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Abstract. Aggressive driving behavior threatens road safety. In this paper, we utilize attention-
based models and feature extraction techniques on the METEOR driving dataset to better
understand it. After refining the dataset for our specific research needs, we implemented and
evaluated the attention-based models OadTR and Colar, each showing distinct strengths and
limitations. Notably, there’s a consistent correlation between the frequency of an action in the
training data and a model’s classification accuracy.

Our research offers two primary contributions. Firstly, we combined the OadTR and Colar models
into a novel hybrid that leverages categorical exemplars while predicting future frames. Secondly,
we extract salient cues for model interpretability by tracing agent paths across spatial and tempo-
ral dimensions. These insights are especially valuable for autonomous vehicle applications where
real-time interpretability and efficient computation are vital.

Keywords: Online action detection - Explainable Artificial Intelligence - Temporal Modeling -
Driving Behaviour.

1 Introduction

Aggressive driving behavior (ADB) poses a significant threat to road safety. Its roots are tracing
back to the early days of modern road infrastructure. J.J. Leeming highlighted the competitive and
aggressive attitudes of drivers as early as 1969 [33]. Since then, research in this area has evolved,
leading to a distinction between road rage and ADB. While road rage involves the intent to harm,
ADB is characterized by a disregard for the safety and well-being of other road users, often motivated
by impatience, annoyance, or time-saving [48].

With the advent of autonomous vehicles, understanding and predicting ADB becomes even more
critical. Autonomous vehicles interact with human drivers, who may exhibit unpredictable and aggres-
sive behavior. The ability of autonomous vehicles to recognize and respond to such behavior is essential
for ensuring road safety.

This research pursues two primary objectives: firstly, to determine the most suitable attention-based
model architecture for identifying Aggressive Driving Behavior (ADB), and secondly, to enhance the
model’s explainability by identifying salient cues essential for driving behavior assessment.

Historically, online action detection primarily relied on Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) and
Long Short Term Memory networks (LSTMs). However, these models grappled with challenges, most
notably their limited computational parallelizability and challenges in effectively retrieving significant
information over extended sequences [16]. To circumvent these limitations, more recent research has
embraced the attention mechanism. Notably, the OadTR leverages the transformative power of the
transformer architecture, particularly using its decoder layers to anticipate future frames. While this
methodology has shown promising results, it demands substantial computational resources for both
training and inference [57]. In contrast, Colar innovatively bypasses the need to anticipate future frames.
Instead, it identifies characteristic exemplars for each action category and expeditiously compares
current frames to these pre-established exemplars [61], a strategy somewhat analogous to contemporary
advances in information retrieval for language models. The fusion of these divergent strategies into a
singular model architecture represents one of the salient contributions presented in this paper.
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The second contribution made by this research regards the identification of salient cues. Prior works
are often times tailored towards image data [11,19,36,40,44,46], designed for specific model architec-
tures [11] and/or require extensive optimization [19,36]. To address these shortcomings, we present
an occlusion based, optimization free and model agnostic approach, to generate local explanations, by
harvesting prior information about agents.

This research holds significance in several aspects. It advances road safety by creating models
that can identify and predict aggressive driving, especially vital for autonomous vehicles navigating
alongside human drivers. By leveraging attention-based models, the study employs state-of-the-art
technology to tackle real-world challenges. Additionally, the introduction of a real-time optimization-
free approach provides insights into the relevance of each agent. The findings also bear significance for
shaping policies and regulations concerning autonomous vehicles and road safety, especially as such
vehicles become more common on roads.

2 Related Work

The task of detecting aggressive driving behavior in video data intersects several distinct research areas.
To facilitate clarity and comprehension, this Section is structured according to the architecture of a
typical deep learning-based model for online action detection. Consequently, the discussion begins with
an examination of feature extraction methods, followed by a comprehensive overview of various model
designs and approaches. Additionally, the psychological and behavioral aspects of aggressive driving
behavior are explored, providing a broader context for understanding the problem at hand. A subsection
dedicated to explainable artificial intelligence (XAI) methods for online action detection models is
also included, highlighting their significance in ensuring the interpretability and accountability of the
developed models. This organization allows for a coherent presentation of the diverse aspects involved
in addressing the challenge of aggressive driving behavior detection.

2.1 Feature Extraction

Feature extraction is crucial in computer vision, with early methods relying on hand-crafted descrip-
tors such as SIFT. However, trainable architectures have become the dominant approach, capable of
automatically learning hierarchical feature representations from image and video data, thus enhanc-
ing performance across various tasks, including action detection [31,35,51]. The term "backbone" in
deep learning literature denotes the feature extraction part of a larger neural network, which can
be designed using convolutional neural networks (CNNs), attention mechanisms, or other methods
[17,26,30,34]. The choice of backbone often depends on the dataset it was pre-trained on, with datasets
such as UCF101 and Kinetics being a popular choice for action detection. However, they are more
aligned with human action recognition, posing challenges for other action detection problems like driv-
ing behaviour [15,21,28,45]. While convolutional backbones, have limitations regarding kernel size and
complexity with video data [32,43,58,62], they still achieve state-of-the-art performance on numerous
tasks [22,29,55,57,63]. On the other hand, approaches based on the attention mechanisms are gaining
traction, as they efficiently handle long-range dependencies and global context, especially in video data
with a temporal dimension [17,22,34,50,62].

2.2 Online Action Detection

The task of online action detection can be regarded as a specialized variant of action detection, where
the model is restricted to using only past and present frames to make predictions. In more formal
terms, given a sequence of video frames F' = f1, fo, ..., fi, fi+1, the objective is to predict the action
label y; at time step ¢ using only the information available in the frames up to time step t, i.e.,
F, = f1, fa,..., ft- The model is not permitted to use any information from future frames, meaning
that y; can only be inferred from F; and not from any f; where i > t.

This constraint limits the model’s ability to leverage the full temporal context of the action, which
often contain crucial information about the action’s progression and outcome [13]. This makes the task
of online action detection more demanding, as the model must be able to accurately predict actions
based on potentially incomplete information [20].
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For the detection of ADB, this constitutes a major challenge, because the appearance of aggression
may be at the very end of the action. An exemplary situation would be an overtaking maneuver that
seems non-aggressive until the final lane change. At that point, if the overtaking driver cuts in too
closely, it might force the overtaken vehicle to brake abruptly. However, to provide valuable predictions
it would be desirable to label instances as aggressive, before the real aggression takes place. On the
other hand, aggressive drivers demonstrate clues constantly, implying that even an detection after an
initial offence may be valuable.

In the early stages of online action detection, the focus was on extracting handcrafted features,
such as dense trajectories [52] and improved dense trajectories [53], to represent and analyze video
data. With the emergence of deep learning, researchers explored more advanced models, including 3D
CNNs [49] and two-stream CNNs [42], which effectively leveraged spatial and temporal information
from video sequences. The adoption of recurrent neural networks (RNNs), particularly long short-term
memory (LSTM) networks [16], further facilitated the modeling of temporal dependencies in video
data. However, LSTMs faced limitations such as difficulty in capturing long-range dependencies and
lack of parallelizability.

A method to address the limitation of inaccessible future frames is to anticipate future frame repre-
sentations, employing these predictions to enhance the classification accuracy at the current frame f;.
This idea is inspired by the fact that humans consistently think about present actions by anticipating
the future [12]. Typically, this approach employs an encoder-decoder architecture [20,57]. In this ar-
chitecture, the encoder is set up to learn frame representations that are most informative to the task.
The decoder, on the other hand, is learned to provide predictions about future frame representations.
Earlier works rely on LSTM and/or TRN cells [20,59] to model temporal dependencies. The introduc-
tion of the online action detection transformer (OadTR) constitutes a shift towards the transformer
architecture, where encoder and decoder both employ the multi-headed self-attention mechanism [57].
While this yields good results, computing MSA across all input frames presents a computational chal-
lenge, that can be elevated by using a different strategy called consulting exemplars. The idea of this
approach is to utilise the fact, that examples of a category share characteristics and can therefore
be described by representatives. This presents the problem of finding these representatives, which the
authors of the colar paper (derived from consulting exemplars) solve by clustering all examples of a sin-
gle category and subsequently defining the example(s) closest to the cluster center as exemplars. This
yields representative exemplars per category [61]. The differences between the implementations how-
ever, exceed aforementioned conceptual differences. A more detailed overview of differences between
these two models will be provided in Section 3.

2.3 Explainability and Interpretability in Video Data

Deep learning models have gained widespread adoption in the field of computer vision due to their
remarkable performance and ability to automatically learn complex features from large-scale data.
However, these models are often referred to as "black-box" models, as their internal workings and
decision-making processes can be challenging to interpret and understand [8]. This lack of explainabil-
ity and interpretability poses significant concerns for stakeholders, particularly in high-stakes applica-
tions where transparency, trust, and accountability are crucial [23]. Moreover, the opaqueness of deep
learning models can hinder the identification and resolution of biases or errors in predictions, which
may have far-reaching consequences [25]. Consequently, there is a growing interest in developing Ex-
plainable Artificial Intelligence (XAI) techniques that can enhance the interpretability of deep learning
models in computer vision and facilitate human understanding of their underlying mechanisms [4]. In
order to optimize the efficacy of the explanations generated, it is imperative to consider not only the
specific problem at hand but also the characteristics and needs of the intended user [2].

Two distinct approaches define the XAl landscape in computer vision today. While attribution
methods and gradient based approaches focus on the model itself, perturbation approaches try to
modify the input data to generate explanations.

Attribution methods and gradient based approaches have shown remarkable results. Their explana-
tions are usually visualised as heatmaps, where the most influential regions of the image are highlighted
[11]. Gradient-based methods leverage the backpropagation process, essential for training neural net-
works, to obtain gradients concerning each layer’s input [41,44,46]. In contrast, attribution methods
generate explanations by recursively decomposing a network’s decisions into the contributions from
preceding layers, with the theoretical foundation laid by Deep Taylor Decomposition (DTD) [38].
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Notable contributions include Layer-wise Relevance Propagation (LRP) [5], Contrastive-LRP [24],
Softmax-Gradient-LRP [27], and TIBAV [11].

Perturbation approaches [19], introduce minor alterations to the data, while monitoring the model’s
varying behavior. However, if cast as an optimisation problem, these methods are computationally
demanding due to the requirement for separate model inference with each data perturbation. Shapley
value methods [36] encounter similar issues.

The majority of explainable AI (XAI) approaches in computer vision are tailored to image input
[11,19,36,40,44,46]. Adapting these methods to video data is not a trivial task. Partially, because
computational overhead challenges are exacerbated when incorporating a temporal dimension.

2.4 Aggressive Driving Behavior

Driving behavior is influenced by a multitude of factors such as personality traits, age, experience,
gender, distraction, weather conditions, and the influence of alcohol and drugs. Studies have shown
that personality traits such as aggression, sensation-seeking, and anxiety can affect driving behavior
[54]. Various methodologies have been proposed to assess the aggressiveness of driving behavior, many
of which have emerged from the fields of sociology and traffic modeling [3,56]. The vast majority of
these metrics rely on survey data, such as the Driving Anger Scale, which employs a 5-point Likert
scale to measure the extent of anger experienced in a given situation [14]. This scale has been expanded
by the Driving Anger Expression Inventory, which identifies four distinct modes of driver anger that
can be aggregated to yield the Total Aggressive Expression Index [9]. A similar research direction
was adopted by [60] and [47], where machine learning based approaches are used to identify the
aggressiveness of a driver. While these approaches offer valuable insights into the sociological and
psychological underpinnings of aggressive driving, their applicability to autonomous driving is limited,
as they primarily focus on the individual driver. In the case of AVs, the challenge becomes identifying
aggressive driving through the vehicle’s driving style, rather than attempting to understand, avoid
or mitigate driver aggressiveness. A notable contribution to this was the introduction of CMetric [9],
a distance based approach where a Dynamic Geometric Graph is utilized to measure the distance
between road users. The authors use a Dynamic Geometric Graph to measure the closeness to other
road users. The information embedded in this graph is subsequently used to compute how likely a
given road user is to drive aggressively, as well as how pronounced this behaviour is. However, due to
the reliance of this approach on distance it is not easily adaptable to behaviors such as Rule Breaking.
Additionally, the distance based measures need to be computed for every agent at every time-step,
making it questionable if the real-time execution can be maintained for large number of agents. CMetric
has been successfully applied to generate traffic simulations featuring aggressive drivers [37]. Another
important aspect of understanding aggressive driving behavior is to establish a comprehensive list
of behaviors, which are considered aggressive. Drawing from the literature, a variety of studies and
sources have provided definitions of aggressive driving behaviors that can serve as a foundation for
further research. In particular, [48] and [18] propose the following behaviors as indicative of aggressive
driving:

— Tailgating

— Weaving in and out of traffic

— Improper passing (e.g., cutting in too close in front of a vehicle being overtaken)

— Passing on the road shoulder

— Improper lane changes (failure to signal)

— Failure to yield the right of way to other road users

— Preventing other drivers from passing

— Unwillingness to extend cooperation to motorists unable to merge or change lanes due to traffic
conditions

— Driving at speeds far in excess of the norm which results in frequent tailgating, frequent and abrupt
lane changes

— Running stop signs

— Running red lights

— Not respecting traffic regulations

By incorporating these behaviors into the analysis, researchers aim to develop a more robust under-
standing of aggressive driving that can be applied to the detection and assessment of such behaviors
in autonomous vehicles.
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3 Methodology

3.1 Research Design

The primary goal of this research is to determine if and how aggressive driving can be assessed using
attention-based deep learning models.

The findings of this study will serve as a stepping stone for the automotive industry, particularly
for autonomous vehicle development, as such vehicles could use information about aggressive driving
agents to alter their future interactions with these agents.

The dataset used in this research is approximately 100GB of video data from the METEOR Dataset.
It contains specific types of aggressive driving behavior, which were determined by refining the initial
seven labels, present in the data, to four. Apart from the RGB-videos provided in the METEOR
Dataset, no additional features or data sources were incorporated into the research.

Deep learning models were chosen for this research due to their widespread adoption in contempo-
rary related work and their ability to handle large datasets, and learn complex patterns.

The first research objective is investigated by testing two attention based model architectures and
evaluating their performance. Additionally, these two distinct architectures were aggregated, resulting
in a third model that was evaluated on the online action detection task.

To address the second research objective, an occlusion based approach was employed. This ap-
proach excludes one agent at a time from the video and compares the resulting classification output
to the classification of the original video. This strategy results in local explanations, providing an
understanding of the influence of individual agents on the overall classification.

To alleviate the computational burden of the training process, this research uses a ResNet-50 i3D to
extract spatio-temporal features. This model was pre-trained on the Kinetics dataset [7]. Even though
this fine-tuning is not driving-specific, it was chosen for its wide adoption in literature, including the
original implementation of the Colar online action detection model [61]. The model configuration
used for feature extraction returns one feature vector for every 8 frames. Implying that the feature
extraction f, which is defined as Rf*hxwxe _y RlLg]>2048

3.2 Dataset and Label Refinement

The METEOR driving dataset offers annotations for a large selection of rare and unusual behaviors,
that are rarely featured in other driving datasets. Figure 4 in Appendix A provides a comprehensive
overview on which behaviors are present in the data. While some of these behaviors can hardly be
considered aggressive, others are explicitly described as aggressive in the accompanying publication [10].

The final decision to use the METEOR driving dataset for this paper was primarily driven, by
its representation of rare and aggressive behaviors, as well as it being underrepresented in scientific
publications.

Deriving Labels Encoding ADB from Meteor Dataset. To train models capable of detect-
ing aggressive driving behaviors, we mapped the behaviors established as aggressive (based on the
definitions from related work) to the labels native to the Meteor dataset [10].

To best utilize the given dataset, it was decided that labels explicitly affirming the existence of ag-
gression should be considered alongside labels matching the definition from [48]. Lastly, the METEOR
label cutting was approved for the final list of labels. The METEOR paper states that cutting represents
an agent of interest interrupting the road crossing of a slower entity (e.g., bicycle, pedestrian, etc.)

To convert agent-level labels to frame-level, each frame is assigned a binary label based on the
actions of all agents within it.

It is noted that these actions are independent of one another, implying that an agent can show mul-
tiple aggressive actions at the same time. This constitutes a multilabel case, where different labels can
co-exist at the same time. This is noted, as it has far reaching consequences for model implementation
and training.

Label Refinement. Initial experiments were conducted with all available agents and actions in the
dataset. However, due to poor results, the scope of the experiments was iteratively narrowed. At
first the number of actions was reduced based on their occurrence in the dataset. As can be seen
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in Table 2, the number of frames featuring interesting behaviors as well as agents varies greatly.
Following the intuition that aggressive action are typically performed in relation to another agent
(Overspeeding being the exception to the rule), the initial configuration had an upper bound of N2 x A
combinations of aggressive behavior where NN is the number of agents and A is the number of aggressive
actions. Following the findings from Table 2 only the agents Car, MotorBike and Scooter were included
into the final configuration based on their frequent involvement in ADB. Additionally, the labels
LaneChanging(m) and LaneChanging were merged into a single label, for their distinctive characteristic
being irrelevant to the task of identifying ADB [10]. The ADB labels in the final configuration are:
OverTaking, LaneChanging, WrongLane and Cutting

Lastly, a background label was added, as is standard practice in almost all recent works on online
action detection [6]. Background is defined as the absence of all considered actions.

3.3 Models for Online Action Detection

OadTR. As outlined in Section 2, the Online Action Detection Transformer (OadTR) represents
a significant advancement over previous designs, incorporating the transformer architecture into the
online action detection task [57]. This architecture is primarily composed of two key components: the
encoder and the decoder.

OadTR consists of two main components, the encoder and the decoder, both of which are inspired
by the standard encoder-decoder architecture of current transformer models. As such they employ
multi-headed self attention.

The encoder incorporates a class token to learn global features pertinent to the online action
detection task. This is done to ensure that the final feature representation is not disproportionately
influenced by the initial value of a specific feature.

Conversely, the class token, via its adaptive interplay with other tokens within the encoder, can
yield a semantic embedding more fitting for feature representation and for capturing the global context
of the video sequence. Empirical support for these theoretical postulates is provided by experiments
showing that the feature similarity for ¢ = 0 dramatically diminishes before and after a pass through
the network when a class token is employed.

While the encoder’s responsibility lies in accurately capturing temporal dependencies and relations,
the decoder’s function can be unerstood, as predicting the future of ¢ = 0, achieved via learnable pre-
dictive queries. To optimally leverage semantic information from the encoder, the decoder incorporates
the encoder-decoder cross-attention mechanism.

An important difference to the original Vision Transformer is that the OadTR implementation
permits the parallelization of the prediction queries’ decoding at each decoding layer [57].

The initial implementation of OadTR is tailored to a multiclass problem. To adapt it to multilabel
problems, a few modifications were required. The most significant adjustment involved updating the loss
function. Following initial trials, the PyTorch implementation of BCEWithLogitsLoss was employed
[39]. As can be seen in Equation 1, this loss function amalgamates binary cross-entropy loss with a
sigmoid layer, offering an additional advantage of eliminating the necessity of the softmax operation
implemented by OadTR for the final classification outputs and the supervised training of the decoder.

N
(ay) = 5 D ~wn g - Tog0 () + (1~ 92) - og(1 — ()] 1)
n=1

We used Adam as implemented by PyTorch, to optimize the model. A notable divergence from
the OadTR implementation was the use of a CosineAnnealingl.R scheduler, which allows for dynamic
updates of the learning rate during training. This modification was considered necessary as the original
OadTR implementation employed a StepLR scheduler, which is significantly influenced by the step-
size. This is a hyper-parameter that would have necessitated substantial effort to optimize. The revised
approach thus aimed to make the training process more efficient, without compromising on model
performance.

In terms of regularization, two distinct strategies were employed. The first involved the use of
the weight decay parameter within the Adam optimizer, and the second incorporated dropout layers
dispersed throughout the network. Furthermore, the size of the model itself served as an additional
regularization factor. This multi-faceted approach to regularization aimed to prevent overfitting and
enhance the generalization capabilities of the model.
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Colar. The second model employed for online action detection is the Colar Model [61]. This model
was chosen for its novelty, its lower computational footprint compared to the OadTR model and its
innovative approach to action detection by consulting representative examples of each action category.
An overview of the conceptual differences between the OadTR model and the Colar model can be
found in Figure 6 in Appendix B

The Colar Model operates by comparing each frame in a video sequence with both previous frames
and category exemplars. This dual comparison is facilitated in distinct branches, named dynamic
branch and static branch.

The dynamic branch models the temporal process of actions. It does this by comparing each frame
with its predecessors. During this process, local features are aggregated to obtain a combined feature
representation of the entire input sequence.

The static branch, on the other hand, is designed to capture the unique characteristics of each
action category. It does this by comparing each frame with a set of representative exemplars for each
category. These exemplars are selected based on a simple clustering approach where instances closest
to the cluster centers are used as exemplars.

The original Colar implementation fuses predictions from dynamic and static branches according
to the following formula: s = $3° 4 (1 — 3)5%, where 3° are the predictions from the static branch
and §% are the predictions from the dynamic branch. Ablation studies found the configuration § = 0.3
to be optimal. However, in order to make the fusion of the final predictions learnable as well, our
modification concatenates predictions from static and dynamic branches along the first dimension.
The subsequent prediction vector is then fed into a MLP to aggregate a final prediction score per class.

Since the Colar model was implemented for a multiclass problem and does not natively support the
multilabel case, some modifications were necessary. Similarly to the OadTR model, the most significant
change was the implementation of the BCEWithLogitsLoss [39]. Other modifications regarded the
replacement of Softmax Layers with Sigmoid layers, for both the final classification and the measure
of similarity within the static branch.

We used Adam as implemented by PyTorch, to optimize the model. Regularization was facili-
tated, by utilizing Adam’s weight decay parameter. Following the same intuition as with OadTR, a
CosineAnnealingLR scheduler was used to reduce the learning rate over the course of the experiments.

Combining OadTR and Colar. The exploration of a comprehensive approach to online action
detection in this study involves the integration of the static branch of the Colar model with the
OadTR model. The static branch of the Colar model provides a robust mechanism for capturing
category-specific features, thereby enhancing the model’s ability to distinguish between different action
categories. The OadTR model contributes its efficient and effective handling of temporal dependencies,
enhancing the model’s ability to track the evolution of actions over time.

The integration of these models is designed to harness the unique strengths of each. It is expected
to yield a model with only slightly increased computational demands (compared to OadTR baseline),
yet significantly improved classification performance.

OadTR already aggregates features right before computing the final classification scores. Extending
this aggregation to also include the output of the static branch of the Colar model emerges as a
straightforward implementation.

Following the notations from the Colar and OadTR papers, Equation 2 is derived, explaining how
the final prediction pg is made. A visual representation of the proposed architecture can be found in
Figure 1.

po = sigmoid(Concat[m'¢<e", Q, §°|W,) (2)

In Equation 2, the parameter m*°" represents the task-related features in the OadTR encoder,

Q depicts the pooled-predicted features from the OadTR decoder and §° is the output of the static
branch of the Colar model. W, are the parameters of a fully connected layer that is used to combine
features.

3.4 Identifying Salient Cues

The identification of salient cues in video data is a crucial aspect of this study. To facilitate this, a
masking technique is employed, which sets parts of the input video to zero, effectively excluding certain
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Fig. 1: Proposed new architecture for combination of OadTR and Colar. Adapted from the original
figures in [57] and [61]

agents from the frame. Methodological, it therefore belongs to the perturbation based approaches.
However, as we harvest prior information about the bounding boxes of agents, no optimizations are
required, significantly reducing the computational overhead.

Essentially this approach only runs n + 1 inferences, where n is the number of agents in the video
sequence (for simplicity, we only consider agents in the most recent frame). To establish a baseline we
run inference on the unmodified video. For each of the following n inference runs, we mask a unique
agent in the video sequence by setting all pixels in the bounding box defining that agent to 0. The
prediction results are then compared to the established baseline indicating the influence of that agent
for the baseline prediction. This is formalized in Equation 3.

Influence,gens, = classification(baseline) — classification(video excluding agent;) (3)

While this approach provides a mechanism to identify salient cues in the video data, it should be
noted that this method may produce misleading results in cases where agents occlude each other, as
can occur in the dataset.

An example of this approach can be seen in Figure 2. The original prediction for this scene has
LaneChange at 0.996. However, after occluding the red agent, this prediction drops to 0.012, which
leads to Influence,gent, = 0.984.

While the use of occlusion or masking to provide insights into video data and online action detection
is not a common approach, it is related to other techniques in the field of computer vision and machine
learning. For example, the use of key-frames in action recognition and the use of 3D and 4D data for
facial expression recognition aim to capture salient features or cues in the data. This study extends
these concepts by applying a masking technique to identify the influence of specific agents on the
classification outcome. Nonetheless, it’s worth noting, that elements like background can influence
classification. Due to the inherent design of our approach, such effects aren’t captured in the resulting
explanations.

In conclusion, the local explanations provided by this occlusion-based approach offer tangible in-
sights for targeted improvement of the model’s performance, aligning with the primary goal of building
robust and interpretable models for aggressive driving behavior assessment. Additionally, these expla-
nations hold significant potential for applications in the domain of autonomous vehicles, specifically in
identifying agents that are responsible for a positive classification.
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Fig. 2: Example for the identification of Salient Cues

4 Experiments and Results

4.1 Model Training and Evaluation

To improve training speed, the training process was split into two stages, where stage one was dedicated
to extracting features from the video data and stage two revolved around model training.

The dataset was split randomly according to video names using 80% for training and 20% for
testing. This approach averted scenarios where the model would use time steps for evaluation that
were also used for training, thus preventing data leakage. Despite the split being done without regards
for the number of frames per category in each video, Figure 5 in Appendix A shows, that the result
approximates the intended 80/20 ratio.

The hyperparameters and regularization techniques varied for different models and were discussed
in the introduction of the model architectures.

To address the issue of class imbalance among the different labels, a weighted loss function was
used, where the weights are calculated based on the Equation 4.

TotalFrames — Framescategory i

(4)

Model performance was evaluated using the ROC-AUC score to assess how much better the model
performed compared to a random classifier. Additionally, the metrics F1 score, precision and recall
are used to compare the performance of different model configurations. These metrics are used as
implemented by sklearn [1]. To reduce the impact of the class imbalance on the metric results, the
parameter average was set to weighted. Based on this, the support of each class is used as a weight, so
that the average is calculated according to the class distribution.

Additionally, Mean Average Precision (mAP) is used as well. Mean Average Precision (mAP) is
a widely used metric, computed by taking the mean of average precision per class.

Furthermore, multilabel confusion matrices were generated and used to visualize the model perfor-
mance as well.

This research was made possible, in part, using the Data Science Research Infrastructure (DSRI)
hosted at Maastricht University. Model training and evaluation were performed on a single NVIDIA
Tesla V100 - 32GB GPU provided by the DSRI.

Weight ;=
Category 1
Framescategory

4.2 Experimental Setup

To maintain uniform experimental conditions, consistent hyperparameters were used. A comprehensive
list can be found in Appendix C, where the tables 3 and 4 depict the hyperparameters for Colar and
OadTR respectively.

OadTR. As a different learning rate scheduler was used, the parameters Ir_drop and Ir_ drop _size are
of no importance to the experimental setup. In the interest of ensuring a comprehensive understand-
ing and facilitating seamless replication, these parameters have been reported nonetheless. Certain
parameters, for example weight wvalues and thumos_data_ path, are defined at runtime.
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To ensure fair comparison with the Colar model, the number of time-steps given to the model was
increased from 63 to 64. Based on each feature incorporating information of 8 frames, this implies that
the model can utilise information from 8 % 64 = 512 frames.

Colar. As can be seen in Table 3 in Appendix C, there are much fewer hyperparameters for the Colar
model than for the OadTR model. The modifications made are specific to the dataset and the available
hardware and bear little importance to the setup of the model.

4.3 Testing Different Model Architectures

In the pursuit to answer the first research objective, three different architectures were explored. As
introduced in Section 3, these models are the OadTR model, the Colar model and an integrated model
using the OadTR skeleton, but enhancing it by the static branch of the Colar model. Subsequently
this integrated model will be dubbed OadTR _ v4, complying with naming conventions introduced by
OadTR [57].

For fair comparison, all three models were trained for 50 epochs, regardless of wall-clock time. It
is noted, that training the Colar model is significantly faster than OadTR.

Table 1: Performance metrics represent the weighted class average of the impact of different model
architectures.

Experiment ROC_ AUC F1|Precision|Recall
OadTR_v3 0.668| 0.671 0.686| 0.659
OadTR_v4 0.661| 0.658 0.685| 0.633
Colar 0.613/0.682 0.688| 0.688

The OadTR_ v3 model showcased outstanding results, especially with an ROC _AUC of 0.668 and
a precision of 0.686 according to Table 1. While it excelled in the 'Background’ category with an F1
score of 0.799, there is potential for enhancement in other categories.

In comparison, the OadTR _v4 model had notable precision (0.685) but showed room for growth in
the "WrongLane’ and ’Cutting’ categories. Noteworthy is its superior performance in the 'LaneChange’
category, achieving an F1 score of 0.138.

Differing from the others, the Colar model was balanced in its metrics, boasting the highest F1 and
recall scores at 0.682. Specifically in the 'Background’ category, it achieved an impressive precision of
0.832. Additionally, its strength in detecting ’OverTaking’ instances was evident with a recall of 0.682,
and it outperformed in the "WrongLane’ and ’Cutting’ categories compared to its counterparts.

Among all models, the Background category had the strongest performance. F1 scores ranged
from 0.777 (OadTR_v4) to 0.799 (OadTR_v3). Colar demonstrated superior precision, marking its
effectiveness in recognizing true positives. In the OverTuking category, performance was slightly lower
across all models. However, Colar stood out with a recall of 0.682, indicating its capability in detecting
"OverTaking’ instances and reducing false negatives. All models showed sub-par performance in the
LaneChange category, highlighting the difficulty in predicting this action. OadTR_v4 had a slightly
better F1 score of 0.138, showcasing balanced precision and recall. Correctly predicting the WrongLane
category proved difficult for all models as well. However, the Colar model did indicate a marginally
better F1 score, suggesting potential for improvement with further adjustments. Cutting Category:
All models faced challenges due to limited representation in the training data. Still, Colar managed to
achieve the highest F1 score of 0.041, hinting at its resilience for this category.

In summary, all models demonstrated varying performance across different categories, each ex-
celling in certain areas while requiring improvements in others. The Colar model showed balanced per-
formance, OadTR _ v3 outperformed in precision and ROC _AUC, and OadTR_ v4 exhibited strength
in the 'LaneChange’ category. Despite the strong performance in the 'Background’ category, all models
demonstrated a need for further optimization for the less represented categories such as ’Cutting’.

A more visual representation of the model performance can be found in Figure 7 in Appendix D.
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4.4 Generating Salient Cues as Explanations

The methodology employed to identify salient cues for the elucidation of the model’s predictions is
detailed in Section 3.4. In these experiments, a masking technique was employed which involved setting
parts of the input video to zero, thus effectively 'removing’ certain agents from the frame.

This masking approach creates a suite of n + 1 videos, where n represents the total number of
agents in the frame. The prediction results from these masked videos are then compared against a
baseline prediction from the unmasked video. The comparison provides a measure of influence of each
agent on the classification outcome.

In addition to the primary method, an alternative technique utilizing negative masks was also
investigated. This technique deviates from the positive masking approach, in that it preserves only the
actor of interest within each frame, with all other regions being set to zero.

However, the use of negative masks led to undesirable outcomes, in that the classification results
appeared to be random and yielded no noticeable improvements. In fact, the lack of contextual data
within the frames due to negative masking, led to significant declines in classification accuracy.

Hence, following initial exploratory trials, the strategy of using negative masks was abandoned
due to its detrimental effects on classification performance. However, it is noteworthy that the current
codebase is designed to allow for swift adaptation and potential future exploration of negative masks.

The reported values are generated by applying a sigmoid function to the last layer of the neural
network. Given the nature of the multilabel classification problem at hand, the outputs of this operation
can be interpreted as probabilities. Each output corresponds to the probability of the associated class
label being present, as estimated by the model. This is because each output logit represents a separate
binary classification problem, independent of the others. It’s worth noting that these 'probabilities’ do
not sum to 1 across classes, reflecting the fact that multiple class labels can be simultaneously present
in this multilabel context.

Generally speaking it would be difficult to incorporate video explanations into this paper. In order to
provide some visualization and allow for a mapping of probability differences and agents, it was decided
to use the last frame as a reference. Therefore each explanation consists of a visual representation of
the last image next to a legend, which maps the colored bounding boxes to probability estimates and
the difference between these new differences and the original ones.

5 Discussion

The discussion Section seeks to elaborate on the findings presented earlier, provide possible explana-
tions, and propose future research avenues. To aid further discussion, the first part focuses on the
generation of salient cues, which is important as these are used in subsequent parts of this discussion.
The second part focuses on the performance of three architecturally different online action detection
models, which were evaluated.

5.1 Discussion on Results for Different Model Architectures

The results from the experiment examining various model architectures reveal distinct strengths and
weaknesses for each model, highlighting potential areas for improvement.

OadTR_ v3. The OadTR _v3 model demonstrated notable performance in terms of ROC_AUC and
precision, leading the three models with respective values of 0.668 and 0.686. This model exhibited a
particular strength in discerning the 'Background’ category, attaining the highest F1 score of 0.799.
However, its somewhat subdued performance in other categories suggests opportunities for further
refinement. The model’s suboptimal results in the LaneChange, WrongLane, and Cutting categories
underline the need to enhance its proficiency for less represented categories in the dataset.

Colar. The Colar model demonstrated robust overall performance, registering the highest F1 and
recall scores of all models at 0.682. Its strong proficiency in handling the ’Background’ category,
denoted by the highest precision score of 0.832, indicates a particular strength in identifying true
positives. Additionally, the model showed superior sensitivity in the OverTaking category with a recall
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score of 0.682, surpassing the other two models’ performance. The Colar model notably outperformed
other models in the WrongLane and Cutting categories. However, its relatively lower ROC _AUC
and precision compared to the OadTR _v3 model suggest potential areas for further refinement. Its
comparatively superior performance on underrepresented categories suggests that categories with fewer
training/testing examples especially benefit from comparison with representative exemplars.

OadTR_v4. The OadTR_ v4 model, a synthesis of OadTR and Colar concepts, exhibits remarkable
precision, scoring 0.802 for the 'Background’ category. The model however underperforms in overall
ROC _AUC and recall. Interestingly, OadTR _v4 outshines all other models in the less frequently en-
countered "WrongLane’ category, with an F1 score of 0.076 - almost twice the score of its predecessor,
OadTR_v3. This suggests that the integration of Colar and OadTR methodologies is particularly
effective for rare labels. On the other side, the model failed to classify any instances of ’Cutting’, as
indicated by zeroes across all metrics for this category. This underscores the need for further refine-
ments in the merging of OadTR and Colar concepts. Despite these shortcomings, the unique strengths
displayed by OadTR_ v4 imply a potential for the integrated model, particularly when adjustments
are made for better assimilation of the constituent models’ features.

The comparable performance across the models, particularly in less represented categories, may be
more reflective of the characteristics of the dataset rather than the inherent capabilities of the models.
This observation suggests that enhancements in the dataset, such as increasing the representation of
underrepresented categories, could potentially augment the performance of these models.

5.2 Discussion on Salient Cue Generation

While no quantitative observations have been made, several factors appear to qualitatively influence
the efficacy of the generated explanations.

Actor Size. By definition, larger, more prominent agents have a greater impact on the extracted
image features and thus are more likely to cause substantial variation in classification results. This
effect is exemplified in Figure 3¢, where the explanations for Cutting are dominated by the orange agent,
which is more prominently positioned than the red or blue agent. Additional examples in Figure 10 in
Appendix E confirm this effect for the other implemented models.

Number of Agents. The effectiveness of the explanations seems to be inversely correlated with the
number of agents. As the scene becomes more crowded, the explanation is less likely to identify the
correct agent with a high level of certainty.

Contrasting Aggressors and Victims. A key challenge of this approach is the lack of a reliable way
to differentiate between an aggressor and a victim of aggression. In terms of the generated explanations,
there is minimal conceptual difference if the aggressor or the victim of aggression is omitted from the
scene. Specifically, an overtaking maneuver can only be labeled as aggressive if there is an agent being
overtaken aggressively. Removing one of the two from the frame should yield similar results.

Background Light. It was initially hypothesized that masking agents in black would be less effective
in night scenes. However, the examples generated contradict this assumption. One possible explanation
could be that the model predominantly focuses on the lower half of the frames, often disregarding the
upper half which tends to be less critical for its objective. Moreover, even during nighttime, the frames
rarely, if ever, contain entirely black pixels, especially within the road sections.

Utilizing Visual Explanations. To gain a better understanding, we will discuss some examples
generated with the OadTR_ v/ model, which can be found in Figure 3.

In the first example depicted in Figure 3a, the model incorrectly interprets the action QuerTaking
as WrongLane or LaneChange. This confusion might arise from the fact that OverTaking often involves
elements of both these actions. Additionally, in the original scene the green agent overtakes the blue one
on the wrong side, making this an especially challenging case. With regards to OverTaking explanations,
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Fig. 3: Explanations generated using OadTR_v4
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it is noteworthy that the v4 model provides the most persuasive explanations. The discrepancy from
the original prediction is greatest when excluding the green agent, which carries the positive label.
Despite the confusion regarding the nature of aggression depicted, the explanation correctly identify
the aggressor as the green agent. While this information is not directly relevant to prediction accuracy,
it is significant for understanding which agent might pose a threat to the Ego Vehicle’s safety.

The second example, presented in Figure 3b, differs from Figure 3a in two primary aspects. Firstly,
the scene is more crowded, containing two additional agents compared to Figure 3a. This leads to the
second, more complex difference: partial occlusion among these agents. For instance, in the last frame,
the green agent, partially occluded by the purple agent, in turn obscures the red and blue agents.
This implies a significant challenge for the masking approach, which inherently relies on occlusion.
The model exhibits high values for the LaneChanging label. However, the explanation shows a steep
drop, when masking the green agent. Indicating, that this agent could be performing the aggressive
action. The aggressive behavior of the purple agent is not adequately represented in the explanations,
highlighting a limitation of the masking method.

Lastly, Figure 3c presents arguably the most challenging example discussed here. Not only does
it involve 11 agents -a significantly higher number than previous examples— but it also contains
two distinct actions. The red agent, obscured in the final frame, is Cutting another agent, while the
bright green agent is OverTaking. Unfortunately, OadTR_ v/ struggles to correctly identify Cutting
in the scene, thus highlighting the difficulties arising from the dependence on the original prediction.
Considering OverTaking, the model attributes the responsibility wrongly. Even though the light green
agent is overtaking, the largest difference is observed when the overtaken agent is occluded.

The explanations for Cutting fail to correctly attribute the action to the agent. OadTR_ v4 reports
the largest difference when masking the orange agent. Despite the red agent performing the aggressive
action.

Additional examples generated with the other models are included in the Figures 8, 9 and 10 in
Appendix E. As is emergent from reviewing these figures, the explanations for the different models
are fairly similar to each other. Hence, they face similar problems like a degradation in goodness of
explanation as the number of agents increases, a difficulty to correctly identify the aggressor and a
dependence on the initial classification scores.

6 Concluding Remarks

In the quest for road safety, understanding aggressive driving behavior is essential. This research offers
a comprehensive exploration into such behaviors by leveraging attention-based models, feature extrac-
tion, and the METEOR driving dataset. Two significant innovations were introduced: the integration
of the OadTR and Colar models and the generation of salient cues. Despite the hybrid model not out-
performing individual models in global metrics, there was a marked improvement for lesser-represented
labels, underscoring the potential of the combined approach. Model interpretability was emphasized,
producing transparent and efficient explanations, particularly crucial for real-time applications like
autonomous vehicles. The pivotal role of the METEOR dataset in this study emphasizes the need for
comprehensive data sources to gain a deeper understanding of driving behaviors.

Moving forward, the journey to understand aggressive driving behavior through attention-based
models continues. Future studies would benefit from a specialized backbone for targeted feature ex-
traction, moving beyond pre-trained models to capture aggressive driving nuances. Improved model
interpretability, especially in legal contexts, remains paramount. Utilizing diverse datasets can pave
the way for more general models. The growing capabilities of these models also bring to the fore-
front the necessity of real-time assessment tools and the need to address ethical and privacy concerns.
Collaborations with stakeholders, including policymakers and automotive manufacturers, are vital for
translating research insights into practical solutions for road safety.
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B Model Visualizations

\_ Self-attention at each frame Anticipating future Y,

ﬂolar

’ A1

m‘qwz;’ = L=p "
(N 5
] 1 1 RN "

/ =
.-

Category exemplars /

Historical exemplars

N

Fig. 6: Tllustration of the conceptual distinction between OadTR [57] and Colar [61]. Adapted from the
original representation in [61].




Assessing Aggressive Driving Behaviour Using Attention Based Models 19

C Model Descriptions

Table 3: List of Colar hyperparameters and their default values

Argument Default Value

exp _name ’ColarMETEOR’

data_root ’/workspace/pvc-meteor /features/features i3d.pkl’
dataset_file ' /workspace/pvc-meteor/features/METEOR _ info.json’
kmean ’/workspace/pvc-meteor /features/colar /exemplar.pickle’
checkpoint . /checkpoint / THUMOS-TSN-Kinetics.pth’

seed 20

Ir 3e-4

weight decay |le-4

cuda_id 0

Ir _drop 1

input_ size 2048

enc_layers 64

numclass 5

batch _size 512

overlap 1

num_workers |8

start__epoch 1

epochs 20

output dir ’checkpoint’

clip _max norm|1.0

feature type 'METEOR’

command ’kinetics’
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Table 4: List of OadTR hyperparameters and their default values

Argument Default Value
Ir le-4
batch _size 512
weight decay le-4
epochs 60
resize feature False
Ir_drop 1
Ir_drop_size 0.5
clip _max_norm 1.0
dataparallel None
removelog None
use_flow False
version v3’
query num 8
decoder_layers 4
decoder _embedding dim 1024
decoder embedding dim _out|1024
decoder attn dropout rate |0.4
decoder num_heads 4
classification pred loss coef (0.5
enc_layers 64
Ir_backbone le-4
feature 3D _Resnet’
dim_feature 2048
patch dim 1
embedding dim 1024
num__heads 8
num_layers 3
attn_dropout_rate 0.4
positional encoding type "learned’
hidden dim 512
dropout_rate 0.4
numclass 22
classification x_loss coef 0.3
classification _h loss coef 1
similar _loss_coef 0.1
margin 1.0
weighted loss "True’
weight values 0

dataset_file
frozen weights
thumos _data_path

thumos anno_path
remove _difficult
device

binary label
output_ dir

seed

resume

start _epoch

eval

num__ workers
use_frequent
use_infrequent
pickle file name
world _size

dist _url

' /workspace/pvc-meteor/features/ METEOR _ info.json’
None

’/home/dancer /mycode/ Temporal.Online.Detection/
Online. TRN.Pytorch/preprocess/’

‘data/thumos_{} anno.pickle’

None

"cuda’

False

‘models’

20

1
None
8
"True’

"False’
"METEOR.pickle’
1
"tep://127.0.0.1:12342°
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D Additional Experiment Results
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Table 5: Measures for different model architectures, specific for each label
category F1|recall|precision|mAP
Background |0.799(0.795 0.803(0.858
OverTaking [0.540[0.505 0.579(0.542
OadTR_ v3|LaneChange|0.112{0.091 0.146(0.107
WrongLane |0.036{0.030 0.044(0.046
Cutting 0.017{0.014 0.023(0.012
Background |0.777|0.754 0.802(0.849
OverTaking [0.532]0.493 0.578|0.546
OadTR_ v4|LaneChange|0.138]0.142 0.133| 0.1
WrongLane {0.076{0.091 0.065(0.041
Cutting 0.000{0.000 0.000{0.077
Background |0.790{0.753 0.832(0.875
OverTaking |0.581|0.682 0.507(0.574
Colar LaneChange|0.200|0.314 0.147(0.125
WrongLane {0.054(0.061 0.048(0.045
Cutting 0.041{0.044 0.039{0.029

Table 6: Classification performance of models with different numbers of decoder layers.

Metric 3 4 5 6
ROC_AUC|0.690|0.697(0.686|0.691
F1 0.676|0.679(0.644|0.666
Precision 0.676|0.678|0.673(0.675
Recall 0.699|0.707|0.664(0.691
mAP 0.303|0.307{0.296|0.301

Table 7: Impact of number of encoder layers on classification performance.

Metric 2 3 4 5
ROC_AUC]| 0.695(0.693|0.698|0.700
F1 0.679|0.671|0.675| 0.651
Precision 0.676(0.678|0.679(0.685
Recall 0.709|0.693|0.700| 0.671
mAP 0.316/0.305|0.305| 0.302

Table 8: Impact of dropout probability on classification performance.

Metric 0.1 0.2] 0.3 0.4 0.5
ROC _AUC|0.702|0.698(0.694|0.690| 0.701
F1 0.662|0.666|0.667|0.676/0.682
Precision |0.684(0.681|0.676|0.676| 0.681
Recall 0.681]0.687/0.689(0.699|0.711
mAP 0.312(0.309{0.311]0.303| 0.309

Table 9: Impact of hidden dimension size on classification performance.

Metric 128| 256| 512| 1024
ROC_AUC]| 0.680(0.682| 0.690|0.691
F1 0.657(0.658(0.676| 0.674
Precision 0.668|0.670(0.676| 0.674
Recall 0.679|0.677|0.699|0.699
mAP 0.306(0.305| 0.303| 0.305
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