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Abstract

Estimating motion in videos is an essential computer vi-
sion problem with many downstream applications, includ-
ing controllable video generation and robotics. Current so-
lutions are primarily trained using synthetic data or require
tuning of situation-specific heuristics, which inherently lim-
its these models’ capabilities in real-world contexts. De-
spite recent developments in large-scale self-supervised
learning from videos, leveraging such representations for
motion estimation remains relatively underexplored. In this
work, we develop Opt-CWM, a self-supervised technique
for flow and occlusion estimation from a pre-trained next-
frame prediction model. Opt-CWM works by learning to
optimize counterfactual probes that extract motion informa-
tion from a base video model, avoiding the need for fixed
heuristics while training on unrestricted video inputs. We
achieve state-of-the-art performance for motion estimation
on real-world videos while requiring no labeled data. 1

1. Introduction
The ability to extract scene motion properties such as opti-
cal flow [15, 38], occlusions, point or object tracks [12, 20],
and collisions or other physical events [3, 40] is impor-
tant in video understanding applications such as automated
video filtering [52, 53], action recognition [27, 36] and mo-
tion prediction [6, 51]. Recently, scene motion primitives
have also been shown to be a key ingredient in improving
controllability and consistency in video generation [17] and
play an important role in downstream vision applications in
areas such as robotics [5, 41]. As a result, improving the
estimation of motion is at the forefront of computer vision.

Optical flow and occlusion estimation are two of the
core problems in this domain. The most common approach
to solving optical flow estimation uses supervised learn-
ing from labeled flow data. However, because densely
annotating flow in real-world scenes is prohibitively ex-

*Equal contribution.
1Project website at: https://neuroailab.github.io/opt_

cwm_page/

pensive, supervised flow estimation methods usually rely
on synthetic data [31, 32]. Methods trained on synthetic
data have proven to be robust in real-world video [38, 48].
However, relying on this approach has limited flow estima-
tion methods from taking advantage of recent advances in
self-supervised visual representation learning from massive
video datasets [16, 34, 39] and inherently has to contend
with a sim-to-real domain gap.

In contrast, self-supervised flow methods are typically
based on photometric loss – learning frame-pair feature cor-
respondences to warp pixels from one RGB frame to corre-
sponding locations in future frame states. However, pure
photometric loss is a weak constraint, in part because cor-
respondences are often ill-defined (e.g., on internal portions
of moving objects with homogeneous textures). Existing
state-of-the-art self-supervised motion estimation methods
use various nearest neighbor or clustering procedures [7,
22], or complement photometric loss with strong task-
specific regularizations like smoothness [24, 37]. However,
because these heuristics are often only correct in narrow
scenarios, the performance of such approaches is limited
when the correctness conditions for the heuristic fail.

In this work, we investigate how to extract self-
supervised flow and occlusion estimates without the use of
such heuristics. Our approach is based on Counterfactual
World Modeling (CWM) [4, 42], a recent method that con-
structs zero-shot estimates of visual properties from an un-
derlying pre-trained multi-frame model (Figure 1). CWM
begins with a sparse RGB-conditioned next frame predic-
tor ΨRGB, a two-frame masked autoencoder trained with
a highly asymmetric masking policy [4], in which all the
patches of the first frame, but very few patches of the second
frame, are given to the predictor. To solve this asymmet-
ric prediction problem, ΨRGB must learn to encode scene
dynamics in a small number of patch feature tokens that
effectively factor temporal dynamics from visual appear-
ance. Motion properties can then be extracted from the
base model in a zero-shot fashion via simple “counterfac-
tual probes”. For example, to compute flow from a given
point in the first frame, a perturbation is made to the im-
age at that point, and flow is computed by comparing the

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

19
95

3v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

5 
M

ar
 2

02
5

https://neuroailab.github.io/opt_cwm_page/
https://neuroailab.github.io/opt_cwm_page/


delta between ΨRGB’s prediction on the perturbed (coun-
terfactual) condition with its prediction in the original un-
perturbed (factual) condition (see Figure 1B). Intuitively,
this corresponds to placing a visual marker on the point,
predictively flowing it forward, and then analyzing where
it gets “carried” in the predicted next frame. The CWM
approach circumvents the key limitation of the heuristic-
based methods by replacing situation-specific fixed heuris-
tics (e.g., motion smoothness) with a general purpose pre-
dictive model, defining the quantity of interest (e.g., flow)
as the outcome of probing the model’s predictions [42].

However, while CWM is an intriguing conceptual pro-
posal, it has a substantial drawback: the perturbations that
it relies on are hand-designed, and can be out-of-domain
in real-world video. Perturbations are often not properly
“carried along” with moving objects, resulting in subopti-
mal counterfactual motion extractions (Figure 2B). As a re-
sult, the accuracy of flow extracted from CWM so far has
not surpassed state-of-the-art flow estimation solutions.

Here we present Opt-CWM, a generic solution to this
problem. Opt-CWM consists of two core innovations that
allow us to leverage the advantages of the CWM idea while
making it highly performant in real-world settings. First, we
parameterize a counterfactual perturbation generator with a
learnable neural network (Figure 2A) that can predict per-
turbations specialized for the local appearance of any tar-
get points to be tracked. Second, we develop an approach
for learning this perturbation generator in a principled fash-
ion without relying on any supervision from labeled data or
heuristics. The main insight behind our approach is that the
perturbation generator can be trained by applying a gener-
alization of the asymmetric masking principle used to train
the base model ΨRGB itself. In particular, we connect puta-
tive flow outputs of the parameterized flow prediction func-
tion to a randomly initialized sparse flow-conditioned next-
frame predictor Ψflow and perform joint optimization (Fig-
ure 3) of both Ψflow and the perturbation generator. This
forces Ψflow to predict a future frame based on a present
frame and sparse putative flow, creating an information bot-
tleneck that generates useful gradients back on the pertur-
bation prediction function’s parameters.

We find that Opt-CWM outperforms state-of-the-art self-
supervised motion estimation methods that are purposely
built for this task [24, 35, 37] when evaluated on challeng-
ing real-world benchmarks [12]. We also find that Opt-
CWM can outperform supervised flow methods in a vari-
ety of scenarios, including examples with complex motion
that are difficult to simulate with synthetic data rendering
systems. The success of our approach reveals a promising
direction for future work to achieve scalable counterfactual-
based extraction of a variety of visual properties.

2. Related Work
Supervised flow estimation. Supervised methods like
RAFT [38, 48] approach optical flow as a dense regression
problem and learn from synthetic optical flow datasets [8,
31]. They also typically use task-specific architectures that
are tailor-made for optical flow estimation, with strong in-
ductive biases (e.g., iterative flood-filling) and task-specific
regularizations to ensure learning from limited training
datasets. While these methods show strong performance in
many contexts, their reliance on synthetic supervision and
specialized architectures limits their generalizability. It is
for this reason that our self-supervised Opt-CWM, which
can be trained on unlimited in-the-wild videos, can outper-
form even supervised methods in certain key contexts.
Self-supervised flow with photometric loss. Methods
for self-supervised flow learning [25, 28, 37], such as
SMURF [37], learn dense visual correspondence by opti-
mizing photometric loss. Because of the weakness of pure
photometric loss alone as supervision, these methods rely
on a complex variety of heuristically chosen regulariza-
tion losses (e.g., spatial smoothness of flow, among oth-
ers) to achieve reasonable performance levels. Because
these heuristics need to be tuned in a dataset-specific man-
ner, these methods have failure models in complex dynamic
scenes, especially with variable and large time-frame gaps.
In contrast to these methods, Opt-CWM does not rely on
such heuristics, as the quality of the flow extraction is di-
rectly correlated with the prediction learning objective.
Augmenting self-supervised flow with visual pre-
training. A variety of methods augment photometric-
based self-supervised flow using features derived from self-
supervised visual pre-training [2, 7, 24, 49]. For example,
the recent state-of-the-art Doduo method [24] uses DinoV2
features as a basis on which to compute feature correspon-
dences for downstream photometric loss. This approach al-
lows the extension of these methods to wider video training
datasets (such as Kinetics), and thereby improves perfor-
mance and generalizability. Even when backed by strong
image features, photometric loss is a comparatively weak
constraint, again requiring the use of heuristic regulariz-
ers. Opt-CWM, which again does not use scenario-specific
heuristics, compares favorably to these methods.
Point tracking. Point tracking across multiple frames is a
related problem to flow and occlusion estimation. The ma-
jority of solutions for point tracking are supervised [12, 20]
or semi-supervised [13, 26], and as such are further out of
scope for this work. However, several recent works pro-
pose self-supervised approaches to finding temporal cor-
respondence typically relying on pre-trained representa-
tions [7, 22]. These methods then extract point tracks
through consistency objectives such as cycle consistency
[7, 22, 35] or heuristics like softmax-similarity [43] applied
at the frame pair level. The current state-of-the-art in this
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Figure 1. Extracting flow and occlusion with counterfactual perturbation: (A) CWMs learn to predict the next frame with a temporally
factored masking policy [4]. (B) The motion of a point can be estimated using a simple counterfactual probing program FLOW: the model
predicts the next frame with and without a local perturbation placed on the point, and the difference image between the clean and perturbed
predictions reveals the estimated motion. (C) Occlusion is estimated using a related probe OCC: when the perturbation difference image is
diffuse and low magnitude, that indicates the perturbed point has been occluded.

domain, GRMW [35], the main baseline comparison for our
proposed Opt-CWM, uses cycle consistency to build tracks
based on frame pair-level predictions.
Real-world motion benchmarks. The TAP-Vid bench-
mark [12] provides a critical set of metrics for measuring
the accuracy of motion-estimation systems in real-world
video. This is critical for ensuring that potential advances
in motion estimation are tested against the challenges of
real-world motion complexities, covering scenarios not en-
countered in synthetic benchmarks (e.g., non-rigid, highly
articulated, deformable and breakable objects, fluids, in-
elastic collisions, animate objects, and human interactions).
While originally intended for the supervised point tracking
domain, recent self-supervised tracking works have begun
to utilize TAP-Vid as a main benchmark for motion estima-
tion [24, 35]. In this work, we also follow this practice.

3. Methods
3.1. Counterfactual World Modeling
RGB-Conditioned Next Frame Predictor. We begin by
providing some background on Counterfactual World Mod-
eling (CWM) [4, 42]. The first element of CWM is an
RGB-conditioned next frame predictor ΨRGB, consisting of
an encoder ΨRGB

enc and decoder ΨRGB
dec , similar to a Video-

MAE [39], but trained with a highly asymmetric masking
policy that reveals all patches of the first frame and a small
fraction of patches of the second frame (see Figure 1A).
Specifically, let I1, I2 ∈ R3×H×W be two frame pairs in a
video, and define Mα as a masking function that randomly
masks some fraction, α, of patches in an image. Given a
fully visible first frame I1 and a partially visible second
frame Mα(I2), ΨRGB is trained to predict I2 by minimizing

L = MSE(Î2, I2), where Î2 = ΨRGB
(
I1,Mα(I2)

)
. (1)

Here we train CWM with α = 0.1 on the Kinetics
dataset [27] with a frame gap of 150ms. (See the supple-

ment for more details.) As shown in [4], the asymmet-
ric masking training policy forces ΨRGB to separate scene
appearance—which is wholly available in the first frame—
from scene dynamics, the information of which is now con-
centrated in the sparse set of visible next frame patches. In
other words, ΨRGB is “temporally factored”.
Motion Estimation. Because it induces strong dependence
on the appearance and position of the revealed patches from
I1 and I2, temporal factoring allows the extraction of visual
structure through applying counterfactual probes: small
changes to the appearance or the position of visible patches.
By measuring the predictor’s response to these counterfac-
tuals, we can easily extract useful information like object
motion, segments, or shape from its representation [4]. As
shown in Figure 1B, using the FLOW procedure, a colored
patch is placed on a moving object and its motion can be de-
termined by finding its location in the predicted frame. To
track some pixel location p1 = (row1, col1) from one frame
to the next, input image I1 is perturbed by adding a colored
patch δ at pixel location p1 to create the counterfactual input
image I ′1 = I1 + δ. Then, the next frames with and without
the counterfactual perturbation are predicted:

Î ′2 = ΨRGB
(
I1 + δ,Mα(I2)

)
= ΨRGB

(
I ′1,Mα(I2)

)
,

Î2 = ΨRGB
(
I1,Mα(I2)

)
.

(2)

Subtracting these two predicted frames and taking an L1-
norm across the color channels produces the difference im-
age ∆ = |Î ′2 − Î2|c1. Finally, the next-frame pixel location
p̂2 can be computed by finding the peak in the difference
image: p̂2 = argmax∆.
Occlusion. The OCC procedure is identical to FLOW up
to computation of the difference image ∆ (See Figure 1).
However, if a patch in the first frame gets occluded in the
second frame, the response to the perturbation in the dif-
ference image ∆ will be small in magnitude and diffuse in
shape. Applying a simple threshold to the maximum value
of ∆ allows us to determine occlusion.
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Figure 2. Parameterizing the counterfactual intervention policy as an input-conditioned function. (A) Building on a pre-trained
RGB-conditioned predictor ΨRGB, Opt-CWM uses an image-conditioned perturbation prediction function δθ containing a small MLPθ . As
illustrated in B, δθ can learn to predict image-conditioned perturbations that blend naturally with the underlying scene, potentially allowing
for the perturbation to be accurately carried over to the next frame prediction. But how should the parameters of δθ be learned to achieve
this, without any flow supervision labels? See Figure 3.

3.2. Optimizing Counterfactual Perturbations
The problem with hand-designed perturbations. While
fixed hand-designed perturbations (e.g., colored squares)
can sometimes be effective in probing motion with ΨRGB,
they are often suboptimal–both because they are out of
domain for the base predictor and, by being image- and
position-independent, can be unsuited to the local image
context. Anecdotally, this results in visually obvious failure
cases such as the perturbation not moving with the object or
being suppressed entirely.

Using the challenging Tap-Vid benchmark (see Section
4 for more details), we empirically quantified that the orig-
inal fixed hand-designed perturbations are insufficient for
self-supervised motion estimation performance (see CWM
results in Table 1). The main requirement for a “good”
perturbation is thus that it be sufficiently in-distribution
and image-position specific to cause meaningful context-
dependent changes for probing the base predictor. But how
can perturbations be redesigned for this purpose? Our so-
lution has two basic novel components: parameterizing
an image-conditioned counterfactual generator as a differ-
entiable function; and formulating a general-purpose self-
supervised loss objective for learning the counterfactual
generation function parameters.

3.2.1. Parameterized Perturbations
We re-formulate the motion extraction procedure from Sec-
tion 3.1 to make it a parameterized differentiable function
and introduce the functional form of a sum of colored Gaus-
sians as a natural perturbation class. (See Figure 2A)

Let FLOWθ : (I1, I2, p1) 7→ φ̂ be a per-pixel motion es-
timation function with learnable parameters θ that takes
an image pair (I1, I2) and a pixel location p1 in I1 and
outputs the predicted flow φ̂ = p̂2 − p1. Here, p̂2 is
the estimated second frame pixel location. The proce-
dure FLOWθ involves multiple components: the counterfac-
tual perturbation function, δθ(I1,Mα(I2), p1), which now
produces variable counterfactual perturbations as a func-
tion of the frame pair and pixel location (as opposed to a

fixed perturbation δ, used in the standard CWM); the pre-
trained, frozen, RGB-conditioned predictor, ΨRGB, as uti-
lized within the FLOWθ program; and a “softargmax” mod-
ule to predict a pixel location using a differentiable approx-
imation to the argmax function.
Gaussian Perturbations. We choose to parameterize
the counterfactual perturbations as Gaussians because this
function class presents a natural method of forming in-
domain counterfactual input images. To compute the Gaus-
sian parameters for a given counterfactual perturbation, we
use the encoder of the RGB-conditioned predictor, ΨRGB

enc .
This outputs a sequence of feature tokens from its last trans-
former block, which encode global and local scene con-
tent for each patch and thus form a natural basis from
which Gaussian parameters can be computed using a shal-
low MLP. Given a pixel location p1, we find its correspond-
ing patch embedding token, tp1 , and use it as an input to an
MLP that outputs a parameter vector which is in turn used
to compute the Gaussian perturbation:

tp1
= ΨRGB

enc (I1,Mα(I2))p1

δθ(I1,Mα(I2), p1) = Gaussian (MLPθ (tp1
))

(3)

Then, FLOWθ computes the difference image, ∆, similar to
the FLOW program, using Î ′2 = ΨRGB

(
I1 + δθ,Mα(I2)

)
.

Because FLOWθ needs to be differentiable, we use a soft-
argmax over ∆ in place of an argmax to estimate p̂2.
Softargmax Module. We follow the softargmax for-
mulation proposed in [46] to differentiably approximate
the argmax function. Given a difference image, ∆ =
|Î ′2 − Î2|c1, we first apply a temperature-scaled 2D soft-
max and then take the expectation according to that soft-
max to find the predicted second frame pixel location p̂2 =
Ep2∼softmax(∆/τ)[p2]. The predicted flow is then computed
as φ̂ = p̂2 − p1.

3.2.2. Learning Optimized Counterfactuals
Now that the perturbation generator has been parameter-
ized, the question arises: how can its parameters be learned?
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Figure 3. A generic principle for learning optimal counterfactuals. A) The parameterized counterfactual flow function FLOWθ extracts
motion from a frozen RGB-conditioned predictor ΨRGB through counterfactual perturbation (details in Figure 2). Its parameters θ are
trained using gradients from a flow-conditioned predictor Ψflow

η that is jointly trained to perform next-frame prediction. The predictor
Ψflow can only learn to predict future frames if it is given correct flow vectors. This explicit information bottleneck ensures useful gradients
will get passed back to FLOWθ . This setup allows us to get better extractions from a pre-trained ΨRGB predictor by training another
flow-conditoned predictor Ψflow using the same principle of next-frame prediction. (B) As a consequence of tight coupling between
the flow-conditioned predictor Ψflow and the learned flow estimation function FLOWθ , both motion estimation and pixel reconstruction
simultaneously improve.

What type of self-supervised objective will cause the per-
turbation generator function to be properly context-specific
and result in accurate flow vectors? Our main insight is that
this problem can be “bootstrapped” in a robust fashion by
generalizing the sparse asymmetric mask learning paradigm
to encompass a coupled and mixed-mode RGB-Flow pre-
diction problem without using labeled data (see Figure 3).
Specifically, we jointly train the parameterized counterfac-
tual motion prediction function, FLOWθ, which estimates a
set of flow vectors; together with a sparse flow-conditioned
predictor, Ψflow, which takes a single frame along with
sparse flow vectors to predict the next frame. We constrain
FLOWθ by passing its outputs as inputs to Ψflow and train-
ing end-to-end using final RGB reconstruction loss on the
predictions of Ψflow. As Ψflow has no access to any RGB
patches from the second frame I2, it is only if the putative
flows are actually correct that it be possible for Ψflow to
use them for minimizing next-frame reconstruction loss.

Specifically, given an image pair (I1, I2), we estimate
the motion for a set of pixels P = {p(1)1 , p

(2)
1 , . . . , p

(n)
1 } us-

ing FLOWθ, obtaining a set of estimated forward flow vec-
tors F̂ = {φ̂(1), φ̂(2), . . . , φ̂(n)}. Let Ψflow

η :
(
I1, F̂

)
7→ Î2

be a flow-conditioned next frame predictor with parameters
η that takes the first frame RGB input I1 and predicts the
next frame Î2, conditioned on the flow input F̂ . We jointly
optimize θ and η, by minimizing minθ,η LMSE(Î2, I2). Fig-
ure 3B shows that optimizing end-to-end reconstruction
couples tightly to upstream flow accuracy, as required for
effective bootstrapping.
Additional Enhancements. A simple random masking

strategy may inadvertently reveal the ground truth RGB at
the next frame location we are trying to predict for a par-
ticular point. In this event, the model will not carry over
the counterfactual perturbation to the future frame, lead-
ing to an erroneous flow prediction. A simple yet effec-
tive inference-time solution is multi-mask (MM), in which
we apply multiple random masks and average across the re-
sulting delta images to reduce the influence of sub-optimal
masks. Following prior work [15, 23], we also perform an
iterative multiscale refinement of flow predictions by recur-
sively applying FLOWθ to smaller crops centered on the pre-
dicted point location, p̂2 of the previous iteration. We ob-
serve that FLOWθ is able to generate good initial flow pre-
dictions, and thus benefits from refinement (Table 2).

4. Experiments

4.1. Evaluation Protocol

Our main datasets for evaluation are TAP-Vid DAVIS and
TAP-Vid Kinetics [12], the DAVIS [33] and Kinetics [27]
datasets with human point track annotations, along with the
synthetic Kubric [19] dataset. For TAP-Vid Kinetics and
TAP-Vid Kubric, we randomly sample 30 videos (the same
size as TAP-Vid DAVIS) for the evaluation. We run exper-
iments on two distinct protocols aimed at measuring per-
formance under various settings. For flow methods without
an existing implementation of occlusion prediction, we use
cycle consistency: occlusion is the event of inconsistency
between forward and backward predictions greater than 6
pixels.



Method
DAVIS Kinetics Kubric

AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑ AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑ AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑

TAP-Vid CFG

S RAFT [38] 69.69 1.43 83.83 81.98 46.08 79.01 0.86 87.59 92.73 49.49 73.38 1.24 83.73 91.00 63.17

SEA-RAFT [48] 69.89 1.44 84.82 82.00 47.52 75.12 1.07 85.82 88.90 39.42 77.53 1.00 87.02 92.50 68.65

U† Doduo [24] 25.61 1.61 72.56 37.49 22.59 35.26 1.19 77.62 43.00 11.63 56.57 1.74 68.63 87.26 55.01

U SMURF [37] 65.75 2.40 79.45 82.26 42.65 78.76 0.97 87.16 93.13 47.69 69.05 1.59 82.38 90.84 53.49

CWM [4, 42] 27.56 4.65 38.55 88.90 5.41 34.00 3.93 43.37 95.17 5.95 30.72 4.05 42.33 88.44 4.27

Opt-CWM (ours) 69.53 1.19 83.15 88.85 44.17 75.98 1.01 84.31 96.34 58.61 70.70 1.26 82.78 90.31 57.30

TAP-Vid First — Main Benchmark

S RAFT [38] 41.77 25.33 54.37 66.40 56.12 44.02 19.49 56.76 75.86 72.00 69.80 5.51 80.56 87.75 68.48

SEA-RAFT [48] 43.41 20.18 58.69 66.34 56.23 39.27 24.28 52.63 71.25 69.19 75.64 4.74 85.12 90.07 73.80

U† Doduo [24] 23.34 13.41 48.50 47.91 49.43 14.65 16.04 45.84 45.96 53.94 51.85 5.67 64.17 82.65 61.97

U GMRW [35] 36.47 20.26 54.59 76.36 42.85 25.70 27.65 41.63 71.33 31.68 67.50‡ 3.16‡ 81.74‡ 89.36‡ 35.14‡

SMURF [37] 30.64 27.28 44.18 59.15 46.91 36.99 28.73 48.52 70.42 64.73 63.47 6.71 78.78 87.07 58.60

CWM [4, 42] 15.00 23.53 26.30 76.63 18.22 14.84 30.96 25.00 70.90 16.79 26.54 11.81 39.35 84.14 13.70

Opt-CWM (ours) 47.53 8.73 64.83 80.87 60.74 44.85 13.44 57.74 84.12 77.84 67.61 4.57 80.01 87.95 67.13

Table 1. Quantitative results on TAP-Vid First and CFG protocols. In the First protocol, a point is tracked from when it is first visible to
the end of the video, which requires estimating motion across large frame gaps. Opt-CWM outperforms both supervised and unsupervised
two-frame baselines. In the CFG protocol, point tracking is evaluated at fixed gaps of 5 frames, making it an easier setting that is more
favorable to optical flow methods. “S” and “U” indicate supervised and unsupervised, respectively. Doduo is not strictly unsupervised, as
explained in Section 4.1. GMRW is trained on the Kubric dataset, (marked with ‡), making it a more favorable evaluation setting for that
method because of the minimal domain gap. Best performing supervised models (shaded) are considered separately.

Models that can accept variable resolution inputs are run
with the resolution closest to native that can be fit into mem-
ory, ensuring that each is run optimally. Metrics for both
procedures are always computed after rescaling predictions
to 256× 256 resolution, following [35].
TAP-Vid First. Following the TAP-Vid First protocol pro-
posed in [12], for each point, we take the frame in which
it is first visible and track its motion only forward in time.
This is a challenging setting as it involves tracking points
across variable and often large frame gaps.
TAP-Vid Constant Frame Gap (CFG). For fair compar-
ison with optical flow models, we also propose an addi-
tional protocol with fixed frame gaps that is more advanta-
geous for these baselines (see supplementary for the effect
of frame gap on flow baselines). In particular, a fixed 5-
frame gap is used: metrics are computed on all frame pairs
that are 5 frames apart (and the point is visible in the first).
Metrics. We use the official metrics from the TAP-Vid
evaluation protocol [12]: 1) Average Jaccard (AJ), a preci-
sion metric measuring a combination of point tracking and
occlusion prediction; 2) Average Distance (AD) between
the estimated pixel and ground truth locations; 3) < δxavg,
which measures the average percentage of points predicted
correctly within a variety of pixel distance thresholds; and
4) Occlusion Accuracy (OA), the fraction of points correctly
predicted as either occluded or visible. Additionally, to ac-

count for the relative lack of occlusion events in the dataset,
we also evaluate 5) Occlusion F1 (OF1), which computes
the F1 score of the occlusion predictions.

4.2. Baselines

Our evaluation protocol requires tracking points in videos
through occlusion by finding temporal correspondence:
given a frame pair, determine where the point went or
whether it was occluded. Therefore, the appropriate base-
lines are supervised and self-supervised optical flow meth-
ods, and self-supervised temporal correspondence methods.
We run the following baselines:

CWM [4, 42] represents motion estimated through
counterfactual extractions with a fixed perturbation and
without additional enhancements. This comparison illus-
trates the significant performance gains over prior CWM
works. We present a detailed ablation analysis in Sec-
tion 4.3.

GMRW [35] is a recent self-supervised approach to
video correspondence. The transformer-based architecture
is trained on cycle consistency using contrastive random
walks. GMRW is designed for temporal correspondence-
based long-range tracking and is the SOTA baseline for
comparison on TAP-Vid First.

SMURF [37] is an unsupervised method specifically de-
signed for optical flow estimation. This work tailors the
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison with baselines on real-world videos. The above examples show the failure modes of previous methods
that rely on visual similarity or photometric loss. We observe that the baseline models struggle against subtle but functionally important
changes in largely homogeneous scenes depicting objects of similar color and texture ((a) - (e)). Further, the use of photometric loss in
self-supervised methods such as SMURF can also be susceptible to differences in light intensity across frame pairs ((f) - (h)). Opt-CWM,
however, relies on a holistic understanding of scene transformations and object dynamics and is able to find correspondence without
arbitrary heuristics.

RAFT [38] architecture so it can be trained using opti-
cal flow-specific heuristic losses like photometric loss and
smoothness regularization. SMURF specializes in estimat-
ing motion in consecutive frames, with models trained on
KITTI, Sintel, and FlyingChairs.

Doduo [24] is a method for finding dense correspon-
dence across images trained on unlabeled, in-the-wild
videos from Youtube-VOS [50]. It uses photometric losses
and leverages the DINO [9] encoder for incorporating
sparse correspondence priors. Doduo is not strictly unsuper-
vised, as it uses off-the-shelf Mask2Former segments [11].

SEA-RAFT [48] is a supervised flow method that builds
upon the original RAFT [38] by adding additional pretrain-
ing on TartanAir [47], a novel mixture of Laplace loss, and
improved initialization of the flow estimation.

Evaluation results on TAP-Vid First and CFG are pre-
sented in Table 1. Our best-performing model accepts 512
resolution inputs and is evaluated with 10 multi-masks and
4 multiscale iterations (see Section 3.2.2). On TAP-Vid
First, Opt-CWM outperforms all baselines on all metrics. In
particular, Opt-CWM greatly improves upon AD, demon-
strating robustness even in difficult (though more realistic)
cases with long frame gaps or high motion. On the CFG
protocol, which is favorable to flow methods, Opt-CWM
either outperforms or is competitive with the best unsuper-

vised models, especially on DAVIS. Additionally, in Figure
4, we show qualitative comparisons between methods. As
expected, the baselines struggle with videos violating the
heuristic assumptions for which they were optimized, e.g.,
photometric similarity. Our experiments on the synthetic
Kubric dataset [19], which more similar to synthetic optical
flow training datasets and therefore more favorable to meth-
ods trained on such data, demonstrate that Opt-CWM has
the best performance in this out of domain scenario among
models that were not trained on Kubric data. Further Opt-
CWM qualitative examples can be found in the supplement.

4.3. Ablation and Analysis

Optimizing Counterfactuals. We compare Opt-CWM
with a spectrum of types of hard-coded perturbations, repre-
senting various forms of unoptimized CWM baseline, and
find that learned interventions perform substantially better
(see Table 2). This demonstrates not only that the CWM
framework is highly effective at unsupervised motion es-
timation, but also that optimizing counterfactual perturba-
tions is critical for good performance. The highly image-
dependent nature of the optimal predicted perturbations is
illustrated in Figure 5, which shows variations in Gaus-
sian parameters of the perturbation as a function of where
the perturbation is to be placed in the image. As shown
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Figure 5. Perturbation maps emergently reflect scene properties. For two example frame pairs, we show the amplitudes and standard
deviations, at each spatial position and for each color channel, of the optimal Gaussian perturbations predicted by MLPθ . These “perturba-
tion maps” emergently reflect scene properties, with perturbation parameters varying in size and magnitude depending on where they are
located in the image, corresponding to the presence of foreground objects and their parts.

Type MM MS Res. AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑

learned 10 4 512 47.53 8.73 64.83 80.87 60.74
learned 1 4 512 42.85 9.82 59.72 78.55 60.20
learned 10 0 512 32.71 11.98 49.20 79.28 41.45
learned 3 2 512 40.51 9.72 58.57 80.34 50.06

red square 3 2 512 21.37 18.25 36.31 75.38 27.21
green square 3 2 512 30.44 12.72 47.37 76.89 19.10

learned 3 2 256 37.00 11.62 52.82 81.10 57.84
learned 1 0 256 21.85 20.55 34.34 78.03 53.10

red square 1 0 256 15.00 23.53 26.30 76.63 18.22
green square 1 0 256 19.91 19.61 32.73 78.31 36.53

Table 2. Ablation analysis TAP-Vid DAVIS First protocol. We
evaluate multi-mask (MM) and multiscale (MS), in addition to
comparing our optimized perturbations (“learned”) with the fixed
ones (“red square”/“green square”) [4, 42]. MM and MS columns
indicate the number of masking or zooming iterations. We observe
a clear improvement on all metrics, highlighting the need for be-
spoke, in-distribution counterfactual perturbations, multi-mask in-
ference and multi-scale refinement.

in the supplement, this scene-dependent perturbation is an
emergent result of our training procedure that directly con-
tributes to improvements in flow predictions.
Resolution and additional refinements. In Table 2, we
also observe that models with a larger input resolution out-
perform those with a smaller one, and that our multi-mask
inference (MM) and multiscale refinement (MS) procedures
significantly improve performance.

4.4. Distillation into a RAFT architecture

RAFT, SEA-RAFT, and SMURF use a highly efficient but
special-purpose flow architecture, rather than large gen-
eral purpose ViTs [14]. To isolate the effect of this spe-
cific architecture design, we train a RAFT-type architecture
with pseudo-labels generated by Opt-CWM. Specifically,
we take a frame pair for each clip pseudo-label the motion
for 1% of the pixels, and train a SEA-RAFT architecture
on this pseudo-labeled dataset. We present our findings in
Table 3, and find that this distilled model outperforms the
equivalent self-supervised baseline SMURF and is competi-
tive with the supervised techniques. This outcome pinpoints
that the core reason for Opt-CWM’s improved performance
is our contribution of the novel optimized counterfactual ex-

traction scheme, and the flexible ability to train on unre-
stricted data that this approach enables, rather than the ViT
architecture as such.

Method DAVIS

AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑

TAP-Vid CFG

S RAFT [38] 69.69 1.43 83.83 81.98 46.08

SEA-RAFT [48] 69.89 1.44 84.82 82.00 47.52

U SMURF [37] 65.75 2.40 79.45 82.26 42.65

Opt-CWM 69.53 1.19 83.15 88.85 44.17
Opt-CWM Distilled 70.51 1.30 82.11 88.05 55.04

TAP-Vid First — Main Benchmark

S RAFT [38] 41.77 25.33 54.37 66.40 56.12
SEA-RAFT [48] 43.41 20.18 58.69 66.34 56.23

U SMURF [37] 30.64 27.28 44.18 59.15 46.91

Opt-CWM 47.53 8.73 64.83 80.87 60.74
Opt-CWM Distilled 44.05 17.49 57.93 69.75 60.72

Table 3. Opt-CWM Distillation Results. To obtain fast test-time
inference with a small model, we distill Opt-CWM into the smaller
and more efficient SEA-RAFT architecture by sparsely pseudo-
labeling Kinetics with Opt-CWM. This approach outpeforms the
self-supervised SMURF and is competitive with the supervised
RAFT models, while requiring no labeled training data.

5. Conclusion & Future Work
We have demonstrated the effectiveness of Opt-CWM in
understanding motion concepts, achieving state-of-the-art
performance on real-world benchmarks. Our paper takes
an essential first step in demonstrating the potential of op-
timized counterfactuals for probing pre-trained video pre-
dictors. Opt-CWM paves the way for the next generation
of scalable self-supervised point trackers, with potential ex-
tensions by training multi-frame predictors, scaling training
data, or using different base predictor architectures like au-
toregressive generative video models. Equally importantly,
our twin techniques of parameterizing the input-conditioned
counterfactual generator and bootstrapping the learning of
the generator parameters with end-to-end sparse prediction



loss are generic and not flow-specific—and may thus be
extensible to optimizing highly performant CWM-style ex-
traction of a wide variety of visual quantities, including ob-
ject segments, depth maps, and 3D shape [4, 42].
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A. Implementation Details

A.1. Architecture Details

A.1.1. ΨRGB

The input video is first divided into non-overlapping spa-
tiotemporal patches of size 8 × 8, with a subset of patches
masked. Unlike MAE, we train with both revealed in-
put patches and mask tokens provided to the encoder. We
train with the ViT-B architecture [21] with each transformer
block consisting of a multi-head self-attention block and
an MLP block, both using LayerNorm (LN). The CWM
decoder has the same architecture as the encoder. Each
spatiotemporal patch has a learnable positional embedding
which is added to both the encoder and decoder inputs.
CWM does not use relative position or layer scaling [1, 21].
Please refer to [4, 42] for more details on the architecture
Default settings We show the default pre-training settings
in Table 4. CWM does not use color jittering, drop path,
or gradient clip. Following ViT’s official code, Xavier uni-
form is used to initialize all transformer blocks. The learn-
able masked token is initialized as a zero tensor. Following
MAE, we use the linear lr scaling rule: lr = base lr ×
batch size / 256 [21].

Table 4. Default pre-training setting of CWM

config value

optimizer AdamW [30]
base learning rate 1.5e-4
weight decay 0.05
optimizer momentum β1, β2 = 0.9, 0.95 [10]
accumulative batch size 4096
learning rate schedule cosine decay [29]
warmup epochs [18] 40
total epochs 800
flip augmentation no
augmentation MultiScaleCrop [44]

A.1.2. Ψflow

The architecture of the flow-conditioned predictor, Ψflow,
is a vision transformer with 16 layers and 132M parameters.
Input images are resized to 224x224, and the patch size is 8.
Sinusoidal positional encodings are used. For the encoder,
the embedding dimension is 768, and 12 attention heads are
used. For the decoder, the embedding dimension is 384, and
6 attention heads are used.

This model has two parallel “streams”, the first of which
takes RGB input and the second of which takes sparse flow,
concatenated with RGB (which is masked to have the same
sparsity as the flow), as input. All RGB inputs are from the
first frame only; this requires the model to depend solely on
flow to modify the RGB and predict the next frame.

Mask Type Train % Test % AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑
tube 55-55 0-90 23.94 15.61 36.90 72.19 52.36
tube 75-75 0-90 22.55 15.86 39.63 58.20 52.27
tube 90-90 0-90 15.23 18.57 32.12 51.98 49.20
random 75-75 0-90 29.09 14.64 42.57 73.51 57.06
random 75-75 0-75 34.06 12.79 47.54 76.07 60.81
random 0-90 0-90 37.00 11.62 52.82 81.10 57.80

Table 5. Ablation analysis of training-time masking pol-
icy on TAP-Vid DAVIS First. We train ΨRGB with different
non-temporally factored masking policies more similar to Video-
MAE [39, 45]. The notation of 55-55 indicates 55% of patches
are masked in the first frame and 55% are masked in the second
frame. Tube masking selects patches at the same spatial location
over time, whereas random independently samples patches in each
frame. MAE-style masking during training is strictly worse than
the temporally-factored masking policy we use as the standard in
this paper (shown for reference in the bottom row). All experi-
ments here use 256x256 resolution, MM-3 and MS-2.

The transformer architecture then applies self-attention
to each stream and cross-attention between streams. The
encoder has 12 layers, split into three groups of 4. In each
group, there is one layer with self attention on each stream
and cross attention from each stream to the other, followed
by three layers with only self-attention on the first stream.
The decoder has 4 layers; the first applies self-attention to
each stream and cross-attention from each stream to the
other; the second applies self-attention to the first stream
and cross-attention from the second stream to the first; and
the final two only apply self-attention to the first stream.

A.2. Training Details
A.2.1. ΨRGB

We train CWM at 256 resolution for 800 epochs and fine-
tune at 512 resolution for 100 epochs by interpolating the
positional embeddings. It takes approximately 4 days to
train 800 epochs on a TPU v5-128 pod. We pre-train CWM
on the Kinetics-400 dataset [27], without requiring any spe-
cialized temporal downsampling.

Applying the temporal masking strategy, i.e. fully re-
vealing the first frame and partially revealing the second
frame, during the pre-training of ΨRGB contributes signif-
icantly to downstream flow prediction quality, compared to
the baseline Video-MAE-style masking policies (Table 5).
The asymmetry forces ΨRGB to separate scene appearance
from dynamics, as discussed in Section 3.1 in the main text.

A.2.2. Ψflow and FLOWθ

We train Ψflow and FLOWθ jointly using an AdamW opti-
mizer with weight decay of 0.05, betas of (0.9, 0.95), and a
learning rate schedule with max learning rate 1.875×10−5,
40 warmup epochs (10% of total training epochs), and co-
sine decay. We used a batch size of 32.



Figure 6. < δavg broken down across thresholds (x-axis). Frac-
tion of points with error less than a fixed threshold, as a function
of number of multiscale (MS) iterations, for pixel thresholds 1, 2,
4, 8, and 16. We find that 4 zoom iterations tends to perform the
best, especially for robustness on difficult examples (evidenced by
better performance on higher thresholds).

A.3. Inference Techniques
A.3.1. Multi-Mask
In the process of computing flows in FLOWθ, at inference
time, we take an argmax over the difference between the
predicted next frame with and without the counterfactual
perturbation. This difference image, ∆, depends on the
choice of the random mask as this mask is used by ΨRGB

for the next-frame reconstruction. As discussed in the main
text, if a random mask reveals patches too close to where the
perturbation should be reconstructed, the predictor ΨRGB

may not reconstruct the perturbation properly, and the dif-
ference image will be noisy and diffuse, preventing the
model from accurately predicting the next-frame location.
Additionally, the reconstructed pixels will not necessarily
be the same across different random samplings of visible
patches, which may add random noise to the difference im-
age. Both of these issues are ameliorated by our multi-mask
technique, in which we compute difference images for a va-
riety of sampled random masks (we found 10 to be a good
number of masks for multi-masking), average over the dif-
ference images, and then take the argmax of this averaged
∆avg to compute next-frame location for determining flow.

A.3.2. Multiscale
Multiscale refinement of the original flow prediction im-
proves Opt-CWM’s performance, as observed in Figure 6.
Given an input frame pair and an initial flow prediction, we
perform iterative multiscaling through the following proce-
dure. At each “zoom iteration”, we take a 0.75H × 0.75W

Masking Ratio AJ ↑ AD ↓ < δxavg ↑ OA ↑ OF1 ↑

50% 42.78 10.52 58.78 79.18 60.68
60% 43.28 10.12 59.56 80.33 60.80
70% 43.25 9.72 59.95 81.24 59.68
80% 42.68 9.44 59.76 81.64 57.53
85% 41.99 9.57 59.58 80.92 54.06
90% (Ref.) 40.51 9.72 58.57 80.34 50.06
95% 37.68 10.57 55.87 79.63 45.00
98% 32.85 13.15 50.48 78.19 41.42

Table 6. Ablation analysis of test-time masking policy on TAP-
Vid DAVIS First. We evaluate a 512 resolution ΨRGB across vari-
ous masking ratios for the second frame using the MM-3 and MS-2
setting. The standard masking ratio for all results in this work is
included as 90% (Ref.) in this table.

crop of the input frames with original height H and width
W . We center the second frame crop on the location pre-
dicted by the previous iteration.

The transformer-based architecture of the next frame
predictor ΨRGB imposes a limit to the input resolution,
which may occasionally prevent small objects or minute
features of the input frame from being accurately recon-
structed in great detail. Multiscale refinement of the ini-
tial flow prediction can be greatly beneficial under these cir-
cumstances. However, Figure 6 suggests that the improve-
ment is not monotonic; indeed, excessive cropping may lead
to the loss of global context that is necessary to accurately
reconstruct the scene. Opt-CWM is run on 4 zoom itera-
tions, which we have empirically found to be optimal.

A.3.3. Occlusion Estimation
The difference image ∆ can also be used to predict whether
a visible point becomes occluded in the next frame. Con-
ceptually, as described in Section 3 in the main text, when
a point becomes occluded, the counterfactual perturbation
placed on the object should not be reconstructed in the sec-
ond frame. Thus, while we take argmax ∆ to compute flow,
we can instead use max∆ as a signal for occlusion. In par-
ticular, we compare max∆ to some threshold tocc to predict
occlusion (i.e., we consider the model to have predicted that
a point becomes occluded if and only if max∆ < tocc).

In the multi-masking setting with 10 masking iterations,
we have 10 difference images: ∆1, ∆2, ..., ∆10. Instead
of thresholding the average, ∆avg, we can get an improved
signal by considering max∆i for each i = 1, ..., 10. In this
setting, we found that checking 1

10

∑10
i=1 max∆i < 0.05

provided a good signal for predicting occlusion, and this
prediction criterion is what was evaluated in the OA and
OF1 metrics of Table 1 in the main paper.

B. Additional Quantitative Results
B.1. Masking Ratio at Inference
The amount of next-frame information to provide ΨRGB

when making counterfactual predictions is an important hy-



perparameter for downstream performance. Intuitively, de-
creasing the masking ratio (i.e. revealing more next-frame
patches) will improve reconstruction quality. This can im-
prove flow prediction by focusing the source of noise in
the delta image on the carried over perturbation (and not
on spurious noise induced by poor reconstruction quality).
On the other hand, revealing too many patches may uncover
the ground truth appearance of the perturbed patch in the
next frame, in which case the perturbation will not be re-
constructed at all. We investigate this tradeoff in Table 6.

B.2. Performance as a Function of Frame Gap
Figure 7 compares flow estimation performance as a func-
tion of frame gap for Opt-CWM and three baselines. Opt-
CWM and Doduo maintain performance as frame gap
increases more than SEA-RAFT or SMURF. Doduo is
trained on larger frame gaps (1-3 seconds) than SEA-RAFT,
SMURF, or Opt-CWM (< 500ms), which accounts for its
strong performance as frame gap increases. Despite this
difference, Opt-CWM is competitive with Doduo on larger
frame gaps. TAP-Vid First results are averaged over frame
gaps ranging from 1 to the length of the clip (which can
extend up to 50-100 frames depending on the video), and
Opt-CWM significantly outperforms Doduo on all metrics.
Larger frame gaps often entail greater magnitudes of object
and camera motion, and therefore Opt-CWM’s high perfor-
mance as evidenced in Figure 7 suggests a robustness to
challenging scene dynamics.

B.3. Precision Analysis
Figure 8 attempts to explain the high performance of Opt-
CWM on TAP-Vid First through a similar analysis done in
Section A.3.2. Our best-performing model (with optimal
inference-time configurations) is able to predict the next
frame location within 16 pixels of the ground truth for over
85% of the total number of visible points. Unlike baseline
models, Opt-CWM is able to predict most points within a
reasonable boundary. Further, Opt-CWM predictions are
precise; it predicts the majority of the query points within 2
pixels of the ground truth. While SEA-RAFT, which is su-
pervised, is also precise for lower thresholds, the magnitude
of the error for wrong predictions is evidently higher, as its
performance quickly plateaus for higher thresholds.

As discussed in Section 4 in the main paper, we further
evaluate on a custom constant-frame gap protocol (CFG)
for fairer comparison with optical flow baselines. As shown
here in Figure 9, all models improve significantly under this
less challenging setup. In particular, optical flow baselines
exhibit strong sub pixel precision. However, we see that in
general, compared to self-supervised baselines, Opt-CWM
make reasonable predictions of a point’s next frame loca-
tion more often, at a rate comparable to the fully supervised
SEA-RAFT.

B.4. Perturbation Across Epochs
The performance of FLOWθ is greatly dependent on the
quality of its learned Gaussian perturbations. In Figure 10,
we see that the appearance of the perturbation evolves
alongside the training of Opt-CWM. As the perturbation
converges into an optimal patch bespoke for the input frame,
the quality of the flow prediction improves in tandem.
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Figure 7. Model comparison as a function of frame gap. Higher frame gaps present harder flow estimation problems due to including
more motion, as reflected by improved performance across models in lower frame gap settings. Opt-CWM and Doduo perform better
as frame gap increases, in contrast to optical flow methods SEA-RAFT and SMURF which decay in performance as motion magnitude
increases, especially on the AD metric.
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Figure 8. TAP-Vid First: comparing baseline models on < δavg

broken down across thresholds (x-axis). Fraction of points with
error less than a fixed threshold, as a function of baseline model.
Compared to baseline models, Opt-CWM maintains high perfor-
mance on all thresholds even when making predictions across
large frame gaps, as is necessary for TAP-Vid First.
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Figure 9. TAP-Vid CFG: comparing baseline models on < δavg

broken down across thresholds (x-axis). Fraction of points with
error less than a fixed threshold, as a function of baseline model.
For fair comparison, we also evaluate on a constant frame gap
setting that is more favorable to optical flow baselines. While
baseline methods show strong performance for very low thresh-
olds (< 2 pixels), we see that in general Opt-CWM outperforms
self-supervised methods and is comparable with SEA-RAFT in
predicting more points within a reasonable boundary.
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Figure 10. Evolution of perturbations across training epochs:
We observe how the predicted perturbations change as the model
trains. The perturbation starts as a disjoint streak of colors and
converges to a localized peak. This in turn increasingly concen-
trates the difference image ∆ and leads to better flow prediction.
Green is the ground truth flow obtained from the TAP-Vid dataset,
and blue is our model’s prediction.
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