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Abstract

The ability to locate and classify action segments in long
untrimmed video is of particular interest to many applica-
tions such as autonomous cars, robotics and healthcare ap-
plications. Today, the most popular pipeline for action seg-
mentation is composed of encoding the frames into feature
vectors, which are then processed by a temporal model for
segmentation. In this paper we present a self-supervised
method that comes in the middle of the standard pipeline
and generated refined representations of the original fea-
ture vectors. Experiments show that this method improves
the performance of existing models on different sub-tasks of
action segmentation, even without additional hyper param-
eter tuning.

1. Introduction
Human action segmentation is a crucial and fundamental

task for many applications, including surveillance, robotics,
security, surgical applications, and autonomous cars. The
task of action segmentation is considered to be time con-
suming as it requires labeling of each video frame. More-
over, several applications, such as in healthcare, require on-
line performance. As a result, different forms of action seg-
mentation have been developed, such as online action seg-
mentation [13], and forms of weekly supervised action seg-
mentation [24]. In contrast to action segmentation, classi-
fying short trimmed videos with a single label, also known
as ’action recognition’, has been considered a more simple
and straightforward task [40, 42].

Over the years different methods were implemented to
tackle this task. Early works applied the sliding window ap-
proach [17,32], while others used different combinations of
convolutional neural networks (CNNs) and recurrent neural
networks (RNNs) [5, 38].
Today, the main approach consist of two stages. First, a
pre-trained network is used to encode frames into feature
vectors. Then, a temporal model predicts action labels for
each frame based on those features. [6, 22, 23, 40, 42, 44].

In the world of self-supervised learning, there are two

Figure 1. Full paper pipeline. (1) Frames are encoded into feature
vectors using a feature extractor. (2) A prediction of the (n+i)-th
vector is generated using a sequence of feature vectors. In this
paper we implemented for i values of 1, 4, and 10. (3) Replacing
the n-th feature vector with prediction n+i. Phases 2 and 3 are
repeated for each vector. (4) The new predicted features replaces
the original ones, and sent to the segmentation model.

main approaches. One approach trains the model on a self-
supervised task to initialize the weights and provide the
model with domain knowledge. The other employ a self
supervised task on a model in order to receive a more in-
formative data representation. Self supervision has been
proven to boost model performance and creates better data
representations [4, 11, 43, 45].

In contrast to most self-supervised approaches that are
executed on the backbone model or the input data, this paper
presents a novel approach for the human action segmenta-
tion pipeline. Instead of using the feature vectors produced
by the backbone, we trained a model that predicts the fu-
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ture features in the sequence, based on the original features.
Then, we replaced the feature vectors with the future pre-
dictions, as explained in figure 1.

Our contributions are as follows:

• An additional self-supervised stage to the current stan-
dard pipeline, that boost performance of existing mod-
els for human action segmentation.

• The method proved to boost performance on sub-tasks
of human action segmentation: online action segmen-
tation and timestamp supervision action segmentation.

• This method boost performance on existing models
without the need for hyperparameter tuning.

• The method improves performance metrics on differ-
ent datasets from different domains.

• The method proved to improve results with different
backbones/feature extractors.

2. Related Work
Action segmentation. Early works attempted to identify

actions of different lengths by applying the sliding window
technique. For example, Rohrbach et al. [32] used SVMs
with sliding window to find different actions on their new
dataset at the time. Later works applied different deep learn-
ing techniques to tackle the task. Donahue et al. [5] used
combinations of 2D CNNs with RNNs in order to predict
actions. Singh et al. [33] also used recurrent networks, but
instead combined them with multi-stream 2D CNN, com-
bining RGB data and optical flow data. Lea et al. [22]
presented ’TCN’ - temporal convolutional network that ap-
plied temporal convolutions with dilation on feature vec-
tors extracted by a pre-trained CNN. In recent years it be-
came popular to use feature vectors as inputs for the task
of action segmentation. Moreover, TCNs also became com-
monly used in models for such tasks. Farha et al. [6] for ex-
ample, presented ’MS-TCN’, which by itself became a very
popular backbone, and was based on Lea’s TCN. MS-TCN
operates on feature vectors extracted from I3D [2]. Similar
to MS-TCN, most current action recognition methods con-
sist of 2 major components: a pre-trained model to extract
feature vectors and a segmentation model to classify each
vector into an action. Wang et al. [42] used the I3D fea-
tures as an input and procceseed them using stage cascades
combined with MS-TCN. Yi et al. [44] also used the I3D
features as the input to a modefied transformer.

Self supervision. These tasks increase models’ knowl-
edge and performance using unlabeled data. It is done by
defining a task in which the data is also used as labels. This
method provides models with more domain knowledge or
make the data more informative. Self-supervision has a

large number of applications, ranging from robotics to im-
age understanding [19].

Doersch et al. [4] proposed a method that divides the
images to patches and predicted their correct location in the
image. Gidaris et al. [11] presented a method of predicting
the rotation angle of a rotated image out of four rotation pos-
sibilities. Xu et al. [43] learned spatio-temporal informa-
tion by predicting the correct order of shuffled video clips.
Zbontar et al. [45] presented Barlow twins as a method of
learning embeddings by training models to output similar
vectors for distorted versions of the same image.

Another popular task for creating better embeddings or
reinforce model’s knowledge is predicting the future. For
example Finn et al. [8] developed an action-conditioned
video prediction model that explicitly models pixel motion,
by predicting a distribution over pixel motion from previ-
ous frames. Srivastava et al. [34] learned representations of
videos using LSTMs that encode videos and then tried to
reconstruct them and predicted future sequences.

Future prediction. Future prediction is an extensive
field of research. While some methods like TOS AF TSC
[18] and AVT [12] are trying to predict the next action in a
video sequence, many others are trying to predict sequences
of future frames. A main reason for this is the rise of inter-
est in the filed of autonomous cars, and the understanding
that the knowledge a model gains from predicting frames
is useful for many tasks. Today, the main tools for next
frame prediction tasks are GANs (Generative Adversarial
Models) and VAEs (Variational Auto Encoders). For ex-
ample, DMGAN [25] uses 2 generators to predict the next
frame and the next optical flow, and uses a combination of
adversarial loss and VAE loss. Vondrick et al. [39] created a
video generator and converted it into a next frame prediction
model. Mathieu et al. [29] used nested GANs to generate
next frames on different resolutions. Kwon et al. [21] pre-
sented a GAN with a retrospective training procedure. In
contrast, Villegas et al. [37] and Hosseini et al. [15] pre-
ferred to use an LSTM based approach. Villegase used do-
main knowledge and predicted the next frames by gener-
ating human pose estimations, and warp them with a past
frame to change the state of the human in the image. The
use of poses instead of frames enabled them to work with
feature vectors, which are much smaller then frames, creat-
ing a more efficient model with relatively small number of
parameters. Hosseini created an inception LSTM, based on
convolutional LSTM [27], to predict the next frames. In the
medical field, Gao et al. [9] used LSTMs encoders-decoders
with VAE settings to predict motion distribution and content
distribution on the Jigsaws dataset [10].
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3. Method
3.1. Future Prediction

We define feature vectors sequence of length n as:

Vm:m+n−1 = {vm, vm+1, ..., vm+n−1}, n > 0 (1)

where vi ∈ Rk is the feature vector for the i-th frame in a
video and k is the dimension of the feature vector. Using
these features as inputs, the model’s goal is to generate the
vector v̂m+n that is as similar as possible to the real next
feature vector in the sequence, vm+n. The metrics for cal-
culating similarity are defined in section 3.5.

In a ℓ-future prediction setting the goal is to generate the
sequence

V̂m+n:m+n+l−1 = {v̂m+n, v̂m+n+1, ..., v̂m+n+l−1} (2)

that is as similar as possible to the real sequence,
Vm+n:m+n+l−1. In most cases, including this paper, this
prediction is done iteratively. In each iteration the gener-
ated future vector is added to the end of the input sequence,
and the first vector of this sequence is dropped. The modi-
fied sequence is the input to the model in the next iteration.
For example, in order to generate v̂m+n+1 the model will
generate v̂m+n using the sequence in 1, and than generate
v̂n+m+1 using:

{vm+1, vm+2, ..., vm+n−1, v̂m+n} (3)

3.2. Model

In order to predict future feature vectors we adopted the
retrospective cycle GAN [21] framework, which originally
used to predict future frames of a video sequence. The
framework consists of a generator, that predicts future fea-
ture vectors, and 2 discriminators. One discriminator pre-
dicts if a feature vector is real or generated and the other
predicts if a sequence of feature vectors contains only real
feature vectors, or a mix of real and generated feature vec-
tors. The discriminators’ architectures are similar to the
ones presented in [21] with the modification of using 1D
convolutions instead of 2D convolutions.

The generator was designed based on the original gen-
erator architecture with 1D convolutions and an addition of
2 residual blocks in the center of the model. The role of
the additional blocks is to drastically reduce the number of
channels of the input from 256 to 64 and then immediately
back to 256. It can be seen as a division of the generator
into an encoder and a decoder, and was done in order to
help the model generalize and extract the most significant
information from the past feature vectors. More details can
be found in figure 2. A convolutional architecture was cho-
sen since past research indicates that CNN are superior to
recurrent networks, such as GRUs and LSTM, in sequence

modeling tasks [1]. These architectures are also common in
time series forecasting [26].

The inputs to the model are n consecutive feature vec-
tors and the output is the prediction of the next feature vec-
tor. In order to predict farther ahead into the future, one
should only drop the first vectors in the sequence, and ap-
pend the predictions iteratively until getting the wanted pre-
diction (as explained in 3.1). The model is also trained to
predict past features and it can be done by reversing the se-
quence order.

3.3. Training Procedure

A sequence such as in 1 is used in order to generate
v̂m+n. The reversed sequence, Vm+n:m+1, is used to gen-
erate v̂m. The sequence presented in 1 is then reconstructed
using v̂m instead of vm and then the generator uses it to pre-
dict another future vector ˆ̂vm+n. Similar process happens to
create ˆ̂vm. Moreover, the original prediction v̂m+n is then
used iteratively as explained in 3.1 in order to predict a total
of l future vectors. This was added to enable and enhance
more accurate long term future prediction [37]. We set l to
10 in all our experiments.

3.4. Objective Function

The loss function is defined as follows:

L = Lcyc + λseq · Lseq (4)

Lcyc is the original loss function presented in [21]. It con-
sists of 4 elements: 2 adversarial losses (one for the frame
discriminator and one for the sequence discriminator), MSE
loss between the predicted and original vectors and MSE
loss between the Laplacian of Gaussian (LoG) of the origi-
nal and predicted vector.

Lseq is the MSE between the predicted l-length sequence
and the original l-length sequence. λseq is a weight for
Lseq . λseq is 0.003 in all our experiments.

3.5. Metrics

We used 3 popular metrics to compute similarity be-
tween the predicted feature vector and the original one:
MSE is the mean over the errors of the prediction relative
to the original vectors. It computes as follows:

MSE(v, v̂) =

k∑
i=1

|v(i) − v̂(i)|2 (5)

where v(i) is the value of vector v at index i.
PSNR [16] or peak signal-to-noise ratio is the ratio be-

tween the maximum possible power of a signal and the
power of corrupting noise that affects its quality. To esti-
mate the PSNR of a signal, it is necessary to compare that
signal to an ideal clean signal with the maximum possible
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Figure 2. The generator architecture. It is strongly based on the original generator architecture from [21] with additions marked in red. In
the figure, I-BN is instance batch norm, and k, n, and s denote the kernel size, channels, and stride respectively. A More detailed description
of the architecture, including the architectures of the residual blocks and the discriminators’ are found in [21]. The notations are similar
for convenience.

power. As accepted in frame prediction, we compute the
PSNR between the prediction and the original vectors as
follows:

PSNR(v, v̂) = 10 ∗ log10(
MAX2

I√
MSE(v, v̂)

) (6)

Where MAXI is the maximal possible value. To alignment
with the filed of next frame prediction, the features were
normalized to range of 0-255 before calculations, hence
MAXI is 255.

SSIM [41] stands for structural similarity. In im-
age processing, structural information refers to the inter-
dependency between pixels, especially when they are close
to one another. These dependencies carry significant infor-
mation about the structure of the objects in the image. This
can also be true for multi dimensional signals like feature
vectors. SSIM is computed as follows:

SSIM(v, v̂) =
(2 · µv · µv̂ + c1) · (2 · σ + c2)

(µ2
v + µ2

v̂ + c1) · (σ2
v + σ2

v̂ + c2)
(7)

Where σ is the covariance between v and v̂ and µv , µv̂ ,
σv, σv̂ are the expectations and standard deviations of v and
v̂ respectively. c1 and c2 are smoothing parameters that de-
pend on the range between values.

4. Tasks, Models and Datasets
We assessed the usage of the presented model as a

self-supervised technique for performance boost on several
tasks on several datasets. This was achieved by replacing
the original features with the predicted future features, as
shown in 1.

We applied the described method on different state-of-
the-art models for several sub-tasks of action segmentation
and compared their results with the original reconstructed
results.

The rest of the section is as follows: For each sub-task
we describe the task in hand and the models that were tested
on it. Afterwards, we described the datasets and which sub-
tasks each dataset was used for.

4.1. Temporal Action Segmentation

Temporal Action Segmentation aims to segment each
video frame with pre-defined action labels. For example,
for a video with 300 frames the neural network will output
300 labels, one for each frame. Occasionally, this task is
also called ’action segmentation’.

4.1.1 Models

The task of temporal action segmentation was evaluated on
the following models:

MS-TCN++ [23] stands for ’multi stage temporal con-
volutional network’, is an extended variation of the original
MS-TCN [6]. Although it has the lowest performance com-
pared to other models we presented, the model architecture
and relatively short runtimes made it popular as a skeleton
for many future works in the field of video processing and
understanding [3, 13, 28, 40, 42, 46]. MS-TCN++ uses dual
dilated convolutional layers to simultaneously receive infor-
mation from different time spans, and then use refinement
units to refine the initial prediction.

ASFormer [44] is a model composed of a modified
transformer encoder, designed do deal with long sequences,
and 3 transformer decoders to refine the initial prediction,
inspired by the work of [23, 42]. To the best of our knowl-
edge ASFormer has the highest performance for this task.

DGTRM [40] stands for Dilated Temporal Graph Rea-
soning Module. The network attempts to model temporal
relations and dependencies between video frames at various
time spans using graph neural networks. This module is de-
signed as the last stage of an action segmentation model. In
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their paper, Wang et al. used the dilated TCN from MS-
TCN [6] as a backbone.

4.2. Timestamp Supervision Temporal Action Seg-
mentation

Timestamp Supervision Temporal Action Segmenta-
tion [24, 31] is a task similar to temporal action segmenta-
tion, with much weaker supervision. Instead of having the
ground truth for each frame in the dataset, there is a single
labeled frame for each action instance. The motivation is to
minimize the time and financial costs of data labeling.

4.2.1 Model

In this work we used a model created by Li et al. [24].
The model is a refined MS-TCN fused with stamp-to-stamp
energy function and a confidence loss, in order to predict
changes between actions.

4.3. Online Action Segmentation

Online action segmentation [13, 36] is of great impor-
tance when predictions must occur as fast as possible. For
example, in the medical domain, where fast decisions are
crucial. The label prediction of a frame is based only on
data from previous and current frames. In regular action
segmentation, a frame can be classified based on both past
and future information.

4.3.1 Model

MS-TCN++ with different dilation and padding in order to
create an online model. Based on the work of Goldbraikh
et al. [13].

4.4. Datasets

We evaluated the temporal action segmentation sub-tasks
on 3 major datasets from the domain of cooking/food mak-
ing, and one dataset from the medical domain. Each model
was tested on the original paper datasets. We reconstructed
the original features’ results for each model and dataset. For
the 3 food making datasets, the features are the I3D [2] 2048
dimension feature vectors proposed in [6]. For the medical
dataset, the features were extracted from Efficient-Net as
presented in [13].

Breakfast [20] is the largest dataset we used. It con-
tains over 77 hours of videos with a total of 1712 videos
recorded in 18 different kitchens. It shows 52 participants
making different breakfasts from 3-5 points of view and an
overall of 48 different actions. Each video contains 6 action
instances on average. For evaluation we used the standard
4 splits, performing cross validation. The dataset was used
for action segmentation and timestamp supervision action
segmentation.

50salads [35] contains over 4.5 hours of videos docu-
menting people making different salads. It has a total of 50
videos of 25 actors, where each actor made 2 different sal-
ads. Each video is 6.4 minutes long on average and contains
about 20 action instances. There are 17 action classes. For
evaluation we used the standard 5 splits, performing cross
validation. The dataset was used for action segmentation
and timestamp supervision action segmentation.

GTEA [7] also known as Georgia Tech Egocentric Ac-
tivities. It is the smallest dataset in this paper, containing 28
videos of 4 actors, each perform 7 different tasks of making
food. The videos were recorded using a camera mounted
on the actor’s head. There is a total of 11 different actions
classes in the dataset, and each video contains 20 action in-
stances on average. The 4 standard splits were use. Each
split has one actor as the test set and the others as train. The
dataset was used for action segmentation and timestamp su-
pervision action segmentation.

VTS [14] stands for Variable Tissue Simulator. It is a
medical dataset with videos of people suturing 2 different
types of tissues. We used this dataset for the task of on-
line action segmentation. There are 24 participants in the
dataset, where each performed the task twice on each tis-
sue. The dataset contains 96 videos with an average of 2-6
minutes for each video. There are 6 action classes. For
evaluation we used the standard 5 splits. Each split con-
tains a train, validation and test set. We didn’t use the test
set at all during the training of the future prediction model.
For this dataset we used pre-extracted Efficient-Net features
from [13]. The dataset was used for action segmentation
and online action segmentation.

5. Experiments and Results

5.1. Future Prediction

For each dataset we trained the future generator from 3.2.
We trained a model for each split of the dataset. The models
were trained at the same time, and we stop training once all
models had converged. Convergence was measured by the
metrics mentioned in section 3.5. Then, for each split, we
choose a future predictor using the following metric:

First, we normalized each metric over the epochs using
min-max normalization, so all metrics will be on the same
scale. Since lower MSE means more similarity, we reversed
the MSE for each epoch:

ˆMSE = 1−MSE (8)

Afterwards, we chose the 25 epochs with the highest test
metrics’ mean. From those 25 epochs we chose the epoch
with test mean that is the closest to it’s train mean. This
was done to ensure that the test’s features distribution will
be as similar as possible to the train’s features distribution.
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We used the model from this epoch as a future generator for
this split.

We trained the model using automatic mixed precision
[30] with the Adam optimizer, lr = 0.00003, β1 = 0.5, and
β2 = 0.999. The model input sequence length was 20.

5.2. Human Action Segmentation

We experimented with our new features on 3 action seg-
mentation tasks: regular action segmentation, online ac-
tion segmentation, and timestamp supervision action seg-
mentation. We tried different sets of features that can be
produced by our method and compared their results to the
original results. The original results were reconstructed up-
dated CUDA, pytorch, and python versions, using the mod-
els’ published code and hyper parameters presented in their
papers. In all experiments, unless specified, we used the
original hyper parameters without fine-tuning. This was
done to examine if one can use our new features and re-
ceive better results without any additional fine-tune. More-
over, for each task and model, the reconstruction and our ex-
periments were done on the same machine under the same
terms.

5.2.1 Action Segmentation

In this section we present the results on the task of regular
action segmentation. We tested 4 models on 4 datasets. We
tested ASFormer [44], DTGRM [40], and MS-TCN++ [23]
on 50salads [35], GTEA [7] and Breakfast [20]. We also
tested a version of MS-TCN++, created by [13], on VTS
[14]. As explained in equation 2, we can predict more than
a single future vector. Therefore, we have experimented
with different sets of features: 1-encoded - prediction of
the next feature vector, 4-encoded - the prediction of the 4th
next feature vector. For the VTS dataset we also generated
10-encoded - the prediction of the 10th next feature vector.
The results are presented in tables 1, 2, 3 and 4.

Except for DTGRM, which mostly presents modest im-
provements, most of the highest results are divided between
the 1-encoded features and the 4-encoded features, often
both are superior the original features. While most of the
improvements are of scale 0.5%-2%, MS-TCN on Break-
fast achieved exceptional results. Both 1-encoded and 4-
encoded dramatically increased all metrics. Most impor-
tantly, the 4-encoded features has increased the accuracy by
3%, the edit by 7.3% and the F1@{10, 25, 50} by 11.7%,
10.7%, and 8.3% respectively. These results suggest that
we will be able to increase the results on other datasets us-
ing other models by searching for better hyper-parameters.
We verified this hypothesis in section 5.2.4. Moreover,
since MS-TCN and MS-TCN++ are used as backbones in
many models for many fields, using our methodology on
MS-TCN based models might increase the results signifi-

cantly, regardless of the task and even without hyperparam-
eter search.

5.2.2 Online Action Segmentation

This section is based on the work of Goldbraikh et al.
[13, 36]. We reconstructed the paper results on the VTS
dataset and compared them to our method. The results
Goldbraikh et al. presented show that there is a significant
gain from observing a limited window of the future. As of
that, we added an experiment of 10-encoded features. Since
the original videos of the dataset were captured in 30 frames
per second, this is a prediction of 0.33 seconds into the fu-
ture. The results are presented in table 4.

The best results are divided between the 1-encoded and
the 10-encoded. While the 1-encoded features present up
to 1.5% improvements on all metrics, except accuracy. The
10-encoded features presents an improvement of 1% in F1-
macro, and 0.4% improvement in accuracy, but exceeded
the 1-encoded in those two metrics.

As there is a strong imbalance between gestures in the
VTS dataset, e.g. cutting the suture is a rare class, the F1-
macro is most appropriate for evaluating frame-wise perfor-
mance. That is why 1% improvement of F1-macro is harder
to achieve and is more significant. The model using our
features is more suitable for recognizing imbalanced action
classes.

Although the 10-encoded features presents a relatively
major improvement in F1-macro, they have a disadvantage.
Using the 10th predicted features in real applications may
increase runtime. The feature generator can predict up to
300 vectors per second on Nvidia RTX A6000. Because
we predicted the 10th next future vector and not the next
one, the generator was only able to predict up to 30 vectors
per second. This might be problematic for real-time setting,
where time is of the essence. The 1-encoded vectors are
much faster to create and receive satisfying results, and as of
that, they are more recommended for such cases, especially
in balanced dataset.

5.2.3 Timestamp Supervision Action Segmentation

In this sub-section we present and compare our method’s
results and the original results using Li et al. [24] work. We
tested Li’s et al. model on the 3 cooking domain datasets:
GTEA, 50salads and Breakfast. We tested the 1-encoded
and 4-encoded features. The results are presented in tabel
5.

On the one hand, the results on 50salads are ambiguous
and on Breakfast there is a drop in performance. On the
other hand, on GTEA there is a 0.5% improvement in accu-
racy and at least 3% improvement in the rest of the metrics
with the 4-encoded features. For the 1-encoded features,
we can also see a performance boost in all metrics, except
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50salads GTEA Breakfast
Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50) Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50} Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50}

Original 85.8 76.3 83.0 81.6 74.6 80.1 85.5 90.7 89.8 79.4 74.0 75.4 76.6 71.6 58.9
1-Encoded 85.2 78.7 85.0 83.3 76.3 79.5 85.9 89.8 88.6 79.7 74.7 75.6 77.1 71.7 59.4
4-Encoded 85.9 77.2 84.3 82.7 76.4 78.7 86.3 90.0 88.2 80.6 74.5 75.9 77.2 72.2 59.6

Table 1. ASFormer results. There is an improvement in most metrics, with some improved by over 2%.

50salads GTEA Breakfast
Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50) Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50} Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50}

Original 82.6 70.6 78.7 76.1 67.6 76.5 79.9 86.1 83.6 72.2 63.4 45.7 30.6 27.6 21.4
1-Encoded 82.7 72.0 79.7 76.9 67.8 77.3 79.9 86.6 84.5 72.3 64.2 47.3 32.4 29.2 22.4
4-Encoded 82.6 71.9 79.5 77.2 68.6 76.5 79.7 85.9 83.0 71.1 66.4 53.0 42.3 38.3 29.7

Table 2. MS-TCN++ results. Improvements in every metric, and a major boost to the Breakfast dataset.

50salads GTEA Breakfast
Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50) Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50} Acc Edit F1@{10, 25, 50}

Original 80.1 71.6 78.0 75.4 65.8 77.4 80.6 86.7 85.4 73.1 68.0 68.7 67.5 60.9 46.3
1-Encoded 78.9 70.0 77.0 73.7 64.4 76.0 80.4 85.7 84.3 70.2 67.5 69.2 68.5 61.8 47.0
4-Encoded 79.3 70.7 78.2 75.3 65.1 77.5 81.6 87.0 85.1 74.9 66.5 66.8 65.3 58.4 44.1

Table 3. DTGRM results. DTGRM received minor improvements on GTEA and Breakfast.

Offline Online
Acc Edit F1-macro F1@{10,25,50} Acc Edit F1-macro F1@{10,25,50}

Original 86.52 82.91 83.48 87.54 86.07 79.09 85.03 63.12 80.87 73.24 71.36 63.92
1-Encoded 86.87 83.95 83.55 88.31 86.60 79.09 84.62 64.67 81.45 74.71 72.39 64.65
4-Encoded 86.14 83.42 82.91 87.63 85.85 78.70 84.99 63.11 81.21 73.35 71.22 63.55
10-Encoded 86.80 83.42 83.99 88.07 86.49 79.93 85.40 63.56 81.85 73.66 71.33 64.47

Table 4. Offline and online results on the VTS dataset. Since an online model can gain from future information, we also examined
10-Encoded features, which are predictions of 0.33 seconds into the future.

50salads Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 75.01 67.52 74.88 72.15 60.43

1-Encoded 74.91 66.46 73.77 71.35 60.80
4-Encoded 75.56 66.82 74.80 71.78 59.20

GTEA Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 68.12 71.26 76.07 72.50 57.21

1-Encoded 67.86 73.70 79.11 74.78 57.78
4-Encoded 68.68 74.99 79.53 76.17 60.43
Breakfast Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 64.85 71.21 71.60 64.69 48.76

1-Encoded 61.31 68.74 68.56 61.61 45.67
4-Encoded 62.56 67.82 67.63 60.34 44.73

Table 5. Timestamp supervision action segmentation results. Ma-
jor improvements on GTEA

for accuracy, in the range of 0.5% - 3%. However, it is

less significant compared to the results achieved with the 4-
encoded features.
In the next section (5.2.4) we present the results on a hy-
per parameter tuning experiment. The results on action
segmentation with timestamp supervision, using the origi-
nal hyper parameters, do not show robust improvements (as
presented for other sub-tasks in 5.2.1, 5.2.2). Nevertheless,
other results give strong indication for possible improve-
ments for this sub-task using hyperparameter tuning. For
example, on Breakfast Timestamp, which we failed, MS-
TCN++ showed large improvements on action segmenta-
tion(as presented in 5.2.1). Moreover, the results presented
in the next section (5.2.4) show the benefit of hyperparame-
ter search. Combining these with the results on GTEA sug-
gests that with proper hyperparameter tuning the results can
be improved using our method.
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5.2.4 Hyper Parameter Tuning

For this section we evaluate the impact of hyper parame-
ter tuning of the temporal model, combined with our new
features, on the performance. We experimented on the DT-
GRM model, which received the most inferior results using
our method on 50salads. We attempted to find the optimal
parameters for the 50salads dataset. In addition we tested
these selected hyperparameters also on the GTEA dataset,
which as well received poor results using our method with
1-encoded features. The results are presented in tables 6
and 7.

Param Set Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 80.09 71.61 78.03 75.35 65.85

New 81.42 75.11 81.03 78.39 69.56

Table 6. Results on 50salads using the original features and pa-
rameters, and the results using the 1-encoded features with the new
hyper parameters.

Param Set Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 77.39 80.63 86.72 85.40 73.07

New 76.26 83.33 88.18 86.11 73.15
New+10 77.95 85.33 89.20 88.07 77.52

Table 7. The results of DTGRM on GTEA using the optimal pa-
rameters found for 50salads. New+10 are the results of the new
parameter set with an additional 10 epochs.

The original parameters can be found in [40]. The
changes to the parameters are as follows: lr of 0.0004, 5
stages, 7 layers, 128 Fmaps, DF-size 3, and 60 epochs.

As shown in table 6, most metrics improved by over 3%
with maximum improvement of over 3.5%. Those are im-
mense improvements, particularly when taking into consid-
eration that DTGRM failed on 50salads with our features.
Comparing to the results of our 1-encoded features with the
original parameters there are improvements of up to 5%. On
GTEA dataset we can see similar results using the param-
eters found for 50salads, with an increase of up to 2.7%
in some metrics. By allowing the model to train for 20
more epochs (few minutes more) we received a much bet-
ter improvements with up to 5% more on Edit, 2.5% more
on F1@10 and F1@25, and 4.4% more on F1@50. These
results suggest that the improvement we achieved using our
method without hyper-parameter tuning, are a lower bound
of the results that can be achieved by applying our method
with proper hyper parameter tuning.

5.2.5 All Data Self Supervised Training

Since future generation is completely self-supervised, the
generator can be fine-tuned based on the data we want to

classify. We examined the potential advantage of this con-
cept by utilizing the test data as part of the generator training
set. Based on that, for each dataset we trained a future gen-
erator using both the train and test data, creating a new 1-
encoded features set. We named these features ’c-encoded’
(combined-encoded). We trained ASFormer, which is to the
best of our knowledge the current state-of-the-art model, on
those features and compared the results to the original fea-
tures and the 1-encoded features. The results are presented
in table 8.

50salads Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 85.79 76.35 83.04 81.67 74.62

1-Encoded 85.16 78.70 85.01 83.82 76.25
C-Encoded 86.64 79.35 85.01 83.36 76.53

GTEA Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 80.15 85.58 90.75 89.82 79.48

1-Encoded 79.48 85.90 89.84 88.55 79.71
C-Encoded 79.41 86.74 91.33 89.85 80.93
Breakfast Acc Edit F1@10 F1@25 F1@50
Original 74.01 75.45 76.64 71.66 58.92

1-Encoded 74.66 75.56 77.13 71.72 59.44
C-Encoded 74.01 76.01 77.51 72.22 59.64

Table 8. ASFormer results on all 3 datasets. C-Encoded is refer-
ring to the features produced from the generator that trained on
both train and test sets.

Though in most cases, the c-features show relatively mi-
nor improvement over the 1-encoded, about 0.5%-0.9%, it
is mostly consistent and sometimes increases the overall im-
provement up to 3%. In addition, these features improved
several results where the 1-encoded features failed, for ex-
ample accuracy on 50salads which increased by approxi-
mately 1%.

6. Conclusions

We presented a self-supervised method that comes in the
middle of the action segmentation standard pipeline. The
generator creates refined representations of the original fea-
ture vectors that were used by the temporal model. The
experimental evaluations show that our new method is able
to enhance the performance of existing temporal models.
We show that these improvements are achievable regard-
less of the temporal model, the sub-task of action segmen-
tation, the domains of the dataset, and the original feature
encoders, without additional hyperparameters search. Fur-
thermore we showed the potential improvement of hyperpa-
rameter tuning using our features to all metrics.
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