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Abstract

Scaling has not yet been convincingly demonstrated for
pure self-supervised learning from video. However, prior
work has focused evaluations on semantic-related tasks –
action classification, ImageNet classification, etc. In this
paper we focus on evaluating self-supervised learning on
non-semantic vision tasks that are more spatial (3D) and
temporal (+1D = 4D), such as camera pose estimation,
point and object tracking, and depth estimation. We show
that by learning from very large video datasets, masked
auto-encoding (MAE) with transformer video models ac-
tually scales, consistently improving performance on these
4D tasks, as model size increases from 20M all the way
to the largest by far reported self-supervised video model
– 22B parameters. Rigorous apples-to-apples comparison
with many recent image and video models demonstrates the
benefits of scaling 4D representations.

1. Introduction
Self-supervised learning of representations from video took
the back seat in recent years to language-supervised ap-
proaches deriving from CLIP. Is the perceived superiority
of language supervision because it is a better way to learn?
Or may it have to do with dominant evaluations being also
language-based – such as action classification and local-
ization? Do we not yet have sufficiently powerful self-
supervised learning techniques in our repertoire? Or just
need to throw more hardware and data at them?

Figure 1. We scale self-supervised ViTs on a large video dataset
using vanilla masked auto-encoding, then evaluate on tasks requir-
ing accurate 4D representations such as ScanNet depth estima-
tion [17] and Something-something-v2 action classification [35].
Performance keeps improving with model size from 20M to 22B
parameters (here with frozen feature evaluation).

In this paper, we attempt to answer these questions by
revisiting self-supervised learning while looking at perfor-
mance on five mostly semantics-free tasks: depth estima-
tion, point and object tracking, camera pose estimation, and
Something-something v2 [35], an object-agnostic action
classification task (this one is more semantic but has been
shown to be great at singling out models with good tem-
poral representations). These are tasks that require strong
spatial and temporal abilities – they are less about naming
things, more about recovering the 3D geometry over time of
(4D) scenes. Making an analogy with human vision, we are
interested in inspecting dorsal as opposed to ventral stream
skills.
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We bring together some of the strongest models avail-
able – both image (DinoV2 [50], SigLIP [15]) and video
models (VideoPrism [80], VideoMAE-v1 [66] and v2 [70],
V-JEPA [8]), pretrained with and without language super-
vision – and evaluate them, carefully ensuring these are
apples-to-apples comparisons. We employ for all tasks and
models the same attention-based readouts, on top of either
frozen backbones or using full finetuning. Our conclusions
in all settings are:

1. Image models are not competitive. Even though our
readouts are spatio-temporal, the lack of temporal rep-
resentation in the backbone reveals itself as an unsur-
mountable problem.

2. Video Masked Auto-Encoding (MAE) and V-JEPA both
perform well. More recent pretraining schemes may
result in strong performance on popular classification
tasks, such as Kinetics [43], but underperform here.

3. Language supervision by itself seems inferior to video
self-supervision.

We opted to dive into MAE and scale up transformer
models using it, from 20M all the way to the by far largest
self-supervised video model reported so far – 22B param-
eters, far higher than existing public self-supervised video
models (no text) that top out at 1B parameters. We train
on a large collection of 170M 30-second videos and, for
efficiency, we introduce a scalable, lightweight decoding
scheme. We observe consistent overall improvement on the
selected tasks as we increase model size, far beyond the
600M parameter setting past which performance saturation
has been observed for semantics-centric evaluations [70].
It has been more widely a common belief1 in the commu-
nity that MAE has mediocre scaling properties, to which
our work brings counter-evidence.

Contributions. Our contributions are three-fold: a) a re-
evaluation of the state-of-the-art from the perspective of 4D
scene representation quality; b) three new MAE-VIT mod-
els beyond the largest existing 1B ones, having 2B, 4B and
22B parameters, a model family which we term 4DS and
plan to publicly release in early 2025; and c) a simple but
scalable new decoding scheme using a coarse grid of decod-
ing tokens, enabling us to train the 22B model efficiently.

Paper structure. We go over related work in the next sec-
tion. We then explain the paper methodology: baseline
models, tasks, readouts, evaluation and MAE scaling ap-
proach in Sec. 3. Sec. 4 contains all the results and learnings
before the paper concludes in Sec. 5.

1Based on personal communication with many elements in the commu-
nity – unfortunately negative results do not tend to be formally published.

2. Related work

Origins. Video is a privileged medium for unsupervised
learning – a high-bandwidth connection to the world, pro-
viding multiple viewpoints of the same objects through
time, across lighting changes, deformation and so on. Much
early work in self-supervised learning in computer vision
focused on video, for example by leveraging temporal con-
tinuity signals [32, 48, 76], later boosted by object track-
ing information [72], motion segmentation [54], camera
pose between frames [1], audio [3–5, 45, 49, 52, 56, 63],
future prediction [34, 61, 69], contrastive learning under
augmentation [37, 38, 41, 57] and regression-based ap-
proaches [30, 62]. Context prediction gave strong results
as supervision for text [16], and soon proved effective for
visual representation learning [20, 40, 53]. With the rise of
Vision Transformers [24], MAE became a particularly effi-
cient formulation of context prediction [39], since masked
patches can be skipped by the encoder.

Scaling. Video versions of masked modeling achieved
strong results [8, 66] but the excitement was not long-lasting
as attempts to scale models like MAE have yet to suc-
ceed [42]. In parallel, CLIP [59] took over, enabling learn-
ing from billions of labels from the web, and this translated
well also to mainstream video tasks [73, 80] such as clas-
sification [43] and action localization [12] (which are de-
fined using words as labels). Models evaluated on the basis
of their features (e.g. representations) have been convinc-
ingly scaled using language supervision [19] for images.
Attempts to scale from just pixels resulted in more modest
improvements [13, 26]. In the video space, GPT-like [58]
vision and language video models have demonstrated clear
benefit from scaling [2]. Pure video self-supervised mod-
els have not yet been scaled anywhere near to comparable
scales, with some of the biggest models having around 1B
parameters [70], or 3B for auto-regressive models [7] – this
is something now explored with this paper. Related to our
approach, VideoMAE v2 [70] scales a video MAE model,
but focuses solely on action recognition benchmarks. They
observe only small performance improvements when scal-
ing from ViT-H to ViT-g, and therefore do not scale models
beyond the billion parameter regime.

Dorsal streams and evaluation. The dorsal stream arises
in the two-streams hypothesis [31, 33, 47], that the human
visual cortex contains two pathways: the ventral stream
(which performs object recognition) and the dorsal stream
(which is sensitive to transformations and motion). It has
been the (indirect) inspiration for several of the early archi-
tectures for video representation [28, 29, 64]. Several recent
papers studied representations on 3D tasks [25, 79], with re-
sults pointing to shortcomings in models solely supervised



Table 1. 4DS model collection. The 7 space-time VIT model
configurations trained in the paper, sorted by number of parame-
ters (#p). The last column lists the total number of parameters (#tp)
including decoding parameters – note there are very few of them
in our design. The encoders match VIT image models [19, 24]
except for the first layer which is a 3D instead of 2D convolution
(the corresponding input space-time patch size is 2x16x16 in all
cases). The j configuration is new.

Width Depth MLP #heads #p (M) #tp (M)

S 384 12 1536 6 23 24
B 768 12 3072 12 88 91
L 1024 24 4096 16 306 310
H 1280 32 5120 16 634 639
G 1664 48 8192 16 1,848 1,854
e 1792 56 15360 16 3,811 3,817
j 4096 64 32768 32 21,495 21,509

with language but considered only images. Benchmarks
such as Physion [9] and the Perception Test [55] focus on
videos and measure more closely the 4D capabilities we are
interested in (we adopt one of the tasks from the latter).

3. Methodology
Our goal is to re-evaluate a large set of strong models
apples-to-apples on 4D representation tasks that focus on
geometry and motion. To achieve this we follow a repre-
sentation learning framework where pretrained models get
appended with attention-based readouts on top and are then
separately finetuned for each of the various downstream
datasets / tasks, with and without freezing the backbone.
In our experiments detailed in Sec. 4 we found MAE to do
well and to be efficiently trainable so we scaled ViT models
in that framework – details on scaling are given in the next
subsection, followed by the overall evaluation protocol in-
cluding readout architectures and finally a list of baselines.

3.1. 4DS: scaling MAE of video
MAE works by feeding a subset of patches from a video to
the video encoder that we want to learn. The features out
of the encoder are fed to a decoder that must produce back
the missing patches. The decoder is often the expensive
part because it needs to produce many more patches (in this
paper 95%) than the encoder consumes (in this paper 5%).
We employ a simple version of video MAE, hoping that the
scale of the models and the data lead to high performance
by itself.

We use MAE to train a family of 7 models, that we name
4DS, spanning 20M to 22B parameters and listed in Tab. 1.
We use input space-time patch size 2x16x16 for all models.

Data. We pretrain 4DS models using a dataset of 170 mil-
lion web videos, each 900 frames long on average, at orig-
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Figure 2. Proposed Video MAE framework. Videos are encoded
into space-time tokens via one non-overlapping convolution typi-
cal of ViTs, then 95% are randomly dropped. A transformer model
then processes the remaining tokens with self-attention layers; first
alone, then jointly with learned grid of latent tokens on the last few
self-attention layers (last two for the 22B model). Each of these
learned tokens is decoded back to a patch using a linear layer. We
do not use a separate decoder. For downstream evaluations, video
features from any layer can be input to additional trainable light-
weight readouts.

inal resolution and frame rate. We sample batches of 16
frame clips from these videos, using temporal stride 2 and
randomly cropping down to 224x224 (models up to 4B pa-
rameters) or 256x256 resolution (22B parameter models)
after resizing the smallest side to 1.15x those resolutions.

Decoding. For efficiency and flexibility reasons, we do
not use a completely separate decoder with different ar-
chitectural details, unlike in previous popular MAE ap-
proaches [39, 66]; instead the last few self-attention blocks
of the encoder share some of the decoding burden but other-
wise decoding back to video space is patchwise linear. The
process is illustrated in Fig. 2: we concatenate a learned
grid of latent tokens to the unmasked set of tokens before
one of the last self-attention blocks. We then decode these
extra tokens linearly and patchwise, by mapping each to an
appropriate number of channels such that they can be re-
shaped back to the original video dimensions. In down-
stream tasks, the latent tokens are not used and features can
be extracted from any layer. While for models up to 4B
parameters we use a decoding grid of tokens that mirrors
the original input video grid (8 × 14 × 14 = 1568 (8 for
time, 14x14 for space) tokens for 16 frames at 224x224 res-
olution), for 22B we employ a much more efficient coarser
grid (4×8×8 = 256 tokens for 16 frames at 256x256 reso-
lution). We reconstruct all space-time patches, both masked
and unmasked.

Learning. We mask in all cases randomly 95% of the



(a) Point tracking on
the Perception Test
dataset [55].

(b) Action classification
on the SSv2 dataset [35].

(c) Object tracking
on the Waymo Open
dataset [65].

(d) Camera pose estima-
tion on the RealEstate10k
dataset [67].

(e) Depth estima-
tion on the ScanNet
dataset [17].

Figure 3. Evaluation downstream tasks. Individual frames and annotations from the five tasks considered in this paper.

space-time patches (no tricks like tube masking or any spe-
cial masking pattern), feeding the remaining to the trans-
former model. The standard AdamW optimizer [46] is used,
in conjunction with an L2 loss between RGB values without
any special tricks (e.g. no contrast normalization [39, 66]).
We train models up to 4B parameters on 2 billion clips, and
the 22B models on 4 billion clips, all 16 frames long and
sampled randomly from the long 170M videos – smaller
models see significantly more data relative to their number
of parameters, which benefits them. We hope to train the
larger models longer in the future.

Implementation details. We train each model using 256
TPUs-v6, with bfloat16 precision except for the loss and
softmax computation which is upcast to float32; weights
are stored in float32. We employ simple FSDP-like shard-
ing [51] of model parameters and optimizer state in order to
abide by per-device memory limits (32GB). Additional de-
tails including all hyperparameters for training are provided
in the supplementary material.

3.2. Evaluation protocol
We followed an evaluation protocol designed to fairly com-
pare arbitrary backbones over multiple tasks in the same set-
ting. We tried both end-to-end finetuning and frozen evalu-
ation, which puts more emphasis on the quality of the pre-
training and is much cheaper computationally. For each task
we add a trainable attention-based readout module on top of
a pretrained video encoder then measure the resulting per-
formance on the validation split. Compared to linear read-
outs, attention-based ones offer much better performance
on top of frozen features (sometimes close to full finetun-
ing) while not increasing parameter count significantly and
have become preferred recently [8] The input to the model
is a 16-frame clip which is preprocessed (e.g. resampled) to
match each model’s preferred input format, then the output
features are of shape T ×K × C where T is a time dimen-
sion, K is the number of spatial tokens per time step and C
is the number of channels for that model. We resample T
to be 16 as required by some of the task readout modules

requirements. A T × K × C-shaped learnable positional
embedding is added to the features in order to not disad-
vantage image encoders. Readouts are trained using 1.28M
examples and AdamW [46]. No masking, noising, etc. is
applied to the videos on any of the tasks – additional details
are given in the supplementary material.

Tasks. The five tasks we consider are shown in Fig. 3
and capture different aspects of spatial and temporal scene
understanding: (a) point tracking on Perception Test [55]
measures fine-grained, temporally extended motion percep-
tion; (b) action classification in SSv2 [35] is well known to
require temporal sensitivity (e.g. shuffling frames leads to
very poor performance), (c) object tracking from bounding
boxes in the Waymo Open Dataset [65] emphasizes object-
level motion. We also include two tasks that connect with
3D perception: (d) 6D camera pose estimation on the Real
Estate 10K dataset (RE10k) [67, 81] and (e) monocular
depth estimation in ScanNet [17]. All of the tasks are de-
fined in the literature except for the RE10k task for which
we introduce a custom metric as well – we give full details
about all the tasks including this new one in the supp. ma-
terial.

Attention-based readouts. There are several common
strategies for evaluation of representation learning methods
on downstream tasks, particularly with frozen backbones,
ranging from non-parametric (nearest-neighbor) [50], lin-
ear or using cross-attention layers [8, 66, 80]. In this work
we use cross-attention-based readout heads for all tasks:
for both SSv2 and RE10k a single learned query is used
as in [8], employing an additional step of Procrustes-based
projection [11] back into SO(3) for RE10k. For ScanNet
we use Fourier-based spatial cross-attention queries, one for
each 2x8x8 patch. For the tracking tasks we employ one
query per object track for Waymo Open, and one query for
each 2-frame temporal chunk of a point track for Percep-
tion Test (so 8 queries per track for 16 frame clips). Full
details of readout head architectures and hyper-parameters
are provided in supp. material.



3.3. Baselines

For baselines we include some of the strongest and largest
image and video models available – we detail them below,
see Tab. 2 for a quick reference.

Image models. We evaluate SigLIP-2B which is part of
PaLI-3 [15] and a follow-up of SigLIP [78]. This is a large
2B vision transformer model trained from image-text pairs
via a binary classification formulation. We also evaluate an-
other extremely powerful and popular image model – Dino-
V2 [50] – in two versions, VIT-L and VIT-g, with 303M
and 1.1B parameters, respectively. Dino-V2 is trained very
differently and quite complementary to SigLIP-2B, using a
self-distillation loss from images only (no text). SigLIP-
2B is one of the strongest descendants of CLIP, Dino-V2 of
SimCLR [14]. Both models are trained on large web-scale
image datasets.

Note again that we add learnable temporal positional em-
beddings to the features produced by image models so they
are not in principle disadvantaged when task readouts are
trained on top in the frozen evaluation setting.

Video models. We evaluated VideoPrism [80], a state-of-
the-art video model combining two training objectives – a)
contrastive learning using video and language and b) video-
only masked modelling. After the contrastive phase, a stu-
dent model is trained to predict embeddings from masked
frames similar to the predictions of the contrastively trained
teacher from unmasked frames. VideoPrism is based on the
ViViT architecture [6], with space and time factorization
and we tested two versions: B and g with 100M and 1B
parameters, respectively.

We also evaluated two types of popular video-only self-
supervised models: VideoMAE [66, 70] and V-JEPA [8].
They are both trained on masked videos – VideoMAE is
tasked with predicting the pixels, while V-JEPA predicts
features encoded by a teacher network. Both models use
a ViT backbone and tokenize videos into patches of size (2,
16, 16), applying self-attention between all of the tokens.
We evaluate different variants of VideoMAEv1, Video-
MAEv2 and V-JEPA, ranging from ViT-B with 30M param-
eters to ViT-g with 1B parameters (the largest that exist as
far as we know).

4. Results

Our first experiments aimed to understand how the strong
models listed in Sec. 3.3 fare on the 4D representation tasks
described in Appendix A under the frozen evaluation proto-
col, with the same trainable attention-based readouts, same
limited amount of training. Note that some of the results
are lower than in papers without these constraints, which
train longer (for example for SSv2), do test-time augmenta-
tion or use specialized readouts; this is to be expected and

is by design. The results, provided in the next subsection,
highlighted VideoMAE and V-JEPA as robust approaches;
we pursued MAE because of its better training efficiency (it
uses a fixed rate of token dropping, which is more friendly
on TPUs / with batching and does not require an EMA net-
work), for the 4DS models.

4.1. Assessing video models 4D representations
Results for SSv2 action classification are reported by Top-
1 accuracy as percentage; RE10k camera pose estimation
uses Mean End Point Error (explained in supp. material,
lower is better and minimum value is 0); Perception test
point tracking uses Average Jaccard (higher is better, range
0-1); ScanNet depth prediction uses Absolute Relative Er-
ror (lower is better, minimum value is 0) and Waymo Open
object tracking uses mean IoU (higher is better, range 0-1).
We report accuracy and Average Jaccard in tables as per-
centage for better readability.

Table 2 shows the quantitative results of the selected
models – image models in first three rows, then video mod-
els from the literature and finally our models at the bottom.

Image backbones. An interesting initial finding was that
image backbones perform poorly regardless of model size
on all tasks with the exception of depth estimation on Scan-
Net – likely because monocular cues dominate in short clips
just over 1s long, where parallax is naturally limited and
also where there are no moving objects. Dino does better
than SigLIP across all tasks, hinting that CLIP-style repre-
sentations may not be a good fit for 4D tasks. Finally both
models are terrible at camera pose estimation.

Video backbones. Text-supervised VideoPrism models
show strong performance on SSv2 action classification and
depth estimation, but are not as good on the tracking tasks
and are quite poor on camera pose estimation. V-JEPA mod-
els shine on SSv2 and exhibit overall strong performance.
Compared to the smaller v1, VideoMAE-v2 improves clas-
sification performance but at the expense of all other tasks.

4DS backbones. Our scaled up models, 4DS-G, e and j –
explained in Sec. 3.1 – significantly improve over all the
baselines, achieving top results on all tasks except SSv2
(only the 22B model 4DS-j is close to V-JEPA-H). The ad-
vantage is particularly noticeable when taking all tasks to-
gether as shown in Fig. 6.

Which layer is best for each task? As mentioned in the
technical section, for 4DS we did not force a clear separa-
tion between encoder and decoder (except for a patchwise
linear decoder). We investigated where in the model are
the best representations for each task by trying a subset of 6
readout layers for each 4DS model at different model depths
– 25%, 50%, 75%, 85%, 95% and 100% (e.g. 75% corre-
sponds to layer 42 out of 56 for 4DS-e). Fig. 7 shows that



20M 100M 300M 600M 2B 4B Frame Masked frame

(a) Reconstructions of the 1st and 9th frames (0.64s apart) from a 16-frame Epic Kitchens [18] video using 4DS models of different sizes (the 22B model is
omitted due to differing input/patch dimensions). The last two columns show the original and 95% randomly masked frame prior to reconstruction.

20M 100M 300M 600M 2B 4B 22B Ground truth Frame

(b) Depth map predictions on ScanNet dataset. White regions in the ground truth indicate missing depth information.

20M 100M 300M 600M 2B 4B 22B

(c) Object tracking on Waymo dataset. Ground truth boxes are depicted with dashed lines, while predicted boxes use solid lines.

Figure 4. Qualitative results of 4DS models (20M-22B). We first illustrate MAE training: masked and reconstructed frames on Epic
Kitchens (a). We then assess downstream task performance: depth prediction on ScanNet (b) and object tracking on Waymo (c).



Table 2. Comparison of existing (first two blocks of rows) and new models (4DS, last set of rows) when learning an attention readout on
top of a frozen backbone. Bold indicates best performance, underlined indicates second-best. All results are obtained using the same
evaluation protocol, with exact same inputs, same trainable readouts, and using exact same (limited) number of training examples – see
text for details. ScanNet values are multiplied by 10 for better readability.

Model Size (M) Image (I)/
Video (V)

Language
pre-training

SSv2 RE10k Percep.
test (↑)

ScanNet Waymo
Open (↑)(↑) (↓) (↓)

SigLIP [15] 1,705 I ✓ 50.5 2.71 40.2 1.42 45.5
DinoV2-L [50] 303 I ✗ 52.2 2.00 36.6 1.03 51.7
DinoV2-g [50] 1,135 I ✗ 54.8 1.89 39.9 0.92 50.6

VideoPrism-B [80] 114 V ✓ 60.7 0.93 71.9 1.22 66.6
VideoPrism-g [80] 1,113 V ✓ 65.4 0.90 75.0 0.98 68.5
V-JEPA-L [8] 307 V ✗ 66.0 0.39 75.6 1.14 73.3
V-JEPA-H [8] 635 V ✗ 68.9 0.34 78.0 1.05 74.9
VideoMAE-B [66] 87 V ✗ 52.3 0.37 79.2 1.50 73.1
VideoMAE-L [66] 305 V ✗ 62.7 0.28 78.3 1.10 74.9
VideoMAE-H [66] 633 V ✗ 64.2 0.30 77.1 1.04 74.6
VideoMAEv2-g [70] 1,013 V ✗ 65.6 0.51 73.7 1.15 72.6

4DS-S 24 V ✗ 40.8 0.73 75.9 2.23 69.6
4DS-B 91 V ✗ 49.6 0.51 78.9 1.64 72.7
4DS-L 310 V ✗ 57.8 0.33 81.5 1.24 75.9
4DS-H 639 V ✗ 60.4 0.29 81.8 1.15 76.1
4DS-G 1,848 V ✗ 63.1 0.27 82.7 1.02 77.4
4DS-e 3,811 V ✗ 64.6 0.27 82.4 0.94 78.0
4DS-j 21,495 V ✗ 68.2 0.24 83.4 0.85 78.3

⬤Target Pose

⬤

⬤V-JEPA-H

⬤V-JEPA-L  Target
   Pose

Initial pose

Final
frame

Initial 
frame

4DS-j

Figure 5. Pose estimation qualitative results on RealEstate10k. Given the features extracted from a small video fragment of 16 frames, we
obtain video features with our pretrained video model backbones, and train a pair-wise pose predictor readout to predict the target pose.
Improvement with model scaling is observed.

for most tasks the layer at 95% depth seems like a good op-
tion. For the higher-level SSv2 task we used the layer at
75% of model depth for frozen evaluation; for finetuning
this should not matter as the backbone can adapt so we used
always 95%. These are the readout layers we used through-
out the paper to report results.

Finetuning evaluation. We repeated the evaluation us-
ing end-to-end finetuning – exactly the same as before but
training both readout and backbone (instead of freezing the
backbone). Note that this is significantly more expensive

and also that we did not perform any test-time augmenta-
tion nor additional train-time augmentations compared to
the frozen evaluation.

Results for a short finetuning schedule of 20k steps are
shown in Tab. 3 and are consistent with the frozen evalua-
tion results. There are big improvements over frozen evalu-
ation in SSv2 and ScanNet, on others tasks results are com-
parable. Results with longer schedules are reported in Tab. 7
in the supplementary material.

Frozen and finetuning performance across 4DS model
sizes is summarized visually in Fig. 8. In all cases perfor-



Table 3. Comparison of existing (first two blocks of rows) and new models (4DS, last set of rows) with short finetuning for 20k steps
(nothing is frozen). Bold indicates best performance, underlined indicates second-best. All results are obtained using the same evaluation
protocol, with exact same inputs, same trainable readouts, and using exact same (limited) number of training examples – see text for details.
ScanNet values are multiplied by 10 for better readability.

Model Size (M) Image (I)/
Video (V)

Language
pre-training

SSv2 RE10k Percep.
test (↑)

ScanNet Waymo
Open (↑)(↑) (↓) (↓)

SigLIP [15] 1,705 I ✓ 57.4 2.84 32.9 1.14 44.9
DinoV2-L [50] 303 I ✗ 61.0 2.00 48.3 0.91 50.8
DinoV2-g [50] 1,135 I ✗ 64.2 2.09 40.5 0.76 50.2

VideoPrism-B [80] 114 V ✓ 63.6 0.81 72.8 1.1 66.6
VideoPrism-g [80] 1,113 V ✓ 68.6 0.81 73.7 0.89 67.1
V-JEPA-L [8] 307 V ✗ 70.4 0.35 76.0 0.96 74.1
V-JEPA-H [8] 635 V ✗ 72.9 0.29 71.5 0.87 74.6
VideoMAE-B [66] 87 V ✗ 54.8 0.36 79.7 1.51 72.0
VideoMAE-L [66] 305 V ✗ 65.6 0.28 79.1 1.05 74.0
VideoMAE-H [66] 633 V ✗ 66.5 0.32 77.3 0.93 73.3
VideoMAEv2-g [70] 1,013 V ✗ 70.1 0.42 76.7 0.96 71.1

4DS-S 24 V ✗ 40.3 0.72 75.2 2.04 69.1
4DS-B 91 V ✗ 52.4 0.48 79.5 1.51 71.8
4DS-L 310 V ✗ 61.8 0.37 81.1 1.06 74.8
4DS-H 639 V ✗ 64.9 0.36 81.9 0.94 75.7
4DS-G 1,848 V ✗ 67.4 0.29 83.0 0.81 77.2
4DS-e 3,811 V ✗ 68.9 0.28 82.9 0.75 77.5
4DS-j 21,495 V ✗ 72.9 0.26 84.2 0.63 78.0

Figure 6. Radar plot comparing the frozen evaluation perfor-
mance on all tasks of the image model DinoV2-g, video model
VideoPrism-g, and 2 4DS video models of different sizes, 20M
(4DS-S) and 22B parameters (4DS-j). Note that we rescale the
ScanNet Absolute Relative Error and RE10k Mean End Point Er-
ror using a sigmoid function so that 100 is 0 error and 0 is infinite
error. We further scale all values for visualization purposes be-
tween 0.3 and 1 where 1 is the best result among these models
and 0.3 corresponds to the worst result. The image encoder has
obvious representational deficiencies on temporal tasks (point and
object tracking, camera pose). VideoPrism-g, a video model with
text-focused training is more well-rounded but on the more tem-
poral tasks is still slightly inferior to even the smallest 4DS model.

mance continues to improve with model size.

4.2. Qualitative results

To understand the impact of model size, we visualize the
outputs of our models during MAE training in Fig. 4a and
across several downstream tasks, including depth estima-
tion in Fig. 4b, object tracking in Fig. 4c, camera pose es-
timation in Fig. 5, and point tracking in Fig. 9 – we show
results for all evals using a frozen backbone.

Across all tasks, larger models consistently demonstrate
superior performance. During MAE training, larger mod-
els exhibit improved reconstruction quality. For example,
in Fig. 4a, the reconstruction of the spatula becomes pro-
gressively sharper as model size increases, suggesting that
larger models learn more effective representations.

This trend holds true for downstream tasks as well. In
depth estimation, smaller models produce washed out, in-
accurate results. As model size increases, details emerge,
such as the small patch of ground next to the kitchen cup-
board in the second row and the patch of window glass not
blocked by the curtain in the last row of Fig. 4b. Camera
pose estimation, a task requiring complex geometric rea-
soning, also benefits from increased model size – the task
as is illustrated in Fig. 5 and here also larger models tend
to be more accurate. Similarly, in point tracking, larger
models significantly reduce errors, visualized as displace-



Figure 7. The performance of the frozen 4DS-j model when attaching attention-based readouts at different layers of the model (as a
percentage of the total number of self-attention blocks, 64 for 4DS-j as given in Tab. 1). The layer at 95% depth (60 for 4DS-j) offers a
good compromise across tasks – we report results using this readout layer throughout the paper except for the SSv2 classification frozen
evaluation where we use layer 75%.
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Figure 8. Model performance with increasing model sizes ranging from 20M parameters to 22B parameters, on all five tasks, with frozen
evaluation and short finetuning. Model size is plotted on log-scale, at points 4DS-S (20M), 4DS-B (100M), 4DS-L (300M), 4DS-H (600M),
4DS-G (2B), 4DS-e (4B) and 4DS-j (22B).

ment errors, particularly around hands and moving objects
in Fig. 9.

5. Conclusions
We have re-evaluated several state-of-the-art image and
video models, trained with various types of supervision in-
cluding language, on a set of mostly semantic-free tasks
requiring strong 4D representations. We found that many
of the improvements found in the respective papers do not
translate well to these more geometrical / temporal scene
understanding tasks and simple MAE from video still does
quite well.

We then demonstrate that scaling MAE beyond what has
been done in the literature (∼1B parameters), all the way to
22B parameter models brings consistent improvement – we
have a new collection of model checkpoints we call 4DS
which may be useful for the community. This may open
new avenues for further progress in vision similar to those
that have been explored successfully in language models re-
search.

Limitations. In this paper we used the most vanilla version
possible of MAE – many improvements have been reported
in the literature at small scale. As future work it would be

interesting to identify which of these variations are most
practical and fruitful when scaling, or if other learning ap-
proaches are superior. Another limitation of the paper is that
we did not produce ”scaling laws” – but arguably provided
evidence that this may soon be warranted.
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Scaling 4D Representations

Supplementary Material

This supplementary material provides additional details
on pretraining, evaluation protocol, tasks, readouts and
baselines. It also includes additional qualitative results
about SSv2, ScanNet and Waymo Open evaluations as well
as extra MAE pretraining visualizations and a small study
on correlation between the 5 tasks, when taking into ac-
count results from all baselines and 4DS models. Finally,
we have a table with long end-to-end finetuning results for
all models.

A. Additional details
A.1. Pretraining
Pretraining used slightly different settings for the 6 4DS
models up to 4B parameters (small) and for the 22B pa-
rameters model (large). Details for both cases are listed
in Tab. 4. Training longer and using slightly larger patch
size for the 22B model were deliberate choices. The other
parameters were picked either by necessity (to avoid run-
ning out of memory with the 22B model – number of decod-
ing layers and output patch size) or based on short runs as it
would be too expensive to tune them exhaustively – the 22B
model took 20 days to complete training2. As data augmen-
tation we used only random cropping (spatially and tem-
porally) and left-right flipping. For optimization, we used
AdamW, omitting from weight decay the learned positional
embeddings and layer norm parameters.

A.2. Evaluation
For frozen evaluation, we train models for any of the tasks
using the same number of training examples, 1.28M, by do-
ing as many epochs over the training dataset as necessary.
Batch size is fixed in all cases to 32, which means mod-
els train for 40k steps. We use the AdamW optimizer, with
weight decay 1e-4 and sweeping learning rate (1e-4, 3e-4,
1e-3) then taking the best result. We start the training with
linear warmup for 1k steps, from a 0.0 learning rate, then
use cosine decay all the way down to 1e-7.

Finetuned evaluation follows a similar protocol to the
frozen one, however, has a few different settings. While
we sweep the learning rate for frozen evaluation, we sweep
learning rate (1e-4, 3e-4) and weight decay (1e-4, 5e-2).
Besides, the linear warmup is for 3k steps during finetuning
instead of 1k. We report the results for short finetuning (20k
steps) in the main paper and, medium (40k steps) and long
finetuning (80k steps) in the supplementary material.

2We trained a 22B model using much larger batch size, 8192, and it
trained significantly faster (1 week) due to better usage of accelerator par-
allelism, but results were inferior (perhaps with tuning it will work as well).

For all tasks, we use the same cross-attention readout ar-
chitecture but with different hyperparameters (e.g. number
of channels) and queries for each task (explained in detail
in their respective sections below). The readout takes in the
spatio-temporal features from the frozen encoder and cross-
attends to these using learned or positional queries to predict
the task output (following the setup in [8]). In more detail,
we first pass features through layer normalization and then
add learned temporal embeddings. Input queries attend to
these features to output task features that are then passed
through a residual MLP with a hidden size of 4 times the
size of task features. A final linear layer then maps the task
features to the desired output size for the task.

The rest of this subsection will go in detail into each of
the 5 tasks in our evaluation, the task specific parameteriza-
tion of readouts done in each case and current top results in
literature where available. A summary of the readout con-
figurations and number of parameters in each case is pro-
vided in Tab. 5.

A.2.1. Something-Something v2 action classification
The SSv2 action classification dataset contains 220,000
videos with duration ranging from 2 to 6 seconds at 12fps.
Videos contain 174 human actions with everyday objects. It
is designed for fine-grained understanding of human hand
gestures like putting something into something and turning
something upside down.

Task definition. Given a video clip of 16 frames of resolu-
tion 224x224 with stride 2, the model is tasked to predict an
action class. Top-1 accuracy is used to measure the perfor-
mance.

Readout details. The cross-attention readout module uses
768 parameters with 12 heads and a single learned query
to predict logits for 174 classes. In training, we resize the
shorter size of the video to 239 and take random temporal
crop of shape 224x224 from it. We use colour augmenta-
tion with 0.8 probability of randomly adjusting the bright-
ness, saturation, contrast and hue (see Tab. 6), and a 0.1
probability of converting to grayscale. In test time we take
one 224x224 central crop from the video without any colour
augmentation.

Current SOTA. V-JEPA-ViT-H [8] achieves 68.5%
through attention probing by training on 2M video clips.
When finetuning results can be as high as 77.3 [71] but
using significant volume of train and test-time augmenta-
tions that are complex to replicate. In this paper we use in
all cases a single clip at test time and moderate/reasonable
amounts of training augmentation.



Hyperparameter 20M-4B models 22B model
# Training steps 488,282 1,000,000
Input resolution 224×224 256×256

Learning rate 1e-4 2e-4
Warmup steps 10,000 100,000

# N decoding layers 4 2
# Output patch size 2×16×16 4×32×32

Minimum resize factor 1.15
Input patch size 2×16×16

Batch size 2048
MAE masking ratio 0.95

AdamW weight decay 0.05
AdamW b1 0.90
AdamW b2 0.95

Table 4. Pretraining hyperparameters for 20M-4B (left) and for 22B (right) 4DS models. The nature of some of them may not be
immediately obvious – minimum resize factor dictates how much videos minimum side gets resized as function of input resolution (e.g.
224x224 gets randomly cropped from videos resized to 1.15*224 smallest side).

Eval Architecture Number of Params

SSv2 Classification

LearnedQueries(num channels=768)

CrossAttention(qkv size=768, num heads=12)

Linear(output size=174)

7,041,966

RE10k Pose Prediction

LearnedQueries(num channels=256)

CrossAttention(qkv size=256, num heads=8)

Linear(output size=12)

1,650,444

ScanNet Depth Prediction

LearnedQueries(num channels=1024)

CrossAttention(qkv size=1024, num heads=16)

Linear(output size=128)

18,116,736

Waymo Open Object Tracking

FourierQueries(num bases=16)

MLP(hidden size=512, output size=512)

CrossAttention(qkv size=1024, num heads=4)

Linear(output size=4)

12,482,624

Perception Test Point Tracking

FourierQueries(num bases=16)

MLP(hidden size=512, output size=512)

CrossAttention(qkv size=1024, num heads=8)

Linear(output size=4)

12,396,552

Table 5. Configurations and number of parameters of cross-attention-based readout modules used in this paper, for different tasks. Note
that the number of parameters are given for the case of a ViT-L backbone, that has 1024-channel outputs.



Brightness delta in [-0.125, 0.125]
Saturation factor in [0.6, 1.4]
Contrast factor in [0.6, 1.4]
Hue delta in [-0.2, 0.2]

Table 6. Hyper-parameters for color augmentation used when
training readout heads on the SSv2 task. Deltas are added to the
corresponding channel, while factors multiply the corresponding
channel.

A.2.2. RealEstate10k relative pose estimation
We adopt the RealEstate10k dataset [67, 81] which con-
sists of a collection of videos of properties obtained from
YouTube, annotated with camera poses using a traditional
structure-from-motion (SfM) pipeline. To resolve the scale
ambiguity inherent to traditional SfM methods, we employ
the technique described in [75] for re-scaling the camera
poses to metric units. We adopt the original splits defined in
the dataset, which contain around 10 million training frames
coming from 6.5k training videos, and around 1 million test
frames coming from 696 test videos.

Task definition. We test the ability of learnt video represen-
tations to encode 6DoF relative camera poses. To this end,
given a sequence of N video frames and their corresponding
representations, we train a readout head to predict the rela-
tive pose between the first and last frames of the sequence,
given their learnt representations.

Evaluation metrics. We evaluate the quality of relative
poses using a metric based on end-point-error (EPE) that
looks at the rotation and translation components jointly.
This metric measures the mean distance of points trans-
formed with the ground-truth (Pi) and estimated (P̂i) poses:
eEPE(P̂i, Pi) = 1

N

∑N
j=1 ∥Pi(Xj) − P̂i(Xj)∥. Here,

{Xj}j=1,...,N corresponds to a set of points in 3D space
where we want to evaluate the metric. In practice, we em-
ploy 8 auxiliary points forming a virtual cube in front of the
camera of the first frame for computing eEPE.

Readout details. We concatenate the features for the first
and last frame of the input video and feed this to a cross-
attention readout head with channels parameters, 8 heads
and a single learned query to output a 12−dimensional vec-
tor corresponding to the matrix form of an SE(3) pose trans-
formation, including a 3 × 3 estimated rotation matrix and
a 3 × 1 translation vector. Because the estimated rotation
matrix predicted by the model is not guaranteed to respect
the properties of a true rotation matrix in SO(3), we apply
the Procrustes method [11] to project it to the closest true
rotation matrix before computing the metrics. The readout
is trained by minimizing the L2-loss between the predicted
and ground-truth pose matrices.

Current SOTA. This is a new combination of dataset / task

/ metric we created as part of the research in this paper.

A.2.3. Perception Test point tracking
Perception Test [55] is a multimodal benchmark of real
world videos that contains various tasks to evaluate the per-
ception and reasoning skills of multimodal models. Here
we focus on the point tracking task and evaluate on the val-
idation set that consists of 73 videos with an average length
of 722 frames. Each video contains multiple point tracks
annotated by human annotators following the protocol of
TAP-Vid [21]. On average, each video contains 60 point
tracks where a point is visible on average in 480 frames.

For training the point tracking readout head, we use the
Kubric MOVi-E dataset [36], which consists of synthetic
videos of scenes containing 10-20 static objects and 1-3 dy-
namic objects rendered on a high-resolution photo as back-
ground. The camera moves on a straight line with ran-
dom constant velocity and is always pointed towards the
origin of the scene. The training set consists of 97500 24-
frame videos with point annotations computed as described
in [21].

Task definition. The aim of the point tracking task is to pro-
duce the position x, y of a query point over multiple frames
given the video and an initial query point position. To adapt
the pretrained models for point tracking, we append a cross-
attention readout head that takes in the video features calcu-
lated by the pretrained model and a set of query points, and
outputs a prediction for each frame and point track. Follow-
ing the setup in [22], this prediction consists of x, y posi-
tion of the point, whether it is visible, and uncertainty (i.e.,
how confident the model is in its position prediction). We
train the readout head (and the backbone if finetuning) us-
ing a weighted sum of 3 losses: Huber loss over position
predictions, binary cross entropy over visibility and uncer-
tainty with weights 100, 0.1, and 0.1 respectively (see [22]
for more details).

For training, we randomly sample 16 frames and 64 point
tracks from each video. Then we select a random crop with
an area range of (0.3, 1.0) and aspect ratio range of (0.5, 2.0)
and resize the video to 224× 224. Query points are always
chosen from the first frame, and any point tracks where the
query point is not visible in the first frame are ignored. We
train for 40K steps with a batch size of 32 using learning
rate of 3e-4 and a cosine decay schedule with 1000 warm-
up steps.

For evaluation, we again pick query points from the first
frame in a video and ignore any tracks where the query point
is not visible in the first frame. We evaluate on clips of 16
frames sampled with a stride of 4.

Evaluation metrics. To evaluate each model, we report the
Average Jaccard (AJ) metric [21], which evaluates both oc-
clusion and position accuracy, and is an average of Jaccard
values for thresholds of 1, 2, 4, 8, 16 pixels. Given a thresh-



old, the Jaccard metric calculates the fraction of ‘true posi-
tives’, i.e., points within the threshold of any visible ground
truth points, divided by ‘true positives’ plus ‘false positives’
(points that are predicted visible, but the ground truth is ei-
ther occluded or farther than the threshold) plus ‘false neg-
atives’ (ground truth visible points that are predicted as oc-
cluded or the prediction is farther than the threshold).

Readout details. We again use the same cross-attention
readout architecture used in other tasks but. Since we have
query points for each track, we do not learn queries for
cross-attention but use the query point positions as queries.
We found it is useful to embed these query point posi-
tions using Fourier features (with 16 bases) and pass them
through an MLP with 512 hidden and output units before
they are fed to cross-attention as queries. We use cross-
attention with 1024 parameters and 8 heads. Instead of pre-
dicting position for all frames from a single query, we found
it is better to replicate the query for a track 8 times (adding
learnable temporal embeddings) and predict 2 frames at a
time from each query. The output of the readout head for
each frame and point track is a 4D vector predicting point
position, visibility, and uncertainty. We found having a sig-
moid activation on position outputs to improve results.

Current SOTA. BootsTAPIR [23] is a specialized model
for point tracking that is trained end-to-end for this task – it
reports 59.6% AJ on full videos with query first sampling.
When evaluated on 16 frames, this model gets 92.5% AJ.
Note that BootsTAPIR is already trained on point tracking
so there is no need to train a new readout head.

A.2.4. Waymo Open object tracking
The Waymo Open Dataset [65] consists of high resolu-
tion (1280x1920) RGB videos and LiDAR data captured at
10fps using the hardware on Waymo cars in urban and sub-
urban environments. These videos are annotated with 2D
and 3D bounding boxes. We use only the RGB data as in-
put to our models and the 2D bounding boxes to compute
the loss and metrics. The dataset contains 798 training sam-
ples and 202 validation samples which are 20s long.
Task definition. We train a readout head to predict the po-
sition xmin, xmax, ymin, ymax of query boxes over the 16
frame clip given the video and the position of boxes in the
initial frame. For both the training and evaluation, follow-
ing prior work [27, 44, 68] we downsample the video to
256x384 and the fps to 5, we then take a central crop of
256x256 and a random temporal crop of 16 frames. We fil-
ter out any boxes which occupy < 0.5% of the first sampled
frame and limit the number of boxes to a maximum of 25.
Evaluation metrics. We report the IoU (intersection over
union) averaged over boxes and over frames excluding the
initial frame where box positions are given. We compute
this over 4096 samples from the validation set, note that,
although the validation set contains only 202 clips, we take

random temporal crops leading to a higher number of sam-
ples.

Readout details. The readout head mostly follows the
setup used for the point tracking task, with query box posi-
tions embedded using Fourier features and used as queries
for cross-attention. We use cross-attention with 1024 chan-
nels and 4 heads and do not any apply activation function
on the output. For object tracking, we found predicting all
frames from a single query for each box track works well,
so we do not replicate the queries with learned temporal
embeddings as we have done for point tracking.

Current SOTA. Object tracking results reported on this
dataset vary in terms of the resolution, and crucially the
number of frames evaluated over and the maximum num-
ber of boxes evaluated per clip. Furthermore, evaluations
are not computed on the exact same clips and boxes due to
temporal cropping in evaluation and filtering of boxes. As
a comparison point, MooG [68] reports IoU of 0.73 with a
frozen backbone using the same cropping and filtering at a
resolution of 128x128 (while we use 256x256). This uses a
readout head with a different recurrent architecture; and it
is trained on the Kubric MOVi-E dataset[36] and evaluated
0-shot on Waymo Open dataset. However this is on the eas-
ier problem of tracking up to 10 boxes over 8 frames while
we evaluate tracking up to 25 boxes over 16 frames.

When trained end-to-end on Waymo Open dataset and
evaluated over 10 frames and up to 10 boxes, MooG [68]
reports IoU of 0.67. SAVi++ [27] in the same setting reports
0.68. We report 0.83 for the best model when tracking over
16 frames up to 25 boxes.

A.2.5. ScanNet depth estimation
ScanNet [17] is a video dataset captured in various indoor
environments, containing rich annotations for 3D camera
poses, surface reconstructions, and instance-level seman-
tic segmentations. Data was obtained through an RGB-
D capture system that produces depth. RGB frames have
1296x968 resolution while depth frames have 640x480 res-
olution. There are 1201 videos in the train split, 312 videos
in the validation split, and 100 videos in the test split. We
use the train and validation splits of ScanNet for this paper.
Task definition. We feed the models 16 RGB frames while
adding readout heads on top to output depth for each input
frame. We scale the images to the (0, 1) range and mask out
target depth values outside of (0.001, 10) meters. We per-
form random cropping and left-right flipping during train-
ing and take a center crop during testing.
Evaluation metrics. We follow prior work on monocu-
lar depth estimation and report the mean of the absolute
relative error (AbsRel) [60, 68, 77] which is computed as
|d∗ − d|/(d + ϵ) where d∗ is the predicted depth values, d
is the ground truth depth.
Readout details. We use a cross-attention readout head



with 1024 parameters and 16 heads with one learned query
for each spatio-temporal patch in the input video. We use a
patch size of 2× 8× 8 and predict 128 (= 2 ∗ 8 ∗ 8) depth
values for each patch, one for each pixel. We use an L2 loss.
Current SOTA. Some of the most recent methods include
ZoeDepth [10] and Depth Anything [77]. Neither evalu-
ates the method on ScanNet videos and they all evaluate
zero-shot, which makes it hard to compare our work with
these methods apples-to-apples. Nevertheless a strong re-
cent method gets 0.093 AbsRel zero shot [74]. Another
earlier work that trains and evaluates on ScanNet videos is
Atlas which takes known camera intrinsics and extrinsics
and achieves 0.061 AbsRel. Our best numbers with frozen
features are 0.085 and with full finetuning 0.057 (we do not
use camera parameters).

A.3. Baselines
A.3.1. SigLIP-2B
We evaluate the 2B parameter image model used as part
of PaLI-3 [15], which builds on the SigLIP [78] family of
Vision Transformers [24].

Architecture. This model consists of 48 self-attention pre-
norm transformer layers, with 1536 feature dimension, and
16 attention heads. The transformer feed-forward block has
a hidden dimension of 8192. CLS token?
Model size. 2 billion parameters.
Training objective. Given image-text pairs, a vision em-
bedding and a text embedding are independently computed.
A binary classifier then estimates for all pairs of image-text
embedding dot products, whether they belong together or
not. See the SigLIP paper [78] for more details on the train-
ing dataset and loss. Only the vision tower is used in our
evaluations, the text encoder is discarded.

A.3.2. VideoPrism
VideoPrism is a video encoder that performs well on a range
of video understanding tasks.

Architecture. VideoPrism is based on ViViT architecture
which has a factorized design in space and time. How-
ever, VideoPrism excludes the global average pooling after
the spatial encoder for an improvement on the downstream
tasks with fine-grained details.
Model size. They experiment two sizes: VideoPrism-g and
VideoPrism-B which are based on ViT-giant with 1B pa-
rameters and ViT-Base network.
Training objective. The training of VideoPrism consists
of two stages. Initially, the network is trained on video-text
pairs contrastively. The objective at this stage is to minimize
a symmetric cross-entropy loss over the similarity scores of
all video-text pairs. The second stage is masked video mod-
eling which is done to improve the ”motion” understanding
of the model as the first stage focuses on ”appearance”. This

stage only uses video frames. The model at this stage (stu-
dent) is trained to predict embeddings from masked frames
similar to the predictions of the first stage model (teacher)
from unmasked frames. They also introduce strategies like
token shuffling and global distillation losses at this stage.
Pretraining details. Pretraining corpus includes 612M
clips from various sources including public datasets like
WTS-70M, YT-Temporal-180M, and InternVid as well as
some non-public datasets. They train for 5× 105 iterations
(with additional 4.5× 104 iterations for warmup).

A.3.3. V-JEPA

Architecture. V-JEPA uses a vision transformer[24] as en-
coder. It takes 16 video frames with resolution (224, 224)
as input, and embeds each video patch of shape (2, 16, 16)
into a latent space using a linear projection. These embed-
dings are then augmented with positional encodings and fed
into self-attention blocks, where all the patches self-attend
to each other.
Model size. We evaluate two variants of the models, ViT-
L( 300M parameters) and ViT-H( 600M parameters). We
used the official model checkpoint from 3.
Training objective. In joint-embedding predictive archi-
tecture (JEPA), the model is trained to predict the repre-
sentation of an input y from the representation of another
input x, where y is the original input video and x is the
same video but with large number of patches dropped. In
the pre-training stage, there are two encoders Ex(x) and
Ey(y) which process input x and y respectively. The L1
distance between the output of Ex(x) is optimized to match
the the one from Ey(y) after a projection module. Ex(x)
is updated by standard back-propagation and Ey(y) is up-
dated as an exponential moving average of the weights of
Ex(x). In downstream evaluation, only Ey(y) is used as
the encoder.
Pretraining details. Pretraining is done on VideoMix2M
which combines videos from HowTo100M, Kinetics-
400/600/700 (K710) [43] and Something-Something-
v2 [35]. The model is trained for 90,000 iterations with
batch size 3072.

A.3.4. DINOv2
Architecture. The DINOv2 image encoder is a standard vi-
sion transformer [24, 50], with patch size 14. It takes in 16
video frames with resolution (224, 224), and independently
encodes each video frame, producing a grid of 16x16x16
feature vectors. The output feature vector dimensionality
depends on the ViT variant; we use two ViT sizes, the ViT-L
and ViT-G, with 1024 and 1536 hidden dimensions, respec-
tively. The two encoder sizes have 307M and 1.1B parame-
ters, respectively.

3https://github.com/facebookresearch/jepa



Training objective. We re-use the pre-trained checkpoint
provided by [50]. The main losses used during pretrain-
ing include a self-distillation loss, masking loss, and var-
ious centering and regularization techniques. Contrastive
and distillation losses are applied on both the whole-image-
aggregate and patch levels. Pretraining image data curation
also plays a central role for the model, and involves rounds
of data duplication and diversification to ensure wide cov-
erage of many concepts. More details about the pretraining
and pretraining dataset can be found in [50].
Pretraining details. The model checkpoint used was pre-
trained for 625K steps, with a 100K warmup, and cosine
decay LR schedule starting at 3e-4. The pretraining batch
size, as reported by the paper, is 3K images per batch.

B. Additional qualitative results
We include additional qualitative results obtained by models
with frozen features and learned attention readouts on top.
SSv2 action classification. Per-class accuracy differences
are visualized for the SSv2 action classification task com-
paring a large 4DS model to a small one and to DinoV2-g
in Fig. 10. The only class where accuracy gets worse when
comparing 4DS-S and 4DS-e is “Taking something from
somewhere” which both models perform badly on, getting
between 4% and 9%.

ScanNet depth prediction. Additional qualitative results
for ScanNet depth prediction are provided in Fig. 11.

Waymo Open object tracking. Additional qualitative
results for Waymo Open object tracking are provided
in Fig. 12.

MAE reconstruction results. Additional qualitative re-
sults on the pretraining task of masked auto-encoding are
provided in Fig. 13. This visualization uses videos from the
Epic Kitchens dataset.

Task correlation. The correlation coefficient for all eval-
uation tasks are provided in Fig. 14. ScanNet is the most
unique, least correlated task – it is also the one where im-
age backbones do best.

C. Finetuning Results
In the main paper we presented frozen evaluation and short-
schedule finetuning evaluation (20k steps). Here we include
also results for medium and long-schedule finetuning eval-
uation – 40k and 80k steps in Tab. 7. Note again that we did
not perform any test-time augmentation nor additional train-
time augmentations compared to the frozen evaluation. As
a practical detail, we found it useful to use a lower learning
rate for the backbone compared to the readout. We scale
down the backbone learning rate relative to the readout by
a factor 0.003.



Figure 10. Top-1 accuracy of the 20M parameter 4DS-S (blue) vs the 4B parameter 4DS-e model (orange) on the SSv2 dataset and the
DinoV2-g image model vs the 4DS-e model. Classes are ordered by the accuracy of the model shown in blue.

Table 7. Comparison of existing (first two blocks of rows) and new models (4DS, last set of rows) with medium and long finetuning –
40k and 80k steps respectively (nothing is frozen). Results are displayed as medium / long finetuning. All results are obtained using the
same trainable readouts – see text for details. ScanNet values are multiplied by 10 for better readability. Bold highlights the best result in
each task.

Model Size (M) Image (I)/
Video (V)

SSv2 RE10k Percep.
test (↑)

ScanNet Waymo
Open (↑)(↑) (↓) (↓)

SigLIP [15] 1,705 I 58.9 / 57.8 2.58 / 2.26 37.2 / 42.5 1.07 / 0.94 49.6 / 52.6
DinoV2-L [50] 303 I 62.3 / 62.0 1.96 / 2.05 53.9 / 56.0 0.8 / 0.75 56.0 / 60.3
DinoV2-g [50] 1,135 I 63.9 / 62.3 2.00 / 2.06 47.5 / 50.4 0.69 / 0.66 55.5 / 59.8

VideoPrism-B [80] 114 V 64.4 / 64.3 0.70 / 0.68 76.1 / 77.4 1.01 / 0.95 71.3 / 74.2
VideoPrism-g [80] 1,113 V 68.9 / 68.3 0.75 / 0.73 77.6 / 78.5 0.83 / 0.79 71.8 / 74.3
V-JEPA-L [8] 307 V 71.5 / 71.1 0.28 / 0.26 80.7 / 82.4 0.88 / 0.82 78.3 / 79.9
V-JEPA-H [8] 635 V 73.4 / 72.7 0.28 / 0.27 78.0 / 81.4 0.8 / 0.76 78.8 / 80.9
VideoMAE-B [66] 87 V 57.2 / 58.0 0.33 / 0.30 82.1 / 83.6 1.35 / 1.24 76.4 / 78.2
VideoMAE-L [66] 305 V 66.7 / 66.8 0.27 / 0.28 81.5 / 82.3 0.94 / 0.85 78.7 / 80.9
VideoMAE-H [66] 633 V 67.4 / 67.5 0.30 / 0.29 79.7 / 81.1 0.86 / 0.81 77.5 / 79.8
VideoMAEv2-g [70] 1,013 V 70.5 / 69.9 0.39 / 0.38 80.4 / 82.0 0.88 / 0.81 77.0 / 80.0

4DS-S 24 V 43.9 / 46.0 0.59 / 0.51 77.4 / 78.3 1.88 / 1.74 73.5 / 75.7
4DS-B 91 V 54.9 / 55.4 0.43 / 0.41 81.7 / 82.9 1.39 / 1.3 76.3 / 78.5
4DS-L 310 V 63.8 / 64.3 0.33 / 0.30 83.9 / 85.2 0.99 / 0.94 79.2 / 81.1
4DS-H 639 V 66.4 / 66.6 0.31 / 0.29 84.6 / 85.6 0.88 / 0.84 80.1 / 82.0
4DS-G 1,848 V 68.5 / 68.5 0.25 / 0.24 85.1 / 85.9 0.76 / 0.72 81.0 / 82.4
4DS-e 3,811 V 69.6 / 69.0 0.24 / 0.24 85.1 / 85.8 0.69 / 0.66 81.5 / 82.8
4DS-j 21,495 V 72.5 / 72.0 0.25 / 0.26 86.3 / 86.6 0.59 / 0.57 81.3 / 83.0



20M 100M 300M 600M 2B 4B 22B Ground truth Frame

Figure 11. Comparison of depth map predictions from MAE models with varying parameter sizes (20M to 22B) on the ScanNet dataset.
Each row displays the predicted depth map for the first frame of a video sequence, alongside the corresponding ground truth and RGB
image. White regions in the ground truth indicate missing depth information.



20M 100M 300M 600M 2B 4B 22B

Figure 12. Visualization of predicted and ground truth bounding boxes for object tracking on the Waymo Open Dataset. Results are shown
for the final frame of different video sequences using various MAE model sizes. Ground truth boxes are depicted with dashed lines, while
predicted boxes use solid lines.



20M 100M 300M 600M 2B 4B Frame Masked Frame

Figure 13. Reconstructed frames on the Epic Kitchens [18] dataset from MAE models of increasing size. Each column labeled with a
model size shows a reconstruction of the 1st and 9th frames (0.64s apart) of two different 16 frame videos given as input to the model.
The original frame and this same frame with 95% random masking prior to reconstruction are shown in the final two columns. The 22B
parameter model is omitted since it uses 256x256 crops and therefore does not have compatible masking with the other models.

Figure 14. Pearson’s correlation coefficient for all frozen attention-based evaluation tasks across all models. This visualization is based on
the results provided by Tab. 2. The RE10k and ScanNet values have been inverted, so that larger values correspond to better performance,
consequently all correlations are positive.
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