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tching the buffalo”

Figure 1. TCAM (Track and Caption Any Motion) automatically discovers and describes motion patterns without user queries. Our frame-
work retrieves relevant expressions from precomputed text banks and spatially grounds them through trajectory tracking. In chhallenging
conditions: Even with camera shake and occlusion, TCAM maintains accurate motion understanding and predator-prey relationship detec-
tion. Colored trajectories and attention overlays show the spatial grounding for each discovered expression.

Abstract

We propose Track and Caption Any Motion (TCAM), a
motion-centric framework for automatic video understand-
ing that discovers and describes motion patterns without
user queries. Understanding videos in challenging con-
ditions like occlusion, camouflage, or rapid movement of-
ten depends more on motion dynamics than static ap-
pearance. TCAM autonomously observes a video, identi-
fies multiple motion activities, and spatially grounds each
natural language description to its corresponding trajec-
tory through a motion-field attention mechanism. Our key
insight is that motion patterns, when aligned with con-
trastive vision—language representations, provide powerful
semantic signals for recognizing and describing actions.
Through unified training that combines global video—text
alignment with fine-grained spatial correspondence, TCAM
enables query-free discovery of multiple motion expressions
via multi-head cross-attention. On the MeViS benchmark,
TCAM achieves 58.4% video-to-text retrieval, 64.9 J&F
for spatial grounding, and discovers 4.8 relevant expres-
sions per video with 84.7% precision, demonstrating strong
cross-task generalization. Code is available at https :
//github.com/ostadabbas/TCAM-Track—and—

Caption—-Any-Motion.

1. Introduction

Imagine watching a wildlife video where a lion approaches
a buffalo in tall grass. Without any prior knowledge or guid-
ance, humans instantly recognize the predator-prey interac-
tion, understand the lion’s stalking behavior and the buf-
falo’s alert response, and can describe the distinct motion
patterns that define this encounter—the lion remaining sta-
tionary while watching, the buffalo initially standing still
then running around—even with camera shake and partial oc-
clusion, as shown in Figure 1. This ability to discover and
understand actions from motion, without explicit instruc-
tion about what to look for, remains largely absent in cur-
rent video understanding systems. While recent advances
in video-language models have achieved impressive perfor-
mance on retrieval tasks [19, 20, 29, 35], they require users
to specify what they are searching for through text queries.
This query-dependency creates a critical limitation: these
systems cannot discover unexpected events, identify novel
patterns, or help users explore videos when they do not
know what to search for in advance. In this paper, we intro-
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duce Track and Caption Any Motion (TCAM), a framework
that automatically discovers and describes motion patterns
in videos without any user queries or predefined annota-
tions. TCAM learns to bridge precise motion tracking with
semantic understanding, enabling it to watch a video and
autonomously identify what is happening, retrieve relevant
natural language descriptions, and spatially ground each de-
scription to the specific motion patterns that define it.

Recent advances in video understanding have largely
evolved along two separate trajectories. On one hand,
motion tracking methods such as CoTracker [15, 16],
PIPs [10], TAPIR [7], and OmniMotion [30] have achieved
exceptional precision in tracking points across frames, en-
abling dense and long-term correspondence estimation.
More recent works like DELTA [21], SpatialTracker [33,
34], and TAPIP3D [39] extend tracking to 3D space for
richer spatial understanding. However, these approaches re-
main purely geometric, while they can track motion with
high accuracy, they lack semantic grounding and cannot in-
terpret or describe the meaning of the motion patterns they
observe.

On the other hand, video-language models have made
major strides in linking visual scenes with semantic un-
derstanding. Approaches such as CLIP4Clip [19], X-
CLIP [20], and Frozen [2] leverage contrastive vision-
language pretraining for zero-shot video retrieval, while
spatio-temporal grounding methods like TubeDETR [37]
and STCAT [14] localize described objects and actions
within video sequences. Similarly, dense captioning and
referring video segmentation frameworks [4, 31] gener-
ate temporal event descriptions with impressive precision.
However, these systems remain (1) query-dependent as they
rely on user-provided text prompts and/or (2) produce cap-
tions without explicitly linking actions to the entities per-
forming them, limiting their ability to autonomously dis-
cover and describe new events.

This divide exposes a critical gap in current video under-
standing systems. Video-language models excel at retrieval
and grounding but rely on explicit text queries to specify
what to search for, while motion tracking methods achieve
high-precision trajectory estimation yet lack semantic in-
terpretation. In essence, existing systems can either track
where things move or retrieve what users describe, but can-
not autonomously discover what is happening in a scene.
As highlighted by VideoRAG [13], most retrieval pipelines
“assume relevant videos are already known,” limiting their
ability to identify novel or unexpected events. Emerging
self-supervised methods, such as V-JEPA [1] and CSVR [8],
have made progress in unsupervised representation learning
and temporal segmentation, yet they stop short of producing
natural language descriptions or linking discovered motion
patterns to interpretable trajectories.

To address this gap, we introduce Track and Caption

Any Motion (TCAM)-a unified, query-free framework that
bridges precise motion tracking with semantic understand-
ing through automatic motion discovery. TCAM departs
from traditional query-driven paradigms by watching a
video without prior guidance and autonomously identify-
ing, describing, and spatially grounding motion patterns to
the entities that produce them. It is characterized by three
core principles: (1) a motion-centric design, where motion
dynamics (not static appearance) serve as the foundation for
semantic interpretation; (2) query-free discovery, enabling
the system to recognize and describe activities without user
prompts; and (3) multi-expression grounding, allowing si-
multaneous identification and spatial localization of multi-
ple interacting motions within a scene. These capabilities
are realized through three key technical contributions:

* We present the first motion-centric framework for auto-
matic video understanding that can discover and describe
motion patterns without user queries, addressing chal-
lenging conditions such as occlusion, fast motion, and
complex multi-agent interactions where appearance cues
alone are insufficient.

* We introduce a motion-field attention (MFA) mechanism
that learns a dense representation of motion trajectories
and bridges them with semantic understanding by align-
ing trajectory patterns to a multimodal embedding space,
enabling the model to infer linguistic concepts directly
from motion dynamics.

* We demonstrate query-free multi-expression discovery,
where TCAM simultaneously identifies and spatially
grounds multiple concurrent activities to specific motion
trajectories, achieving 4.8 relevant expressions per video
with 84.7% precision on MeViS.

* We show that motion patterns provide a robust bridge
between vision and language for automatic video un-
derstanding, achieving 58.4% video-to-text retrieval and
62.3 AJ for spatial grounding on MeViS, and strong trans-
ferability on VidSTG [40] and HC-STVG [26].

Extensive experiments demonstrate that, unlike exist-
ing approaches requiring explicit queries, TCAM au-
tonomously discovers and grounds motion-driven events,
enabling true open-world video exploration where relevant
content is unknown or emergent.

2. Related Works

Our work bridges the fundamental gap between precise mo-
tion tracking and semantic video understanding, enabling
automatic discovery of motion patterns and their linguis-
tic descriptions without user queries. We position TCAM
against four key research areas that have approached this
problem from different angles.

Motion Tracking and Point Trajectories. The field of
dense point tracking has achieved remarkable precision in
following pixels through video sequences. CoTracker [15,



16] revolutionized joint tracking using transformers, han-
dling up to 70,000 points simultaneously through virtual
tracks. PIPs [10] and PIPs++ [11] model pixels as indepen-
dent particles with iterative refinement for long-term track-
ing. The TAP-Vid benchmark [6] standardized evaluation,
with TAPIR [7] achieving 20% improvement through two-
stage matching and TAPNext [43] reformulating tracking
as token prediction. Recent advances include OmniMo-
tion’s [30] dense pixel tracking via test-time optimization
and DELTA’s [21] efficient 3D tracking. However, these
methods operate purely in the visual domain; they excel at
tracking points but cannot interpret what the tracked motion
represents semantically or describe it in natural language.

Video-Language Understanding with Queries. Video-
language models have demonstrated strong capabilities in
connecting visual content with text but consistently re-
quire explicit user queries. CLIP-based methods including
CLIPAClip [19], X-CLIP [20], VideoCLIP [35], and Ac-
tionCLIP [29] achieve impressive zero-shot transfer across
datasets. Beyond retrieval, spatio-temporal grounding ap-
proaches like TubeDETR [37], STCAT [14], and CG-
STVG [9] localize text-described objects in videos with
with transformer-based architectures. ReferFormer [32] re-
formulates referring video object segmentation as a query
problem, while UNINEXT [36] unifies multiple perception
tasks through object discovery and retrieval. Even weakly-
supervised methods [17, 41] that reduce annotation require-
ments maintain query dependency. All these approaches re-
quire users to specify what they are searching for through
text prompts.

Dense Captioning and Temporal Localization. Dense
video captioning attempts automatic discovery by localiz-
ing and describing temporal events in videos. Vid2Seq [38]
leverages 18M narrated videos with special time tokens for
boundary prediction, while PDVC [31] formulates caption-
ing as parallel set prediction using DETR-like architectures.
Multi-modal methods like BMT [12] incorporate audio cues
for enhanced captioning. However, these methods gener-
ate temporal segments and descriptions without establish-
ing correspondence between specific motion patterns and
their linguistic meanings, missing the fine-grained spatial
grounding essential for understanding which objects per-
form which actions. Recent work on dense video object
captioning [44] addresses this limitation through end-to-end
detection, tracking, and captioning of object trajectories.
While effective for general object understanding, detection-
based tracking with Rol features treats motion as secondary
to object identity, facing challenges with fast motion, occlu-
sions, and temporal action boundaries as acknowledged by
the authors.

Unsupervised Discovery Methods. Unsupervised ap-

proaches have demonstrated automatic pattern discovery
but lack semantic interpretation. Early work by Brox and

Malik [3] segmented objects through long-term trajectory
analysis, while [18] discovered dominant objects as spatio-
temporal tubes. Motion-based methods recognized that
movement patterns encode semantics, in which Dense Tra-
jectories [28] and Two-Stream networks [24] showed mo-
tion’s importance for action recognition. Recent work
achieves faster inference [42] or discovers atomic actions
in instructional videos [22]. Yet, these methods either re-
quire predefined categories or produce clusters without nat-
ural language descriptions, failing to bridge the semantic
gap between motion and language.

TCAM uniquely combines the precision of modern
tracking [10, 15] with the semantic understanding of
video-language models [19, 37]. While object-centric ap-
proaches [44] employ detection-based tracking and Rol
features for general object understanding, TCAM takes a
motion-centric approach where motion patterns serve as the
primary semantic bridge. This design proves particularly
effective in scenarios with occlusion, complex interactions,
or fast motion, where motion descriptors provide robust dis-
criminative signals when appearance is ambiguous.

3. TCAM: Track and Caption Any Motion

Problem Formulation—Given a video sequence V =
{I;}L_, with T frames, where each frame I; € R#xWx3
(H and W denote frame height and width), TCAM ad-
dresses automatic video understanding through three key
characteristics: (1) motion-centric design using learned mo-
tion descriptors from dense point trajectories as the primary
bridge to semantic understanding, (2) query-free operation
that automatically retrieves multiple relevant descriptions
{d;}¢ from a precomputed text bank without user in-
put, and (3) multi-expression discovery that simultaneously
identifies activities and spatially grounds them by comput-
ing track relevance scores r; € Rt over N, trajectories for
each discovered description, where N; denotes the number
of discovered descriptions and N; denotes the number of
tracks. Figure 2 illustrates TCAM’s training and inference
pipeline.

3.1. Motion-Aware Video Encoding via Motion
Field Attention

We employ a dual-stream architecture that captures both
appearance and motion. For visual feature extraction, we
use a frozen CLIP-ViT [23] model to extract frame-level
visual features ft”S for each frame, where the global to-
ken provides frame-level representation. For motion, we
utilize CoTracker3 [16] to extract dense point trajectories
T = {pj7t}§y:*1, where p;; € R? represents the 2D posi-
tion of track 7 at time ¢.

Motion Field Attention (MFA): To encode motion patterns
as the primary semantic representation, we introduce MFA,
a novel mechanism that processes the trajectory sequences
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Figure 2. TCAM pipeline overview. o Training: Dense trajectories from the point tracker are processed by motion-field attention (MFA)
and projected to CLIP space. CLIP Vision provides global features. Multi-head cross-attention aligns motion and text embeddings with
unified loss (global InfoNCE + spatial BCE/diversity/sparsity). = Inference (query-free): Motion descriptors and text embeddings share
the joint 512D CLIP-aligned space (A magnified view), enabling similarity-based retrieval from the precomputed text bank without user
queries. Cross-attention computes track relevance scores for spatial grounding of discovered expressions.

T alongside visual features {f**} to produce motion de-
scriptors. For each track j, MFA computes:

m; = MFA(pj,l:Ta {f:is}?:l% (1)

where p; 1.7 denotes the full trajectory sequence for track
j across all frames. Internally, MFA employs three MLPs
to encode position, velocity, and visibility information, fol-
lowed by dual transformer encoders that process spatial pat-
terns and temporal dynamics separately. A CLIP-aligned
projection layer then fuses these representations to produce
m; € R5!2, compatible with CLIP text embeddings for se-
mantic matching.

3.2. Spatial Grounding via Cross-Attention

To achieve spatial grounding in TCAM, we compute track
relevance scores for each discovered description. Given
a text description d; embedded as ef*”* € R®!? using
CLIP’s text encoder, and the motion descriptors {m; }jvz‘l
computed by MFA, we employ cross-attention to determine
which tracks correspond to the description as illustrated in
Figure 3:

r; = CrossAttention(e}*", {m; };V:tl), 2)

where r; € RV* provides relevance scores for each of the
N, tracks. The cross-attention mechanism computes cosine
similarity between the text embedding and each motion de-
scriptor in the joint 512-dimensional CLIP space, determin-
ing which tracks are most relevant to the given description.
This enables interpretable spatial localization of linguistic
expressions to specific motion patterns in the video.

3.3. Query-Free Multi-Expression Discovery

To enable automatic discovery, we retrieve multiple rele-
vant motion descriptions without user prompts or queries.
During training, we precompute CLIP text embeddings for
all unique descriptions in the dataset, creating a text bank

B = {ef**'}" , where N, is the total number of unique
descriptions. At inference, given a video V, we compute
its global representation €,;4., by temporally pooling the
frame-level CLIP features {f’**}7_, and compute similar-
ity with each text embedding in the bank:

Sp = ez)ﬂideoegce:ct . (3)
llevideol| - [lef|]

3.4. Training Objective

To achieve joint optimization, we train with a batch of B
videos, where each video has ground truth descriptions and
object masks. We employ a unified loss combining global
video-text alignment with spatial track supervision:

»Ctotal = (]- - )\)»Cglobal + )\»Cspatiala “4)

where A = 0.1 prioritizes global alignment while maintain-
ing spatial grounding.

Global Loss. We use multi-positive InfoNCE loss [27], a
loss function designed for unsupervised learning to handle
multiple valid descriptions per video. For batch training, we
compute pairwise similarities between each video b’s global
representation ef}% ., and each text embedding e} in the
bank using the cosine similarity from Eq. 3, yielding spy.
We then optimize:

B
1 > exp(spk/T)

Latobat = —5 D_log T .®)

b=1 > k1 €XP(Sok/T)

where P, denotes the set of positive text indices for video
b, and 7 = 0.1 is the temperature parameter.

Spatial Loss. For each video-text pair with ground truth
annotations, we compute track relevance scores r; using the
cross-attention from Eq. 2 and supervise with three comple-
mentary terms:

Espatial = Ediversity + ACspa'f‘sity + Ealignmenty (6)
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Figure 3. Text-Track Cross-Attention mechanism across consec-
utive frames of a falling panda. Colored dots represent tracked
points with corresponding motion descriptors below. TCAM au-
tomatically retrieves “panda falling from tree” from its precom-
puted text bank. Attention weights progressively focus on tracks
exhibiting downward motion while suppressing other concurrent
motions-panda climbing, panda rolling, and basket rolling. The at-
tention intensity increases as the falling motion develops, demon-
strating selective grounding of semantically matching motion pat-
terns without user queries.

where diversity loss prevents collapse (Laiversity
max(0,0.1 — std(r;))), sparsity loss promotes selectivity
(Lsparsity = 0.01 - ||r;|[1), and alignment loss uses a
margin-based ranking loss that enforces tracks inside the
ground truth mask to have higher relevance scores than
tracks outside:

Z Z max y YT+

JET+ jreT—
)

where 7+ = {j|yq,; = 1} denotes tracks inside the ground
truth object mask, 7~ = {j|yg:; = 0} denotes tracks out-
side the mask, r; ; is the relevance score for track j, and
v = 0.2 is the margin parameter.

Ealzgnment = |7-+|

4. Experimental Results

4.1. Experimental Setup

We evaluate TCAM primarily on the MeViS dataset [5],
which uniquely supports all our claimed capabilities:
motion-based understanding, multi-expression retrieval,
spatial grounding, and query-free discovery. MeViS con-
tains 2,006 videos with 28,570 motion expressions and
443K segmentation masks. We measure performance us-
ing: (1) retrieval metrics (Video-to-Text and Text-to-Video
R@1), (2) segmentation quality (J for region similarity, F
for boundary accuracy), and (3) discovery metrics (cover-
age, precision, diversity of retrieved expressions).

To demonstrate cross-task generalization, we addition-
ally evaluate on HC-STVG [25], which uses bounding box-
based spatial grounding with IoU metrics (m_vIoU, m_tloU,

’

);

Table 1. Comprehensive evaluation on MeViS [5]. TCAM
uniquely supports query-free discovery without requiring user
queries.

Method Retrieval Grounding | Query-free Multi
V2TR@11 T2VR@IT | JT Ft | Discovery  Expr
LMPM [5] 28.3 26.7 36.5 439 X X
ReferFormer [32] 352 33.8 428 49.6 X X
UNINEXT [36] 38.6 36.9 453 521 X X
TCAM w/o MFA 51.7 49.2 599 64.8 v v
TCAM w/o spatial loss 54.1 51.8 584 632 v v
TCAM (Ours) 58.4 55.6 623 675 v v

vioU@(.5). While MeViS requires pixel-level segmenta-
tion masks, HC-STVG evaluates spatio-temporal tube lo-
calization, representing different task formulations that test
TCAM’s versatility across output spaces.

4.2. Implementation Details

We implement our model using PyTorch with distributed
training support. The video encoder uses d = 256 dimen-
sions with 16 attention heads. We employ a 24 x 24 grid
initialization for tracking, yielding Ny = 576 tracks. We set
temperature 7 = 0.1 for contrastive learning and spatial loss
weight A = 0.1 to prioritize global alignment while main-
taining spatial grounding. For inference, we select multi-
ple relevant expressions using percentile-based threshold-
ing, typically retrieving the top 70th percentile of similarity
scores. The model is trained end-to-end for 500 epochs us-
ing AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of 1 x 10~* and
OneCycleLR scheduling on 4 NVIDIA V100 GPUs. To
address DDP parameter reuse issues in distributed training,
we employ a unified loss computation that processes video
and text in a single forward pass, ensuring each parameter
is used exactly once per backward pass.

4.3. Motion-Based Video Understanding on MeViS

Comprehensive evaluation. Table | presents our main
results on MeViS [5], evaluating all aspects of TCAM’s
capabilities. Unlike existing approaches requiring explicit
queries, TCAM automatically discovers relevant expres-
sions and grounds them to motion patterns. We evaluate
both standard retrieval metrics (with provided queries) and
our unique query-free discovery mode.

Query-free discovery analysis. Table 2 demonstrates
TCAM’s ability to automatically retrieve relevant expres-
sions from a precomputed text bank without user guidance.
We measure discovery quality through coverage (percent-
age of ground truth expressions retrieved), precision (rel-
evance of retrieved expressions), and diversity (variety of
discovered patterns). Since no existing methods support this
capability, we compare against ablated versions of our ap-
proach.

Qualitative analysis. Figure 4 demonstrates TCAM’s abil-
ity to discover and spatially ground multiple concurrent mo-



Figure 4. Qualitative results demonstrating TCAM’s query-free multi-expression discovery and spatial grounding. Top: Wildlife scenario
with visually similar brown bears, where TCAM distinguishes distinct motion patterns; ”Bear chasing another bear around in a circle” (red),
”two baby bear in the distance moving to the left” (blue), and “a big bear and two baby bears in the distance moving to the left” (green);
despite appearance ambiguity. Bottom: Rafting scene showing TCAM discovers both static descriptions ("Person sitting in raft,” “red
and white boat”) and dynamic motion patterns (”Raft drifting forward from right to left,” "Lady in yellow helmet rowing with paddle”).

Colored trajectory overlays show spatial grounding for each expression, demonstrating motion descriptors enable semantic discrimination

when visual appearance is insufficient. Additional results in supplementary material.

Table 2. Query-free motion discovery on MeViS [5] without user
queries.

Method ‘ Coverage! Precision] Diversity? Avg#1
Random Selection 325 48.3 1.2 2.8
Top-K Similarity 41.7 62.5 1.8 32
TCAM (percentile) 58.2 76.9 34 4.1
TCAM (threshold) 64.3 81.2 4.2 4.4
TCAM (adaptive) 68.5 84.7 4.6 4.8

tion expressions in challenging scenarios. In the wildlife
scene with visually similar brown bears, TCAM distin-
guishes distinct motion patterns based on trajectory dynam-
ics—identifying "Bear chasing another bear around in a cir-
cle” separately from ”two baby bear in the distance moving
to the left.” In the rafting scene, TCAM discovers both static
descriptions (“Person sitting in raft”’) and dynamic patterns
("Lady in yellow helmet rowing with paddle”), integrating
appearance with motion dynamics.

4.4. Spatial Grounding and Track Localization

Cross-task spatial grounding. Table 3 compares spatial
grounding across different task formulations on MeViS [5]

and HC-STVG [25]. STVG methods (TubeDETR, STCAT,
CG-STVG) predict bounding boxes for spatio-temporal
grounding; R-VOS methods (ReferFormer, UNINEXT)
predict pixel-level segmentation masks. These represent
fundamentally different output spaces—STVG methods
cannot produce segmentation masks without architectural
redesign, while R-VOS methods are not designed for box
prediction. TCAM uniquely bridges both paradigms: on
MeViS segmentation, it achieves 62.3 J and 67.5 F, out-
performing ReferFormer by 19.5 J points; on HC-STVG
grounding, it reaches 42.3 m_vloU, surpassing CG-STVG
(34.8) by 7.5 points. This cross-task capability stems from
TCAM’s motion-centric design—motion descriptors pro-
vide task-agnostic representations that can be decoded into
either masks or boxes through appropriate output heads.
The consistent performance gains across both formulations
validate that motion patterns serve as a robust intermedi-
ate representation for spatial grounding, generalizing be-
yond specific output formats. During training, the ranking
loss progressively learns to assign higher relevance scores to
tracks inside the target mask while suppressing background
tracks, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Multi-expression understanding.  Table 4 evaluates
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Figure 5. Robust spatial grounding through occlusion. TCAM maintains accurate tracking and expression retrieval across five frames
despite significant occlusion by the basket. The yellow trajectory tracks for “playful panda” remain consistent throughout the sequence,
while colored attention overlays show coherent grounding to the panda’s body regions. TCAM retrieves relevant expressions like “panda
roll on the ground” and panda climbing tree” based on motion patterns rather than visual appearance alone, demonstrating trajectory
continuity through occlusions; critical for real-world scenarios where subjects move behind objects.

Table 3. Spatial grounding across task formulations. MeViS [5]
requires segmentation masks (J&F), HC-STVG [25] evaluates
bounding boxes (IoU). STVG methods' predict boxes and can-
not produce masks; R-VOS methods* predict masks and are not
designed for box prediction.

MeViS [5] HC-STVG [25]

Method ‘ 7t Ft J&F | mvloUt m.tloU} vIoU@O.51
TubeDETR' [37] | - - - 285 413 258
STCAT' [14] - - 312 44.6 283
CG-STVGT [9] . - 34.8 472 315
ReferFormer? [32] | 42.8 49.6 46.2 - - -
UNINEXT? [36] | 453 521 487 - - -
TCAM (Ours) | 623 67.5 649 | 423 52.8 38.7

Table 4. Multi-expression discovery on MeViS [5]. Vid2Seq and
PDVC are dense captioning methods adapted for comparison.

Method ‘ Avg #1 Precision]T Recallt
Vid2Seq [38] 2.9 58.3 42.1
PDVC [31] 3.2 62.7 48.5
TCAM (single-head) 3.8 81.4 61.8
TCAM (multi-head) 4.6 84.7 68.5

TCAM’s multi-head attention for discovering multiple con-
current events. MeViS videos contain an average of 4.28
objects with expressions potentially referring to 1.59 ob-
jects simultaneously. TCAM’s multi-head design discov-
ers 4.6 relevant expressions per video with 84.7% preci-
sion, substantially outperforming adapted dense captioning
methods.

4.5. Ablation Studies

Component analysis. Table 5 systematically ablates key
components of TCAM. The Motion Field Attention (MFA)
proves critical for motion understanding, while the multi-
positive contrastive loss enables handling multiple valid de-
scriptions per video. The spatial loss weight A = 0.1 bal-

Table 5. Ablation study on MeViS [5] validation set.

Configuration | J&Ft  Coverage! V2T R@I11 | Time
w/o Motion Field Attention | 59.9 62.4 51.7 0.82x
w/o temporal encoder 57.3 58.9 48.2 0.75x
w/o velocity encoding 61.2 65.7 53.6 0.91x
w/o multi-positive loss 60.7 68.3 54.3 1.0x
w/o spatial loss (A = 0) 62.9 72.1 56.8 1.0x
spatial only (A = 1) 58.1 63.5 49.7 1.0x
w/o cross-attention 56.8 60.2 46.9 0.88x
single attention head 61.5 69.4 55.1 0.94x
TCAM (full) | 64.9 75.8 584 | 1.0x

Table 6. Spatial loss ablation on MeViS [5]. All variants use iden-
tical diversity and sparsity losses, differing only in Laiignment.

Alignment Loss ‘ kN Fr  J&Ft

BCE 623 675 649
Weighted BCE | 63.1 68.2 65.7
Focal Loss 63.8 689 664

Ranking Loss | 64.5 69.7 67.1

ances global alignment with fine-grained grounding.

Spatial loss design. We investigate different loss functions
for spatial grounding supervision. Table 6 compares var-
ious formulations for Laiignment While keeping diversity
and sparsity losses fixed. Binary Cross-Entropy (BCE) pro-
vides a strong baseline, but ranking loss proves most effec-
tive by directly optimizing the relative ordering of track rel-
evance scores, which naturally complements the contrastive
InfoNCE objective used in the global loss.

Text bank composition. TCAM’s query-free discovery de-
pends on the precomputed text bank quality. Table 7 an-
alyzes how bank size and diversity affect discovery perfor-
mance. Larger banks improve coverage but may reduce pre-
cision, requiring careful curation of expressions.
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Figure 6. Training progression of spatial grounding for "a man
shoveling the snow” (blue outline). Green points indicate tracks
classified inside the mask, red points outside. The model learns

to precisely discriminate relevant motion from other tracks during
training.

Table 7. Text bank composition impact on discovery quality.

Bank Configuration ‘ Size  Coveragef PrecisionT Time
MeViS expressions only | 28K 52.3 71.8 1.0x
+ Ref-YouTube-VOS 43K 58.7 76.4 1.5x
+ ActivityNet 100K 64.2 81.3 3.6x
+ Generated variations | 150K 68.5 84.7 5.4x

Figure 7. Failure case illustrating TCAM’s limitations during
scene transitions. When subjects exit and re-enter the frame across
multiple scene cuts (left to right), CoTracker3 cannot maintain
track identity, causing TCAM to lose correspondence between mo-
tion descriptors and semantic descriptions. This inherited limita-
tion from point tracking methods is particularly pronounced in cin-
ematic content with frequent camera angle changes.

4.6. Comparison with Video-Language Models

While TCAM focuses on motion understanding, we com-
pare against general video-language models for complete-
ness. Table 8 shows retrieval performance when queries
are provided. TCAM maintains competitive performance
despite its additional discovery capabilities, demonstrating
that motion-focused design doesn’t compromise standard
retrieval tasks.

4.7. Failure Cases and Limitations

Point tracking constraints. While TCAM demonstrates
robust motion understanding in continuous scenes, it inher-
its fundamental limitations from point tracking methods.
Figure 7 illustrates challenging scenarios where TCAM’s
performance degrades. The primary failure mode occurs
during scene transitions, particularly in cinematic content
with frequent cuts or POV changes. When subjects exit
and re-enter the frame, CoTracker3 cannot maintain track

Table 8. Video-text retrieval on MeViS [5] with provided queries.

Text-to-Video Video-to-Text

Method ‘ R@I14 R@5t R@I10} | R@1t R@51 R@I10t
CLIP4Clip [19] 389 621 714 | 412 658 753
X-CLIP [20] 406 647 748 | 437 689 782
Frozen [2] 372 598 695 | 396 634 731

TCAM (with query) | 56.8 83.5 90.4 59.2 85.7 92.6
TCAM (query-free) | 55.6 82.1 89.8 58.4 84.2 91.7

identity across the discontinuity, causing TCAM to lose cor-
respondence between motion descriptors and semantic de-
scriptions. This manifests in two specific scenarios: (1)
movie scene cuts, where abrupt transitions between cam-
era angles break trajectory continuity, and (2) POV shifts,
where perspective changes from third-person to first-person
(or vice versa) fundamentally alter the motion field struc-
ture. In these cases, TCAM must reinitialize tracking, po-
tentially associating wrong descriptions with reappearing
subjects. Future work could address this through temporal
consistency modeling across scene boundaries or integra-
tion with object re-identification methods.

5. Conclusion

We presented TCAM, a motion-centric framework for au-
tomatic video understanding that discovers and describes
motion patterns without user queries. Through our Motion
Field Attention mechanism, TCAM bridges precise point
tracking with semantic understanding, enabling query-free
discovery of multiple motion expressions and their spatial
grounding to corresponding trajectories.

On the MeViS benchmark, TCAM achieves 58.4%
video-to-text retrieval, 64.9 J&F for spatial ground-
ing, and discovers 4.8 relevant expressions per video
with 84.7% precision—substantially outperforming exist-
ing methods. @ TCAM demonstrates strong cross-task
generalization, achieving state-of-the-art performance on
both segmentation-based (MeViS) and bounding box-based
(HC-STVG) spatial grounding tasks. Extensive ablations
validate that motion patterns, when aligned with vision-
language representations, provide robust semantic signals
for recognizing and describing actions even under challeng-
ing conditions like occlusion and camera motion.

While TCAM inherits limitations from point track-
ing methods—particularly during scene transitions with
frequent cuts or perspective changes—it represents a sig-
nificant step toward autonomous video exploration where
systems can discover and understand events without know-
ing what to search for in advance. Future work will address
temporal consistency across scene boundaries and integra-
tion with object re-identification methods to maintain track
identity through discontinuities. Additionally, unfreezing
the CLIP backbone for end-to-end training could enable
better alignment with motion-specific vocabulary and open-



vocabulary generalization beyond pre-trained concepts.
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