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Abstract

Spatio-Temporal predictive Learning is a self-supervised
learning paradigm that enables models to identify spatial
and temporal patterns by predicting future frames based
on past frames. Traditional methods, which use recurrent
neural networks to capture temporal patterns, have proven
their effectiveness but come with high system complexity
and computational demand. Convolutions could offer a
more efficient alternative but are limited by their charac-
teristic of treating all previous frames equally, resulting in
poor temporal characterization, and by their local recep-
tive field, limiting the capacity to capture distant correla-
tions among frames. In this paper, we propose STLight, a
novel method for spatio-temporal learning that relies solely
on channel-wise and depth-wise convolutions as learnable
layers. STLight overcomes the limitations of traditional
convolutional approaches by rearranging spatial and tem-
poral dimensions together, using a single convolution to mix
both types of features into a comprehensive spatio-temporal
patch representation. This representation is then processed
in a purely convolutional framework, capable of focusing
simultaneously on the interaction among near and distant
patches, and subsequently allowing for efficient reconstruc-
tion of the predicted frames. Our architecture achieves
state-of-the-art performance on STL benchmarks across dif-
ferent datasets and settings, while significantly improving
computational efficiency in terms of parameters and com-
putational FLOPs. The code is publicly available 1.

1. Introduction
Spatio-Temporal predictive Learning (STL) aims to ex-

tract hidden spatial and temporal patterns by predicting

1https://github.com/AlfaranoAndrea/STLight/
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Figure 1. MSE vs Number of parameters for existing STL models
and STLight on Moving MNIST dataset trained and evaluated un-
der the same settings.

future frames based on previous ones. Utilizing self-
supervision, STL models decode complex correlations in
sequences of raw data, removing the necessity for labor-
intensive manual annotation and facilitating precise fore-
casts. STL finds large applications in several resource-
constrained domains, such as autonomous driving to predict
pedestrian and vehicle movements and prevent accidents
[1, 6, 15, 23]; and in human-robot interactions to anticipate
movements and enhance safety [2, 3, 18, 55]. An effective
STL model should capture, process, and reconstruct spa-
tial and temporal information from the input frames while
balancing efficiency to ensure its applicability in real-world
settings.

Relevant methods follow the Spatial-Temporal-Spatial
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framework [11, 33, 34], employing a deep Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN) to individually encode the spa-
tial details within each frame, a Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN) to find and analyze temporal dynamics, and decon-
volutional layers to reconstruct frames. However, the se-
quential nature of RNNs leads to high training and inference
costs and limits STL efficiency [11, 50].

Fully convolutional architectures, which directly predict
all the sequences, could be a more efficient alternative to
recurrent-based models [27,33,50]. However, CNNs are not
as effective as RNNs in capturing temporal relationships, as
they tend to: (1) treat all frames uniformly, being unable
to model the temporal dynamics existing in a continuous
Markov process [50], and (2) focus on local relationships,
thereby losing the global context and necessitating multi-
ple layers to potentially perceive the correlations between
distant sequence’s portions [7, 47].

Attempts to enhance CNNs to surpass their inherent lim-
itations have not succeeded in matching the accuracy of
RNNs [34] and may limit model understanding [11]. Inves-
tigated enhancements include the introduction of dynamic
attention layers [33], leveraging optical flow information
[17, 21], incorporating physical knowledge [49], proposing
tailored losses [17, 21, 34], and mimicking RNNs’ sequen-
tial processing [17, 27]. In our study, we introduce a novel
STL architecture that, solely relying on convolutional lay-
ers as learnable components, with the focus on minimizing
the Mean Square Error (MSE) as the training objective, not
only matches or surpasses RNNs in accuracy but also en-
hances the efficiency of previous CNN models.

We addressed the lack of temporal characterization in
CNNs by providing a unified representation of spatial and
temporal dimensions and rearranging both dimensions into
a comprehensive spatio-temporal patch representation.

Our model further enhances the joint processing of tem-
poral and spatial dynamics, employing a mixer paradigm
[5, 35, 36] which repeatedly integrates inter-patches tempo-
ral information and intra-patches spatial information. To
overcome CNNs’ local receptive field limitations, we ex-
plicitly process near and distant intra-patches relationships,
inspired by [19, 33].

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• For the first time in the STL context, we jointly pro-
cess temporal and spatial dynamics, as opposed to the
Spatial-Temporal-Spatial approach of current meth-
ods. In particular, as shown in Fig. 2, we employ (1)
a Patch Embedding Encoder for joint spatio-temporal
representation with a single convolution layer, (2) a
STLMixer with large receptive field as convolutional-
only backbone, and (3) an efficient Decoder relying on
parameter-free pixel shuffle and a single convolution
layer.

• We extensively assess our proposed model using chal-
lenging STL datasets. We focus on the possibility of
scaling efficiently from low-resource to high-accuracy
scenarios. Additionally, we rigorously evaluate each
component of our model in various settings, establish-
ing a solid foundation for enhanced performance.

• We achieve state-of-the-art results with a full-CNN ar-
chitecture on major STL datasets, outperforming or
matching previous methods in terms of accuracy, pa-
rameters, and FLOPs and improved convergence speed
during training.

2. Background and Related work
2.1. Problem definition

In STL, we aim to forecast future video frames based on
past observations. Given the past T frames up to current
time t0, denoted as

X = {xi}t=t0
t=t0−T+1 ∈ RT×C×H×W (1)

our objective is to predict the next T ′ frames, denoted as

Y = {xi}t=t0+T ′

t=t0+1 ∈ RT ′×C×H×W (2)

where each frame xi ∈ RC×H×W is usually a H×W image
with C channels.

2.2. Spatio-Temporal predictive Learning

Most STL approaches utilize a general Spatial-
Temporal-Spatial framework [11, 33, 34]. In this frame-
work, the encoder stage processes the input video frames,
focusing on capturing spatial correlations only. The tem-
poral module then leverages the spatial correlations within
the frame representation to translate it into a corresponding
representation of a future time point. Finally, the decoder
stage reconstructs the spatial dimensions of the time-shifted
representation, resulting in the output video frames. Based
on the type of temporal block used, we can categorize STL
models into recurrent-based and recurrent-free models.
Recurrent-based models Recurrent-based models leverage
past predictions for individually forecasting each frame, ex-
plicitly modeling Markovian temporal evolution but limit-
ing efficiency due to the necessity of making multiple single
predictions. In this framework, ConvLSTM [29] enriches
traditional LSTMs [31] by integrating convolutional layers,
providing both spatial and temporal insights. PredRNN [43]
and its advanced version, PredRNN++ [41], focus on the
dual extraction of space and time representations, with the
latter improving gradient propagation. MIM [45] investi-
gates the video nuances with its self-renewed memory mod-
ule, capturing the dynamic and stationary aspects of videos.
MAU [4] utilizes a specialized unit to detect and encapsu-
late motion patterns within sequential data. IAM4VP [27]



and DMVFN [17] attempt to surpass RNNs limitations by
using convolutions, while still retaining recurrent process-
ing.
Recurrent-free models Recurrent-free approaches im-
prove efficiency by directly forecasting all frames in a se-
quence, but face challenges with the coherence of pre-
dictions, and increased memory consumption as sequence
length grows. To improve coherence, DVF [21] lever-
ages optical flow information, while Pastnet [49] incorpo-
rates physical knowledge. SimVP [11] introduces a sem-
inal framework, which employs stacked convolution layers
for both encoding and decoding stages. A UNet architecture
[24] based on inception blocks [32] is placed in the middle
as a translator. Several works have built upon the SimVP
framework, focusing particularly on proposing a more com-
petitive translator. TAU [33] incorporates static attention
mechanisms to analyze relations between frames and dy-
namic attention to monitor changes over time. Tan et al.
[34] further expand the versatility of the SimVP framework
by replacing the temporal translator with successful vision
architectures inspired by the transformer model [38] such
as ViT [9], MLP-Mixer [35], ConvMixer [37], and Con-
vNeXt [20], leveraging optical flow information [17, 21],
incorporating physical knowledge [49], and proposing tai-
lored losses [17, 21, 34].

3. Methods

In this section, we present our architecture, depicted
in Figure 2. The sequence of input frames is first en-
coded as spatio-temporal patches (Section 3.1), processed
by STLMixer blocks (Section 3.2), and decoded through
patch shuffle and reassemble (Section 3.3).

3.1. Spatio-Temporal Patches

Given an input batch composed by the sequences of
observed frames BT ∈ RB×T×C×H×W , previous meth-
ods [11,33,34] encode each frame individually, rearranging
them into the batch dimension and describing the spatial
features within each frame of the batch of sequences. Un-
fortunately, this process treats each frame equally, without
explicitly exploiting temporal relationships. Given the lim-
itations of a fully convolutional approach in capturing both
spatial and temporal information, we fuse those dimensions
by dividing each frame into patches, with each patch includ-
ing both spatial and temporal details.

This is achieved by interleaving frames in the channel
dimensions ZT ∈ RB×(T ·C)×H×W , as Voleti et al. [40],
and dividing H ×W into patches by using a stride of p and
determining the kernel size and padding based on the value
of O. Specifically, if O ≥ 2, the stride is set to p, the kernel
size is p · O, and the padding is

⌊
(O−1)·p

2

⌋
. Otherwise, the

stride is p, the kernel size is p, and no padding is applied. To

ensure continuity in the representation and maximize spa-
tial information, we adopt extensive patch overlapping. To
further enhance efficiency, the encoding is performed with
a single convolution. where p is the patch size and O is
the desired overlap. Following the convolution, we obtain a
tensor Z ′

T ∈ RB×d×H/p×W/p, representing the embedded
frames sequence in the hidden dimension d.

Specifically, our embedding strategy aims to preserve the
spatial resolution of the embedded tensor as an integer di-
visor of the initial frames’ spatial resolution, allowing the
patch shuffle method employed in the decoding phase, as
described in Section 3.3, and facilitating an efficient fine-
tuning strategy, as discussed in Section 4.5. To assist the
efficient frame representation, we recommend a significant
overlap, small patches, and large hidden temporal dimen-
sion, as we will demonstrate in the experimental section.
This approach minimizes the information compressed per
patch while still enabling a p2 resolution reduction.

3.2. STLMixer

After encoding, the input frames’ spatio-temporal re-
lations are represented via patches and their connections.
To capture the complex dynamics inherent spatio-temporal
learning we necessitate to analyze both proximal and dis-
tal patch relationships. This is particularly important with
small patches, as proposed in Section 3.1, which increases
their number and, consequently, their distances.

To facilitate this processing, we introduce a Mixer archi-
tecture [5, 35, 36], which cyclically intermixes information
among and within patches, respectively in their spatial and
temporal dimension. To effectively grasp local and global
relationships, we propose the STLMixer, an advanced Con-
vMixer [37] that includes a two-stage intra-patches mixer
based on [19,34]. In the STLMixer block, a compact kernel
kT1

captures local fine-grained details. Subsequently, a di-
lated convolution layer broadens the receptive field to incor-
porate global information, utilizing a larger kernel size kT2

.
This dual convolution approach merges the intricate details
of the representation with an overarching contextual under-
standing. This STLMixer block is repeated de times in
our architecture, with a skip connection between the block
de/3 and 2 · de/3, providing into later stage processing an
earlier frames representation to guide output frames recon-
struction.

To facilitate better frame representation by encoding
each patch with a larger hidden dimension d, as proposed
in Section 3.1, we avoid any intra-patches attention mech-
anism, due to the quadratic cost associated in d in a d × d
attention mechanism. Our approach, which retains a sim-
ilar depth-wise and point-wise scheme while avoiding any
specialized attention mechanisms [33], contrasts with the
assumptions of TAU [33] regarding the efficacy of convo-
lution in processing spatio-temporal dynamics. We investi-



Figure 2. STLight model workflow. We rearrange the input sequence of frames along the channel dimension (1), and through a single
convolutional layer, we encode the sequence into patches of size p × p with hidden temporal dimension d, containing both spatial and
temporal information (2). The patches are processed through a custom STLMixer block repeated de times (3). Each block processes
the relationships between near (a) and distant (b) intra patches along the spatial dimension, as well as the intra-patch relationships on the
temporal dimension (c). We decode the output sequence, restoring the initial spatial resolution through a patch shuffle (4) and the temporal
resolution by reassembling the patches into the final output sequence (5).

gate the major effectiveness of STLMixer compared to Con-
vMixer and TAU through an ablation study in Section 4.6.

3.3. Patch Shuffle and Reassemble

While many methods employ sequences of transposed
convolutions to recover lost resolution [11, 33, 34, 51], our
approach utilizes a single convolution coupled with a learn-
able, parameter-free shuffle technique.

Following our proposed encoder stage (3.1), the spatial
resolution is diminished by a factor of p2. To efficiently
restore the original resolution, we apply the PixelShuffle
operator [28], which reorganizes elements from a tensor
of shape (B × d × H/p × W/p) into a tensor of shape
(B × d/p2 ×H ×W ) achieving the desired output resolu-
tion rearranging the patches without learnable layers.

Next, we reassemble the feature space from (B×d/p2×
H × W ) to the targeted (B × (T ′ · C) × H × W ) output
sequence. This step is executed through an efficient 1 ×
1 convolutional layer, reassembling d/p2 input channels to
T ′ · C output channels. The process can be represented as
follows:

Z ′′′
T = Convkernel size=1

(
PixelShuffle(Z ′′

t,T )
)

(3)

With Z ′′
T corresponding to the spatio-temporal patches after

the STLMixer processing. The final target shape (B×T ′×
C ×H ×W ) is restored by reshaping.

4. Experiments
In this section, we present experiments to validate the

effectiveness of our method. Additional Experiments can
be found in the Appendix.

• Standard Spatio-Temporal Predictive Learning:
(Section 4.2) Predicting a constant number of output

frames is a standard problem in spatio-temporal pre-
dictive learning [33]. We compare STLight with es-
tablished methods on Moving MNIST [30] and TaxiBJ
benchmark datasets [54].

• Long Sequence Frame Prediction: (Section 4.3) Pre-
dicting longer frame sequences is a central task in STL
because it involves a deep understanding of the evolu-
tion of the scene. We evaluate our model on the KTH
dataset [26] for the task of predicting the next 20 or
40 frames given 10 past observations, also consider-
ing the computational demands of processing longer
sequences.

• Self-Supervised Learning Capabilities: (Section
4.4) Central to self-supervised learning is the acqui-
sition of robust, domain-independent knowledge by
learning more from each data sample. We investi-
gate the domain generalization effectiveness by train-
ing STLight models with different parameter ranges
(from 0.1 to 15 million) on the KITTI dataset and
testing them on the Caltech Pedestrian dataset, assess-
ing efficiency by comparing the training speed of our
method with other unsupervised approaches.

• Hyperparameter Tuning for Accuracy and Effi-
ciency: (Section 4.5) The impact of STLight’s hy-
perparameter configuration on model performance is
explored, offering strategies for fine-tuning these pa-
rameters within a specified computational budget to
achieve optimal outcomes.

• Ablation Study: (Section 4.6) Through a compre-
hensive ablation study on various parameter settings,
we compare our solutions with conventional practices,



providing insights into the efficacy of our methods
compared to established approaches.

4.1. Experimental Setups

Datasets In line with common choices by relevant prior
works [41–43], we quantify the performance of our model
on the following synthetic and real-world datasets:

• Moving MNIST [30] (MMNIST) is the fundamental
benchmark in STL, consisting of video sequences that
depict two independently moving digits. These dig-
its move at different speeds, frequently intersect, and
bounce off the edges.

• TaxiBJ [54] includes taxi GPS trajectory inflow and
outflow data, collected from taxicabs in Beijing. Con-
sistent with prior research [33, 45], we normalize the
data to the range [0, 1].

• KTH [26] is a human motion dataset that features
six types of movements performed by 25 individu-
als across four different scenarios. In alignment with
previous studies [39, 42], we use individuals 1-16 for
training and 17-25 for validation.

• KITTI [12] and Caltech [8] are urban datasets fea-
turing videos from vehicles navigating urban environ-
ments. Following the protocols established by previ-
ous studies [22, 52], we train STLight on the KITTI
dataset and evaluate its performance on the Caltech
Pedestrian dataset.

Table 1. Datasets composition. The training and testing set have
Ntrain and Ntest samples, respectively. We predict the future T ′

frames from the past T .

Ntrain Ntest (C,H,W ) T T ′

MMNIST Generated 10000 (1, 64, 64) 10 10
TaxiBJ 20461 500 (2, 32, 32) 4 4
KTH 4940 3030 (1, 128, 128) 10 20
Caltech 2042 1983 (3, 128, 160) 10 1

Measurement In this work, we consider both accuracy and
computational resources utilization to provide a compre-
hensive evaluation. Accuracy is measured through Mean
Squared Error (MSE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), Struc-
ture Similarity Index Measure (SSIM), and Peak Signal-
to-Noise Ratio (PSNR). MSE and MAE estimate the ab-
solute pixel-wise errors, SSIM measures the similarity of
structural information within the spatial neighborhoods, and
PSNR measures the quality difference between an original
and a reconstructed image, quantifying the level of distor-
tion or noise. Computational resources are assessed by the

parameters count and FLOPs, measured through the fvcore
library [10].
Train-eval settings We implement our work using Open-
STL [34], a well-established open-source framework. Our
model is trained using the Mean Squared Error (MSE) as
the training objective, and the best hyper-parameters are
identified through a grid-search approach. To guarantee
replicability and fair evaluation, we compare our results
against OpenSTL’s public results, ensuring the same consis-
tent training setting for all comparisons. To robustly eval-
uate the performance and scalability of STLight, we train
multiple instances of the model on each dataset, varying
only the number of parameters. The training parameters
used for each dataset are reported in Table 2, and we will
release OpenSTL configuration files to facilitate the repro-
duction of our results. Experiments are conducted on a sin-
gle NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU with 48GB of VRAM.

Table 2. Hyperparameters settings for each dataset.

MMNIST TaxiBJ KTH Caltech

Learning Rate (lr) 0.003 0.003 0.0005 0.01
Final div factor 10000 10000 10000 3000
Batch Size 16 16 12 8
LR Scheduler OneCycle Cosine OneCycle OneCycle
Optimizer Adam Adam Adam Adam
Epochs 200 50 100 100

4.2. Standard STL benchmarks

4.2.1 Moving MNIST

This dataset is a standard benchmark in STL. We evaluate
four variants of STLight, which differ in the number of pa-
rameters used, against existing STL methods. The results
are reported in Table 3.

STLight, with its convolutional design, outperforms both
recurrent-based and recurrent-free models across all met-
rics, achieving more accuracy while requiring significantly
less computational resources (FLOPs). Remarkably, un-
der standardized settings, STLight-XS surpasses the current
state-of-the-art recurrent-free architecture by using only
25% of its parameters, while STLight-S surpasses the best
recurrent architecture with only 14% of its FLOPs.

In Figure 1, we demonstrate that STLight can efficiently
scale across all ranges and surpass previous methods in both
accuracy and efficiency. Qualitative visualizations of the
predicted results are shown in Figure 3. Even when the in-
put frames vary significantly from future frames, our model
effectively generates dependable results, capturing move-
ment properties such as direction, speed, and changes in
direction at the edges. This underscores the model’s capa-
bility to capture the underlying dynamics and generate ac-
curate future sequences.



Table 3. Quantitative results demonstrating our model’s performance in accuracy and computational efficiency compared to OpenSTL’s
published benchmark baselines under equivalent training and evaluation conditions on MMNIST, TaxiBJ, and KTH datasets.

MMNIST TaxiBJ KTH
Method MSE ↓ MAE ↓ SSIM ↑ Params FLOPs MSE × 100 ↓ MAE ↓ SSIM ↑ Params FLOPs MAE ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ Params FLOPs

Recurrent Methods

ConvLSTM [29] 29.80 90.64 0.9288 15.0M 56.8G 33.58 15.32 0.9836 14.98M 20.74G 445.5 26.99 0.8977 14.9M 1368G
E3D-LSTM [42] 35.97 78.28 0.9320 51.0M 298.9G 34.27 14.98 0.9842 50.99M 98.19G 136.40 892.7 0.8153 53.5M 217G
PhyDNet [14] 28.19 78.64 0.9374 3.1M 15.3G 36.22 15.53 0.9828 3.09M 5.60G 765.6 - 0.8322 3.1M 93.6G
MAU [4] 26.86 78.22 0.9398 4.5M 17.8G 32.68 15.26 0.9834 4.41M 6.02G 471.2 26.73 0.8945 20.1M 399G
MIM [45] 22.55 69.97 0.9498 38.0M 179.2G 31.1 14.96 0.9847 37.86M 64.10G 380.8 27.78 0.9025 39.8M 1099G
PredRNN [43] 23.97 72.82 0.9462 23.8M 116.0G 31.94 15.31 0.9838 23.66M 42.40G 380.6 27.81 0.9097 23.6M 2800G
PredRNN++ [41] 22.06 69.58 0.9509 38.6M 171.7G 33.48 15.37 0.9834 38.40M 62.95G 370.4 28.13 0.9124 38.3M 4162G
PredRNNv2 [44] 24.13 73.73 0.9453 23.9M 116.6G 38.34 15.55 0.9826 23.67M 42.63G 368.8 28.01 0.9099 23.6M 2815G
DMVFN [17] 123.67 179.96 0.8140 3.5M 0.2G 339.5 45.526 0.8321 3.54M 0.057G 413.2 26.65 0.8976 3.5M 0.88G

Recurrent-free Methods

SimVP+ConvMixer [34] 32.09 88.93 0.9259 3.9M 5.5G 36.34 15.63 0.9831 0.84M 0.23G 446.1 26.66 0.8993 1.5M 18.3G
SimVP+ViT [34] 35.15 95.87 0.9139 46.1M 16.9G - - - - - - - - - -
SimVP+InceptU [11] 32.15 89.05 0.9402 58.0M 19.4G 32.82 15.45 0.9835 13.79M 3.61G 397.1 27.46 0.9065 12.2M 62.8G
TAU [33] 24.60 71.93 0.9454 44.7M 16.0G 31.08 14.93 0.9848 9.55M 2.49G 421.7 27.10 0.9086 15.0M 73.8G
STLight-XS (Ours) 24.48 71.21 0.9444 11.1M 10.6G - - - - - 376.1 27.50 0.9052 1.4M 5.4G
STLight-S (Ours) 23.29 68.33 0.9454 17.1M 16.5G 34.79 15.58 0.9825 0.99M 0.82G 377.8 27.52 0.9078 5.4M 20.9G
STLight-M (Ours) 22.21 68.33 0.9496 24.3M 23.7G 32.54 15.25 0.9839 1.65M 1.37G 367.9 27.54 0.9102 9.5M 37.1G
STLight-L (Ours) 21.80 66.92 0.9515 32.9M 32.3G 30.87 15.00 0.9853 2.96M 2.71G 363.8 27.57 0.9113 14.6M 57.8G

4.2.2 TaxiBJ

In this section, we evaluate STLight on the TaxiBJ dataset,
a standard benchmark in real-world traffic prediction. This
dataset poses the challenge of discerning how external fac-
tors, from weather shifts to unexpected events, significantly
alter traffic behaviors. Given the low-resolution nature of
this dataset, which is only 32× 32 pixels, we utilize a patch
size of p = 1. As presented in Table 3, STLight out-
performs other notable methods. For example STLight-L
achieves the most optimal MSE × 100 and SSIM, despite
having 69% fewer parameters than the current state-of-the-
art model, TAU. Qualitative results are shown in Figure 3.

4.3. Long sequence frames prediction

Recurrent methods are capable of predicting long co-
herent sequences of frames from a limited number of past
observations, by feeding predicted frames back into the
network and recursively outputting predictions. However,
recurrent-free methods [11, 33] can emulate such process-
ing, but at the cost of efficiency due to the necessity for
multiple computations.

In contrast, we evaluate STLight’s ability to directly pre-
dict the complete target long sequence, leveraging only 10
given input frames to generate the next 20 frames. This ap-
proach facilitates efficient parallelization and demonstrates
effective long-range video prediction capabilities.

In Table 3 STLight-L and STLight-M match or surpass
current state-of-the-art methods. Notably, our STLight-L
matches PredRNNv2 while using only 61% of its param-
eters and 2% of its FLOPs. Other STLight variants are
even more cost-efficient, with only a slight loss in accuracy.
These results highlight STLight’s ability to predict extended
sequences with high accuracy while requiring significantly
fewer computational resources, aligning with findings in

Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2.

4.4. Unsupervised Learning effectiveness

4.4.1 Domain generalization

Domain adaptation, or out-of-distribution generalization, is
a common evaluation scenario for STL [11, 22, 53]. This
evaluation focuses on the challenging task of training a
model on one domain, with the goal of successfully gener-
alizing to a new domain. This presents a unique challenge
due to differing data distributions across domains, requiring
models to extract transferable knowledge and adapt to new
settings.

We assess STLight’s capability to generalize by using the
KITTI and Caltech pedestrian datasets, as described in Sec-
tion 4.1. Additionally, we assess STLight’s scaling capabil-
ities by varying the number of its parameters, ranging from
0.1M to 15M, and comparing it with OpenSTL baselines of
comparable sizes, not exceeding 25M parameters. Figure
4 presents our findings. STLight consistently demonstrates
strong domain generalization across all parameter sets, out-
performing notable methods while using significantly fewer
parameters. Notably, STLight surpasses competitive mod-
els such as MAU, PredRNN.V2, SimVP, and PredRNN, us-
ing respectively only 1.5%, 20%, 60%, and 65% of their
parameters.

4.4.2 Sample Efficiency in Training

Sample efficiency measures a model’s ability to achieve a
predefined performance level with the minimal amount of
training samples; in other words, it reflects the learning
speed from training data [46, 48].

In this section, we train the existing models and STLight-
32M on the Moving MNIST dataset under standardized



Figure 3. Qualitative results on Moving MNIST and TaxiBJ datasets.
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Figure 4. STLight models trained on KITTI (0.1M-15M parame-
ters) outperform baselines on Caltech, demonstrating strong cross-
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conditions.
As depicted in Figure 5, STLight consistently outper-

forms other methods in terms of sample efficiency. Beyond
the initial 21 epochs, STLight achieves a lower MSE com-
pared to established methods across all subsequent train-
ing durations. This superior performance is exemplified by
STLight achieving an MSE of 37.38 at epoch 50, whereas
other models require at least an additional 19 epochs to
reach comparable accuracy. This demonstrates STLight’s
remarkable ability to learn effectively with fewer training
samples, highlighting its potential for efficient training and
superior data utilization.

4.5. Tuning for accuracy and efficiency

An effective learning model must balance accuracy with
computational efficiency. In this section, we investigate
the role of STLMixer’s hyperparameters in achieving this

balance. We begin by examining their relationship under
preliminary settings, then explore strategies for scaling the
STLMixer in low-resource environments, and finally, we
adjust them for an increase in accuracy, covering a wide
spectrum of applications.

Preliminaries As shown in Appendix A, the parameter
complexity of STLight scales with O(de · d2): the balance
between the hidden dimension d of spatio-temporal patches
and the number of repeated STLMixer blocks de is cru-
cial for STLight’s optimal efficiency. We focus on the val-
idation loss curve L(de, d) (Figure 6). In particular, for a
fixed d, we are interested in the ”elbow” point [25] of L,
which is the point that marks the transition from significant
to negligible MSE improvements, thereby providing valu-
able information regarding the optimal configuration of the
model parameters. Empirical data indicates that this elbow
occurs when de ≈ 16. Additionally, the parameters kT1

and kT2 significantly affect STLight’s ability to exploit lo-
cal and global features. As discussed in Appendix B, we
find that kT1

= 3 and kT2
= 7 are optimal for general ap-

plications.

Low parameters tuning To effectively reduce the STLight
parameter count and limit the loss in accuracy, we main-
tain fixed to their optimal values (kT1 = 3, kT2 = 7 and
de = 16), and we tune the parameter d, scaling the pa-
rameters count by a d2 factor, considering that STLMixer
blocks has complexity O(de·d2), as described in Appendix
A. Reducing d limits the expressive power of each patch.
Hence we suggest to represent the input sequences by more
patches, reducing their size dimension p. Moreover, with a
reduced d, the increase in FLOPs caused by more patches is
mitigated, achieving an advantageous balance.

High accuracy tuning To increase STLight accuracy, effi-
ciently utilizing more computational budget, we propose to
maintain fixed to their optimal values kT1 , kT2 and de, and
we suggest to improve patch representation power, increas-
ing d and using large patch overlapping. In Figure 7, we



Table 4. Ablation study of our proposed method

Architecture composition MSE for different # Parameters
Our modules with ... Encoder Decoder Translator Inter-block skip connection 11M 17M 24M 32M 42M 79M

(B · T )× C Encoder and Decoder TAU TAU Ours at 1/3 and 2/3 27.89 26.56 25.69 25.26 24.47 -
TAU Encoder and Decoder TAU TAU Ours at 1/3 and 2/3 27.89 26.56 25.69 25.26 24.47 -
Pyramidal convolution Encoder Pyramid Ours Ours at 1/3 and 2/3 26.81 25.27 23.98 23.33 22.94 -
Pyramidal deconvolution Decoder Ours Pyramid Ours at 1/3 and 2/3 27.89 27.36 26.44 25.59 24.75 -
Standard ConvMixer Translator Ours Ours ConvMixer NA 28.64 27.81 26.53 25.74 24.82 -
Standard TAU Translator Ours Ours TAU NA - - - - - 45.12
No inter-block skip connection Ours Ours Ours no skip 24.86 23.66 22.59 22.28 21.97 -
Skip connection at 1/5 and 4/5 Ours Ours Ours at 1/5 and 4/5 24.94 23.68 22.62 22.13 21.92 -

STLight (Ours) Ours Ours Ours at 1/3 and 2/3 24.48 23.29 22.21 21.80 21.55 -
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Figure 5. Learning curve comparison be-
tween state-of-the-art methods and ours.
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Figure 7. Learning curves with different
patch overlapping, keeping p = 2.

explore the impact of the overlapping parameter O on the
validation loss across different model sizes. Our empirical
analysis demonstrates that larger models benefit from large
overlap (O = p = 2), while smaller models achieve optimal
performance with no overlap (O = 0).

4.6. Ablation study

We assess our methods against well-established practices
in STL through an extensive ablation study. Our evalua-
tions, summarized in Table 4, involve replacing each of our
components with a comparable architecture, while main-
taining a parameter range between 11M and 42M and en-
suring a uniform depth of 16 layers.

We validate the integration of spatial and temporal data
into spatio-temporal patches from two perspectives: by re-
placing the encoder and decoder within the SimVP frame-
work [11, 33], and by comparing our approach of using a
single convolutional layer against multiple convolutions in
encoders or decoders. This replacement led to decreased
performance across configurations due to the increased
computational demands, despite maintaining the translator
block’s budget. Additionally, we assessed our mixer back-
bone by incorporating the STLMixer with a spatio-temporal
layer from TAU [33]. We observed that adding extra at-
tention layers significantly increased the parameter count
leading to inefficiency. These findings suggest the poten-
tial for exploring attention layers that are better suited for

spatio-temporal patches. Substituting the translator with
ConvMixer [37] underscored the importance of a wide re-
ceptive field in STL. Modifying or removing the skip con-
nection led to performance drops, indicating a crucial bal-
ance to be found between the 1/3 and 2/3 layers for efficient
information flow.

5. Conclusions

We introduce STLight, an innovative STL architecture
that either matches or surpasses the accuracy of the state-
of-the-art recurrent methods, while also offering greater ef-
ficiency than recurrent-free methods. This work challenges
the prevailing perspectives in STL, showing that convolu-
tions alone can effectively joint capture spatial and tem-
poral dependencies, eliminating the need for complex ad-
ditional modules and strategies. We achieve these results
by introducing spatio-temporal patches, an enhanced repre-
sentation of a sequence of frames, that joint integrates both
temporal and spatial information, and by surpassing tradi-
tional Spatial-Temporal-Spatial paradigm towards a more
comprehensive framework where both spatial and temporal
information are jointly integrated. Furthermore, the reduced
computational demand facilitates scaling to a wider range
of scenarios. We believe this contribution could serve as a
robust baseline and inspire future research in the field.
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The supplementary material provides a comprehensive
analysis of the STLight method. Each section contributes
unique insights:

In Section A, we extend our evaluation by comparing
our model with results from others published STL papers,
against longer training duration, and presenting an ablation
study on the impact of varying training hyperparameters.

In Section B, we analyze STLight’s complexity, breaking
down its components and parameter counts.

Section C explores optimal kernel sizes for STLight’s
convolutional stages.

In Section D, we investigate the impact of weight initial-
ization schemes on training stability.

Section E focuses on optimal training settings.
In Section F, we compare decoding operations’ impact

on model stability and performance.
Finally, Section G presents the full STLight implemen-

tation.

A. Additional Evaluation Results
In Section 4, we used the OpenSTL benchmark to com-

pare our results with public and reproducible outcomes on
established benchmark datasets. However, public libraries
like OpenSTL do not fully guarantee (1) the correctness of
the implementations, (2) the adherence to the original train-
ing protocols of each baseline, or (3) the optimality of the
default standard training parameters used for learning.

Thus, in this section, we address these limitations.
In Table 5, we compare our model with results published

in the literature for relevant STL models on the MMNIST,
TaxiBJ, and KTH datasets. While all baseline results in
Table 3 are obtained under uniform training settings and
protocols, Table 5 lacks this standardization. Given that
each model in Table 5 is trained for different (and not al-
ways reported) durations, we trained our STLight baseline
using the same hyperparameters as in Table 2, but with ex-
tended training durations: 2000 epochs for MMNIST and
150 epochs for KTH. Our model still outperforms the other
baselines, confirming the OpenSTL benchmark results from
Table 3.

In Table 6, we extend our model evaluation to the
2000-epoch OpenSTL MMNIST results. Notably, our
model corroborates the findings discussed in Section 4.2.1,
demonstrating superior performance and efficiency com-
pared to the OpenSTL baselines across both accuracy and
computational metrics. Specifically, even with extended
training time, STLight-L achieves the best trade-off be-
tween accuracy and computational cost, with a significantly
lower MSE (14.77) and MAE (47.17), while maintaining
a high SSIM (0.9686). As discussed in Section 4.2.1,
our model continues to outperform recurrent architectures
like PredRNN++ and MIM in accuracy while requiring
fewer FLOPs, and recurrent-free architectures like TAU and

Table 5. Comparison of our model results and the results published
for each model in literature Across MMNIST, TaxiBJ and KTH
datasets. Our model have been trained using hyperparameters of
Table 2, except for the training duration that have been extended
to 2000 epochs for MMNIST and 150 epochs for KTH.

Model MMNIST (MSE ↓) TaxiBJ (MSE ↓) KTH (SSIM ↑)
10 → 20

ConvLSTM [29] 103.3 48.5 0.712
VPTR-NAR [51] 107.2 - 0.859
VPTR-FAR [51] 63.6 - 0.879
PredRNN [43] 56.8 46.4 0.839
PredRNN++ [41] 46.5 44.8 0.865
MIM [45] 44.2 42.9 -
E3D-LSTM [42] 41.3 43.2 0.879
MAU [4] 29.5 - -
PhyDNet [14] 24.4 41.9 -
Crevnet [52] 22.3 - -
PredRNNv2 [44] 48.8 - -
IAM4VP [27] 15.3 37.2 -
TAU [33] 19.8 34.4 0.911

STLight-L (Ours) 14.72 30.87 0.9113

SimVP with fewer parameters, establishing STLight-L as
both a highly performant and resource-efficient solution.

Table 6. Quantitative results comparing our model (STLight-L)
against OpenSTL baselines, trained for 2000 epochs using the
training settings from Table 2. The table reports both accuracy
metrics (MSE, MAE, SSIM) and computational metrics (number
of parameters, FLOPs) under equivalent training and evaluation
conditions on the MMNIST dataset

Model # Params FLOPs MSE MAE SSIM

ConvLSTM-S 15.0M 56.8G 22.41 73.07 0.9480
PredNet 12.5M 8.6G 31.85 90.01 0.9273
PhyDNet 3.1M 15.3G 20.35 61.47 0.9559
PredRNN 23.8M 116.0G 26.43 77.52 0.9411
PredRNN++ 38.6M 171.7G 14.07 48.91 0.9698
MIM 38.0M 179.2G 14.73 52.31 0.9678
MAU 4.5M 17.8G 22.25 67.96 0.9511
E3D-LSTM 51.0M 298.9G 24.07 77.49 0.9436
PredRNN.V2 23.9M 116.6G 17.26 57.22 0.9624
SimVP+IncepU 58.0M 19.4G 21.15 64.15 0.9536
TAU 44.7M 16.0G 15.69 51.46 0.9721

STLight-L (Ours) 32.9M 32.9M 14.77 47.17 0.9686

B. STLight method complexity
To analyze the complexity of the STLight method, we’ll

break down its main components: Spatio-Temporal Patches,
Patch Shuffle and Reassemble, and the Repeated STLMixer
setup. By examining the number of parameters each part
uses, we can gain insights into the method’s design and its
computational demands.

• Spatio-Temporal Patches STLight encodes the input
frames with a parameter count of O

(
(TC) · d · k2E

)



because it uses a single convolution, with input chan-
nels, output channels and kernel size equal to T ·C, d,
kE respectively.

• Patch Shuffle and Reassemble While the patch shuf-
fle layer doesn’t have any learnable parameters, the
patch reassemble is based on a single pointwise con-
volution with input channels, output channels and ker-
nel size respectively equal to d/p2, T ′ · C, kD =
1. Therefore STLight decodes the processed signals
with a parameter count of O

(
d/p2 · (T ′C) · k2D

)
=

O
(
d/p2 · (T ′C)

)
.

• Repeated STLMixer The parameter count
from our proposed STLMixer architecture is
O
(
de · (d2 + d · k2T1

+ d · k2T2
)
)
. In fact, each

STLMixer is composed of two depthwise con-
volutions and one pointwise convolutions. Each
convolution has the same input channels and output
channel dimensions that are equal to d. Depth-
wise convolutions perform group convolution with
group size = d, hence their parameter counts are
O(d · k2T1

) and O(d · k2T2
). The pointwise convolution

has 1 × 1 kernel size, so the parameter count for
this layer is O(d2). Summing the three terms and
considering that they are de repeated blocks inside
STLight, we obtain the aforementioned complexity.

In order to simplify the parameter count formulas, we con-
sider the following assumptions:

1. T · C and T ′ · C typically remain below 10, while d
often exceeds 1000, hence T ·C ≪ d and T ′ ·C ≪ d.
Similarly k2T1

≪ d and k2T2
≪ d.

2. O ≤ 2 and p ≤ 2, leading to kE = p · max(1, O) ≤ 4
using the formula shown in Section 2.1.

Therefore the parameter counts of our encoder and decoder
blocks scale linearly with respect to d, while the parameters
count of the repeated STLMixer blocks can be expressed as
O(de · d2).

C. Optimal kT1 and kT2

This section explores the optimal kernel sizes kT1 and
kT2 for the two depthwise convolutional stages within the
STLMixer block. While large values for kT1

and kT2
en-

sure good local context and wider receptive field, they also
increase the model’s parameter count, possibly leading to
worse performances due to overfitting. Our experiments,
detailed in Figure 7, show that a small kT1 = 3 combined
with a larger kT2 ∈ {5, 7} achieves optimal performance
while maintaining a lower parameter count. They also in-
dicate that excessively large kernel sizes not only decrease

kT1/kT2 3 5 7 9 11

3 24.16 22.48 22.33 22.33 22.75
5 24.01 22.67 22.45 22.78 23.03
7 23.75 22.83 22.88 23 24
9 23.45 23.02 23.1 23.38 23.62
11 23.04 23.14 23.24 23.65 24.51

Table 7. STLight MSE comparison for different values of kT1 and
kT2 .

efficiency but also lead to poorer performance. Given the
consistency of these findings across various hyperparame-
ters configurations and scenarios, we decided to keep kT1

and kT2
constant during our evaluations.

D. Weight initialization
Initial weight settings are crucial for how quickly and

effectively a deep learning model learns. In our study, we
compare three different initializations:

• Kaiming-Uniform Following PyTorch’s default
weight initialization, we use uniform Kaiming initial-
ization (also known as He initialization) [16] for all
the model’s convolutional blocks.

• Kaiming-Normal As reported in Listing 1, we initial-
ize convolutional layers using gaussian Kaiming ini-
tialization.

• Hybrid We initialize the patch reassemble layer us-
ing the uniform Kaiming initialization and we initial-
ize all the other layers following the approach men-
tioned in the Kaiming-Normal initialization. We hy-
pothesize that the last layer requires a different initial-
ization because it rearranges the shuffled patches and,
unlike other layers, it is not responsible for processing
spatial-temporal correlations.

1def _init_weights(self, m):
2 if isinstance(m, nn.Conv2d):
3 nn.init.kaiming_normal_(
4 m.weight,
5 mode=’fan_out’,
6 nonlinearity=’relu’
7 )
8 if m.bias is not None:
9 nn.init.constant_(m.bias, 0)

Listing 1. Code for the Kaiming-Normal weights initialization.

In Figure 8 we emphasize the importance of carefully
selecting initial weight settings to guarantee stable training
and reach optimal accuracy, by evaluating the three different
initialization schemes mentioned above.



Our experiments show that the Kaiming-Uniform initial-
ization requires several epochs to stabilize before beginning
to converge, while the all Kaiming-Normal approach does
not lead to stable training.

The optimal strategy is the Hybrid initialization, which
leads to stable training while not requiring a number of ini-
tial epochs to stabilize.
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Figure 8. Learning curve comparison for three different weights
initializations. For each of them, we report the mimimum and
maximum boundaries of the MSE out of 5 runs.

E. Optimal Training Settings
In Tables 8 and ??, we evaluate the impact of various

training hyperparameters on the performance of STLight-L
on the MMNIST dataset to identify the most effective train-
ing hyperparameter configuration. The learning rate is a
critical hyperparameter that influences the model’s ability
to learn from data while maintaining stability. A low learn-
ing rate leads to slow convergence, while a higher learning
rate may cause instability, preventing convergence to opti-
mal results [13]. The final div factor determines the min-
imum learning rate achieved at the end of a training cycle
with the OneCycleLR learning rate scheduler, influencing
convergence behavior and model performance. We examine
the effects of varying the learning rate (LR) and the num-
ber of training epochs on key metrics such as MSE, MAE,
and SSIM. Tables 8 and ?? show that the default OpenSTL
hyperparameters are highly effective for STLight-L, with
potential improvements of 0.5 in MSE when using a learn-
ing rate of 0.003 instead of 0.001. In fact, in the first sec-
tion of the table, we observe that reducing the learning rate
from 0.003 to 0.0003 results in increased MSE and MAE,
indicating that overly small learning rates hinder model per-
formance. Conversely, increasing the learning rate to 0.01
leads to worse results, confirming that the optimal learning

rate lies near 0.003. Table 8 also shows that extending the
number of training epochs improves all accuracy metrics,
confirming that longer training durations significantly en-
hance model performance.

Table 8. Ablation Study on STLight-L with Fixed Hyperpa-
rameters (dim=1400, depth=16, kernel size 1=3, kernel size 2=7,
patch size=2) and Varying Training Learning Rate, and the Num-
ber of Epochs

LR Final Div Epoch MSE MAE SSIM

↑ Varying Learning Rate (LR)

0.0003 10000 200 27.42 76.86 0.937
0.001 10000 200 22.28 66.11 0.950
0.003 10000 200 21.80 64.90 0.951
0.01 10000 200 38.47 90.42 0.939

↑ Varying Number of Epochs (Epoch)

0.001 10000 500 18.88 58.59 0.957
0.001 10000 1000 17.89 54.25 0.962
0.001 10000 2000 14.77 47.17 0.969

FinalDivFactor/lr 0.0003 0.001 0.003 0.01

1000 26.04 22.41 22.01 35.99
3000 27.14 22.49 21.85 38.35
10000 27.42 22.33 21.8 38.47

Table 9. STLight-33M MSE comparison for different values of
Learning Rate (lr) and FinalDivFactor.

F. Order of the decoding operations
We investigate the optimal procedure for decoding the

tensor Z ′′
T ∈ RB×d×H/p×W/p into the desired tensor of the

predicted frames B′
T ′ . We evaluated two choices:

• Shuffle-Reassemble We first perform patch shuffle,
obtaining a tensor of shape B × d/p2 ×H ×W . Sub-
sequently, the tensor is reassembled using a 1× 1 con-
volutional layer, with d/p2 input channels and T ′ · C
output channels.

• Reassemble-Shuffle We first perform patch rearrange,
using a 1×1 convolutional layer, with d input channels
and T ′ · C · p2 output channels, obtaining an interme-
diate tensor of shape B × (T ′ ·C · p2)×H/p×W/p.
Subsequently, we perform patch shuffle on the inter-
mediate tensor, obtaining B × (T ′ · C)×H ×W .

Both choices are able to effectively decode the output
stage. In Figure 9, we train STLight for different config-
uration settings and we report the standard deviation of the



differences in loss values between consecutive epochs (“dis-
persion”) to get a measure of how much variation we get in
the loss reduction. The figure clearly illustrates that Shuffle-
Reassemble notably curtails the feature dispersion. This ad-
justment leads to an uptick in model performance and pro-
motes stability.
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Figure 9. Dispersion vs Number of parameters on different decod-
ing operations order

G. STLight Code
We report the full implementation of the STLight model.

We encourage readers to use STLight through our OpenSTL
implementation which will be publicly available.



1import torch
2import torch.nn as nn
3
4class Residual(nn.Module):
5 def __init__(self, fn):
6 super().__init__()
7 self.fn = fn
8
9 def forward(self, x):

10 return self.fn(x) + x
11
12def STLMixer(dim, K_1, k_2):
13 return nn.Sequential(
14 Residual( # depthwise convolution block
15 nn.Sequential(
16 nn.Conv2d(dim, dim, K_1, groups=dim, padding="same"),
17 nn.Conv2d(dim, dim, K_2, groups=dim, padding="same",
18 dilation=3),
19 nn.GELU(),
20 nn.BatchNorm2d(dim),
21 )
22 ),
23 nn.Sequential( # pointwise convolution block
24 nn.Conv2d(dim, dim, kernel_size=1),
25 nn.GELU(), nn.BatchNorm2d(dim)
26 ),
27 )
28
29def PatchEncoder(in_layers, dim, patch_size, overlapping):
30 return nn.Sequential(
31 nn.Conv2d(in_layers, dim,
32 kernel_size=patch_size * max(1, overlapping),
33 stride=patch_size,
34 padding=max(0, overlapping - 1) * patch_size // 2
35 ),
36 nn.BatchNorm2d(dim),
37 nn.GELU(),
38 )
39
40class STLight(nn.Module):
41 def __init__(
42 self, in_layers, out_layers, dim, depth, patch_size,
43 overlapping, K_1, K_2
44 ):
45 super().__init__()
46 self.out_layers = out_layers
47 self.patch_encoder = PatchEncoder(in_layers, dim, patch_size,
48 overlapping)
49 self.net = nn.ModuleList([STLMixer(dim, K_1, K_2) for _ in range(depth)])
50 self.patch_reassemble = nn.Conv2d(dim // patch_size**2,
51 out_layers, kernel_size= 1)
52 self.up = nn.PixelShuffle(patch_size)
53 self.patch_encoder.apply(self._init_weights)
54 self.net.apply(self._init_weights)
55
56 def forward(self, x):
57 B, T, C, H, W = x.shape
58 x = x.reshape(B, T * C, H, W)
59 x = self.patch_encoder(x)
60
61 for i, block in enumerate(self.net):
62 if i == len(self.net) // 3:
63 x1 = x
64 if i == 2 * len(self.net) // 3:
65 x = x + x1
66 x = block(x)
67 x = self.up(x)
68 x = self.patch_reassemble(x)
69 return x.reshape(B, self.out_layers // C, C, H, W)

Figure 10. Full STLight implementation
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