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Abstract

Video moment retrieval (VMR) identifies a specific mo-
ment in an untrimmed video for a given natural language
query. This task is prone to suffer the weak alignment
problem innate in video datasets. Due to the ambiguity,
a query does not fully cover the relevant details of the
corresponding moment, or the moment may contain mis-
aligned and irrelevant frames, potentially limiting further
performance gains. To tackle this problem, we propose
a background-aware moment detection transformer (BM-
DETR). Our model adopts a contrastive approach, care-
fully utilizing the negative queries matched to other mo-
ments in the video. Specifically, our model learns to pre-
dict the target moment from the joint probability of each
frame given the positive query and the complement of neg-
ative queries. This leads to effective use of the surround-
ing background, improving moment sensitivity and enhanc-
ing overall alignments in videos. Extensive experiments on
four benchmarks demonstrate the effectiveness of our ap-
proach. Our code is available at: https://github.
com/minjoong507/BM-DETR

1. Introduction

Video moment retrieval (VMR) [10] retrieves the target
moment in an untrimmed video corresponding to a natu-
ral language query. A successful VMR model requires a
comprehensive understanding of videos, language queries,
and correlations to predict relevant moments precisely. In
contrast to traditional action localization tasks [39, 48] that
predict a fixed set of actions like “throwing” or “jumping,”
VMR is a more difficult task requiring joint comprehension
of semantic meanings in video and language.

A video is typically composed of short video clips,
where query sentences describe each clip. However, query
sentences are often ambiguous as to whether they fully ex-
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press the events occurring within the matching moment, and
boundary annotations might include frames unrelated to the
query sentences [15,59]. As shown in Figure 1 (fop), the
moment prediction can be imprecise and weakly aligned
with annotations. For instance, the query “Person pours
some water into a glass” does not describe an event for
“drink water”, but the boundary annotation includes it. Fur-
thermore, queries like “Person sitting on the sofa eating out
of a dish” may confuse the model, as the actions “sitting”
and the object “sofa” overlap throughout the video. These
ambiguities and weak alignments pose challenges for mod-
els in predicting specific video moments precisely. While
one might consider improving dataset quality by collecting
meticulously curated video-query pairs, such approaches
are often prohibitively expensive and impractical. In re-
sponse, we aim to train an effective model that is robust
even in the weak alignment problem.

Traditional VMR methods [11,24,29,51,53,54,56] take
a single query as input to predict the moment. However,
solely relying on a single query may learn only local-level
alignment and hinder achieving successful VMR due to the
weak alignment problem. Whereas, contrastive learning-
based methods [7,21,30,44] learn the query and the ground-
truth moment features close to each other while keeping
others apart [31]. Nevertheless, due to semantic overlap and
sparse annotation dilemma [51] in videos, [21] claimed that
adopting vanilla contrastive learning into VMR is subop-
timal. Negative queries from random videos used to have
semantic overlap, making them false negatives, while neg-
ative moments also likely are false negatives due to the
sparse annotation. This often leads to inaccurate estimation
of marginal distribution used in contrastive methods of In-
foNCE [31]. To overcome this, G2L [2 1] employs geodesic
distance to measure semantic relevance between video mo-
ments correctly, but they still need to sample a large number
of negative moments, resulting in high computational costs
to approximate the true partition faithfully and achieve so-
phisticated alignment.
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Figure 1. Top: An example of the weak alignment problem. Bottom: Comparison between traditional (left) and proposed (right) methods.

In this paper, we propose a novel Background-aware
Moment DEtection TRansformer (BM-DETR) based on the
transformer encoder-decoder architecture [43]. Our en-
coder utilizes contexts outside of the target moments (i.e.,
negative queries) along with the positive query. We use
the probabilistic frame-query matcher to calculate the joint
probability of each frame given a positive query and the
complement of negative queries, resulting in frame attention
scores for enhancing multimodal representations. By con-
sidering the relative relationships between queries within
the video, the model learns how to best identify and focus on
the relevant visual features of the target moment, improv-
ing moment sensitivity, or true positive rate. Then, we uti-
lize cross-modal discrimination between other video-query
pairs to learn semantic alignment. Finally, our decoder gen-
erates predictions from multimodal features using learnable
spans. In addition, we develop the temporal shifting as an
auxiliary to improve the model’s robustness.

In contrast to previous approaches, which relied on a
single query with complex multimodal reasoning or min-
ing a multitude of negative moments with high cost, our
model can attend to the target moment and be aware of
the contextual meanings throughout the video, as shown
in Figure 1 (bottom). Moreover, our method is simple
and more efficient than previous contrastive methods by
eliminating dense moment features and reducing redun-
dant computations. To show our model’s effectiveness,
we conduct experiments across four public VMR bench-
marks: Charades-STA [10], ActivityNet-Captions [18],
TACoS [35], and QVHighlights [19]. In addition, we pro-
vide out-of-distribution (OOD) testing and empirical quali-
tative analyses to further validate our findings. To sum up,
our contributions can be summarized as follows:

e We propose a Background-aware Moment DEtection
TRansformer (BM-DETR) to enable robust moment
detection, addressing VMR challenges.

* BM-DETR shows significant performance improve-
ments across four public benchmarks and also demon-
strates its robustness in out-of-distribution testing.

* We conduct comprehensive ablation and qualitative
analyses of our proposed approaches, providing deeper
insights into their effectiveness.

2. Related Work

Video moment retrieval. Video moment retrieval (VMR)
aims to retrieve the target moment in a video based on a
natural language sentence. Existing approaches are mainly
classified into proposal-based methods and proposal-free
methods. The proposal-based methods [ 1,4, 10, 11,44,45,
56,57] sample candidate moments from the video and se-
lect the most similar moment to the given query. In con-
trast, proposal-free methods [5, 14,24,29,38,50,51,53,54]
regress target moments from video and language features
without generating candidate moments. Recently, several
studies [2,19,22,23,26,28] have proposed DETR-based [60]
methods. QD-DETR [28] introduces a query-dependent
to fully exploit the information from a user query. Uni-
VTG [23] focuses on developing a unified model that gener-
alizes across multiple tasks, such as highlight detection and
summarization tasks. While previous DETR-based works
focus on jointly solving localization tasks, we introduce a
robust model in the weak alignment for VMR.

Video-text alignment problem. Labeling videos is ex-
pensive and cumbersome, making it difficult to build high-
quality and scalable video datasets. This often leads to
alignment problems, which have been observed in previ-
ous studies [12, 17,27] as a crucial bottleneck of video un-
derstanding. VMR is also sensitive to these issues since it
requires accurate temporal moment locations, and several
studies [7, 15,21, 30, 59] are related to these problems. To
mitigate uncertainties in annotations, DeNet [59] augments
the phrases (e.g., verb) in language queries to improve se-



mantic diversity, and EMB [15] proposes a sophisticated
moment matching method. However, since they still fol-
low traditional VMR methods, the weak alignment problem
may hinder them from achieving successful VMR. In con-
trastive learning approaches, IVG-DCL [30] introduces the
causality-based model to diminish spurious correlations be-
tween videos and queries. G2L [21] proposes a geodesic-
guided contrastive learning scheme to reflect semantic rel-
evance between video moments. However, these methods
still require mining numerous negative samples with high
costs to optimize InfoNCE loss. BM-DETR mitigates these
dependencies and yields notable improvements in perfor-
mance and efficiency.

3. Method

We give an overall architecture of the BM-DETR in Fig-
ure 2. In this section, we first briefly review our task. Then,
we discuss the main idea of background-aware moment de-
tection and describe the details of our model architecture
for employing it. In Section 3.4, we introduce the tem-
poral shifting method that encourages the model’s time-
equivariant predictions. Finally, we describe how our model
generates the predictions and provide details of loss.

3.1. Video Moment Retrieval

Given an untrimmed video V' and language query @,
we represent the video as V = {f;}2*, where f; denotes
the i-th frame. Likewise, the language query is denoted as
Q= {wi}f;“l where w; denotes the ¢-th word. L, and L,,
indicate the overall count of frames and words, respectively.
We aim to localize the target moment m = (¢s,t.) in V/
from @, where t¢ and ¢, represent the start and end times of
the target moment, respectively.

3.2. Background-aware Moment Detection

As mentioned earlier, a single query may not be suffi-
cient to disambiguate the corresponding moment due to the
weak alignment problem in videos. That said, predicting the
target moment in V" based solely on information from @) is
less informative and ineffective, where the term “informa-
tion” refers to the knowledge or cues used for accurate pre-
dictions of the target moment in V. Hence, we propose an
alternative to resolve this problem inspired by importance
sampling [41]. Similar to the contrastive learning [31],
a specific query @), is designated as the target (positive),
while we randomly sampled a negative query ()_ for each
training. Our main idea is based on two guiding principles:

Principle 1. Queries from the same video V allow for
disambiguation of the target query Q ., as they have im-
plicit contextual and temporal relationships with the corre-
sponding video moments.

Principle 2. To avoid spurious correlations, we differ-
entiate between negative query (Q_ and target query Q4

based on their temporal locations and semantic similarity.
We use _ that has less intersection over union (IoU) with
@ than a certain threshold (e.g. 0.5). Additionally, we re-
move ()_ that have high semantic similarity with @ using
SentenceBERT [36] to reduce semantic overlap further.

Let P(f; | Q+) and P(f; | @—) to be the likelihood
of i-th frame to match the positive and negative queries, re-
spectively. We assume these likelihoods are independent,
as their corresponding moments are at different temporal
locations, and their semantic meanings are dissimilar. Our
model predicts the target moment by the joint probability of
each frame, and the probability can be represented as:

P(fi] @, =Q-) = P(fi [ Q) - (1= P(fi | Q-)). (1)

Considering P(f;|@Q-), our model can focus on relatively
more important meanings included in the target query, im-
proving moment sensitivity. As we will see in the later ex-
periments, being aware of contexts surrounding the target
moment is more informative for the model’s prediction, im-
proving further accuracy.

3.3. Architecture
3.3.1 Encoder.

Our encoder aims to catch the multimodal interaction be-
tween video V' and query (). Initially, the pre-trained fea-
ture extractor (e.g., CLIP [34]) is employed to convert each
input into multi-dimensional features and normalize them.
We utilize two projection layers to convert input features
into the same hidden dimension d. Each projection layer
consists of several MLPs. Then, we obtain video rep-
resentations as V. € RFv*? and query representation as
Q € RE»*4, Note that there are two query representations
Q. and Q_ for positive and negative queries, respectively.
We direct them to the multimodal encoder E(-), a stack of
transformer encoder layers denoted as:

E(V,Q) = E(PE(V) | Q), )

where PE means the positional encoding function [43], || in-
dicates the concatenation on the feature dimension. Finally,
we obtain multimodal features X and X_ represented as:

X+ :E(Va Q+), X_ :E(Van)a (3)
where X, X_ € REXd and we denote the length of con-
catenated features as L = L, + L.

3.3.2 Implementing the Background-aware Moment
Detection.

Let us redefine the frame parts of the multimodal features
Xyand X_asvy = {f"}L andv_ = {f}2*,, respec-
tively. We compute the likelihood of each frame to match
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Figure 2. An overview of our BM-DETR framework. First, our encoder extracts multimodal features from given inputs. Then, we obtain
frame attention scores for updating multimodal features. Finally, to complete VMR, our decoder predicts the target moment, and we

calculate the losses from the prediction and ground-truth moment.

the positive and negative queries, denoted as P(f; | Q)
and P(f; | Q-), respectively. These probabilities can be
obtained through the Probabilistic Frame-Query Matcher
(PFM) defined as:

P(f;| Q) = PFM(f), P(fi| Q-) =PFM(f;). (4

PFM consists of two linear layers followed by tanh and sig-
moid (o) functions defined as:

PFM(fi) = U(tanh(fiwl)Wg), 5

where W, € R* % and W,y e R%*! are learnable matri-
ces. The joint probability of i-th frame p; can be calculated
according to Equation 1 as follows:

Pt | Qy,—Q-) = P(f: [ Q) - (1 - P(fi [Q-)). (6)

After that, the softmax function is applied to obtain the
frame attention scores o:

o = Softmax(p1, P2, -.., PL, )- @)

Finally, we leverage o to enhance the positive frame fea-
tures v in X, to v’',. This can be formulated as follows:

v,.=0®v,, ®)

where ® is an element-wise product. We denote the up-
dated multimodal features as X, and send it to the decoder
to predict the target moment. Note that we only use positive
queries to update multimodal features if negative queries are
unavailable or during inference. More precisely, we substi-
tute Equation 6 with P(f; | Q4+, —Q-) = P(f; | Q).

3.3.3 Fine-Grained Semantic Alignment.

After encoding multimodal features, we focus on improv-
ing semantic alignment between video-query pairs. Let the
visual and textual representations from the multimodal fea-
tures X', are v/ € REv*4 and g’ € RE» >4, respectively. We

first adopt an attentive pooling to extract global context of
each representation as:

~
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where W,, € R™1 and W, € R*! are learnable matrices.
Then we can compute the semantic alignment score as:

o v'-q
S{,Q) = (11)
19 112 2
where | - |2 represents the L2-norm of a vector. Finally,

we utilize semantic alignment scores obtained from video-
query pairs in our loss term (See Section 3.5).

3.3.4 Decoder.

We introduce the learnable spans to effectively use multi-
modal features in the moment prediction process, inspired
by DAB-DETR [25]. Instead of naively initializing the
queries with learnable embeddings as in previous work [19],
we utilize learnable spans S = {S,,,}M_,, using moment
locations as queries directly. Each learnable span is rep-
resented as S,, = (Cm, W), Where ¢, and w,, refer to
the center and width of the corresponding span. We utilize
positional encoding and MLP layers to generate positional
query P, as:

P, = MLP(PE(Sm)) = MLP(PE(Cm) ” PE(wm))v (12)

where PE means fixed positional encoding to generate sinu-
soidal embeddings from the learnable span. Two key mod-
ules in our decoder are self-attention and cross-attention. In
the self-attention module, the queries and keys additionally
take P, as:



where D,, is the decoder embedding, which is initialized
as 0. Each component in the cross-attention module can be
represented as:

Qum = (D | PE(Sy) @ 5(MLP(D,))),  (14)
K, = (X, | PE(X,)), (15)
Vi = X, (16)

The learnable spans are updated layer-by-layer, and
please refer to [25] for more details.

3.4. Temporal Shifting

A couple of studies [13, 46, 52, 55] demonstrated that
temporal augmentation techniques are effective for local-
ization tasks. Inspired by this, we design the temporal shift-
ing method that randomly moves the ground-truth moment
to a new temporal location. This requires our model to ac-
curately predict based on the repositioned ground truth and
background moments, allowing it to make time-equivariant
predictions. However, we acknowledge that this technique
may disrupt long-term temporal semantic information in
videos. To address this issue, we empirically apply the
temporal shifting method to videos with short durations
(i.e., |V] < 60 s). Further details with a visual example
are provided in the Supplementary.

3.5. Learning Objectives

Predictions. Based on the decoder outputs, we apply MLP
layers to generate a set of M predictions denoted as § =
{9:}M . Each prediction ¢; contains two components: 1)
the class label ¢; to indicate whether the predicted moment
is the ground-truth moment or not, and 2) temporal moment
location 1; = (#,%'). Following the previous work [19],
we find the optimal assignment ¢ between the ground-truth
y and the predictions g; using Hungarian algorithm based
on the matching cost Cpatch as:

Cmatch(ya gz) = _p(éi) + Lioment (m7 mz)7 (17)
i = arg min Crateh (Y, 9i)- (18)
iEN

Moment localization loss. The moment localization loss
contains two losses: 1) L1 loss and 2) a generalized IoU
loss [37]. This loss is designed to calculate the accuracy of
a prediction by comparing it to the ground-truth moment.

‘cmoment(my mz) = )\Ll H m — mi || +)\iou£iou(m7 mi)7
(19)
where A1,; and )., are the coefficients to adjust weights.
Frame margin loss. The margin loss encourages frames
within the ground-truth moment to have high scores via
hinge loss. We use a linear layer to predict the scores of
the frame features f,,. and fiacx within v/,. Note that froe

. . . Avg (sec) Avg
Dataset Domain #Videos  #Queries Moment/Video  Query
CharadesSTA Activity 6.7K 16.1K 8.1/30.6 7.2
Anet-Cap Activity 15K 72K 36.2/117.6 14.8
TACoS Cooking 127 18K 5.4/287.1 10
QVHighlights  Vlog / News 10.2K 10.3K 24.6/150 11.3

Table 1. Statistics of VMR datasets. Avg Moment/Video denotes
an average length of moment/video in seconds. Avg Query means
an average number of words in query sentences.

is located within the ground-truth moment, and f},,¢x is not.
The loss can be formulated as follows:

‘Cmargin = maX(O, A + fbackw - fforeW)7 (20)

where W € R9*1 and we set the margin A as 0.2.

Frame probability loss. We encourage frames within the
target moment to have a high probability. Let P and N be
the sets of frame indices f;,,. and f,,.x. Then we calculate
the loss from the joint probability of frames p = {pZ}ZL v (in
Equation 6) as follows:

1 1
»Cro =1- = Pi + 7 Pj- (21)
= L] 24P ] 24 P

ieP JEN

Semantic alignment loss. We denote video-query pairs
within a batch B as {V;,Q;}Y ;. We obtain multimodal
features {¥;,§;}.; and compare the semantic alignment
scores (in Equation 11) between positive and negative
video-query pairs. The loss can be formulated as follows:

exp(S(V4,4;)/7)

|N| Z ZjeN exp(5 (¥4, G;5)/7)

where T is a temperature parameter and set as 0.07, and N/
means negative pairs {(¥;,q;) : ¢ # j}.

Overall loss. The overall loss is a linear combination
of individual losses. Additionally, we use the class loss
(i.e., Lcs), which is the cross-entropy function computed
by ¢; that classifies whether the predicted moment is the
ground-truth moment. Also, we set the hyper-parameters
for each loss term to adjust the scale of loss.

» (22)

‘Csemantic =

4. Experiments
4.1. Experiment Setup

Datasets. We experiment on four VMR datasets: Charades-
STA [10], Activitynet-Captions [18], TACoS [35], and
QVHighlights [19] test splits and provide the statistics of
datasets in Table 1.

Implementation details.  Our model is built upon
MDETR [19] implemented in Pytorch. We use the same
features in each dataset as used in previous models for a
fair comparison: VGG [40], C3D [42], I3D [3], and SF+C,
which is a concatenation of SlowFast [9] and CLIP [34]
for video features and Glove embedding [33], BERT [6],



. Charades-STA
Method Video Feat ToU=035 ToU=07
2D-TAN [56] 39.70 27.10
DRN [51] 45.40 26.40
VSLNet [54] 47.31 30.19
CBLN [24] C3D 47.94 28.22
IVG-DCL [30] 50.24 32.88
MomentDiff [22] 53.79 30.18
BM-DETR (ours) 54.42 33.84
2D-TAN [56] 41.34 23.91
DRN [51] 42.90 23.68
CBLN [24] 43.67 24.44
FVMR [11] 42.36 24.14
SSCS [7] 43.15 25.54
MMN [44] VGG 47.31 27.28
QD-DETR [28] 52.77 31.13
G2L [21] 4791 28.42
MomentDiff [22] 51.94 28.25
BM-DETR (ours) 54.22 35.54
MDETR [19] 53.63 31.37
QD-DETR [28] 57.31 32.55
UniVTG [23] SF+C 58.01 35.65
MomentDiff [22] 55.57 3242
BM-DETR (ours) 59.48 38.33

Table 2. Performance results on Charades-STA.

ActivityNet-Captions TACoS
Method Text Feat Video Feat: C3D Video Feat: C3D

ToU=0.5 ToU=0.7 IoU=0.3 ToU=0.5
2D-TAN [56] Glove 4451 26.54 37.29 25.32
VSLNet [54] Glove 4322 26.16 29.61 24.27
DRN [51] Glove 4545 24.39 - 23.17
CBLN [24] Glove 48.12 27.60 38.98 27.65
DeNet [59] Glove 43.79 - - -
IVG-DCL [30] Glove 43.84 27.10 38.84 29.07
SSCS [7] Glove 46.67 27.56 41.33 29.56
GTR [2] Glove 50.57 29.11 40.39 30.22
BM-DETR (ours) | Glove 49.62 30.61 49.87 33.67
MMN [44] DistilBERT 48.59 29.26 39.24 26.17
G2L [21] BERT 51.68 33.35 42.74 30.95
BM-DETR (ours) | BERT 49.98 30.88 50.46 35.87

Table 3. Performance results on ActivityNet-Captions and TACoS.

and CLIP [34] for text features. For Charades-STA, we use
GloVe embeddings along with C3D and VGG, and CLIP for
SF+C. Please refer to the Supplementary for more details.

Evaluation metric. We use two metrics for comparison: 1)
R@n, IoU=m, which measures the percentage of the top-
n predicted moments with an IoU greater than m. We set
n as 1 and take m from the threshold set {0.3,0.5,0.7}. 2)
We use Mean Average Precision (mAP) over IoU thresholds
of 0.5 and 0.75, and calculate the average mAP (i.e., Avg.)
across multiple IoU thresholds.

QVHi

Method Text Feat Video Feat: SF+C

IoU=0.5 IoU=0.7 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.75 Avg.
MCN [1] CLIP 11.41 2.72 24.94 8.22 10.67
CAL [8] CLIP 25.49 11.54 23.40 7.65 9.89
XML [20] CLIP 41.83 30.35 44.63 31.73 32.14
XML+ [19] CLIP 46.69 33.46 47.89 34.67 34.90
MDETR [19] CLIP 52.89 33.02 54.82 29.40 30.73
UMT [26] CLIP 56.23 41.18 53.83 37.01 36.12
QD-DETR [28] CLIP 62.40 44.98 62.52 39.88 39.86
UniVTG [23] CLIP 58.86 40.86 57.60 35.59 3547
MomentDiff [22] CLIP 57.42 39.66 54.02 35.73 35.95
BM-DETR (ours) | CLIP 60.12 43.05 63.08 40.18 40.08

Table 4. Performance results on QVHighlights.

Charades-CD
Method Text Feat Video Feat: 13D
IoU=0.5 IoU=0.7
2D-TAN [56] Glove 35.88 13.91
LG [29] Glove 42.90 19.29
DRN [51] Glove 31.11 15.17
VSLNet [54] Glove 34.10 17.87
DCM [47] Glove 45.47 22.70
Shuffling [13] Glove 46.67 27.08
BM-DETR (ours) | Glove 53.37 30.12

Table 5. Performance results on Charades-CD.

4.2. Comparison with the State-of-the-Art Methods

Baselines. In this section, we compare BM-DETR with
baselines, which can be divided into three categories: 1)
traditional VMR methods that take a single query as in-
put for predictions, 2) methods based on contrastive learn-
ing (i.e., CL-based), including IVG-DCL [30], SSCS [7],
MMN [44], and G2L [21], 3) methods following DETR’s
detection paradigm (i.e., DETR-based), including GTR [2],
MDETR [19], UMT [26], QD-DETR [28], UniVTG [23],
and MomentDiff [22]. In each table, the highest score is
bolded, and the second highest score is underlined.
Comparison with traditional VMR methods. All results
in Table 2, and 3 show that BM-DETR’s superior perfor-
mance compared to traditional VMR methods, such as 2D-
TAN [56] and VSLNet [54], across all datasets. These re-
sults indicate that accurate predictions for these methods
may be challenging due to the weak alignment problem. In
addition, they also easily suffer the bias problem in datasets,
as we will discuss in the next section.

Comparison with CL-based methods. Our model out-
performs most of the contrastive learning-based methods
across all datasets. Specifically, BM-DETR outperforms the
recent state-of-the-art CL-based method (i.e., G2L [21]) by
over 7.3 points in R@1, [oU=0.7 in Table 2. Without in-
corporating modules like IVG module in IVG-DCL [30] or
captioning objectives in SSCS [7], BM-DETR simply inte-
grates a negative query into predictions using a lightweight
module (i.e., PFM) consisting of only two linear layers.



Method Charades-STA

TACoS

ActivityNet-Captions QVHighlights

GTt NonGT| A1 GT1

Non-GT |

A1 GT? Non-GT| A1 GT1! NonGT| a1

Baseline 0.42 0.20 022 0.56 0.18
BM-DETR (ours) 0.56 0.13 043 0.60 0.11

038 0.52 0.24 028 0.67 0.35 0.32
049 0.56 0.21 035 0.73 0.28 0.45

Table 6. Evaluation of video-text alignment. The average of the joint probabilities of frames p (in Equation 6) inside and outside the

ground-truth moment, denoted as GT and Non-GT, respectively.

BMD FS LS TS Charades-STA

IoU=0.5 IoU=0.7
51.43 28.87
v 54.73 33.28
v 53.76 32.13
v 54.39 32.23
v 53.47 31.12
v v 55.02 33.64
v v 53.98 33.53
v v v 58.79 35.04
v v v v 59.48 38.33

Table 7. Ablations on model components. BMD: background-
aware moment detection, FS: fine-grained semantic alignment,
LS: learnable spans, and TS: temporal shifting.

This avoids the complexities in MMN [44] and G2L [21],
which incur high computation costs associated with nega-
tive samples to improve joint representation learning. We
also quantify the efficiency of BM-DETR compared with
the previous methods in Table 9.

Comparison with DETR-based methods. Compared with
the previous DETR-based methods, our model shows com-
petitive performance. Notably, in Charades-STA, where an-
notations are often weakly aligned and noisy [7, 30], our
model significantly outperforms previous methods in Ta-
ble 2. This indicates that the reliance on accurate annotation
of the model is reduced compared to the previous methods,
demonstrating our model’s robustness.

4.3. Out-of-Distribution Testing

Charades-STA has been widely used for VMR datasets,
but there are significant bias problems [32, 49] that cur-
rent models tend to rely on identifying frequent patterns in
the temporal moment distribution (i.e., temporal bias) rather
than real comprehension of multimodal inputs. To enhance
evaluation reliability, we conduct experiments on an out-of-
distribution test split (i.e., test-ood) in Charades-CD [49].
The test-ood splits have different temporal distributions of
queries from the training splits, which presents a challenge
that requires the model’s generalization and strong align-
ment capabilities. In Table 5, BM-DETR shows its ro-
bustness surpassing prior approaches. While DCM [47]
and Shuffling [13] are designed to address the temporal

Charades-STA

L Ln Ls L
IoU=0.5 IoU=0.7
v v Y 18.36 5.31

v 29.02 14.63
v v 56.49 36.11
v v 57.42 36.01
v v 56.32 35.45
v v v 58.10 36.23
v v v 57.84 36.70
v v v 58.68 37.59
v v v v 59.48 38.33

Table 8. Ablations on losses. We denote each loss as £: combina-
tion of moment localization loss and class loss, L, frame margin
loss, L: semantic align loss, and Ly, frame probability loss.

bias problem, they still follow traditional VMR methods.
These results highlight the robustness of our model and re-
emphasize that relying solely on a single query might be
insufficient to solve VMR challenges.

4.4. Ablation Study

In this section, we conduct comprehensive ablation stud-
ies to provide an in-depth analysis of our approach.
Evaluation of video-text alignment. To quantitatively as-
sess the improvements in video-text alignment facilitated
by our approaches, we first set a baseline model that uses
only the PFM applied to MDETR. We then compare the av-
erage of p (in Equation 6) obtained by BM-DETR against
the baseline model. Table 6 shows that BM-DETR demon-
strates a clear gap of the average p between GT and Non-GT
across all datasets compared to the baseline. These results
provide clear evidence that our method enhances overall
video-text alignments, successfully differentiating between
ground-truth and background moments.

Ablations on model components. To validate the effec-
tiveness of each model component, we build up several
baseline models with different model components. With the
results in Table 7, we confirm that all components jointly
perform well and contribute to performance improvement.

Ablations on losses. In Table 8, we investigate the impact
of each loss. As we can see in the first row, L (i.e., L.s and
L moment) 18 necessary to perform VMR as it directly guides
whether the prediction matches the ground-truth. We can
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Figure 3. Left: Bold circles indicate when our sampling strategy
(ST) is not applied. Right: Bold triangles indicate when temporal
shifting (TS) is not applied.

Method Tteration 0wl Towl apy
Inference Training

MMN [44] 0.32s 37s 10h 6

G2L [21] 0.84s 43s -

BM-DETR (ours) 0.19s 21s 3h 1

Table 9. Efficiency comparison on Anet-Cap. The results of the
other studies follow the original papers.

see that jointly combining our losses provides significant
performance gains.

Effect of sampling strategy. In Figure 3 (left), we con-
duct experiments with and without our sampling strategy
on Charades-STA and ActivityNet-Captions. Without our
sampling strategy, the model treats queries that are near the
ground truth and semantically similar to target queries as
negatives, resulting in significant performance degradation
(around 7 points in R@1, IoU=0.7) on both datasets. This
shows the importance of sampling strategy and supports that
vanilla contrastive learning may be suboptimal for VMR.
Effect of temporal shifting. As mentioned in Section 3.4,
we employ temporal shifting (TS) selectively, as it can dis-
rupt the long-term temporal context in videos. To empir-
ically assess this, we conduct experiments on TACoS and
Charades-STA without considering video lengths. Among
the datasets used in our study, TACoS has the longest aver-
age video duration (287s), and Charades-STA has the short-
est average video duration (30s). Figure 3 (right) shows im-
proved performance for Charades-STA regardless of video
lengths, whereas there is a decline for TACoS. This indi-
cates that longer videos are more sensitive to TS which may
disrupt temporal information within the video and hinder
training. A further detailed examination of this is discussed
in the Supplementary.

Efficiency comparison. In Table 9, we compare the ef-
ficiency of BM-DETR with recent CL-based methods, in-
cluding MMN [44] and G2L [21] under the same setting.
While they require cumbersome computations between a
number of negative video moments and queries, our model

Video

Query A: Person turns on the light to an entryway

GT
Baseline
Ours
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Query B: Person undresses in front of a wardrobe
GT
Baseline
Ours
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Query C: Person is seen throwing shoes on the floor
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Query D: Person is seen closing a door.
GT
Baseline

Ours

Figure 4. Visualization of model’s predictions. We present the
attention score o (in Equation 7) and predicted moments (red box).

performs quite efficiently.
4.5. Visualization Results

In Figure 4, we visualize the predictions made by both
the baseline and BM-DETR. We can see that the baseline
model is facing difficulties in accurately predicting video
moments. Although some of its predictions appear to be
close to the ground-truth moments, its attention scores are
dispersed rather than focused on the ground-truth moment.
On the other hand, BM-DETR demonstrates precise pre-
dictions with attention scores concentrated directly on the
ground-truth moments. Surprisingly, BM-DETR not only
achieves accurate predictions but also, in some instances,
refines them better than the ground-truth moment itself. For
example, Query C doesn’t explicitly mention “drink”, but
it’s included in the latter part of the ground-truth moment.
Surprisingly, BM-DETR effectively identifies only the mo-
ment described in the query, demonstrating its effectiveness.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we have argued that the inherent weak
alignment problem in video datasets poses a significant hur-
dle to achieving successful VMR, underscoring the neces-
sity for a robust model to address this challenge. In re-
sponse, we proposed the Background-aware Moment DE-
tection TRansformer (BM-DETR), a contrastive approach
tailored for VMR, seamlessly incorporating background in-
formation into the moment prediction. Through extensive
evaluations, we show that BM-DETR achieved remarkable
improvements in performance and efficiency over the state-
of-the-art methods across four widely-used VMR bench-
marks. We hope that our findings can contribute to future
advancements in VMR.



Limitations. While our model has been designed to per-
form robustly in the presence of noise and weak alignment
in the training datasets, these issues persist because we have
not directly addressed the quality of the datasets themselves.
As previously mentioned, approaches such as noise reduc-
tion or dataset re-annotation could help mitigate these prob-
lems, but they are impractical and fall outside the scope of
our primary objective. A more feasible solution may in-
volve generating clean and detailed video captions using
language models [16,58]. In future work, we plan to ex-
plore these solutions and expand our method to a broader
range of video understanding tasks.
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