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Abstract

In this work we study Weakly Supervised Spatio-Temporal
Video Grounding (WSTVG), a challenging task of localiz-
ing subjects spatio-temporally in videos using only textual
queries and no bounding box supervision. Inspired by recent
advances in vision-language foundation models, we inves-
tigate their utility for WSTVG, leveraging their zero-shot
grounding capabilities. However, we find that a simple adap-
tation lacks essential spatio-temporal grounding abilities. To
bridge this gap, we introduce Tubelet Referral Grounding
(TRG), which connects textual queries to tubelets to enable
spatio-temporal predictions. Despite its promise, TRG strug-
gles with compositional action understanding and dense
scene scenarios. To address these limitations, we propose
STPro, a novel progressive learning framework with two
key modules: (1) Sub-Action Temporal Curriculum Learning
(SA-TCL), which incrementally builds compositional action
understanding, and (2) Congestion-Guided Spatial Curricu-
lum Learning (CG-SCL), which adapts the model to complex
scenes by spatially increasing task difficulty. STPro achieves
state-of-the-art results on three benchmark datasets, with
improvements of 1.0% on VidSTG-Declarative and 3.0% on
HCSTVG-v1.

1. Introduction

Spatio-temporal video grounding (STVG) seeks to detect
and localize objects within video sequences across both
space and time, guided solely by textual descriptions. This
capability is crucial for applications like surveillance, au-
tonomous navigation, and scene understanding. However,
STVG presents significant challenges, requiring models to
distinguish target objects from distractors over time and
to identify precise temporal boundaries of actions. While

recent methods tackle STVG in fully-supervised settings
[16, 43, 46], they rely on costly, labor-intensive frame-level
annotations. In this work, we address these challenges
through weakly supervised STVG (WSTVG), training mod-
els with high-level video descriptions and eliminating the
need for detailed spatio-temporal labels.

Existing research in weakly supervised learning for
grounding has focused primarily on image-based phrase
[10, 27, 40] and referral grounding [14, 25, 26]. More re-
cently, studies have extended weak supervision to the STVG
task [8, 15, 18, 33]. However, these approaches are often
complex, involving multiple hierarchical algorithms [18],
additional modality information [8], and restricted object
categories [8, 33]. To address these limitations, we pro-
pose a streamlined approach that relies solely on the vision
modality and supports free-form text queries.

Recent advancements in vision-language foundation mod-
els (VFMs) have shown remarkable zero-shot grounding
abilities in image-based referral tasks, driven by large-scale
pretraining on diverse multimodal datasets [20, 24, 50].
These VFMs excel at associating visual entities with com-
plex, free-form textual descriptions, making them highly
effective in scenarios where image-based object localization
must generalize across a variety of contexts. Grounding
DINO (G-DINO) [24], one of the leading VFMs, has demon-
strated robust zero-shot performance on numerous image-
level grounding benchmarks. However, while recent work
has adapted G-DINO for fully supervised video grounding
[43], the potential of VFMs remains unexplored in weakly su-
pervised spatio-temporal video grounding (WSTVG), where
precise annotations are not available.

Applying image-based VFMs directly to videos intro-
duces significant challenges. Unlike static images, videos
often contain target subjects that are only visible in certain
frames, with dynamic interactions that require an under-
standing of both spatial and temporal continuity. Simply
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extending G-DINO to videos results in noisy training due
to irrelevant frames and complex action sequences that it
cannot accurately localize. To address these limitations, we
introduce the Tubelet Referral Grounding (TRG) module,
which adapts image-based VFMs to spatio-temporal contexts
by linking textual queries with tubelets (spatio-temporal ob-
ject proposals). While TRG provides a strong baseline for
adapting VFMs to WSTVG, it has two main shortcomings:
it struggles with complex free-form queries involving actor-
action relationships and lacks an ability to handle dense
scenes with ordered action compositions, limiting its effec-
tiveness in complex scenarios.

To overcome these challenges, we propose Spatial and
Temporal Progressive Learning (STPro), a framework
specifically designed to enhance VFMs for WSTVG tasks.
STPro introduces two progressive learning strategies: (1)
Sub-Action Temporal Curriculum Learning (SA-TCL), which
incrementally develops the model’s understanding of com-
plex action sequences by gradually increasing task difficulty
over time, and (2) Congestion-Guided Spatial Curriculum
Learning (CG-SCL), which focuses the model on progres-
sively denser scenes. Together, these strategies help the
model adapt to intricate actor-action relationships and noisy,
free-form textual descriptions, significantly enhancing the
VFM’s capability to handle spatio-temporal grounding in
weakly supervised settings.

In summary, we make the following contributions:
• We introduce Temporal Referral Grounding (TRG) module,

which adapts foundation models for the weakly supervised
spatio-temporal video grounding task, providing a strong
baseline for handling temporal and spatial contexts.

• We propose the Sub-Action Temporal Curriculum Learn-
ing (SA-TCL) paradigm, which improves the model’s tem-
poral grounding capability by incrementally increasing the
complexity of action sequences, enabling better handling
of temporal dependencies in videos.

• We introduce Congestion-Guided Spatial Curriculum
Learning (CG-SCL), a novel approach that progressively
adapts the model to more complex and dense scene struc-
tures, improving its ability to understand spatial relation-
ships in challenging video scenarios.

We perform our experiments on three different bench-
mark datasets, ViDSTG and HCSTVG-v1 and HCSTVG-
v2 demonstrating effectiveness of our proposed approach.
STPro outperform previous state-of-the-art methods on
WSTVG task by an absolute margin of 1.0% on VidSTG-
Declarative and 3.0% on HCSTVG-v1.

2. Related Work
Spatio-Temporal Video Grounding: It requires ground-
ing video tubes to textual queries, aligning both spatial and
temporal dimensions. Traditional methods use a two-stage
pipeline, separating spatial [30, 45] and temporal grounding

[11] but rely on fixed object categories, limiting adaptabil-
ity for free-form queries. Recent multimodal approaches
[16, 35, 46] combine image detectors, video encoders, and
spatio-temporal decoders to address feature alignment and
leverage both static and motion cues [12, 23]. However,
these methods typically require extensive frame-level annota-
tions. In contrast, we eliminate the need for spatio-temporal
labels, significantly reducing annotation costs.
Weakly Supervised Learning: Grounding techniques can
be classified into three categories. In the image domain,
phrase grounding [10, 32] identifies objects from textual
queries using methods like margin-based losses [10], con-
trastive learning [13], and reconstruction [32]. Referral
grounding [25, 26] similarly relies on reconstruction and
contrastive learning [14]. For temporal grounding in videos
[6, 42], reconstruction methods generally outperform con-
trastive ones [21, 53, 54]. We combine contrastive meth-
ods for spatial grounding with reconstruction techniques for
temporal grounding, distinguishing itself by incorporating
referential grounding across both dimensions, enhancing
contextual focus and improving visual-textual interaction.
Foundation Models for Referral Grounding: Recent re-
search has explored grounding via large vision foundation
models (VFMs), which can be categorized into two types:
1) Large Vision Language Models (LVLMs) [7, 20, 24, 39],
combining representation learning with task-specific heads
or sequence-to-sequence decoders, and 2) Multimodal Large
Language Models (MLLMs) [2, 22, 44, 49, 50], which
project vision features into pre-trained LLMs with task-
specific heads. Both can address multiple tasks or indi-
vidual tasks. For our work, we focus on two key factors
in selecting the object detector: 1) performance on image-
referral grounding, where Grounding-DINO [24] excels on
RefCOCO+ [17] and RefCOCOg [29], and 2) extensibil-
ity to WSTVG. While most MLLMs use causal generation
for output, which is language-centric and less suitable for
spatio-temporal grounding, Grounding-DINO provides a
more effective feature extraction. In contrast to existing
approaches, we extend Grounding-DINO, an image-based
model, to the video setting for STVG.
Curriculum Learning aims to organize task difficulty from
simple to complex during training [34, 41], mirroring human
cognitive learning processes. This approach has been applied
across various tasks, including image classification [36],
object detection [19], and temporal grounding [54], among
others. To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first to
implement a curriculum-based training strategy from easy to
hard for the WSTVG task.

3. Methodology
Problem formulation In WSTVG, the input consists of an
untrimmed video V = (v1, v2, ...vL) with L frames, along
with a descriptive query caption Q that specifies the primary



subject and activity within the video. The task aims to output
a spatio-temporal tubelet for the target subject, denoted as
AR = {ar}tets , where ar represents the target subject men-
tioned in the query, and ts and te indicate the activity’s start
and end timestamps. Under weak supervision, only video-
level text annotations are available during training, without
any detailed spatio-temporal labels for guidance.

Overview Next, we describe our proposed approach.
Firstly, we adapt G-DINO for STVG (Sec 3.1). We introduce
a stronger baseline, TRG (Sec 3.2) over this naive adaptation.
TRG struggles with comprehending dense spatio-temporal
scenes and handling complex free-form queries. We propose
STPro (Sec 3.3) to alleviate these issue in two steps: Firstly
(Sec. 3.3.1), we breakdown complex query into simpler
sub-queries and gradually train the model with increasing
difficulty in query to induce better temporal grounding capa-
bility in TRG. Second, to understand dense spatio-temporal
scenes, we develop a training paradigm (Sec. 3.3.2) that
gradually increase scene complexity based on overlapping
actor tubelets to improve TRG’s spatial grounding ability.

3.1. Preliminaries: Referral VFMs
Vision Foundation Models (VFMs) for image-based referral
grounding take a textual query and an image as input to out-
put the spatial location of the target subject. In this work, we
adapt VFMs for WSTVG, a video grounding task. Specifi-
cally, we utilize a text-based query Q alongside video frames
If = {Vf}Tf=1, where T represents the video duration.
Since VFMs are inherently image-based while STVG re-
quires spatio-temporal detection, we adapt Grounding DINO
(G-DINO) [24] for STVG task. This adaptation entails per-
forming object detection on each frame. For spatio-temporal
detection task, we need bounding boxes connected across
frames (tubelets). To generate the tubelet from per-frame
bounding boxes, we run a tracker algorithm [1] for each
subject k to get the tubelet Tok , with K indicating the to-
tal number of subjects in the video. This adapted model is
termed weakly-supervised Grounding DINO (W-GDINO).
To evaluate W-GDINO’s efficacy, we aggregate and aver-
age the confidence scores of each tubelet and select the one
with the highest score. Although Table 1 shows competitive
results, this naive extension won’t work for videos since
the target subject may be absent from a majority of frames,
rendering training extremely noisy. To address this issue, we
introduce Tubelet Referral Grounding (TRG).

3.2. Tubelet Referral Grounding (TRG)
The TRG module adapts image-based foundational models
for spatio-temporal detection by using contrastive training
over tubelets, rather than frame-level detections. This ap-
proach compresses a video into a single frame, mitigating
noisy training caused by frame dependencies. For the STVG

Figure 1. Overview of TRG: TRG contains two grounding mod-
ules namely, TRM and SRM. TRM predicts the temporal action
boundary via cross-attention between vision and query features.
SRM grounds the correct referral subject tubelet from a set of TRM
selected candidates.

task, both temporal and spatial grounding are required. We
introduce TRG as a two-stage process: the Temporal Re-
ferral Module (TRM), which identifies the start and end
timestamps of the target’s actions, and the Spatial Refer-
ral Module (SRM), which locates the target based on the
textual query. TRM filters out irrelevant tubelets, while
SRM grounds the correct tubelet within the temporal bounds.
The module uses visual and query encoders following prior
works [14, 25, 26, 53, 54].
Visual encoder: We extract object level representations
fok = Fo(ok) ∈ RK×256 from G-DINO (based on DETR
[3]), where, Fo is object encoder model, and, ok denotes
kth detected subject. We link these detections via a track-
ing [1] algorithm to generate subject tubelets for subject k,
Tok = {okt

}et=s where s and e denotes starting and ending
timestamp of the subject in the video. Tubelet features for a
video is represented by FT = {f(Tok)}Kk=1 ∈ RT×K×256,
where K denotes number of subjects present in a video. For
video features, we utilize a video encoder, Fv (e.g. I3D [4])
to get clip-level features, fc = Fv({Vt}Ct=1) ∈ RC×1024. C
denotes the number of clips in the video.
Query encoder: The query Q is first deconstructed to Qw =
{Linear({wm}Nm=1)} ∈ RN×512 by linearly projecting
pretrained GloVe embeddings (wi ∈ R1×300) for each query
word. N is the total query words. The word-level embed-
dings are enriched, to get Qe = SA(GRU(Qw)) ∈ RN×512

by a GRU followed by SA, a single self-attention layer.
Finally, we combine word-level features using attention-



Figure 2. Temporal limitations of TRG: In TRM, the model resorts to shifting the temporal prediction arbitrarily when posed with a subset
of an original query (see trim in the above figure). A model with compositional understanding would correctly shift the predicted temporal
boundary to the left since the overall activity lasts a shorter duration of time, however TRM shifts its prediction to the right. When applied
across HCSTVG-1, we see that in the majority of cases (both first and last action trimming) the model responds by performing a no shift or
shift in the incorrect direction.

Figure 3. Spatial limitations of TRG: In the above figure, blue
represents model prediction, while green represents the ground
truth. While SRM performs well in cases with fewer candidates, in
samples with a large number of candidate tubelets, SRM becomes
more prone to errors when discerning both the type and the referred
attributes of the subject. This indicates that training does not en-
force learning either of the two cues sufficiently.
weighted flattening to get a single representative query fea-
ture Qf ∈ R1×512.
Temporal Referral Module (TRM) identifies the temporal
boundaries of the target subject’s activity as specified in the
textual query. Initial tubelet timestamps are often coarse,
typically defined by the presence of the actor throughout
the video, which complicates spatial localization and lim-
its applicability to WSTVG. TRM refines this by filtering
tubelets temporally, allowing the spatial module to focus
on relevant video segments. Building on the effectiveness
of reconstruction-based approaches for temporal grounding
[21, 47, 53, 54], we adopt [53] as our baseline. It enforces
semantic consistency between the target subject’s actions
and the textual query through a temporal grounding loss,
Lt (see equation 1), where qw denotes the individual word
feature.

Lt = −
N∑

m=1

logP(qw|f
′

c, q̃[0:m−1]) (1)

Spatial Referral Module (SRM): localizes the target sub-
ject from a set of candidate subjects within the temporal
bounds predicted by TRM. We employ multimodal con-
trastive loss to align tubelet features and textual queries,
building on [10, 13, 38, 40]. Adapting [14] for STVG, we
compute the similarity between each candidate tubelet and
the textual query, averaging the per-frame detection features

within a tubelet for improved spatial localization (see Table
5). To address background noise in the textual query, we
extract noun phrases (POS) focusing on the target subject
and its attributes, enhancing the model’s discriminative abil-
ity (shown in Table 3). The spatial loss, Ls, is defined in
equation 2.

Ls = − log
exp

(
Simavg(F i

T0
, Qi

f )/τ
)

∑N
n=0

∑M
j=0 ⊮(i=j∧n ̸=0) exp

(
Simavg(F j

Tn
, Qi

f )/τ
)

(2)

Simavg(FTk
, Qf ) =

1

K

K∑
i=1

sim
(

foki
, Qf

)
, (3)

where N and M are the number of contrastive negatives in
the sample and in the batch respectively.
Limitations of TRG: While TRG establishes a strong
baseline for STVG, it faces challenges in complex spatio-
temporal scene comprehension, as shown in Fig. 2. Tempo-
rally, TRG struggles to accurately associate video segments
with the target actor’s actions and fails to maintain action
sequence order in multi-action queries, as demonstrated in
the figure. This limitation stems from the model’s inability
to capture actor-action relationships. Spatially, Fig. 2(b)
reveals that as scene complexity increases, the model’s con-
fidence and ability to ground the target actor decreases. This
suggests that TRG struggles with complex free-form queries
and dense scene understanding, particularly due to the in-
consistent presence of multiple actors. To address these
limitations, we propose STPro.

3.3. Spatio-Temporal Progressive Learning (STPro)
STPro consists of two components to address the challenges
and enhance the model’s referral capabilities: Sub-Actions
Temporal Curriculum Learning (SA-TCL) (Sec. 3.3.1) and
Congestion-Guided Spatial Curriculum Learning (CG-SCL)
(Sec. 3.3.2). SA-TCL improves action composition under-
standing by incrementally learning the constituent actions
of compound queries in a staged temporal curriculum. It
focuses solely on the temporal domain. To enhance spa-
tial scene understanding, CG-SCL progressively increases
scene complexity. Additionally, CG-SCL uses temporal



tubelet congestion as a signal for sample hardness to design
a congestion-guided sampling technique, improving align-
ment between tubelet and query features. An overview of
STPro is shown in Fig. 4.

3.3.1. Sub-Actions Temporal Curriculum Learning
Motivation: Effective temporal localization in STVG re-
quires accurate identification of both the target subject and
the actions they perform, as multiple actors may share similar
actions over overlapping time spans. A strong understand-
ing of action composition improves the model’s adaptability,
enabling it to generalize to novel action sequences by recom-
bining learned action subsets. Existing temporal grounding
methods [6, 21, 42, 53, 54] lack referral capabilities, localiz-
ing all actions without distinguishing actor-specific actions.

To evaluate the action compositionality of TRM, we cre-
ated test samples by trimming the first and last actions from
the query, keeping the order of remaining actions intact. For
example, for the query: “The black man in white lifts the
black parcel, then lifts the shoulder bag with his right hand,
walks two steps forward, turns his head and looks at the man
in red”, the start-trimmed query becomes “The black man
lifts the shoulder bag with his right hand, walks two steps
forward, turns his head and looks at the man in red”, and the
end-trimmed query becomes “The black man in white lifts
the black parcel, then lifts the shoulder bag with his right
hand, walks two steps forward”. We analyze how TRM
handles these modified queries ( Fig. 2).

The model’s temporal prediction is ideally adjusted based
on the trimmed actions: shifting the start time in the case of
start-trimming and shifting the end time in the case of end-
trimming. We compare the shift of the temporal midpoint
in all three cases, expecting a right shift for start-trimming
and a left shift for end-trimming. Our results show that in
most cases, the model fails to adjust appropriately, incor-
rectly shifting the temporal boundary 65% of the time for
start-trimming and 54% for end-trimming. This indicates
that while the model captures some subtle query changes, it
largely fails to understand the semantics of action composi-
tion, as shown in Fig. 2.

To mitigate this limitation, we propose SA-TCL to learn
action composition via curriculum learning. We utilize a
Large Language model (LLM) (for e.g. GPT 3.5-turbo) to
break down queries into all constituent ordered action com-
binations i.e. we do not skip over any actions, as shown in
Fig. 4. We increase the complexity of training by increasing
the number of actions in each successive stage starting from
single actions. Consider the original query - The man puts
down the pistol, then turns and raises his hand and talks.
The first stage comprises of captions containing only individ-
ual actions, such as: The man puts down the pistol. The man
raises his hand. The second stage comprises coupled and
ordered actions: The man puts down the pistol, then turns.
The man turns and raises his hand. and so on for successive

stages (shown in Fig. 4 (a)). SA-TCL generates refined
spatio-temporal tubelets via last stage model for SRM. More
details regarding prompt and construction of training stages
can be found in the supplementary.

3.3.2. Congestion Guided Spatial Curriculum Learning
Motivation: While the SA-TCL module enhances TRG’s
temporal localization, the SRM still struggles with spatial
scene comprehension. Given the POS-extracted textual query,
SRM should ideally distinguish between actors throughout
the video without being influenced by temporal cues (e.g.,
action sequences). However, two issues persist: First, as
scene complexity increases and similar tubelets (e.g., mul-
tiple instances of man) appear, the model’s ability to focus
on the target actor diminishes, leading to grounding failures.
This suggests that relying solely on POS is insufficient due to
the large variation in tubelets. Second, the presence of tem-
porally overlapping and sparse tubelets confuses the model,
causing it to struggle with differentiating between actors and
background features.

To overcome these challenges, we propose: 1) Soft-Label
Filtering (SLF), which helps the model learn actor-type cor-
respondence and focus on actor attributes for distinguishing
similar actors in complex spatial scenarios, and 2) Con-
gestion Guided Sampling (CGS), a curriculum learning
approach that gradually improves actor selection by promot-
ing slower feature divergence. Details of each method are
provided below.
Soft-Label Filtering (SLF): SLF leverages the zero-shot
capabilities of G-DINO to filter tubelets by their dominant
soft labels. Within each tubelet, we identify the most fre-
quent soft label across detections, which helps determine the
tubelet type. In cases of high variability in soft labels due
to noisy frames (e.g., partial bodies or challenging poses),
we treat these tubelets as "on-the-fence" and always include
them for training. If the extracted subject is non-specific
(e.g., "person"), we include all tubelets for training, regard-
less of their dominant soft-label.
Congestion Guided Sampling (CGS): CGS calculates the
average temporal IoU across all tubelets in a video. Higher
IoU indicates spatio-temporal congestion, helping the model
differentiate between actors in similar backgrounds. The
curriculum progresses from simple scenes with similar back-
grounds to more complex scenes with dynamic backgrounds.
This gradual approach improves the model’s ability to focus
on actor features first, then on both actor and background
features. The training scheme starts with easy scenes and
advances to more challenging ones, as shown in Fig. 4.

4. Experiment Details
Datasets: In our experiments, we evaluate performance
on three benchmark datasets: VidSTG [51], HCSTVG-v1
[37], and HCSTVG-v2 [37]. The VidSTG dataset comprises



Figure 4. Overview of STPro: STPro consists of two disjoint curriculum learning paradigms: 1) SA-TCL which promotes compositional
understanding by learning to ground an original query by iteratively learning to ground combinations of its sub-parts and 2) CG-SCL: an
easy to hard framework which capitalizes on tubelet temporal IoU to select easy and hard samples, it considers those samples with high
temporal tubelet IoU as easy samples since the model can focus on differentiating between candidate actors while ignoring their common
background and those with low IoU as hard-samples since the model is distracted by distinctive background features for each actor.
99,943 video-sentence pairs, with 44,808 declarative sen-
tences and 55,135 interrogative ones, spanning a total of
10,303 videos across 80 object categories. The dataset is
split into 80,684 training, 8,956 validation, and 10,303 test
pairs, with 5,436, 602, and 732 unique videos in each subset,
respectively. HCSTVG-v1 includes 4,500 training videos
and 1,160 test videos, with descriptions focusing on human
attributes and actions. HCSTVG-v2 extends the first ver-
sion to include 16,544 videos, divided into 10,131 training,
2,000 validation, and 4,413 testing videos. As the test set
for HCSTVG-v2 is not available, we report results on the
validation set, in line with prior studies [12, 23, 46].
Implementation details: We divide this into three parts:
(a) Detection And Tracking: We utilize G-DINO[24] with
0.4 threshold for both phrase and box threshold. We run
the detector every 5th frame and extract features from the
last decoder layer. We use BoTSORT tracker[1] algorithm
to generate tubes; (b) TRG: We sample 32 frames equally
indexed to get tubelet features. We extract video clip level
features using I3D [4] model. (c) SA-TCL and CG-SCL:
We use GPT-3.5 to extract parts-of-speech (POS) tags and
sub-action phrases from the original captions. For CG-SCL,
we perform five stages of training with upper bound on av-
erage pair-wise temporal IoU in linear increments of 0.2
between [0.0, 1.0]. In SA-TCL, we train over four stages
by increasing the maximum number of actions in the ex-
tracted captions, in each stage. Each stage is trained for 50
epochs. More details about implementation are present in
the supplementary.
Inference: Temporal localization module predicts the start
(ts) and end (te) time stamps for the target actor’s actions.
We infer the subject with the highest attention from the
spatial localization module within these temporal bounds to
get the final tubelet â.
Evaluation Metrics: We report performance using met-
rics established in previous studies [16, 46]: mean average
spatio-temporal localization (m_vIoU) and mean temporal
localization (m_tIoU). m_vIoU and m_tIoU are computed as
1

|Su|
∑

t∈Si
IoU(b̂t, bt) and |Si|

|Su| , where Si and Su denote the

HCSTVG - v1
Methods vIoU vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5

Two-stage pipelines
GroundeR [ECCV16] [31]+LCNet [IEEE17] [48] 4.17 3.28 1.05

MATN [CVPR18] [52]+LCNet [IEEE17] [48] 4.41 3.53 1.12
GroundeR [ECCV16] [31]+CPL [CVPR22] [54] 5.23 4.18 1.25

RAIR [CVPR21] [28]+CPL [CVPR22] [54] 6.88 4.87 1.36
Single-stage pipelines

WSSTG [ACL19] [9] 6.52 4.54 1.27
AWGU [ACMMM20] [5] 8.20 4.48 0.78
Vis-CTX [CVPR19] [33] 9.76 6.81 1.03

WINNER [CVPR23] [18] 14.20 17.24 6.12
VCMA [ECCV24] [15] 14.64 18.60 5.75

W-GDINO (Ours-Baseline) 9.04 11.56 4.57
STPro (Ours) 17.56 26.98 12.93

( +2.92) ( +8.38) ( +6.81)

HCSTVG - v2
W-GDINO (Ours-Baseline) 9.85 13.30 5.63

STPro (Ours) 19.99 31.70 14.55
( +10.14) ( +18.40) ( +8.92)

Table 1. Comparison with existing state-of-the-art weakly-
supervised methods on HCSTVG-v1 and v2 datasets. Bold denotes
best and underline denotes second best.

intersection and union, respectively, between the predicted
and ground truth timestamps. IoU(b̂t, bt) represents the spa-
tial overlap between the predicted bounding box b̂t and the
ground truth box bt at frame t. Additionally, vIoU@R indi-
cates the proportion of samples with a mean vIoU greater
than R, and we present results for R values of 0.3 and 0.5,
consistent with prior work [18, 46].

4.1. Results and comparisons
Comparison with two-stage weakly-supervised Tables 1 and
2 shows that our approach outperforms previous weakly-
supervised approaches on all metrics against two-stage ap-
proaches on both HCSTVG-v1 and VidSTG. Looking into
HCSTVG-v1 dataset, we outperform RAIR[28]+CPL[54],
the best two-stage approach by a margin of 10.68%, 22.11%
and 11.57% on mean vIoU, vIoU@0.3 and vIoU@0.5 re-
spectively. On VidSTG dataset (Table 2), STPro outperforms
RAIR[28]+CPL[54] by 6.85% on declarative and 4.88% on



Declarative Sentences Interrogative Sentences
Methods

m_vIoU vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5 m_vIoU vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5

Two-stage pipelines
GroundeR[ECCV16] [31]+LCNet [IEEE17] [48] 7.85 7.96 3.02 6.43 6.58 2.92

MATN[CVPR18] [52]+LCNet [IEEE17] [48] 8.16 8.03 3.59 6.97 6.64 3.05
GroundeR[ECCV16] [31]+CPL[CVPR22] [54] 8.28 8.35 3.68 7.16 7.28 3.23

RAIR [CVPR21] [28]+CPL [CVPR22] [54] 8.67 8.72 4.01 7.68 7.71 3.58
Single-stage pipelines

WSSTG [ACL19] [9] 8.85 8.52 3.87 7.12 6.87 2.96
AWGU [ACMM20] [5] 8.96 7.86 3.10 8.57 6.84 2.88

Vis-CTX [CVPR19] [33] 9.34 7.32 3.34 8.69 7.18 2.91
WINNER [CVPR23] [18] 11.62 14.12 7.40 10.23 11.96 5.46

VCMA [ECCV24] [15] 14.45 18.57 8.76 13.25 16.74 7.66
W-GDINO (Ours-Baseline) 10.69 13.02 7.83 9.87 12.16 6.71

STPro (Ours) 15.52 19.39 12.69 12.56 14.95 9.29
( +1.07) ( +0.82) ( +3.93) ( -0.69) ( -1.79) ( +1.63)

Table 2. Comparison with existing state-of-the-art weakly-supervised methods on VidSTG dataset. Bold denotes best and underline denotes
second best.

SRM TRM POS m_tIoU m_vIoU vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5

17.97 9.04 11.56 4.57
✓ 20.08 9.99 12.50 5.17
✓ ✓ 20.15 10.40 12.67 5.01
✓ ✓ ✓ 29.40 14.81 21.81 10.26

TRG CG-SCL SA-TCL m_tIoU m_vIoU vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5

17.97 9.04 11.56 4.57
✓ 29.40 14.81 21.81 10.26
✓ ✓ 30.67 15.31 22.84 10.34
✓ ✓ 29.35 17.15 26.55 12.16
✓ ✓ ✓ 30.56 17.56 26.98 12.93

( +12.59) ( +8.52) ( +15.42) ( +8.36)

Table 3. Ablation study on sub-modules of TRG module(upper)
and different components of STPro (lower).

interrogative at mean vIoU.
Comparison with single-stage weakly-supervised Against
single-stage, STPro outperforms previous weakly-supervised
approaches on most of the metrics. On HCSTVG-v1 dataset,
we outperform previous state-of-the-art, VCMA by a margin
of 2.92%, 8.38% and 6.81% on mean vIoU, vIoU@0.3 and
vIoU@0.5 respectively. Against foundation model baseline,
W-GDINO, our model surpasses it by a margin of 8.52%
and 12.59% on HCSTVG-v1 and 10.14% and 15.66% on
HCSTVG-v2 dataset at mean vIoU and tIoU respectively.
This corroborates to the fact that even though foundation
model features are better, our approach boosts the perfor-
mance significantly. VidSTG dataset is an extremely chal-
lenging dataset with less than 2% gain over the recent years.
On VidSTG dataset (Table 2), we show competitive perfor-
mance on VidSTG-Interrogative and outperforms previous
approaches on VidSTG-Declarative.

4.2. Ablation study

We study the effectiveness of different components of STPro
on HCSTVG-v1.

Effectiveness of TRG sub-modules In Table 3, we analyze
the components of TRG, namely, SRM, POS and TRM. SRM
boosts the score by 1% on mean vIoU against W-GDINO
proving it’s discriminative capabilities spatially. Utilizing
POS tags, instead of whole caption boosts the performance
by a margin of 0.41% at mean vIoU. It supports the hypothe-
sis that POS tags indeed helps model attend to target subject
and its attributes. Finally, adding temporal module TRM,
the score further improves by a margin of 4.41% at mean
vIoU. At mean tIoU, the score boost with inclusion of TRM
module is 9.25% proving the effectiveness of TRM being
able to predict accurate timestamps relative to target subject.

Impact of SA-TCL and CG-SCL Table 3 studies the im-
pact of CG-SCL and SA-TCL modules. To begin with,
firstly, TRM outperforms W-GDINO on all metrics. Intro-
ducing SA-TCL boosts the performance by 0.6% at mean
vIoU against TRM and 6.27% against W-GDINO. SA-TCL
boost the mean tIoU by 1.47% on HCSTVG-v1. This shows
increasing composition of action in each curriculum learn-
ing step for temporal grounding helps the model ground
complex action given in textual query. CG-SCL standalone
alongwith TRG improves the mean vIoU by 2.34%. Increas-
ing the difficulty on tubelet congestion improve model’s
spatial discriminatory abilities over time. Combining both
CG-SCL and SA-TCL, we observe a boost of 2.75% and
8.52% on mean vIoU against TRG and W-GIDNO respec-
tively. It proves both modules orthogonally helps TRG to
improve spatio-temporal grounding capability. Furthermore,
STPro is more effective at difficult metrics with 2x and 3x
gains against W-GIDNO at higher metrics vIoU@0.3 and
vIoU@0.5 respectively.

Analysis on stages of Curriculum Learning Fig. 6 shows
increment of score for successive stages of SA-TCL and
CG-SCL.

Qualitative Analysis In Fig. 5, we analyze the performance



Figure 5. Comparison of performance between TRG and STPro with increasing complex query for temporal grounding (left) and increasing
scene complexity (number of tubelets) for spatial grounding (right).

Figure 6. Performance at successive stages of SA-TCL and CG-
SCL.

Temporal Curriculum Learning
Methods tIoU tIoU@0.1 tIoU@0.3 tIoU@0.5

TRM 32.96 77.65 56.95 23.55
Beta-Increment 33.35 77.48 57.29 23.30
Self-Advised 33.41 78.26 57.12 23.73
Sub-Actions (Ours) 33.92 78.77 57.72 24.68

Spatial Curriculum Learning
Methods m_vIoU vIoU@0.1 vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5

SRM + POS 10.40 30.69 12.67 5.00
+ SLF 11.92 33.71 15.26 6.72
+ CGS 11.01 32.41 13.36 5.43
+ (SLF + CGS) 12.61 35.52 16.38 7.33

Table 4. Comparison against different TCL (upper) and SCL (lower)
approaches. TCL and SCL shows performance on standalone tem-
poral and spatial metrics.

Figure 7. Qualitative analysis: Green: ground truth; red:W-
GDINO, and blue: STPro (darker shade represents temporal detec-
tion boundaries). W-GDINO suffers from temporal localization and
imbalanced attention focusing on different subjects throughout the
video. STPro overcomes these limitations and has better overlap
with GT in both scenarios.

comparison between TRG and STPro with increasing chal-
lenges along both spatial and temporal grounding. Fig. 7
shows the effectiveness of our approach qualitatively.

5. Discussion and analysis
Analysis on temporal curriculum For TCL, we look
into three different types of curriculum learning based on

Approach Frame Tubelet m_vIoU vIoU@0.1 vIoU@0.3 vIoU@0.5

TRG ✓ 14.79 48.62 16.72 4.22
TRG ✓ 14.81 37.41 21.81 10.26

STPro ✓ 16.64 53.88 19.48 4.48
STPro ✓ 17.56 41.90 26.98 12.93

Table 5. Comparison between frames and tubelets on TRG module
and STPro (our approach).

CNM[53]: 1) Beta Increment: Increasing distance between
positive and negative sample distribution, 2) Self-Advised:
Use model reconstruction score to do easy to hard reconstruc-
tion, 3) Sub-actions: Learn composition of actions gradually.
In Table 4, we compare on temporal grounding metrics, tIoU.
Sub-actions outperforms other approaches supporting the
hypothesis the model inherently doesn’t have capability of
compositionality understanding. This way of training in-
duces the model with this capability and successively boosts
model performance by 1% on tIoU.
Analysis on spatial curriculum Here, we analyze the im-
pact of SLF and CGS approach on SRM module. Table 4
shows that both SLF and CGS boosts the performance stan-
dalone and jointly when applied in addition with SRM. It
shows that both approaches provide orthogonal information
which increases model’s spatial discriminative ability.
Tubelets vs Frames STPro is a tubelet-based approach.
Here, we ponder over why tubelets are more important
than individual frames for WSTVG task. Table 5 shows
the comparison of performance between utilizing frames vs
tubelets on HCSTVG-v1. The better scores at vIoU@0.1
vs vIoU@0.3/vIoU@0.5 denotes that frame based approach
is taking advantage of spatially overlapping predictions not
localizing the correct thing. This supports the hypothesis
that tubelets helps better spatio-temporal grounding than
individual frames for video tasks.

6. Conclusion

This work addresses the challenging task of Weakly Super-
vised Spatio-Temporal Video Grounding (WSTVG). Lever-
aging recent advances in vision-language foundation mod-
els, we find that simple adaptations fail to provide essential
spatio-temporal grounding. To bridge this gap, we introduce
Tubelet Referral Grounding (TRG), linking textual queries



to tubelets for spatio-temporal predictions. However, TRG
struggles with compositional action understanding and com-
plex scenes. To overcome these, we propose STPro, a pro-
gressive learning framework with two modules: Sub-Action
Temporal Curriculum Learning (SA-TCL) for compositional
action understanding, and Congestion-Guided Spatial Cur-
riculum Learning (CG-SCL) for adapting to complex scenes.
STPro achieves state-of-the-art performance on three bench-
mark datasets, improving by 1.0% on VidSTG-Declarative
and 3.0% on HCSTVG-v1.
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