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Abstract

Weakly-Supervised Video Object Localization (WSVOL)
involves localizing an object in videos using only video-
level labels, also referred to as tags. State-of-the-art
WSVOL methods like Temporal CAM (TCAM) rely on class
activation mapping (CAM) and typically require a pre-
trained CNN classifier. However, their localization accu-
racy is affected by their tendency to minimize the mutual in-
formation between different instances of a class and exploit
temporal information during training for downstream tasks,
e.g., detection and tracking. In the absence of bounding box
annotation, it is challenging to exploit precise information
about objects from temporal cues because the model strug-
gles to locate objects over time. To address these issues,
a novel method called transformer based CAM for videos
(TrCAM-V), is proposed for WSVOL. It consists of a DeiT
backbone with two heads for classification and localization.
The classification head is trained using standard classifica-
tion loss (CL), while the localization head is trained using
pseudo-labels that are extracted using a pre-trained CLIP
model. From these pseudo-labels, the high and low acti-
vation values are considered to be foreground and back-
ground regions, respectively. Our TrCAM-V method allows
training a localization network by sampling pseudo-pixels
on the fly from these regions. Additionally, a conditional
random field (CRF) loss is employed to align the object
boundaries with the foreground map. During inference, the
model can process individual frames for real-time localiza-
tion applications. Extensive experiments1 on challenging
YouTube-Objects unconstrained video datasets show that
our TrCAM-V method achieves new state-of-the-art perfor-
mance in terms of classification and localization accuracy.

1Code: https://github.com/shakeebmurtaza/TrCAM/

1. Introduction

The rapid development of video-sharing platforms has led
to the availability of extensive video data [73, 77], escalat-
ing the need for automated tools that analyze video content.
Video object localization plays a crucial role in understand-
ing this content. It also helps in enhancing the performance
of our model in different downstream tasks, such as video
object detection [18, 35, 73], visual object tracking [10, 53],
video summarization [91] and event detection [15].

Most videos are captured in wild and unconstrained en-
vironments, exhibiting different properties due to different
factors such as differences in camera lenses, multiple view-
points, decoding distortions, moving objects, and editing ef-
fects. Leveraging these videos for training our model to per-
form different downstream tasks requires bounding boxes or
pixel-level labels by human annotators. In contrast to im-
ages, labeling videos is a very arduous and expensive task,
as each video contains a large number of frames. To re-
duce the annotation cost, videos are weakly labeled [38, 81]
by identifying a global tag/class for each video. These
global tags represent the object of interest in the video even
though some frames may not contain the object of interest,
leading to inconsistent labels for different frames. More-
over, these labels don’t represent spatial-temporal informa-
tion about a particular object across different frames. This
results in noisy or corrupted frame-level labels, as labels are
attributed to an entire video, even though only a subset of
its frames might contain the object of interest.

Using these global noisy labels for object localization
can reduce the dependency on bounding box annotations,
making this task more challenging. Different techniques
have been proposed for weakly supervised video object lo-
calization (WSVOL) [40, 44, 46, 67, 69, 92] and weakly
supervised video object segmentation [8, 22, 29, 34, 51, 79,
81, 82, 87, 90]. Nevertheless, these techniques necessitate
post-processing, rendering them infeasible for object local-
ization in unconstrained videos within real-world scenarios.

State-of-the-art WSVOL methods closely adhere to stan-
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dard protocols [36, 46, 67, 77, 79, 86, 87, 92]. They first
generate object proposals using visual cues (e.g., motion)
which are then employed to identify the relevant object us-
ing different post-processing techniques. Despite their out-
standing performance, these methods exhibit several limi-
tations. Typically, these methods involve multiple steps for
WSVOL that restrain us from training these models in an
end-to-end fashion, thus rendering these models susceptible
to sub-optimal solutions. They also necessitate a separate
model for each class as they are trained to localize a partic-
ular object. These limitations deem these models ill-suited
for deployment in real-world environments and restrict their
scalability to a small number of classes due to various con-
straints (e.g., resources and inference time). Most of these
methods cannot employ class-level labels for extracting ini-
tial proposals, so they cannot semantically align different
object parts belonging to an object of a particular class/tag.
Moreover, these methods often utilize motion cues (e.g., op-
tical flow) to localize an object of interest, which makes
them susceptible to the same alignment problem as they of-
ten ignore the semantics of a particular object. Also, relying
solely on motion cues hinders the network performance as
they contain noisy information in unconstrained videos due
to various external factors such as camera movements.

In a recent study, a discriminative multi-class deep
learning model (DL) for WSVOL has been proposed [8].
This method leverages class activation maps (CAMs) for
WSVOL, which have proven effective for weakly super-
vised object localization (WSOL) in static images [7, 21,
58–60, 70]. In WSOL, the model is trained using image-
level labels to localize an object of interest corresponding to
the underlying class. These CAMs highlight the areas that
strongly contribute to predicting a particular class. Never-
theless, these methods are not inherently designed to utilize
the temporal information in videos for WSVOL. To deal
with this issue, recent studies [8] propose an approach to
leverage spatio-temporal information by harvesting CAMs
using the LayerCAM [97] method. While this approach har-
nesses the spatiotemporal relationships within videos, it re-
mains susceptible to the accumulation of inaccurate activa-
tions arising due to unconstrained object motion. This pre-
vents the model from forming dependencies between object
parts, thereby hindering its ability to localize various parts
of the object, as depicted in the results section of their study.

To address these issues, we propose a transformer-based
class activation mapping for videos (TrCAM-V) to localize
a particular object. Unlike other methods, TrCAM-V re-
quires only video-level annotations for training and is inde-
pendent of additional assumptions, such as motion and tem-
poral cues. This is inspired by WSOL methods, which em-
ploy pseudo-labels to train models for WSOL tasks within
static images [7, 59, 84]. They utilize pseudo-labels and
class-level labels to train the localization and classification

head in an end-to-end fashion. Moreover, these approaches
scale effectively with a large number of classes, making
them applicable to a wide range of applications.

This paper aims to explore the transformer models for
WSVOL tasks by levering pseudo-label from a Contrastive
Language-Image Pretraining (CLIP) model. Our proposed
method, called TrCAM-V, consists of a transformer encoder
(adhering to the design framework of DeiT [80]) with two
heads – one head for classification and the other for local-
ization. The localization head produces a map with the
same resolution as the input image, which is trained us-
ing pseudo-labels. Furthermore, the pseudo-labels for each
frame are extracted from CLIP [68] model using GradCAM
presented in [50]. This model accepts an image with a text
prompt (class label) to produce a pixel-level pseudo-label
(activation map). In line with standard protocols [27, 97],
the strong and weak activations are deemed as FG and BG
regions, respectively. Moreover, at each stochastic gradi-
ent descent (SGD) step [59], foreground (FG) and back-
ground (BG) pseudo-pixels are selected to build pseudo-
labels [59] to train localization head. This random sampling
enables the network to explore FG/BG regions and fos-
ters the emergence of activation values over different object
parts in the localization map. We also employ conditional
random field (CRF) loss to align the object boundaries with
the boundaries of the localization map by leveraging statis-
tical properties of an image, such as pixel color and prox-
imity among pixels. Moreover, our model does not require
exploiting temporal dependencies during either training or
inference. This approach is more suitable for real-time ap-
plications compared to other state-of-the-art WSVOL meth-
ods, as TCAM does not need to process an entire video to
localize an object within a particular frame.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as
follows.
(1) A novel transformer-based CAM (TrCAM-V) method is
proposed for WSVOL tasks. It is comprised of two heads
– a classification head trained with class labels, and a local-
ization head trained with pseudo pixels, which are obtained
from a pre-trained CLIP model.
(2) Unlike previous WSVOL methods [8], TrCAM-V does
not necessitate a pre-trained classifier to harvest activation
maps and does not require temporal information during
training.
(3) Following the WSVOL experimental protocol in [8], our
empirical results shows that our method achieves state-of-
the-art performance the challenging YouTube-Object v1.0
(YTOv1) [67] and v2.2 (YTOv2.2) [41] datasets.

2. Related Work
(a) Weakly Supervised Object Localization in Images.
The baseline method for WSOL in still images is class ac-
tivation mapping (CAM). This technique generates the lo-



calization map by weighted aggregation of different acti-
vations map from the penultimate layer of a convolutional
neural network (CNN) [97]. The weight coefficient for
each activation map is determined by employing global
average pooling (GAP) on these activations. To improve
the localization performance, different pooling layers have
been introduced such as WILDCAT [26, 27], Peak Re-
sponse Maps [98], Log-Sum-Exp [66, 76], and multi-
instance learning pooling [37]. Despite the success of these
methods, they tend to produce blobby maps covering only
discriminative areas. This problem arises because these
methods seek to minimize the mutual information between
different instances of the same class, resulting in models
that only highlight discriminate regions of a particular ob-
ject [21]. To deal with this issue, different methods have
been proposed to expand attention maps beyond discrimina-
tive regions [6, 20, 48, 54, 74, 85, 88, 94, 99]. Additionally,
different transformer based methods have been proposed to
improve the effective receptive field and cover all object
parts [2, 19, 32, 33, 49, 57, 75].

Instead of just minimizing the classification loss, differ-
ent methods proposed to employ pseudo-labels for directly
minimizing loss over generated maps to generate robust lo-
calization maps. [5, 7, 56, 58, 59, 84, 89, 95]. For instance,
[58, 59] efficiently sample different FG and BG pixels at
each stochastic gradient descent step to reduce the effect of
cluttered BG. These methods rely solely on a forward pass
to compute localization maps. However, different methods
have been proposed to compute maps using both forward
and backward passes [1, 13, 16, 23, 31, 39, 43, 61, 62, 72,
83, 93]. For instance, [16, 31, 39] rely on gradient informa-
tion while [1, 23, 43, 61, 62, 83] employees confident ag-
gregation for avoiding gradient saturation. Similarly, [16]
and [31] employee feedback layer and Excitation-backprop
to improve localization performance of the network.
(b) Weakly Supervised Video Object Segmentation. Sev-
eral methods have been proposed for video segmentation,
each requiring various post-processing steps to produce fi-
nal activation maps. Most of these methods process single
videos or clusters of videos to localize a prominent object
without relying on discriminative information.

Baseline methods for WSVOL [36, 77, 86, 87] be-
gin by extracting sptial-temporal segmentation either us-
ing pre-trained detectors [96] or some unsupervised meth-
ods [3, 86]. These methods employ different graph-based
techniques such as GrabCut [71] and conditional random
fields (CRF) [45, 78]. The extracted segments are then used
to localize an object by imposing motion cues and the visual
appearance of a particular object. Similarly, [51] proposed
a method for multi-class segmentation by employing near-
est neighbor-based label transfer methods between videos
belonging to the same subclass. Initially, spatial-temporal
supervoxels [86] are identified that are projected into a high-

dimensional space using different cues e.g., color, texture,
and motion. Using these supervoxels, a graph is constructed
to enforce label smoothness among spatial-temporally con-
tiguous supervoxels in a particular video, as well as among
supervoxels exhibiting similar visual appearances across
various videos. Additionally, M-CNN [79] employs a CNN
network to estimate FG regions using motion cues and the
Gaussian mixture model. These FG regions are then inte-
grated using a fully convolutional network fine-tuned on a
few images.

Several methods have also been proposed for co-
segmentation, where a model is trained to identify simi-
lar objects presented in different images. A common ap-
proach is to utilize inter and intra-video visual and motion
cues to discover common segments by modeling the rela-
tions between different segments using graph-based tech-
niques [17, 29, 81, 90]. For instance, [90] employed a reg-
ulated maximum weight clique to sample object proposal
for co-segmentation. Similarly, [30] employs a method
for multiple-object segmentation in a scene by using intra-
video coherence of different object parts, as well as the con-
sistency of the FG objects across various videos. Moreover,
in [81] the authors extracted object tracklets for each video
using a pre-trained FCN and linked them to the object cate-
gory using a graph. Using this graph, relationships between
different tracklets were formulated using various cues (e.g.,
shape, motion, appearance) to discover the prominent ob-
jects in different videos.

The methods described above optimize using global
class labels for each video. However, different methods
have been proposed to learn object segmentation without
relying on video level labels [22, 34, 65, 82]. These meth-
ods first estimate potential FG regions using different cues
(motion, appearance) and then use these regions to produce
a segmentation map. For example, [22] employed a DL
model to process initial FG regions as pseudo-labels to train
CNN for segmentation.
(c) Weakly Supervised Video Object Localization. De-
spite the success of deep learning methods for WSOL
in still images, limited methods have been proposed for
WSVOL [8, 9, 44, 46, 67, 69, 92]. Most of these models
typically initialize and refine prominent proposals while in-
corporating spatiotemporal consistency constraints by ex-
ploiting information from visual appearance and motion
cues of an object. Some methods have employed proposals
as supervision to train localizers [67, 92], whereas others
have leaned towards segmentation-based approaches [69],
further refining the results using GrabCut [71]. Moreover,
these methods often only select one or more videos of a par-
ticular class to optimize an underlying model.

Similarly, methods have been proposed to localize a
prominent object in a video by identifying similar FG re-
gions based on visual appearance and motion cues [44, 46,
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Figure 1. Illustration of the proposed TrCAM-V training architecture. It consists of DeiT backbone a classification and a localization
head that are trained using class labels and pseudo labels, respectively. A pre-trained CLIP model is employed to generate pseudo-labels
by utilizing a sharpness-based prompt along with the input image, as suggested in [50]. These pseudo-labels are then used to sample
pseudo-pixels for training the localization head. For inference, we only retain DeiT with both heads.

69]. For instance, [69] generate bounding box proposals
within a video and retain relevant ones to build an object
appearance detection model by enforcing temporal appear-
ance consistency using maximum a posteriori inference.
Similarly, [46] learn to localize an object by discovering
similar objects in different videos and tracking prominent
regions in individual videos. [55] employed region propos-
als along with appearance and motion consistency to dis-
cover FG objects [12] thereby maintaining temporal rela-
tionships between consecutive frames. In addition to con-
ventional methods, deep learning (DL) models have been
proposed for WSVOL. For instance, [92] proposed SPFTN
to jointly learn object segment and localization tasks by
employing an optical flow technique [47]. Recently [8, 9]
proposed an approach for WSVOL that exploits mutual in-
formation between different consecutive frames. However,
these methods require temporal information during training
and also rely on pre-trained classifiers to harvest pseudo-
labels and low-level representations that hinder their local-
ization abilities as they tend to minimize the mutual infor-
mation between instances of the same class. Compared to
these methods, TrCAM-V does not require temporal infor-
mation during training, yet is capable of achieving state-of-
the-art performance because it does not rely on discrimina-
tive pseudo-labels, harvested from a pre-trained classifier,
for the training of the localization head.

3. Proposed Approach

Notation. Consider a training set T = {vi, yi} where each
vi = {xj ∈ RH×W×3}fj=1 represent an input video com-
posed of f frames and each yi ∈ {1, . . . , C} represent the
global class label i-th video, where i = 1, 2, . . . , n and C is
the number of classes in our dataset. It’s further presumed
that each frame within a video encompasses a particular ob-
ject corresponding to the underlying class yi. Furthermore,
our model is capable of accepting a frame fi and predicting
class category yi along with a localization map M̂ encom-
passing a corresponding object.

3.1. Background on Transformers

Vision Transformer (ViTs) have recently achieved state-
of-the art accuracy in different tasks such as classifica-
tion [25, 80] and WSOL [32, 59] tasks. A ViT is composed
of N cascaded encoder blocks that capture long-range re-
lationships between different object parts within a scene.
Each block consists of different layers, including a multi-
headed attention layer, followed by a fully connected layer.
To pass an image through the transformer, a frame fi is
divided into M patches of size (H/S) × (W/S). Subse-
quently, positional embeddings and a class (class) token
are added to the P patches and projected into a fixed em-
bedding dimension of size d. The computed embeddings
are then passed through the N cascaded encoder blocks of



the transformer. From the output of the last encoder layer,
the class token is extracted and passed through a fully
connected layer to produce classification scores for the rel-
evant classes.
Self-Supervised Transformers (SSTs) can learn object
representations within an image without relying on explicit
supervision. In this context, self-distillation with no labels
(DINO) has been proposed to learn meaningful representa-
tion from data without supervision [14]. To learn a repre-
sentation in an unsupervised fashion, the author employed
a student and a teacher network. The objective is to match
their probability distributions corresponding to two differ-
ent views of an input image. The output of these networks
is normalized using temperature softmax. Moreover, af-
ter each optimization step, the parameters of the student
are transferred to the teacher network using an exponential
moving average.

3.2. Transformer-Based CAM for Videos

The SST [14] can identify objects in a frame without ex-
plicit supervision. However, they tend to decompose dif-
ferent object parts each corresponding to different atten-
tion maps as they are trained without explicit supervision.
These attention maps highlight different object parts based
on their attention coefficients learned during network train-
ing. For extracting relevant object parts and suppressing
BG regions from these maps, we propose TrCAM-V. It de-
codes the patch embeddings and class tokens to produce
a localization map that is optimized using pseudo-labels de-
rived from the pre-trained CLIP model. Furthermore, these
pseudo-labels allow us to directly optimize the loss over
generated pseudo-labels instead of just minimizing the mu-
tual information between different instances of a particular
class.

More specifically, our model consist of a transformer
backbone T with two heads; (i) classification head F
trained using global video labels via standard cross-entropy,
minθ − log(Pr(y|fi)). It accept class token for an in-
put video frame fi from transformer backbone and pro-
duce classification probabilities for each class F (T (fi)) =
Pr(c|fi) where F (T (fi)) ∈ [0, 1]c. (ii) A localization head
G that accepts patch embeddings and class tokens from
the last layer of the transformer to produce a high-resolution
localization map M . It consists of two channels M0 and
M1, which represent the BG and FG maps, respectively.
The localization head is trained using pseudo-labels ex-
tracted from a pre-trained CLIP model (PCM). To extract
the pseudo-label, TrCAM-V first obtains a saliency map
from PC, after which it determines the FG and BG regions
using Otsu’s threshold [64]. The densest region among the
different regions extracted by the Otsu method is used to
sample FG and BG regions. Given that these sampled re-
gions may be noisy and uncertain regarding our concerned

object, we refrain from directly using these maps to mini-
mize the loss over the generated map. Instead, we stochas-
tically sample a few FG and BG pixels [28] and utilize them
to train our model using partial cross-entropy. This allows
the network to explore relevant object parts, resulting in a
more robust localization map. This sampling process can
also be viewed as a fill-in-the-gap approach. It enables
our localization head to explore similar-looking object parts
while considering the statistical properties of the object to
generate a robust localization map. Moreover, in contrast
to baseline methods [8, 9], we do not take into account the
temporal information for producing pseudo-labels.
Initial pseudo-label generation. Following [50], we em-
ploy GradCAM to harvest maps from CLIP for FG maps
while suppressing regions belonging to BG categories. Ini-
tially, attention map regions are identified via a text-driven
approach, leveraging a sharpness-based prompt as opposed
to solely relying on class categories. To extract weights for
generating GradCAM, a softmax function is applied to the
computed attention between text and image embeddings.
To compute the final activation maps, class-aware attention-
based affinity (CAA) maps are extracted and fused with ini-
tial CAMs, as depicted in Fig.1. These harvested maps can
be viewed as pseudo-labels that are used to harvest pseudo-
pixels.
Selection of FG/BG pixels. To train the localization head
G, we leverage pseudo pixels from saliency maps S ob-
tained from pre-trained CLIP model. We produced a sep-
arate pseudo-label for each frame fi, without considering
temporal information into account. In each saliency map,
weak and strong activations are likely to represent the BG
and FG regions, respectively [5, 7, 8, 27, 59, 97]. Relying
on this assumption, we can estimate BG C− and FG regions
C+ using Otsu threshold [64] as follows,

M+
t = O+(M), M−

t = O−(M) (1)

Here, operation O+ is employed to select top n% pixels
from the most dense connected area in activation map M .
It selects pixels that have a magnitude larger than the Otsu
threshold. Conversely, the operation O− is used to select
the bottom −n% pixels from M , which are ordered from
the lowest to highest activation value. These selected re-
gions are uncertain about object location and may contain
incorrect labels. Considering the potential uncertainty, a
few BG and FG pixels are sampled probabilistically to con-
struct our pseudo-labels, as follows:

M ′ = P(M+) ∪ P(M−) , (2)

where P represents the sampling process of a few pixels
from selected FG and BG regions. To generate the final
pseudo-label, the values of the selected FG and BG pixels
are replaced with 1’s and 0’s, respectively.



Training loss. Cross-entropy is employed to train our clas-
sification head. It relies on DeiT features for producing
class category Pr(c|fi) as follows:

min
θc

− log(Pr(y|fi)) . (3)

For the localization head, we employ a loss function con-
sisting of three terms:
(i) The pixel alignment loss (LPAL) for learning FG/BG re-
gions2. It aims to align the output map M̂ with the selected
pixels within P(M+) ∪ P(M−) via a partial cross-entropy
loss denoted as LCPA(P(M+) ∪ P(M−),Mr), where r
represents the pseudo-pixels:

LPAL = −(1− M̂) log(M+)− M̂(log(M−)) (4)

(ii) The absolute size loss (LASL) for localizing all object
parts belonging to FG/BG regions, as defined by [7]. It is
formulated as a constraint for pushing FG and BG regions
away and optimized using the log-barrier method [11].
(iii) The conditional random field (CRF) loss is employed to
align the localization map with the boundaries of the object
by utilizing colour similarity and proximity of nearby pixels
as LCRF (S,fi) =

∑
r∈{0,1} S

r⊤ W (1 − Sr). W is
the affinity matrix to capture colour similarity and pixels’
proximity between pixels of frame fi and W . The overall
loss is defined as:

L = min
θ

λPALLPAL + λASLLASL + λCRFLCRF , (5)

where λCLS and λCPA are hyperparameters that lie in the
interval [0, 1]. 2e−9 and λCRF is set to 2e−9 [78].
Inference. During the inference phase, we discard CLIP
and its associated components utilized during training to
harvest pseudo-labels. We only retain DeiT backbone T
along with the classification and inference head. The back-
bone network T inputs a frame fi and predicts a class label
yi and the corresponding localization map M̂ .

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Experimental Methodology

Datasets. To validate the performance of our model,
we conducted extensive experiments on two challeng-
ing datasets comprised of unconstrained videos from
YouTube3; YouTube-Object v1.0 (YTOv1) [67] and
YouTube-Object v2.2 (YTOv2.2) [41]. For training, only
global video labels are available, which correspond to the
prominent object in different frames of the video. Further
details of these datasets are given below:

2A similar approach for exploiting few pixels to localize a concerned
object is also employed in [28].

3https://www.youtube.com/

YTOv1 consists of various videos collected from YouTube.
Ten categories were considered to query different videos
containing a particular object. Each class consists of a
varying number of videos ranging from 9-24 frames with
durations spanning from 0.5-3 minutes. The dataset com-
prises 155 videos that are segmented into short clips, re-
ferred to as shorts. After dividing the videos into clips, we
ended up with 5507 shorts encompassing 571,089 frames.
Within each short, a few frames have bounding box an-
notations corresponding to the underlying class. The an-
notated frames can be used as validation and test sets for
hyper-parameter and model selection, respectively. More-
over, the authors reserved 128 videos for training and 27 for
testing, which collectively encompass a total of 396 labeled
bounding boxes. We reserved some frames from the train-
ing videos for a validation set. To build the validation set,
we followed [7] and randomly chose five videos per class,
resulting in a total of 50 videos.
YTOv2.2 is an extension of YTOv1 and consist of 722,040
frames. Compared to YTOv1, this dataset has a large num-
ber of bounding box annotations for different categories.
The dataset comprises 155 videos divided into 9 categories.
In terms of dataset partitioning, the authors reserved 106
videos for training and 49 videos for testing. Following
[8], we built our validation set by randomly selecting three
videos per class from the training set. Compared to YTOv1,
this dataset has a larger number of bounding box anno-
tations; the test set comprises 1,781 frames with bound-
ing box annotations, resulting in a total of 2,667 bound-
ing boxes. The expanded test set and annotations render
YTOv2.2 more challenging.
Evaluation measures. We employ two metrics for measur-
ing the performance of our model; (i) CorLoc [24] is used
to measure the localization performance. CorLoc indicates
the proportion of predicted bounding having an intersection
over union (IoU) greater than 50%. (ii) Standard classifica-
tion accuracy (CL) is measured to evaluate the classification
performance of our model. CL is measured over frames that
have bounding boxes annotations.
Implementation details. We follows the protocols of [8]
for all of our experiments. Specifically, we train our model
for 100 epochs with a mini-batch size of 32. All images are
resized to 256 × 256, then randomly cropped to a size of
224 × 224. After cropping, we augment the image by ran-
dom horizontal flipping, followed by normalization. The
weight λ for CRF is set to 2e−9 as defined in [78]. For log-
barrier optimization, we use the same hyperparameter value
as suggested in [4, 8, 42]. We optimize our network us-
ing the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) algorithm with
learning rates ranging between 0.1 and 0.00001 [59]. More-
over, we use the DeiT backbone with pre-trained weights
from SST [14]. To account for the large number of redun-
dant frames per video, we randomly selected a few frames

https://www.youtube.com/


Dataset Method (venue) Aero Bird Boat Car Cat Cow Dog Horse Mbike Train Avg
[67] (cvpr,2012) 51.7 17.5 34.4 34.7 22.3 17.9 13.5 26.7 41.2 25.0 28.5
[65] (iccv,2013) 65.4 67.3 38.9 65.2 46.3 40.2 65.3 48.4 39.0 25.0 50.1
[40] (eccv,2014) 25.1 31.2 27.8 38.5 41.2 28.4 33.9 35.6 23.1 25.0 31.0
[46] (iccv,2015) 56.5 66.4 58.0 76.8 39.9 69.3 50.4 56.3 53.0 31.0 55.7
[69] (ivc,2016) 60.8 54.6 34.7 57.4 19.2 42.1 35.8 30.4 11.7 11.4 35.8
[79] (eccv,2016) 71.5 74.0 44.8 72.3 52.0 46.4 71.9 54.6 45.9 32.1 56.6
POD [44] (cvpr,2016) 64.3 63.2 73.3 68.9 44.4 62.5 71.4 52.3 78.6 23.1 60.2
[81] (eccv,2016) 66.1 59.8 63.1 72.5 54.0 64.9 66.2 50.6 39.3 42.5 57.9
[34] (iccv,2017) 76.3 71.4 65.0 58.9 68.0 55.9 70.6 33.3 69.7 42.4 61.1
[22] (LowRes-Netiter1) (ijcv,2019) 77.0 67.5 77.2 68.4 54.5 68.3 72.0 56.7 44.1 34.9 62.1

YTOv1

[22] (LowRes-Netiter2) (ijcv,2019) 79.7 67.5 68.3 69.6 59.4 75.0 78.7 48.3 48.5 39.5 63.5
[22] (DilateU-Netiter2) (ijcv,2019) 85.1 72.7 76.2 68.4 59.4 76.7 77.3 46.7 48.5 46.5 65.8
[22] (MultiSelect-Netiter2) (ijcv,2019) 84.7 72.7 78.2 69.6 60.4 80.0 78.7 51.7 50.0 46.5 67.3
SPFTN (M) [92] (tpami,2020) 66.4 73.8 63.3 83.4 54.5 58.9 61.3 45.4 55.5 30.1 59.3
SPFTN (P) [92] (tpami,2020) 97.3 27.8 81.1 65.1 56.6 72.5 59.5 81.8 79.4 22.1 64.3
FPPVOS [82] (optik,2021) 77.0 72.3 64.7 67.4 79.2 58.3 74.7 45.2 80.4 42.6 65.8
CAM [97] (cvpr,2016) 75.0 55.5 43.2 69.7 33.3 52.4 32.4 74.2 14.8 50.0 50.1
GradCAM [72] (iccv,2017) 86.9 63.0 51.3 81.8 45.4 62.0 37.8 67.7 18.5 50.0 56.4
GradCAM++ [16] (wacv,2018) 79.8 85.1 37.8 81.8 75.7 52.4 64.9 64.5 33.3 56.2 63.2
Smooth-GradCAM++ [63] (corr,2019) 78.6 59.2 56.7 60.6 42.4 61.9 56.7 64.5 40.7 50.0 57.1
XGradCAM [31] (bmvc,2020) 79.8 70.4 54.0 87.8 33.3 52.4 37.8 64.5 37.0 50.0 56.7
LayerCAM [39] (ieee,2021) 85.7 88.9 45.9 78.8 75.5 61.9 64.9 64.5 33.3 56.2 65.6
TCAM [8] (wacv,2023) 90.5 70.4 62.2 75.7 84.8 81.0 81.0 64.5 70.4 50.0 73.0
TrCAM-V with CLIP (ours) 91.7 77.8 91.9 94.0 84.8 81.0 83.8 77.4 77.8 87.5 84.8
TrCAM-V with CLIPSeg (ours) 94.0 74.1 94.6 90.9 87.9 81.0 89.2 77.4 74.1 75.0 83.8

[34] (iccv,2017) 76.3 68.5 54.5 50.4 59.8 42.4 53.5 30.0 53.5 60.7 54.9
[22] (LowRes-Netiter1) (ijcv,2019) 75.7 56.0 52.7 57.3 46.9 57.0 48.9 44.0 27.2 56.2 52.2
[22] (LowRes-Netiter2) (ijcv,2019) 78.1 51.8 49.0 60.5 44.8 62.3 52.9 48.9 30.6 54.6 53.4
[22] (DilateU-Netiter2)(ijcv,2019) 74.9 50.7 50.7 60.9 45.7 60.1 54.4 42.9 30.6 57.8 52.9

YTOv2.2

[22] (BasicU-Netiter2)(ijcv,2019) 82.2 51.8 51.5 62.0 50.9 64.8 55.5 45.7 35.3 55.9 55.6
[22] (MultiSelect-Netiter2)(ijcv,2019) 81.7 51.5 54.1 62.5 49.7 68.8 55.9 50.4 33.3 57.0 56.5
CAM [97] (cvpr,2016) 52.3 66.4 25.0 66.4 39.7 87.8 34.7 53.6 45.4 43.7 51.5
GradCAM [72] (iccv,2017) 44.1 68.4 50.0 61.1 51.8 79.3 56.0 47.0 44.8 42.4 54.5
GradCAM++ [16] (wacv,2018) 74.7 78.1 38.2 69.7 56.7 84.3 61.6 61.9 43.0 44.3 61.2
Smooth-GradCAM++ [63] (corr,2019) 74.1 83.2 38.2 64.2 49.6 82.1 57.3 52.0 51.1 42.4 59.5
XGradCAM [31] (bmvc,2020) 68.2 44.5 45.8 64.0 46.8 86.4 44.0 57.0 44.9 45.0 54.6
LayerCAM [39] (ieee,2021) 80.0 84.5 47.2 73.5 55.3 83.6 71.3 60.8 55.7 48.1 66.0
TCAM [8] (wacv,2023) 79.4 94.9 75.7 61.7 68.8 87.1 75.0 62.4 72.1 45.0 72.2
TrCAM-V with CLIP (ours) 87.6 91.6 90.3 74.1 78.7 79.2 76.2 66.9 60.0 62.0 76.7
TrCAM-V with CLIPSeg (ours) 84.7 95.5 92.4 79.3 78.7 87.9 84.1 66.9 68.4 62.0 80.0

Table 1. CorLoc performance on YTOv1 [67] and YTOv2.2 [41] test sets. Results of related methods are borrowed from [9].

for each shot for each gradient descent step. This approach
enabled us to train our model over a large number of video
frames within a reasonable timeframe.

Baseline Models. To validate our TrCAM-V method,
its performance is compared with various state-of-the-art
methods, e.g., FPPVOS [82], SPFTN [92] POD [44],
and [22, 34, 40, 46, 65, 67, 69, 79, 81]. The performance
of our model is also compared with different CAM meth-
ods: LayerCAM [39], XGradCAM [31], GradCAM++ [63],
GradCAM [72] and CAM [97]. Note that our method
for generating pseudo-label and pseudo-pixel selection is
generic, and can be integrated to train any model for WSOL.

Methods YTOv1 YTOv2.2

CAM [97] (cvpr,2016) 85.3 73.9
GradCAM [72] (iccv,2017) 85.3 71.3
GradCAM++ [16] (wacv,2018) 84.4 72.4
Smooth-GradCAM++ [63] (corr,2019) 82.6 75.2
XGradCAM [31] (bmvc,2020) 87.3 71.6
TCAM [8] (wacv,2023) 84.4 72.1
TrCAM-V (ours) 92.2 87.9

Table 2. Classification accuracy (CL) on YTOv1 [67] and
YTOv2.2 [41] test sets. Baseline results are borrowed from [9].



Figure 2. Visualization of YTOv1 frames. Here, red and green box indicate the predicated and annotated bounding- box.

4.2. Comparison with State-of-Art Methods

Qualitative Results. The classification and localization
performance of our model is presented in Table 2 and
1, respectively. Regarding classification performance, our
model exhibits an improvement of 4.9% and 12.7% on the
YTOv1 and YTOv2.2 datasets, respectively, when com-
pared with the baseline model. Similarly, our model is able
to surpass baseline models in terms of localization perfor-
mance on both datasets. In contrast to the baseline meth-
ods, our method is able to achieve state-of-the-art perfor-
mance without the need for exploiting temporal informa-
tion, thereby enabling a consistent pipeline at both train-
ing and inference time. In addition to this, we trained our
model using pseudo-label harvested from CLIPSeg [52]
that helps in improving the performance of our model on
YTOv2.2 dataset as shown in Table 1.

Quantitative Results. Fig.2 depicts localization predic-
tions of TrCAM-V compared to baselines and state-of-the-
art methods. Results illustrate that our model can generate
robust maps that encompass both FG and BG regions, de-
marcated by sharp boundaries. Activation-based methods
focus on discriminative areas that are common among dif-
ferent instances of the same class. Moreover, TCAM gen-
erates localization maps with sharp boundaries over various
object parts, facilitating the prediction of bounding boxes
that fully enclose the object. However, activation maps fail
to encompass all parts of an object, resulting in inaccurate
localization in produced maps.

4.3. Ablation Studies

Ablations presented in Table 3 are conducted to show the
effectiveness of various loss terms. This study indicates
that all auxiliary terms of our loss contribute significantly
to the model’s performance on both datasets, YTOv1 and
YTOv2.2. Harvesting pseudo-labels from the CLIPmodel
yields competitive performance compared to the baseline
method. Adding size terms to the loss function helps in
connecting different object parts. Additionally, CRF terms
help to significantly improve localization performance by
aligning the boundaries of the localization map with the
boundaries of the concerned object. In contrast to the base-
line methods, TrCAM-V can achieve state-of-the-art perfor-
mance without exploiting temporal information.

CorLoc

Methods YTOv1 YTOv2.2

TCAM [8] (wacv,2023) [39] 73.0 72.2
PAL 74.8 72.3
PAL + ASL 75.5 74.2
PAL + CRF 81.4 76.2
PAL + CRF + ASL 84.8 76.7
Improvement 11.8 4.5

Table 3. CorLoc accuracy of TrCAM-V with various losses.

4.4. Conclusion

In this paper, a novel approach is proposed to train trans-
formers for WSVOL tasks. The transformer consists of two



heads for classification and localization, which are trained
using video-level class labels and pixel-wise pseudo-labels,
respectively. These pseudo-labels are harvested from the
standard CLIP model. Additionally, a CRF loss is em-
ployed to align the boundaries of the localization map and
the concerned object. Our model outperforms state-of-
the-art methods in terms of both classification and local-
ization accuracy without requiring temporal information
across subsequent frames.
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