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Abstract

Text-video retrieval contains various challenges, includ-
ing biases coming from diverse sources. We highlight some
of them supported by illustrations to open a discussion. Be-
sides, we address one of the biases, frame length bias, with a
simple method which brings a very incremental but promis-
ing increase. We conclude with future directions.

1. Introduction
Text-video retrieval aims to retrieve relevant videos

given a textual query or vice versa. Recent studies [1,
3, 5, 10, 13–15] show significant advances either by us-
ing exocentric datasets [11] or egocentric datasets [4, 6].
Many works address challenges for various text-video-
related tasks [2, 7, 9, 17, 18] including some biases that can
affect their results. However, to the best of our knowledge,
no work has yet to be dedicated to addressing the biases in
the text-video retrieval task.

Using a baseline work, we share insights specifically for
the text-video retrieval task. The first is on biases coming
from static visual features, the object’s size or the camera’s
angle, and a possible effect from the punctuation in the tex-
tual query. The second one is ambiguity, especially in the
visual features. The last one is the frame length bias and
a preliminary method and experiment. The contribution of
this extended abstract is twofold. 1) We highlight various
biases to bring discussion and awareness. 2) We share a
baseline approach and the result for one of the biases.

2. Challenges to Report
We report possible challenges we face during our pre-

vious and ongoing works, especially on the Epic-Kitchen-
100 dataset. These include various specific examples after
examining the dataset and the possible effects of the biases
on the retrieved items. While we only report the first two
challenges, we suggest a baseline solution for the third.

2.1. Textual Bias or Visual Bias?

In the first example, we examine a sample in the text-to-
video retrieval task as shown in Figure 1. We find out that
’open fridge.’ query, fails severely to retrieve the Ground
Truth (GT) video, ranking it over 1,000. When we check
the first ten retrieved videos, their corresponding captions
are all about ’open cupboard’. After we examine the other
queries, which include (open, fridge) as a pair of verbs and
nouns, the results are pretty good. Thus, one may say that
the dot ’.’ punctuation would bring a bias.

While the punctuation would affect the model, another
possibility may arise after checking the visual samples. For
instance, only in the ’open fridge.’ example, the refrigera-
tor is small-size based on the visual frames. In contrast, the
fridge is normal-size in all the other examples mentioned
(open, fridge). However, why does it even matter? Because
there are many visual similarities between the samples from
the cupboards and the small-size fridges, such as size sim-
ilarity and spatial location similarity that stay on the lower
side of the kitchen, which also makes the angle of the head-
mounted camera similar. Basically, the visual similarity of
the small-size fridge with the cupboards and dissimilarity
with the other fridges may affect the retrieved clips.

Lastly, we may share one more observation that the vari-
ation in the verb or noun does not affect the model’s perfor-
mance. When the textual queries are ’opening the fridge’,
’open the fridge’, ’opening fridge’ and ’open fridge’, the re-
sults are pleasing. Nevertheless, we note that the fridges are
all normal-size in these samples.

2.2. Ambiguity at Feature Set

Another example is that when we retrieve various clips
based on a textual query, we find various clips that are com-
pletely irrelevant to the text, as shown in Figure 2. While
some of them may be explained by a bias, as shown in the
next part, others happen due to the ambiguity in the visual
feature. For instance, when checking uniformly sampled
frames of the action as a pair of (verb, noun), we see that
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(a) caption: ’open fridge.’ (b) caption: ’open cupboard’ (c) caption: ’opening the fridge’
It fails to retrieve GT clip Visual similarity with (a) Visual dissimilarity with (a)

Figure 1. Textual queries and samples from the retrieved clips for a possible bias from the textual and visual side. While the punctuation
in the first sample could bring a bias, visual discrepancy inside the ’fridge’ noun class may affect the model. For instance, the fridge is
small-size, only in one clip.

(a) Sampled frame, 1st. (b) Sampled frame, 2nd. (c) Sampled frame, 24th. (d) Sampled frame, 25th.

Figure 2. Various sampled frames from the caption: ’pick up rubbish’ could bring ambiguity. For instance, the first two and last two frames
may suggest the action of ’take knife’ and ’clean hand’. By using the same query, our baseline method retrieves a video clip regarding
’take knife’ at fourth rank.

the first and last two sampled frames could be irrelevant to
the action itself. Then, it also affects the result after examin-
ing the retrieved video clips. Considering a caption of ’pick
up rubbish’, four sampled frames out of twenty-five contain
irrelevant activities to the GT caption, which could be seen
as ’take knife’, ’put knife back’ or ’clean hand’. As a result,
the model fails to rank the GT video clip and ranks it over
300. However, more importantly, a video clip with its cor-
responding caption ’take knife’ rank at 4, showing that this
ambiguity may affect the retrieved clips.

2.3. Frame Length Discrepancy

We report another bias that comes from the train and test
set discrepancy in the dataset, as shown in Figure 3a. The
same trend can be seen after examining the classes between

the train and the test set. We refer to the class as a seman-
tic pair of a (verb, noun). Our observations show that the
problem of the length bias in model training could harm
retrieval performance on test sets with length discrepancy.
More specifically, frame length discrepancy between train-
ing and test sets of trimmed video clips causes non-relevant
video clips to be retrieved just because their frame length is
similar to the training class’s average frame length.

3. Method for Frame Length Bias

We propose a simple method to mitigate the bias by re-
moving short and long clips of certain classes to lower the
discrepancy between the train and test sets. A naive method
would delete video clips only for one video class and then



train the model. After repeating the same approach for
classes, all the similarity matrices would be summed up.

Another simple method would be deleting long and short
video clips in a class while repeating this for every class by
following two basic rules. 1) lower the discrepancy to a pre-
set margin α 2) the number of video clips for a class cannot
be less than a certain number β to ensure having enough
samples for training. Once the discrepancy gets lower, we
do the training.

(a) The histogram shows the discrepancy of a caption: ’pick up rubbish’.
The GT recall is at 397th rank. The same disparity occurs among many
classes (semantic pairs of verb and noun) between the train/test set.

(b) Average frame length comparison between train and test set showing
that clips in the test set are longer than the training set,

Figure 3. Bias Verification on Epic-Kitchens-100.

4. Experiments

Implementation details. We follow a baseline method
[3, 12] that contains a text encoder, a video encoder and a
text-video matching module. The pre-set margin α is cho-
sen as 60 to reduce the discrepancy for every class in our
simple method. For β, we decide that a class, meaning a
semantic pair of verbs and nouns, should include more than
ten samples. Specifically, we delete 2,392 clips from 164
classes, equivalent to 3.6% of all the data.

Dataset. We use Epic-Kitchen-100 [4] for our ex-
periments, which is an egocentric dataset capturing daily

kitchen actions. We utilize uniformly sampled features
shared by [8].

Evaluation metrics. We use recall and mean average
precision (mAP) as usual. Besides, nDCG (normalized dis-
counted cumulative gain) is also reported by following [16].
The details about the calculation of nDCG via relevancy
matrix can be found here [4, 16].

Results. Table 1 shows the effect of the first simple
method on an individual sample. Although this is impracti-
cal to apply for every class, we share the results since the
result also re-verify the bias. It indicates that if the gap
between the training and test set regarding average frame
length decreases, 1) the average frame length of the top 20
retrieved video clips increases, and 2) the ground truth value
at recall improves. On the other hand, Table 2 shows that
we slightly overpass the baseline when we follow our sec-
ond simple method.

Avg frame length
Method Train set Test set

# of
samples

GT rank
recall

Avg frame length of
the top 20 retrieval

Baseline +
Remove long clips 36.26 287.93 57 342 167.82

Baseline 198.06 287.93 88 148 203.59
Baseline +

Remove short clips 286.05 287.93 57 58 224.22

Table 1. Caption: ‘put down mozzarella’ for the first naive method.
Red colour refers to directly proportional, while blue is inversely
proportional.

Method Epic Kitchen
nDCG (avg) mAP (avg)

Baseline 39.15 38.54
Baseline + Ours 39.44 38.67

Table 2. Comparison between baseline and our second simple
method. Avg refers to the average between the text-to-video and
the video-to-text score of nDCG.

5. Conclusion

We see tremendous progress in the field of text-video-
related tasks. However, certain biases may still stay in the
loop. We report the recent challenges we face with the mo-
tivation of bringing awareness and a discussion. Plus, we
suggest a naive approach to address one of them. Future
work. 1) It may be challenging to disentangle the biases
coming from both the visual and textual sides. We suggest
doing deep-dive work on the effect of punctuations or spa-
tial bias, including the size of the object and the angle of
the camera would shed light. 2) To reduce ambiguity, fea-
ture purification can be applied with the guidance of the GT
captions and an off-the-shelf action recognition tool. 3) We
aim to address the frame length bias more effectively in our
ongoing work.



References

[1] Max Bain, Arsha Nagrani, Gul Varol, and Andrew Zisser-
man. Frozen in time: A joint video and image encoder for
end-to-end retrieval. In 2021 IEEE/CVF International Con-
ference on Computer Vision (ICCV), page 1708–1718, Mon-
treal, QC, Canada, Oct 2021. IEEE. 1
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