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Abstract

In this study, we address the limitations inherent in most existing vehicle trajectory
prediction methodologies that indiscriminately incorporate all agents—exclusively
at present—within a predetermined proximity when accounting for inter-agent
interactions. These approaches commonly employ attention-based architecture or
graph neural networks for encoding interactions, which introduces three challenges:
(i) The indiscriminate selection of all nearby agents substantially escalates the com-
putational demands of the model, particularly in those interaction-rich scenarios.
(ii) Moreover, the simplistic feature extraction of current time agents falls short
of adequately capturing the nuanced dynamics of interactions. (iii) Compounded
by the inherently low interpretability of attention mechanism and graph neural
networks, there is a propensity for the model to allocate unreliable correlation coef-
ficients to certain agents, adversely impacting the accuracy of trajectory predictions.
To mitigate these issues, we introduce ASPILin, a novel approach that enhances
the selection of interacting agents by considering their current and future lanes,
extending this consideration across all historical frames. Utilizing the states of the
agents, we estimate the nearest future distance between agents and the time needed
to reach this distance. Then, combine these with their current distances to derive a
physical correlation coefficient to encode interactions. Experiments conducted on
popular trajectory prediction datasets demonstrate that our method is efficient and
straightforward, outperforming other state-of-the-art methods. Code is available at
https://github.com/kkk00714/ASPILin.

1 Introduction

Accurately forecasting the trajectories of human-driven vehicles and pedestrians sharing the en-
vironment with autonomous vehicles is paramount within autonomous driving[16]. Such precise
trajectory predictions are indispensable for downstream intelligent planning systems to make in-
formed decisions, thereby significantly improving autonomous driving operations’ safety, comfort,
and efficiency. However, due to the inherent uncertainty and the multi-modal nature of driving
behaviors, vehicle trajectory prediction against an urban setting presents significant challenges that
include, but are not limited to, spatiotemporal modeling of historical trajectories[64], inter-agent
interaction modeling[39, 64, 50, 24], environmental description[9], kinematic constraints[50, 19],
and real-time inference[60].

Many trajectory prediction methods based on deep learning have emerged in recent years, supplanting
the early purely physics- and maneuver-based methods[62, 49]. This shift is attributable to physics-
and maneuver-based methods being only suitable for simple prediction scenarios and short-term
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forecasts (not exceeding 1 second). In contrast, deep learning-based methods can consider physics-
related, road-related, and interaction-related factors and adapt to more complex scenes[17]. The
highly interactive nature of vehicles makes modeling interactions a critical component in vehicle
trajectory prediction. Although there has been considerable research (see more details in App. A)
dedicated to modeling vehicle-agent interactions, there are still three significant shortcomings:

Figure 1: Left: due to the simplistic selection of interacting
agents (blue), the model is forced to process some spurious
interactions, such as vehicles moving in the opposite direc-
tion on the road to the left of the target vehicle (red). Right:
further selection allows the model to concentrate exclusively
on meaningful interactions, depicted in the figure as the vehi-
cle positioned ahead within the same lane and those poised
to merge with the target vehicle (assuming the target vehicle
is not preparing to change lanes).

(i) Overly simplistic agent selection.
As shown in Fig. 1, nearly all previ-
ous methods indiscriminately select
agents surrounding the target vehicle
(or even all agents from the scene)
into the interaction model. This is
reasonable for pedestrian trajectory
prediction[46, 12], given the more ran-
dom nature of pedestrian movements.
Vehicle movements, however, are gov-
erned by more stringent regulatory
constraints, such as traffic signals and
designated lanes, enabling a more re-
fined selection of interacting agents.

(ii) Ignoring dynamic interactions. On
the temporal scale, many approaches
focus their attention solely on agents
at the current timestep[64, 60, 11, 39,
24]. Indeed, the interaction events at
the current time step are most likely
to affect the future trajectory of the
target vehicle. However, this also means that the model might fail to capture the complexity of
dynamic interactions fully. If an agent significantly influences the behavior of the target vehicle early
in the observation sequence, focusing solely on the current timestep could miss such an impact. This
hinders the model from learning the full interaction causality, particularly for prediction tasks with
longer observation sequences.

(iii) Interaction modeling with low interpretability. Attention mechanism[20, 60, 38] and Graph
Neural Network (GNN)[25, 63] are popular in numerous interaction-aware methods. Although they
aid in improving model performance, fundamentally, these methods do not elucidate the underlying
decision logic or cognitive processes. Theoretically, the extent of interaction among agents is highly
correlated with their intentions and physical representations and should depend on both aspects
simultaneously. For instance, compared to agents that are closer but have mismatched intentions,
agents further away but on a merging path with the target vehicle may exhibit greater interaction.
Relying on existing methods to fully deduce such complex causal relationships is extremely difficult,
as they must consider concurrently agents’ intentions and physical representations.

Considering the connections among the three: For (i) and (ii), using a more extensive selection range
for agents[64, 60, 11] could reduce the likelihood of overlooking dynamic interactions, but it also
increases the complexity of modeling. Conversely, methods that utilize a smaller selection range[39,
24] struggle to capture dynamic interactions fully. For (i) and (iii), simultaneously leveraging the
intentions of agents and their physical representations is unrealistic, as the intentions of agents are
not known beforehand. However, if agents with matching intentions could be identified in advance,
then it would only be necessary to consider their physical representations when modeling interactions.
To this end, we propose a more refined scheme for agent selection. It uses the intended future lanes of
each agent as a proxy for their intentions and combines this with their current lane to select up to four
interacting agents. Then, by estimating the time required for agents to reach their nearest positions
through their states and combining this with their mutual distances, we derive a novel correlation
coefficient, which replaces the attention score and is integrated into the Transformer architecture. To
fully capture the dynamic interactions, we apply the agent selection process to every timestep of the
historical sequence. This involves extracting the features of agents in each frame and concatenating
them to serve as the input to the model. Specifically, the input comprises the continuous trajectory
of the target vehicle and the trajectory segments of four different types of agents. These trajectory
segments of each type may be discontinuous since they could originate from different agents. Finally,
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we utilized reparameterization to construct a simple Conditional Variational Autoencoder (CVAE)
framework for predicting the future trajectories of vehicles.

The contributions of our work are the following:

• To our knowledge, our work is the pioneering effort to refine the interacting agent selection, and
it is based on a lane predictor and four mutually exclusive rules.

• An interaction representation paradigm, where the input includes the states of the target vehicle
and the states of its interacting agents at each observation timestep but not only the current
timestep.

• A novel physics-based method for calculating correlation coefficient, replacing the attention score
and integrated into the Transformer architecture.

2 Method

In this section, we initially discuss the single-agent trajectory prediction problem, followed by a
specific introduction to the interaction module of the model proposed. Details on other crucial
modules and the training procedure can be found in App. B. An overview of our proposed framework
is illustrated in Fig. 2. We named it ASPILin, emphasizing agent selection, physical interaction, and
linear temporal weights.
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Figure 2: ASPILin starts by predicting the future lanes for all agents in the scene for each timestep via
a lane predictor, then selects up to four different types of interacting agents based on their current and
future lanes. The states of the target vehicle and interacting agents across all timesteps are extracted
and concatenated to serve as input for the interaction encoder. Meanwhile, the historical states of the
target vehicle in the relative and absolute coordinate systems, along with the rasterized scene map,
serve as inputs for the spatiotemporal encoder and the map encoder, respectively. The decoder first
outputs the mean and variance of the future trajectory of the target vehicle, followed by using the
variance for sample forecasting. Reparameterization is ultimately employed to generate multi-modal
future trajectories of the target vehicle.

2.1 Problem Formulation

Single-agent trajectory prediction is designed to forecast the future trajectory of a target vehicle
conditioned on agents’ historical states X and the map of sceneM. To be more specific, we assume
that at time t, there are N agents (vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists) in the scene, so their historical
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states can be represented as Xt = [x1
t , x

2
t , . . . , x

N
t ] ∈ RN×7, where xn

t is the state of agent n
at time t, including xy coordinates (pnt ∈ R2), heading angle (hn

t ∈ R), speed (vnt ∈ R2), and
acceleration (ant ∈ R2). Specifically, x1

t represents the state of the target vehicle at time t. Taking
into account Th historical observation timesteps, the overall historical state of the agents is denoted
as X = [X−Th+1, X−Th+2, . . . , X0] ∈ RN×Th×7. Similarly, the future ground-truth trajectory of
the target vehicle is defined as Y = [y1, y2, . . . , yTf

] ∈ RTf×2 over Tf timesteps, where yt is the
xy coordinates at time t. To forecast multi-modal future trajectories, the predicted trajectory of K
modes is denoted as Ŷ = [Ŷ 1, Ŷ 2, . . . , Ŷ K ] ∈ RK×Tf×2. Our goal is to learn a generative model to
parameterize the distribution P(Y |X,M).

2.2 Interaction Module

Our research primarily concentrates on the interaction module. Since trajectory prediction is funda-
mentally a form of time series forecasting, it is crucial to account for the spatiotemporal connectivity
of inter-agent interactions. Therefore, we further divide the interaction module into interacting agent
selection (spatial), interaction representation (temporal), and interaction modeling (both).

Interacting Agent Selection We define the Euclidean distance between agent i (i > 1) and the
target vehicle at time t as dit. If dit falls below a manually defined range threshold D (typically, the
setting of D should be positively correlated with Tf ), it is considered that there is a potential for
interaction between agent n and the target vehicle. This is just a preliminary filtering, but previous
works stopped here. We now proceed to a further selection.

Algorithm 1 Interacting agent selection algorithm

Input: Agents’ state at time t Xt ∈ RN×7, Agents’ cur-
rent and future lanes at time t Lt ∈ RN×2, Range
threshold D

Output: Index list N
1: Extract position Pt and velocity Vt from Xt;
2: Initialize min-distance dSL, dFL, dFF, dML ← D;
3: Initialize neighbor index list N ← [0, 0, 0, 0];
4: for each agent i← 2 to N do
5: Distance dit ← ∥pit − p1t∥2;
6: Orientation oit ← (pit − p1t ) · v1t ;
7: if dit < dSL and lit = l1t and oit ≥ 0 then
8: dSL ← dit;
9: N [0]← i;

10: else if dit < dFL and lit = l1t+ and oit ≥
0 and l1t+ ̸= l1t then

11: dFL ← dit;
12: N [1]← i;
13: else if dit < dFF and lit = l1t+ and oit <

0 and l1t+ ̸= l1t then
14: dFF ← dit;
15: N [2]← i;
16: else if dit < dML and l1t = lit+ and oit ≥

0 and lit+ ̸= lit then
17: dML ← dit;
18: N [3]← i;
19: end if
20: end for
21: return N , dSL, dFL, dFF, dML;

In urban areas, vehicles operate within
lanes while driving, which allows us to
convert the problem of interaction between
agents into a correlation problem between
lanes. At time t, the lane to which agent
i belongs is defined as lit. As time passes,
the agent will move to another lane, which
we refer to as future lane lit+ (t+ ≤ Tf ).
Because the size of each scene is finite, if lit
represents the last lane traversed by agent
n in the scene, then it is stipulated that
lit+ = lit. The future lane lit+ can be eas-
ily captured for training data. However, a
lane predictor must be built at the inference
stage to predict lit+. Intuitively, since each
scene has a finite number of lanes, predict-
ing the future lane can easily be converted
into a classification problem, represented
as lit+ = fclf([x

i
t, l

i
t]). Nevertheless, this

method is unsuitable for real-world applica-
tions as it only accommodates predictions
in scenarios with training. For this pur-
pose, we propose using an ultra-lightweight
model to forecast unimodal medium-to-
high-precision all types of agents’ trajec-
tories for future moments, subsequently
mapping each timestep’s trajectory onto
the respective lane. The entire process
can be expressed as {lik}0k=−Th+1 =

g(freg([{xi
k}0k=−Th+1,M])), where g is

the mapping from trajectory to lane. One
challenge of using this regression method is that agents in a real-world scenario sometimes have
different observation steps. Yet, the model must predict the trajectories of all agents to ensure the ac-
curacy of the interacting agent selection. Therefore, during inference, we use a Constant Acceleration
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(CA) model CA(·) to pad the missing observation steps for agents:

CA(t; pit, v
i
t, a

i
t) = pit + vitt+

ait
2
t2. (1)

For an agent i whose states {xi
k}

t2
k=t1

(−Th + 1 < t1 ≤ t2 < 0) are missing observation steps, the
most recent state is used as the input for CA(·):

{xi
k}

t1−1
k=−Th+1 = CA(t;xi

t1), t ∈ {−Th + 1− t1, . . . ,−1}. (2)

Similarly, we can derive:

{xi
k}0k=t2+1 = CA(t;xi

t2), t ∈ {1, . . . ,−t2}. (3)

The model freg(·) is implemented as a simplified version of ASPILin, excluding the interaction
module, and we named it Lin. Only data containing all historical and future timesteps is used to train
Lin to guarantee the model’s performance.

If the distance between two agents is less than D and their current and future lanes intersect, they are
highly likely to interact. As described in Alg. 1, we further select four different types of interacting
agents: Same lane and Leading (SL), Future lane and Leading (FL), Future lane and Following (FF),
and Merging and Leading (ML). Suppose the angle between the agent’s position relative to the target
vehicle and the target vehicle’s heading does not exceed 90◦. In that case, the agent is considered
leading the target vehicle. Additionally, to determine FL and FF, it must be ensured that the target
vehicle is not traveling in the last lane; otherwise, its future lane is meaningless, which could lead
to FL intersecting with SL. Similarly, this reasoning holds for ML. Finally, the agent closest to the
target vehicle in each category is selected as its interacting agent.

Interaction Representation Once the method for interacting agent selection is established, the next
step is to create an interaction representation to serve as the input for the interaction encoder. A com-
mon practice is to select four types (SL, FL, FF, and ML) interacting agents i1 to i4 for the target vehi-
cle at t = 0 and then their historical states, denoted as I = [{x1

k}0k=−Th+1, {{x
in
k }0k=−Th+1}4n=1}] ∈

R5×Th×7. However, this method encounters a predicament similar to the Lin model, which involves
padding for agents with missing observation steps. Whether zero values are used or the state values
from the nearest timestep[39] are employed for padding, the model inevitably processes distorted
data during training. Although some approaches[60] employ a mask during encoding to disregard
missing timesteps, the interaction representation of the target vehicle throughout the observation
steps remains incomplete. Additionally, the interacting agents at t = 0 may not have interacted with
the target vehicle in the early stages of observation.

An ideal interaction representation should be able to show the interactions of the target vehicle at
each historical timestep, which facilitates the model’s learning of the causal relationship between
interactions and future trajectories. Thus, we introduce a novel paradigm for interaction represen-
tation, defined as I = [I1, (Is)s∈S ] ∈ R5×Th×7, where In = [xn

−Th+1, x
n
−Th+2, . . . , x

n
0 ] ∈ R5×7

represents the states of type n agents in all observation timesteps and S is a set that includes SL, FL,
FF, and ML. Building it requires setting a maximum number of interaction agents to prevent varying
input lengths at different timesteps. If there be no interacting agent of a particular type, like i1 (SL),
at that time, its state value xi1

t (xSL
t ) is padded to zeros. Unlike the prior interaction representation,

ours can depict the target vehicle’s dynamic interactions without altering the input’s size. In Tab. 3,
we additionally consider a simple agent selection method, which involves selecting the four closest
neighbors within D as interacting agents to demonstrate the superiority of our proposed interaction
representation.

Similar to the approach of many recent studies[24, 39, 60, 25, 68], we convert the coordinate system
for the final interaction representation. Specifically, all states in I are transformed into a relative
coordinate system as Ĩ with the target vehicle’s final observation point p10 as the origin and the positive
direction h1

0 of the x-axis. The conversion from absolute to relative coordinate systems significantly
aids in enhancing generalization performance and reducing the learning burden, as has been validated
in numerous experiments.

Interaction Modeling Our interaction encoder is primarily based on the Transformer architecture[58].
However, existing attention-based methods are purely data-driven and do not explain how the
model infers the extent of correlation of inter-agent. To address this, we propose a physics-based
deterministic correlation calculation method and integrate it into the Transformer.
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For the traditional multi-head dot-product attention mechanism and interaction representation, the
interaction embedding eint between the target vehicle and all of its interaction agents can be denoted
as:

Z = FC(Ĩ) = [Z1, (Zs)s∈S ], (4)
Q,K, V = W qZ1,W k(Zs)s∈S ,W

v(Zs)s∈S , (5)
Z ′ = MHA(Q,K, V ), (6)

eint = LN(FFN(LN(Z1 + Z ′)) + Z), (7)
where FC(·) ∈ R7Th×dz performs a direct linear transformation on the temporal dimension features,
and Q,K, V are obtained from three equivalent linear transformations (W q,W k,W v ∈ Rdz×dz′ ).
Residual connection[15] and layer normalization [1] LN(·) are applied to the output Z from MHA(·)
before input into the feed-forward module FFN(·), following the standard Transformer architecture.
It is also applicable within our proposed interaction representation.

We now introduce a physical method to calculate the correlation ai1t between agent i1 and the target
vehicle at time t. First, we use the CA model to estimate the time τ i1t needed for the target vehicle
and agent i1 to reach the closest distance di1t+, expressed as:

τ i1t = argmin
τ
∥CA(τ ; x̃1

t )− CA(τ ; x̃i1
t )∥2, (8)

di1t+ = ∥CA(τ i1t ; x̃1
t )− CA(τ i1t ; x̃i1

t )∥2. (9)
Then, combining with the current distance di1t between them obtained from Alg. 1 to calculate the
correlation coefficient :

τ i1t =


0 if τ i1t < 0;

30 if τ i1t > 30;

τ i1t otherwise,
(10)

ci1t =
di1t − di1t+ + 1

di1t exp(τ i1t )
. (11)

Here, we set a lower bound for τ i1t to ensure that the correlation coefficient is based solely on future
action and an upper bound based on the assumption that agents will not stay in the scene for more
than 30 seconds, to prevent excessively high values in subsequent calculations. The construction
of Eq. 11 is based on the correlation between agents being negatively correlated with di1t and τ i1t
and positively correlated with the difference in the distance they cover during τ i1t . Adding one in
the numerator prevents it from 0, thereby maintaining the effectiveness of the two factors in the
denominator. Using exp(·) in the denominator serves to highlight the impact of τ i1t and avoid the
denominator being 0. If at time t there is no SL type agent i1, then ci1t is naturally set to 0. Next, ci1t
is normalized to a physical attention score:

αi1
t = αSL

t =
2(Th + t)ci1t

(1 + Th)Th

∑4
n=1 c

in
t

, (12)

where αi1
t simultaneously incorporates the spatial attention of the target vehicle towards agent i1 at

time t and the linear weighting of t over the entire time scale Th. Subsequently, we derive a weight
matrix A ∈ R4×Th :

A =


αSL
−Th+1 · · · αSL

0

αFL
−Th+1 · · · αFL

0

αFF
−Th+1 · · · αFF

0

αML
−Th+1 · · · αML

0

 =

A
SL

AFL

AFF

AML

 . (13)

Ultimately, eint is obtained by applying residual connection and layer norm:
Z = FCz(Ĩ) = [Z1, (Zs)s∈S ], (14)

Z ′ = FCz′

(
Z1 +

∑
s∈S
As ◦ Zs

)
, (15)

eint = FFN-LN(FFN(LN(Z ′))) + Z ′, (16)
where FCz(·) ∈ R7×dz and FCz′(·) ∈ RdzTh×dz′ perform linear transformations on spatial and
temporal features respectively, ◦ denotes the Hadamard product. Inspired by NormFormer[53], we
additionally use one LN placed after the FNN(·) but before the residual connection on top of the
Pre-LN configuration, referred to as FFN-LN(·), which helps enhance training stability.
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3 Experiments

Experiments are carried out on three public trajectory prediction datasets, which included comparison
experiments on the INTERACTION[65] and highD[28] datasets, and ablation studies on the INTER-
ACTION and CitySim[67] datasets. Detailed experimental setup (including datasets introduction,
experimental metrics, and model implementation details) can be found in App. C. Additionally, in
App. D, we compare the inference speeds of ASPILin and the baseline model to demonstrate the
efficiency of our model.

3.1 Comparison with State-of-the-art Table 1: Comparison with models on the INTERAC-
TION validation set. † indicates that models do not use
maps and * indicates those models that only perform
unimodal predictions.

Model minADE6↓ minFDE6↓
DESIRE[31] † 0.32 0.88
Multipath[4] † 0.30 0.99
TNT[66] 0.21 0.67
HEAT-I-R[39] * 0.19 0.66
DCM-MHA-LSTM[10] † 0.19 0.58
ITRA[50] 0.17 0.49
GOHOME[11] - 0.45
joint-StarNet[20] 0.13 0.38
DiPA[25] 0.11 0.34
MB-SS-ASP[23] 0.10 0.30
SAN[21] 0.10 0.29
GMM-CVAE[22] 0.09 0.28

Lin † * 0.22 0.85
ASPILin † 0.12 0.43
Lin * 0.18 0.67
ASPILin 0.08 0.27

Table 2: Comparison with models on the highD test
set. The best and second best results are in bold and
underlined, respectively.

Model
RMSE↓

1s 2s 3s 4s 5s

CV 0.11 0.35 0.73 1.24 1.86
CS-LSTM[8] 0.19 0.57 1.16 1.96 2.96
NLS-LSTM[37] 0.22 0.61 1.24 2.10 3.27
MHA-LSTM[38] 0.06 0.09 0.24 0.59 1.18
PiP[54] 0.17 0.52 1.05 1.76 2.63
STDAN[5] 0.19 0.27 0.48 0.91 1.66
MMnTP[40] 0.19 0.38 0.62 0.95 1.39
POVL[41] 0.12 0.18 0.22 0.53 1.15
VVF-TP[55] 0.12 0.24 0.41 0.66 0.98
GRANP[35] 0.41 0.44 0.70 0.88 1.34

Lin 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.27 0.54
ASPILin 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.21 0.42

We evaluate our model on the INTERAC-
TION and highD datasets and compare
it with state-of-the-art models. ASPILin
is developed in map-free and map-based
versions of the INTERACTION dataset.
Much recent research[60, 31, 4, 10] con-
centrates on map-free approaches due to
the unavailability of high-definition maps,
and our model can readily be adapted to a
map-free model (i.e., variant 3 in Tab. 3)
because each encoder operates indepen-
dently. The results shown in Tab. 1 indi-
cate that the map-free and map-based AS-
PILin achieve state-of-the-art performance
among their respective model types. Ad-
ditionally, our map-free model’s perfor-
mance significantly surpasses similar mod-
els. It even achieves competitive results
compared to the state-of-the-art map-based
models, demonstrating the superiority of
our interaction module.

The comparison results on the highD
dataset are shown in Tab. 2. Similar to
some work[40, 41], we first implement a
Constant Velocity (CV) model as a refer-
ence baseline for the highD dataset. Inter-
estingly, apart from the MHA-LSTM[37]
and our model, all other models cannot sur-
pass the CV model regarding predictive
performance within 1 future second. The
performance exhibited by Lin exceeds that
of state-of-the-art methods, attributable to
its superior CVAE architecture and loss
functions. By comparison, ASPILin sig-
nificantly lowers the RMSE after 3 future
seconds, highlighting the importance of in-
teraction modeling for long-term predic-
tion.

3.2 Ablation Studies

A series of ablation studies are conducted to validate the advanced nature of our proposed approach on
the INTERACTION and CitySim datasets, encompassing the various components of the interaction
module, four types of interacting agents, and the influence of different lane predictors on the outcomes.
All methods in the last two ablation experiments use our proposed interaction representation and
physics-related interaction encoding method.
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Table 3: Ablation experiments for each component of the interaction module

Variant
Agent Selection Time Windows Interaction Encoding INTERACTION Val. CitySim Val.

4 lane-related 4 closest all current physics-related attention minADE6↓ minFDE6↓ minADE6↓ minFDE6↓
1 ✓ ✓ 0.119 0.393 0.999 2.223
2 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.117 0.392 1.010 2.253
3 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.096 0.321 0.982 2.178
4 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.097 0.331 0.973 2.164
5 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.091 0.314 0.965 2.137
6 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.088 0.295 0.959 2.124

7 ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.079 0.266 0.954 2.095

Components of the Interaction Module The ablation experiments for each component of the
interaction module are shown in Tab 3. The baseline configuration selects all agents within D at
time t = 0 as interacting agents and encodes their interactions using two layers of Transformer. As
noted earlier, we introduced an additional simple method for agent selection—selecting the four
closest agents—to further verify the effectiveness of our proposed interaction representation. An
intuitive conclusion is that merely setting an upper limit on the number of interaction agents does not
enhance model performance and may even reduce it. This is reasonable, as inappropriately narrowing
the selection range will likely exclude genuinely interacting agents. However, switching the time
window from current to all results in enhanced model performance, demonstrated across all three
comparison sets (variants 2 and 3, 4 and 5, 6 and 7). An interesting observation is that variants 2 and
3 are more significant than in the two other groups due to the instability of the 4 closest selection
method compared to 4 lane-related. That’s because the four closest agents in interaction-dense
scenarios may change at any moment, whereas four lane-related agents are less likely to change
over time. From comparisons in two other groups (variants 2 and 4, 3 and 5), we conclude that
refining agent selection through lane usage can improve model performance, which provides valuable
insights for future research. The last two comparisons (variants 4 and 6, 5 and 7) demonstrate that our
physics-based interaction encoding method is viable and advantageous, significantly increasing the
model’s interpretability. Overall, our final model, compared to the baseline, shows an improvement
of 33.6% in minADE6 and 32.3% in minFDE6 on the INTERACTION validation set and an increase
of 5.5% in minADE6 and 5.8% in minFDE6 on the CitySim validation set.

Table 4: Ablation experiments for four types of interacting agents

SL FL FF ML
INTERACTION Val. CitySim Val.

minADE6↓ minFDE6↓ minADE6↓ minFDE6↓
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.083 0.282 1.013 2.235

✓ ✓ ✓ 0.080 0.269 1.025 2.307
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.090 0.299 1.007 2.243
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.085 0.271 0.963 2.127

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.079 0.266 0.954 2.095

Four Types of Interacting
Agents We conduct ablation ex-
periments on four types of in-
teracting agents to verify that
each category positively affects
model performance. According
to the results in Tab. 4, exclud-
ing any category of interacting
agents results in some level of
decline in model performance.
Models excluding FF and FL, respectively, achieve the poorest performance on the INTERACTION
and CitySim validation sets, indicating that agents on the target vehicle’s future lane have a greater
impact on the target vehicle than other agents. Moreover, on the CitySim validation set, the prediction
task is more sensitive to changes in interaction agents because a 6-second prediction period is more
affected by interacting agents than a 3-second.

Table 5: Ablation experiments for different lane predictors

Dataset Method ACC(%)↑ minADE6↓ minFDE6↓

INTERACTION
Clf. (RF) 88.5 0.080 0.270
Reg. (Lin) 97.9 0.079 0.266
Raw Data 100 0.078 0.261

CitySim
Clf. (RF) 93.6 0.951 2.089
Reg. (Lin) 89.5 0.954 2.095
Raw Data 100 0.946 2.073

Different Lane Predictors Despite
our clarification that the lane predic-
tor based on classification is not prac-
tical for real-world applications, we
implement this approach to examine
how the accuracy of future lane pre-
dictions affects model performance
by a simple Random Forest (RF).
The detailed experimental results are
shown in Tab. 5. Using raw data undoubtedly achieves the best performance. Interestingly, the
classification- and regression-based models show starkly different performances on the two datasets
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Figure 3: Qualitative results of ASPILin on the INTERACTION validation set. Purple rectangles
represent vehicles, while green circles denote pedestrians or cyclists. Past trajectories are shown with
black lines, predicted future trajectories with red lines, and ground-truth trajectories with purple lines,
with endpoints marked distinctively.

because the prediction tasks on the CitySim dataset are considerably more complex than those on
the INTERACTION, especially since interactions are not considered in both. Classification-based
models can use the current lane of an agent as an additional input to simplify the prediction process,
a capability that regression-based models lack. What is not displayed in the table is that Lin’s ADE
and FDE on the CitySim dataset are 2.741 and 7.675, respectively. Nevertheless, it maintains a high
lane prediction accuracy close to that of RF, demonstrating that our comprehensive agent selection
strategy is effective even for long-term prediction tasks with a simple model. Additionally, it can be
observed that different methods reduce the discrepancies in lane prediction in their final forecasts.
This is because our agent selection is not entirely based on future lanes, and predicting an incorrect
future lane may still lead to the same outcome due to other mismatched conditions.

3.3 Qualitative Results

We present the qualitative results of ASPILin on the INTERACTION dataset. As illustrated in Fig. 3,
our model can predict accurate, multi-modal vehicle trajectories in complex scenarios. Interestingly,
ASPILin struggles more with predicting the precise trajectories of vehicles that are stationary or
nearly so, as they have less dynamic information and greater randomness. This observation also
points to potential areas for future enhancements.

4 Limitations

While the experiments showcase our proposed methods’ excellent performance, they still have
limitations. In App. E, we elaborate on these limitations, covering the limitations of ASPILin and the
limitations of the three enhancement methods we proposed for the interaction module.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we explored the possibility of enhancing single-agent trajectory prediction interaction
from multiple perspectives, including (i) a lane-related method for a more detailed selection of
interacting agents, (ii) a simple interaction representation that captures dynamic interactions, and
(iii) a physically-related interaction encoding method. We designed a model named ASPILin and
conducted experiments on the INTERACTION, highD, and CitySim datasets. The results indi-
cate that our approach significantly enhances interaction modeling and positively affects trajectory
prediction, offering substantially increased interpretability over earlier methods. Furthermore, our
proposed interaction components can be readily integrated into other model architectures due to their
independence.

One future work area involves modeling more high-level interactions, benefiting multi-agent and
one-shot long-term predictions. Another promising direction is to explore more possibilities of
combining data-driven and physical methods, further enhancing the model’s interpretability and
generalizability.
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A Related Work

A.1 Interaction-Aware Trajectory Prediction

Due to the importance of inter-agent interaction in trajectory prediction, many deep learning methods
in the past have focused on modeling interactions between agents. We focus on their range of
interacting agent selection, interaction time window, methods of encoding interactions, and prediction
mode. Tab. 6 summarizes previous work, where models[21, 22, 66] using the same encoding
interactions method are placed on the same row. Here, we perform a more meticulous analysis.

Table 6: A survey of previous work in interaction modeling

Method Agent Selection Time Windows Interaction Encoding Mode

VectorNet[9, 66] within 130×130m all timesteps attention one-shot
Agentformer[64] within 100m current timestep attention multi-step

ITRA[50] within 100×100m all timesteps conv multi-step
mmTransformer[33] all agents current timestep attention one-shot

MultiModalTransformer[18] within 30m and up to 10 neighbors current timestep attention one-shot
GOHOME[11] within 128×128m current timestep attention one-shot

MultiPath++[57] within 80m current timestep RNNs one-shot
StarNet[20–22] within a certain threshold current timestep attention one-shot
HEAT-I-R[39] within 30m current timestep attention one-shot

HiVT[68] within 50m all timesteps attention one-shot
HDGT[24] within 30m/20m/10m current timestep attention one-shot
DiPA[25] within 13×3 grid current timestep GNN one-shot

SSL-Lanes[2] within 100m current timestep attention one-shot
SceneTransformer[42] all agents current timestep attention one-shot

TENET[59] within 100m current timestep attention one-shot
M2I[56] all agents current timestep GNN+attention+physics-related one-shot

LAformer[32] all agents current timestep attention one-shot
MTR++[52] up to 16 neighbors current timestep attention one-shot

ASPILin up to 4 well-chosen neighbors all timesteps physics-related attention one-shot

Interacting Agent Selection Methods[33, 42, 32] such as mmTransformer directly model interactions
with all agents within the scene and simultaneously predict the trajectories of multiple target vehicles.
While using a relative coordinate system can distinguish the context of different target vehicles,
this approach still significantly increases the complexity of the model. By contrast, setting a range
threshold[9, 64, 50, 18, 11, 57, 20, 39, 24, 25, 2, 59] or limiting the maximum number[18, 52] of
neighbors permits modeling of the target vehicle’s local context, which aligns more closely with the
needs of single-agent prediction[9, 18, 11, 20]. Moreover, many works[20, 52, 68] conduct joint
predictions by initially capturing local interactions before modeling global interactions, enabling the
model to extend from single-agent prediction to multi-agent prediction. Nonetheless, their selection
mechanisms are still too simplistic, especially in scenarios with dense agent populations where the
agents truly interacting might represent a very small fraction. In this work, we use the future lane of
each agent as its intention further to select the interacting agents for the target vehicle.

Interaction Time Windows Many methods only model the relationship between the target vehicle
and the interacting agents selected at the current time, potentially leading the model to ignore dynamic
interactions over time. Because in the early stages of observation, the target vehicle may not interact
with these agents. While employing a broader range for agent selection might somewhat mitigate
this issue, as noted earlier, it considerably lowers modeling efficiency. Hence, we propose to select
interacting agents for each timestep and only extract their features at that timestep, thereby capturing
dynamic interactions without enlarging the input size. Additionally, differing from other models
that follow the same methodology, we neither adopt a multi-step prediction strategy[50] nor utilize
vectorized input representations for separate modeling[9, 68]. Conversely, we model the entire
point-based input in one go and directly predict the trajectories for all future timesteps.

Interaction Encoding Almost all work uses purely data-driven approaches. However, recent studies
indicate that incorporating physics can enhance the performance of deep learning models. SSP-
ASP[19] and ITRA[50] purely limit motion learning to an action space grounded in acceleration and
steering angles, subsequently deducing future trajectories via a kinematic model. M2I[56] classifies
a pair of agents as influencer and reactor by calculating the closest value of their ground-truth
trajectories and the time required to reach the nearest point at the training stage, followed by the
sequential generation of their future trajectories via a marginal predictor and a conditional predictor,
respectively. Differently, through a physical model, we estimate the nearest future distance between
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agents and the time needed to reach this distance, integrating these with their current distance to
compute a physical correlation coefficient.

A.2 Multi-modal Trajectory Prediction

The future trajectory of vehicles inherently exhibits multimodality, given the uncertainty of intentions.
Early approaches are commonly based on deterministic methods from physics or classic machine
learning, such as Kalman Filtering (KF)[44], Dynamic Bayesian Network (DBN)[14], Support Vector
Machines (SVM)[29], etc.

To tackle this challenge, one widely used approach involves modeling the output as a probability
distribution of future trajectories via regression[7, 61]. Usually, it introduces a cross-entropy loss
function for mode classification to avoid mode collapse. Additionally, some methods[66, 2] use more
explicit classification representations to make multi-modal trajectories closer to reality. TNT[66]
samples anchor points from the roadmap and then generates trajectories based on these anchors.
SSL-Lanes[2] classifies the maneuvers of each agent and trains the model in a self-supervised manner.

Other methods parameterize the distribution of future trajectories[57, 47], such as Gaussian Mixture
Models (GMM) or samples within a latent space and generate predictions through mapping. Re-
garding the latter, Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)[13, 45, 26] and Conditional Variational
Autoencoders (CVAEs)[48, 30, 43] are the most popular models. A common drawback of generative
models is the need for extensive data to support training. Moreover, for GANs, challenges such as
training difficulties[51] and mode collapse[27] exist. Although CVAEs face similar issues of insuffi-
cient diversity, their training is more stable. In this study, we employ a reparameterized architecture to
predict future vehicle trajectories. Instead of sampling randomly from a standard normal distribution,
we treat the sampler as a trainable module to prevent unrealistic trajectory outputs due to randomness.

B More Details of ASPILin

B.1 Other Crucial Modules

For other model components, we use the prototype components of leapfrog[36] (excluding the map
encoder). They all consist of simple neural networks, improving the efficiency of model inference
and highlighting the advantages of our interaction module.

Spatiotemporal Encoder 1D Convolutional Neural Networks Conv1D(·) and Gated Recurrent Units
GRU(·) are used to capture the spatial and temporal dependencies of the target vehicle’s historical
states in the relative coordinate system, ultimately resulting in a spatiotemporal embedding est:

est = GRU(Conv1D({x̃1
k}0k=−Th+1)). (17)

We use three equivalent but independent spatiotemporal encoders corresponding to decoders to obtain
the mean µ, variance σ, and samples z used for reparameterization respectively. The corresponding
embeddings are labeled as eµst, e

σ
st, and ezst.

Map Encoder The map selector from HEAT-I-R[39] is utilized as our map encoder, employing a
gating mechanism on map features extracted by CNN for selecting maps. This enables agents in
varying states to pay attention to specific map features, rather than sharing a single global map or
storing a local map for each agent. The entire process is as follows:

M′ = MLP(CNNs(M)), (18)

x′ = FCx′(x1
0), (19)

emap = Sigmoid(FCm([M′, x′])) ◦M′. (20)
More precisely, we initially utilize CNNs(·) and MLP(·) to extract features from the map and
perform a linear transformation (FCx′(·) ∈ R7×dx′ ) of the target agent’s state at the current time
from global coordinates into a higher-dimensional space. Then, we fuse the features of x′ andM′

(FCm(·) ∈ R(dx′+dM′ )×dM′ ), pass them through Sigmoid(·) to scale all feature values between 0
and 1, and finally perform element-wise production withM′ to obtain the map embedding emap.

Decoder and Reparameterization We employ three distinct MLPs to serve as decoders correspond-
ing to three spatiotemporal encoders; however, we initially forecast the mean and variance of the
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future trajectory of the target vehicle, denoted as:
µ = MLPµ([e

µ
st, eint, emap]) = [µ1, µ2, . . . , µTf

], (21)

σ = MLPσ([e
σ
st, eint, emap]), (22)

where µ ∈ RTf×2 represents a set containing the means of the trajectory for each future timestep,
whereas σ ∈ R is a single value. Next, we perform a set of linear transformations on the predicted σ
and use it for sample prediction:

σ′ = MLPσ′(σ), (23)

z = MLPz([e
z
st, eint, emap, σ

′]) = [{z1t }
Tf

t=1, . . . , {zKt }
Tf

t=1], (24)

where z ∈ RK×Tf×2 represents the K samples for each future timestep. The predicted trajectory Ŷ
is ultimately derived from a reparameterization formula:

Ŷ = µ+ σ × z. (25)

B.2 Training Objective

The loss function used to optimize both ASPILin and Lin is expressed as:
L = Ldistance + λLdiversity, (26)

Ldistance =
1

Tf
minKk=1

Tf∑
t=1

∥ŷkt − yt∥2, (27)

Ldiversity =

∑K
k=1

∑Tf

t=1 ∥ŷkt − yt∥2
σ2KTf

+ log σ2. (28)

We apply a winner-takes-all strategy to Ldistance, performing backpropagation only on the mode with
the smallest deviation from the ground-truth to prevent mode collapse. Ldiversity with λ = 0.02 is
designed to enhance the diversity of forecasted trajectories. The first component aligns variance with
scene complexity, while the second component acts as a regularization factor, ensuring high variance
across all predictions.

C Experimental Setup

C.1 Datasets

The INTERACTION dataset[65] primarily focuses on interactions between agents, including trajec-
tories of vehicles and pedestrians or cyclists in intersections, roundabouts, and merging scenarios
across multiple countries. All these no-signal scenarios are recorded at a trajectory sampling rate
of 10Hz, with the task being to predict the trajectory of the next 3 seconds (30 timesteps) based on
the previous 1 second (10 timesteps). We use the officially divided training set and validation set,
training and evaluating ASPILin using only vehicle trajectories, including 398,409 training sequences
and 107,269 validation sequences. For Lin, we train using trajectories from all agent types, including
413,548 training sequences and 111,493 validation sequences.

The highD dataset[28] is centered on highway vehicle trajectories, specifically focusing on interactions
such as lane changing and overtaking. The sampling rate for trajectories is 25Hz. To fairly compare
with the state-of-the-art methods, we split the dataset into training, validation, and test sets in a
7:1:2 ratio and downsample the trajectories to 5Hz, following the data processing steps in PiP[54].
The prediction task involves using the past 3 seconds (15 timesteps) to predict the next 5 seconds
(25 timesteps). ASPILin and Lin use the same data for training and inference, including 2,530,166
training sequences and 361,454 test sequences.

The CitySim dataset[67], launched in 2023, is designed to advance safety-oriented research, providing
more precise trajectories and more labels and increased numbers of interaction safety incidents than
previous datasets. We use data from two unsignalized scenarios, Intersection B and Roundabout
A, for training and evaluating the model, with the training and validation split in an 8:2 ratio. The
trajectory sampling rate for both scenarios is 30Hz, with the task being to predict the future 6s (180
timesteps) trajectory based on the past 2s (60 timesteps). Since the scenarios only contain vehicle
trajectories, ASPILin and Lin use the same data for training and validation, including 61,185 training
sequences and 15,164 validation sequences.
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C.2 Metrics

Across INTERACTION and CitySim datasets, we forecast future trajectories for K = 6 modes
and evaluate the model’s performance using Minimum Average Displacement Error (minADE) and
Minimum Final Displacement Error (minFDE), denoted as:

minADEK =
1

Tf
minKk=1

Tf∑
t=1

∥ŷkt − yt∥2, (29)

minFDEK = minKk=1∥ŷkTf
− yTf

∥2. (30)

For the highD dataset, we predict a deterministic unimodal trajectory and evaluate the model using
Root Mean Square Error (RMSE), expressed as:

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

NTf

N∑
i=1

Tf∑
t=1

∥ŷt,i − yt,i∥22, (31)

where N represents the total number of samples.

C.3 Implementation Details

Our model is implemented in PyTorch. It uses AdamW as the optimizer, with a cosine annealing
scheduler[34], and initial settings for the learning rate, batch size, and training epochs are 1e-3,
64/128/32 for the INTERACTION/highD/CitySim dataset, and 40, respectively. The interaction
module’s range thresholdD is set to 30/200/45 meters for the INTERACTION/highD/CitySim dataset.
The Transformer used for ablation studies consists of 2 heads, 2 layers, dz , dz′ , and the dimensions
of the feed-forward module are all set to 256. In our proposed physics-related method, dz and dz′

are configured as 32 and 256, respectively, and the feed-forward module has a dimension of 256.
Additionally, we do not set a bias for the linear transformation before the first residual connection
to prevent feature confusion caused by zero padding. For the spatiotemporal encoder, the Conv1D
kernel size is set to 3, the output channels to 32, and the GRU’s hidden layer dimension to 256. For
the map encoder, we use the same settings as HEAT-I-R[39], whereM is a 400 × 250 grayscale
map for each scene, and the details of the scene are shown in Fig. 3. For the three decoders, the
hidden layers of MLPµ(·) and MLPσ(·) are set to (256, 128), and the hidden layer of MLPz(·) is set
to (1024, 1024). The hidden layer and output dimension of linear transformations MLPσ′(·) are set
to (8, 16) and 32, respectively.

ASPILin (3.4M/3.1M/5.7M parameters for the INTERACTION/highD/CitySim dataset) and Lin
(2.5M/2.5M/2.8M parameters for the INTERACTION/highD/CitySim dataset) underwent training on
a single RTX-4090 and i9-13900K.

D More Experiments

D.1 Inference Speed

Table 7: Inference speed for the INTERACTION/CitySim datasets
Dataset Model LP AS TP Total(ms)↓

INTERACTION Baseline - 22.29 0.51 22.80
ASPILin 1.00 8.52 0.24 9.76

CitySim Baseline - 6.66 0.79 7.45
ASPILin 0.99 6.53 0.26 7.78

We evaluate the inference time of the entire prediction process (including Lane Prediction (LP), Agent
Selection (AS), and Trajectory Prediction (TP)) of ASPILin on the INTERACTION and CitySim
datasets to verify the efficiency of our method and compare it with the baseline (i.e., variant 1 in
Tab. 3). Results are shown in Tab. 7. Agent selection consumes most computational resources due
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to extensive data processing and conditional filtering, significantly increasing inference time. Even
though ASPILin employs more criteria for meticulous agent selection, it remains more efficient
than the baseline. This is because the baseline involves extensive data storage operations, taking
much more time than needed to make conditional judgments. In the INTERACTION dataset, up
to 25 agents can be within 30 meters of the target vehicle, while in the CitySim dataset, there are a
maximum of only 5 agents within 45 meters. This explains the discrepancies between ASPILin and
the baseline in the two datasets.

Results show that ASPILin possesses high inference efficiency, particularly in scenes with high agent
density. While its efficiency slightly underperforms the baseline in scenarios with low agent density,
this is completely acceptable. Overall, even if the simultaneous prediction of all vehicle trajectories
in a scene is viewed as an aggregation of single-agent predictions, our model performs real-time
inference in milliseconds.

E Discussion of Limitations

E.1 Limitations of ASPILin

Essentially, ASPILin is a CVAE model that generates a vehicle’s multi-modal future trajectory in
one-shot through reparameterization, which results in some limitations.

Limitation of Single-agent Prediction Although many efforts[39, 23, 11, 9, 22] are dedicated to
single-agent prediction, the multi-agent prediction, which involves predicting the trajectories of
multiple agents simultaneously, is in fact more in line with real-world requirements. Experiments in
App. E.1 have already demonstrated the extremely high inference efficiency of ASPILin, especially
in scenarios with high agent density. However, the superiority of multi-agent prediction is evident
in its efficiency and ability to simultaneously handle more complex interactions at higher levels.
Hence, the majority of single-agent prediction research does not aim to develop an all-encompassing
high-performance model, but rather concentrates on advancing or refining one particular aspect, as is
the case with ASPILin.

Limitation of CVAE As noted in App. A.2, a limitation of the CAVE model is mode collapse.
In this research, we aimed to enhance the diversity of predictions using the loss function Ldiversity
represented in Eq. 28; however, the predictions depicted in Fig. 3 similar to many other CVAE
models[6, 20, 21, 3] do not demonstrate significant multimodality. It is reasonable because highly
multi-modal predictions typically require additional techniques, including maneuver predictions
based on classification[25] and transforming the latent space from a single Gaussian distribution to
a GMM[22]. However, unthinkingly pursuing high multimodality is not advisable as it enhances
the probability of unreliable predictions and could potentially impact the model’s performance[7].
An interesting question is whether highly multi-modal predictions come at the cost of sacrificing
prediction accuracy. If so, how do we balance them? The answer to this question is left for future
work.

E.2 Limitations of Three Components for Interaction Module

We emphasize that the three components of the interaction module (i.e., agent selection, interaction
representation, and interaction encoding) are independent and can be easily integrated into other
models. Nevertheless, we still discuss some existing limitations to aid future work.

Limitation of Agent Selection Our method of agent selection is theoretically applicable to any
model that involves interaction modeling. However, as it is a lane-related approach, its reliance on
high-definition maps renders it inappropriate for models that intentionally do not use maps. A fresh
example is ASPILin † in Tab. 1, which does not use maps and selects up to four closest agents around
it as interacting agents.

Limitation of Interaction Representation Our research proposes a deterministic interaction repre-
sentation, but we aim to emphasize the importance of capturing dynamic interactions through this
method. Its core idea can be integrated into any other interaction representation. For example, in
an interaction representation based on a heterogeneous graph[24, 39], the usual practice is to use a
directed edge to determine the interaction between two agents. A mask can be introduced to each
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edge to capture dynamic interactions between agents and indicate which agents interact during which
periods.

Limitation of Interaction Encoding In Sec. 1, the relationship between agent selection and inter-
action encoding has been discussed. The limitation of physics-based interaction encoding is that it
requires ensuring that the agents who will interact are selected as much as possible. While a coarse
agent selection strategy combined with physics-based interaction encoding might enhance model
performance because physical coefficients can still represent some agents’ interactions, we advise
against using this method that sacrifices high interpretability.
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