specific models on three different tasks. For a fair
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Figure 5: More details of inference. Here we visualize the Temporal2Seq inference process for three
tasks.

Appendix / supplemental material

A More Details of Data Balance Strategy

As shown in Table 2 in the main text, Applying joint training directly will have side effects on the
TAD and TAS tasks. To solve such a problem, we make the following attempt, that is, instead of
completely training the entire GEBD dataset in each epoch, we complete one epoch training after
completing training for TAS and TAD datasets, which means only part of the randomly sampled
data is trained within an epoch for GEBD datasets. We first try this manner on Temporal2Seqp,:cn
and stop training when the batches of TAS and TAD datasets are fully trained in one epoch. We
then apply this idea to Temporal2Seq,,:, and align it with batch-mixing configuration by directly
sampling GEBD data before training.

B More Details of Inference

As shown in Figure 5, we describe how the prediction results are obtained during inference. For
each task, we use a sliding window to sample video clips during inference and input them into the
model for inference. Given each prompt token [T'AS K], Temporal2Seq outputs the predictions
auto-regressively. Each task has its own token space. After that, these predicted tokens will be
transformed into predictions for each task.

For TAD, we start with [T'AD] as the start token and give triplet predictions based on input video clips.
We found that the prediction results are not given in the order of actions, that is, there is no sequential
relationship between the two predicted consecutive actions (s;, ¢;, ¢;) and (8;11, €11, ¢;+1). This
shows that temporal2seq did not learn the sequential relationship between TAD actions. This also
shows that in the existing TAD dataset, the correlation between actions is not high, leading to
redundancy in action prediction. So we need non-maximum suppression to remove redundant
predictions.

For TAS, we start with [T"AS] as the start token and give frame-by-frame action category predictions.
They are then converted into dense segment-level segmentation results in the form of triplets, where
€; = Si+1 — 1.

For GEBD, we start with [GEBD)] as the start token and output each frame’s binary predictions.
The token position predicted as a boundary will be converted into an action boundary. Specifically,
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Table 5: Effectiveness of Weight Loss. Here we build the baseline and report mAP with all tloU
thresholds for TAD.

Dataset Model Loss 03 04 05 0.6 0.7 | Avg
. cross entropy | 70.3 63.8 544 434 292|522
THUMOS14 | Baselinerap | “{cioniloss | 714 64.8 549 453 300 | 52.9

Table 6: Comparison Between Results for Different Window Size. Here we build the baseline for
TAS. The longer the sampling window, the better the prediction results.

Dataset Model Window Size(sec.) F1@{10,25,50} Edit Acc
40 646 602 492 621 612

Baseliner s 80 67.1 617 515 656 62.0

160 69.0 63.6 516 688 650

320 771 722 56.6 757 68.1

Breakfast | ™"\ 1q TeN [23] Full Video 582 529 40.8 614 65.1
MS-TCN++ [24] Full Video 64.1 58.6 459 656 67.6

UVAST[1] Full Video 769 71.5 580 77.1 69.7

we give the location prediction of the boundary based on its relative position within the temporal
sampled window.

C Effectiveness of Weight Loss for TAD

We compare our weight loss with cross-entropy loss based on Baseliner 4 p trained from THUMOS 14,
an individual task model for TAD. Shown in Table 5. The use of weight loss has resulted in improved
accuracy in detection results (from 52.2 to 52.9). This suggests that using simple classification
loss to supervise detection tasks is not the optimal choice. Although such a sequence-to-sequence
autoregressive framework can transform all perception tasks into a classification task in token space,
it is necessary to recognize the distinctions between classification and regression tasks and design
different supervision schemes.

D Effectiveness of Long-term Context for TAS

When building Baseline; 45 for TAS trained from Breakfast, we randomly crop a clip from the
video and send it to our Temporal2Seq framework for training instead of training the entire video to
accommodate parallel training with other tasks. As shown in Table 6, we find a performance gap
between our method and the traditional TAS methods [58; 23; 28]. Inspired by [34], we conduct
ablations with different input window sizes on Breakfast and obtain a similar conclusion, indicating
that a longer context is advantageous for TAS compared to shorter ones.

However, a longer window size means more frames must be input, while Kinetics-GEBD only
contains 300 frames. During joint training, an input of 300 frames can only guarantee a window size
of 40 seconds for the Breakfast. We are forced to make a compromise here and randomly crop a clip
of 40 seconds with 7 = 4 from the video for TAS and stack these clips into batches in subsequent
co-training experiments.

E Study on Different Prediction Paradigms for TAD

Table 7: Study on prediction paradigm for TAD. Here we apply dense prediction paradigm for
TAD and the detection results are bad.

task | paradigm | 0.3 04 05 0.6 0.7 Avg
TAD | Sparse 714 648 549 453 300 529
dense 479 427 349 251 160 333

Our Temporal2Seq designs a sparse detection paradigm for the TAD task in the main text, where
we give consecutive triples represented as (s;, e;, ¢;) as detection results. Here we attempt to apply
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the dense prediction paradigm adopted by both TAS and GEBD tasks for TAD to unify the training
paradigm of all three tasks. However, as shown in Table 7, the detection results are worse than the
sparse paradigm by a large margin, indicating that the dense paradigm is unsuitable for temporal
action detection.

F Full Results of Comparison With Recent Task-specific Models on GEBD

Table 8: Comparison with the event-level state-of-the-art methods in terms of f1 @Rel.Dis on
Kinetics-GEBD validation set. Previous work uses ResNet50 [13] as the feature extractor. For a fair
comparison, we use the ViT-B as the feature extractor for the current state-of-the-art non-end-to-end
method Temporal Perceiver.

fT@Rel.Dis,

Model Backbone 65— 101502 025 03 035 04 045 05 Avg
Specialist Models

BMN [26] ResNet50 186 204 213 220 226 230 233 237 239 241 223

BMN-StartEnd [44] ResNet50 49.1 589 627 648 660 668 674 678 68.1 683 64.0
TCN-TAPOS [44] ResNet50 464 560 60.2 628 645 659 669 676 682 687 627
TCN [20] ResNet50 58.8 65.7 679 69.1 698 703 706 708 710 712 685

PC [44] ResNet50 625 758 804 829 844 853 859 864 867 87.0 81.7
Temporal Perceiver [48] ResNet50 74.8 82.8 852 866 874 879 883 887 89.0 89.2 86.0
Temporal Perceiver [48] CSN 822 880 899 909 91.6 920 923 925 927 929 90.5
Temporal Perceiver [48] ViT-B 752 825 848 862 870 875 830 883 88.6 889 857

E2E [21] ResNet50 743 83.0 857 87.2 880 886 89.0 893 896 89.8 865
DDM-Net [49] ResNet50 764 843 866 88.0 887 89.2 895 89.8 900 90.2 873
Baselineggpp ViT-B 71.8 797 83.0 851 86.5 875 882 887 89.1 895 849

Generalist Models
Temporal2Seqpqtch ViT-B 733 80.7 83.8 855 86.7 87.6 880 886 89.0 892 852
Temporal2Seqgata ViT-B 733 809 84.0 859 87.1 880 886 89.0 893 89.6 85.6

Due to space limitations in the text, here we give the results under all relative thresholds of Kinetics-
GEBD shown in Table 8. It can be seen that Temporal2Seq under the two training strategies can
achieve good results at each threshold compared with these task-specific methods.

Table 9: Study on Generalization of Temporal2Seq on TAPOS [41]. We compare the generalization
performance from different pre-trained models on TAPOS datasets. Temporal2Seq outperforms the
other two for all datasets on each threshold.

Model fT@RelDis.
ode 005 01 0.15 02 025 03 035 04 045 05 Avg
VilB 638 663 672 6/0 683 686 0637 638 689 690 67.7

Baseline;q s 652 680 69.1 698 70.0 704 705 706 70.7 70.8 69.5
Temporal2Seq 4. 65.5 687 69.6 703 70.6 709 711 712 713 714 70.0

G Full results on Generalization of Temporal2Seq on GEBD

Due to space limitations in the text, here we give the results under all relative thresholds of TAPOS
shown in Table 9. We compare three pre-trained models: ViT-B pre-trained on Kinetics-400 [17], the
pre-trained specific model Baseline;, s on one dataset for each task (Kinetics-GEBD for GEBD),
and our pre-trained generalist model Temporal2Seq trained on three tasks. It can be seen that
Temporal2Seq can achieve good results at each threshold compared with the other two.

H Broader Impacts

In this paper, we used public datasets and related evaluation metrics to explore the feasibility of joint
training on the temporal video understanding task. Our Temporal2Seq enables a unified interface
via a task prompt to three tasks without consideration of designing complex heads for each task
and shows the promising generalization ability on new datasets among these tasks. This successful
attempt will lead to subsequent work for further in-depth exploration and even address the limitations
of this work.
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