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Abstract

Recent advances in self-supervised representation learning have enabled more
efficient and robust model performance without relying on extensive labeled data.
However, most works are still focused on images, with few working on videos
and even fewer on multi-view videos, where more powerful inductive biases
can be leveraged for self-supervision. In this work, we propose a novel method
for representation learning of multi-view videos, where we explicitly model the
representation space to maintain Homography Equivariance (HomE). Our method
learns an implicit mapping between different views, culminating in a representation
space that maintains the homography relationship between neighboring views. We
evaluate our HomE representation via action recognition and pedestrian intent
prediction as downstream tasks. On action classification, our method obtains
96.4% 3-fold accuracy on the UCF101 dataset, better than most state-of-the-art
self-supervised learning methods. Similarly, on the STIP dataset, we outperform
the state-of-the-art by 6% for pedestrian intent prediction one second into the future
while also obtaining an accuracy of 91.2% for pedestrian action (cross vs. not-cross)
classification. Code is available at https://github.com/anirudhs123/HomE.

1 Introduction

Over the past few years, there has been tremendous progress in self-supervised methods revolutioniz-
ing the field of representation learning [10, 27, 63]. Obtaining high-quality manual annotations are
costly and time-consuming, hence supervised learning has become less appealing, especially when
considering tasks that involve complex data like videos. Video is a natural domain for representation
learning methods, since data is rich and abundant [7, 48, 6], but hard to annotate at scale due to the ad-
ditional temporal complexity. These self-supervised learning methods can successfully leverage large
amounts of uncurated data to improve representations. This has led to self-supervised representations
often comparable to or even outperforming [28] supervised techniques on certain downstream tasks.
Video representation learning plays a crucial role in many downstream tasks like action recognition,
forecasting, segmentation, and many others [19, 1, 38, 42].

Self-supervised learning methods often use intrinsic and structural properties of the data as a supervi-
sory signal to avoid the need for human annotation. Video-based self-supervised learning methods
can be divided in two broad categories: contrastive learning methods and pretext task methods. In
contrastive learning methods [73, 50, 65], the key idea is instance discrimination. Generally, samples
from the same video, either different modalities or different crops of the same video are treated as
positive samples, while samples from different videos are considered negative. The networks learn to
distinguish one instance from another. Pretext task methods rely on designing learning objectives that
encode structural assumptions about the data to constrain models to learn informative representations.
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Figure 1: Unlike other multi-view representation learning methods, we do not align the representations
of different views; instead, we explicitly model and learn representations that are equivariant with
respect to the Homography operation. L: Left, C: Center, R: Right, H: Homography matrices between
each pair of neighboring views.

For video data, some of these pretext tasks include detecting image rotation angles [21], solving
jigsaw puzzles[49], temporal tasks such as predicting video clip orders [43, 74] or frame orders [47],
video playback speed [12, 72], temporal transformations [36] and video reconstruction [67].

Multi-view videos, such as those used in autonomous driving applications (see Fig. 1), can provide
some additional sources of supervision for contrastive learning [65, 56]. These works align the
representations from different views, minimizing the distance between the representations of each
pair of views in the learned space. However, this objective might be too strict and noisy in practice,
as semantics might significantly vary across views, especially if they have limited overlap (e.g., one
center camera observing the front of the vehicle and the right camera mainly having the sidewalk in
its view).

Instead, we propose a more principled inductive bias rooted in multi-view geometry: Homography-
Equivariant Video Representation Learning (HomE). As shown in Fig. 1, each training example
comprises a pair of input frames from a multi-view camera setting. We employ the homography
transformation between the given pairs of views and pass the video from each view through our
HomE encoder. It results in a vector space in which the representations are defined as vector neurons
[15], and hence the homography transformation can similarly be applied to them. We train HomE
such that the representations maintain the same homography correspondence as the one between the
images themselves.

As HomE operates on the frame level, we validate our hypothesis about the efficiency of learning an
equivariant representation first on image classification with a synthetic dataset created out of CIFAR-
10 [41]. We then evaluate our method on the UCF-101 [59] dataset by synthetically generating
multiple views on the action classification task. Finally, since the multi-view setup is common
in autonomous driving applications, we test HomE for the downstream task of pedestrian intent
prediction task by training our model on the Stanford-TRI Intent Prediction (STIP) dataset [45].
Our representation outperforms the state-of-the-art (SOTA) models on these different benchmarks,
proving the effectiveness and the generality of our proposed representation learning technique.

Our contributions in this paper are threefold. First, we propose a simple and efficient representation
learning technique that learns a vector space preserving the spatial structure between input views and
learned representations. Unlike other multi-view representation learning methods, we do not align
the representations of different views, we rather learn representations that are related to one another
through their Homography matrices. Second, we also develop a neural network model consisting
of an encoder, vector neuron layers [15], and a decoder network to assist the learning. Third, we
improve the performance on pedestrian intent prediction on the STIP dataset. We further validate our
algorithm for action classification on the UCF-101 dataset and image classification on the synthetic
CIFAR-10 dataset, achieving SOTA.

2 Related work

Self-supervised learning with Images: Most self-supervised methods on images learn a representation
by defining a pretext task, which is a supervised task designed to use the structure of the input data
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to learn useful representations. Spatial pretext tasks include predicting the position of the patches
relative to one another [16], image rotations [21], solving jigsaw puzzles [49], image in-painting [51].

Contrastive learning methods [32, 73, 65, 11, 28, 10, 50] also originated with images, where the
network tries to learn by pulling representations of similar images (positive pairs) closer and pushing
representations of different images (negative pairs) further apart [4, 50]. The main drawbacks of
contrastive approaches are that they require a careful choice of positive and negative pairs [66] and
that they often rely on a large number of such negative pairs, inducing a high computational cost
[10]. [23] came up with a way to tackle one of the limitations, where the network is trained without
negative samples. Alternatives to the contrastive approach, such as clustering [2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 35] and
regression [20, 54], avoid the need and cost of multiple negatives.

Self-supervised learning with Videos: In the video domain, spatial tasks used on images for self-
supervision have still been very effective, such as completing space-time cubic puzzles [39] and
predicting video rotation angles [37]. Compared to image data, videos have an additional temporal
component that is put to use in many recent pretext task choices [43, 47, 19]. These tasks included
learning to predict the correct order of shuffled frames, train a network to identify unrelated or odd
video clips. In [52, 71, 46, 60, 70] the networks were trained to predict future frames in pixel space
by minimizing mean squared error (MSE) loss or adversarial losses. The predictions of these models
are usually blurred and cannot go beyond predicting short clips into the future. Many recent works
have started to utilize the playback speed of the input video clips. [12] trained a network to sort video
clips according to the corresponding playback rates, while [75] roots in a sampling strategy, which
produces information about playback rates for representation learning.

Video contrastive methods have been very successful too [31, 53, 27]. Samples from the same
video, either different modalities or different augmented versions are treated as positive samples,
while samples from different videos are considered negative samples. In addition, several works use
temporal cues to build positive pairs as well. [25] and [26] are predictive coding methods like [50]
which were proposed to handle video data. [64] introduced intra-negative video samples to enhance
contrastive learning. Most of these contrastive learning methods utilize a noise contrastive estimation
loss [24] for robust and effective training. Yet the costs of training such systems are significant, and
complex hard-negative mining strategies are needed to improve the training efficiency [18].

Multi-view representation learning: The heart of the problem we are trying to solve is to come up
with a simple and efficient representation for multi-view data. In [65], representation is learned by
bringing views of the same scene together in embedding space, while pushing views of different scenes
apart. In [56], they train a representation using a metric learning loss, where multiple simultaneous
viewpoints of the same observation are attracted in the embedding space while being repelled from
temporal neighbors which are often visually similar but functionally different. We do not intend to
come up with yet another method for video representation learning, but rather build an intuitive vector
space where representations of the same scene from different views are not aligned on top of one
another, unlike [65, 57, 56, 77], but are related to one another through their Homography matrices.

3 Homography-Equivariant (HomE) Representation Learning

The goal of self-supervised video representation learning is to learn effective feature representations
from videos using a backbone network. Homography equivariant representation learning (HomE)
learns to come up with representations for different views that are related to one another through their
Homography matrices. HomE operates on a frame level and hence can be used not just for video
representation learning but can also be extended to any multi-view setting.

Any input video vi from viewpoint i is decoded into a sequence of frames xvi . Representations can
be generated by using an encoder network fθ and Vector Neuron module (VN) [15] as seen in Figure
2. The VN module provides a fully-equivariant network, which is used to impose the homographic
correspondence between the representations of neighboring views.

Let Nvp be the total number of viewpoints in the multi-camera setting, so we have xv1 , xv2 , . . . , xvNvp

input frame sequences. All the input videos are decoded into sequences with an equal number of
frames, say T , and at each time instant, t (1 ≤ t ≤ T ), let x1

t , x
2
t , . . . , x

Nvp

t be the sampled frames.
For all pairs of cameras i and j, we define the Homography matrices between the two points as
Hij and Hji, where Hij converts these points in 3D space from viewpoint i to viewpoint j setting,
i.e., if pi and pj are point correspondences between the two views in homogeneous coordinates,
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Figure 2: Overview of the model: The model takes in frames from different views x1, x2, . . . , xN as
input and learns a representation that preserves the homographic relation between the input frames.
This is achieved with the following components: 1) HomE Encoder: Encodes the input frames into
an n dimensional array (where n is the dimension of representation space); 2) Vector Neuron module
(VN): Converts an n dimensional 1D vector to an n × 3 dimensional representation; 3) Decoder:
Based on the downstream task, takes the n dimensional vector and predicts the corresponding output.

then pj ≈ Hij .pi. For example, in Figure 1, we can observe matrices HLC and HCL, where HLC

converts points from camera L to camera C setting and HCL converts points from camera C to
camera L setting.

For each viewpoint i, we define N (i) as all the neighboring viewpoints. In Figure 1, cameras (L,C)
and (C,R) are neighboring viewpoints while cameras L and R are not. Hence, the neighboring sets
for this particular example can be constructed as N (L) = {C}, N(C) = {L,R}, and N (R) = {C}.

Inputs to the model are frames x1
t , x

2
t , . . . , x

Nvp

t for each 1 ≤ t ≤ T , and the representation learning
model is trained on minimizing the following loss function, which we refer to as the Frobenius loss:

LFr(xv1 , . . . , xvN ) =

T∑
t=1

Nvp∑
i=1

Nvp∑
j=1

j ̸=i,j∈N (i)

∥VN(f(xi
t))

T −Hji.VN(f(xj
t))

T∥2F (1)

The above Frobenius loss facilitates an intuitive approach for implementing the desired equivariance.
The square of the Frobenius norm of a matrix is just the sum of squares of all the entries of the
matrix. We want the representations from the input views to preserve the homography operation. The
term V N(f(xi

t))
T is a representation for View i and Hji.V N(f(xj

t ))
T transforms points from view

representation of j to i, and we want the difference to be zero. Hence, we motivate the network by
minimizing the squared Frobenius norm of their difference matrix.

Model architecture: As illustrated in Figure 2, we first define a backbone encoder network f which
acts as a frame feature extractor. The image pairs are separately passed into the encoder and we get
n× 1 dimensional output, where n is the dimension of the vector space we want. The choice for the
encoder varies from a simple ResNet model [29] to SOTA transformer-based models [69]. Secondly,
we define the Vector Neuron module (VN), which converts an n× 1 vector to an n× 3 dimensional
representation by extending inputs from 1D scalars to 3D vectors. The module consists of layers
that preserve the rotational equivariance in 3D. The module enables a simple mapping of SO(3) (3D
Rotation group) actions to latent spaces thereby providing a framework for building equivariance
in common neural operations. A deeper dive into the VN module is added later in the section. We
enforce the homography preserving criterion through the Frobenius loss, LFr, on the outputs from the
V N module. In Section 4.6, we perform an ablation study to compare the performance of learned
representations on downstream tasks with and without the vector neuron module and validate its
significance. Finally, we have the decoder network g, which takes the output of the encoder and
comes up with the prediction for the downstream task at hand.
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In cases where we intend to train the full network jointly with both the representations and the
downstream tasks learned together, we jointly optimize them. The overall loss function becomes:

LTotal = Lclf (g(f(x))) + αLFr(V N(f(x))) (2)

where the Lclf is the loss function used to train the supervised training of the downstream task and α
is used to balance losses. In the joint optimization case, the encoder not only learns to come up with
representations that preserve the homographic property but also keeps the downstream task in mind.
Next, We explain the intuition behind using only neighboring views.

Intuition Behind Using Only Neighboring Views in the Frobenius Loss: When we calculate
the Frobenius loss, for every viewpoint i, we only ensured the homographic preservation with its
neighbors N(i) and not all the other existing views. This is because we wanted to minimize the
redundant information that we force the network to learn. Consider the setting in Figure 1, by forcing
the representation of C viewpoint to be related to L and R through HCL and HCR, we have already
ensured the preservation between views L and R because HLR ≈ HCR.HLC (from the properties of
homographic matrices). Consider points pi, pj , pk from the three views, by enforcing pj ≈ HLC .pi
and pk ≈ HCR.pj , this gives pk ≈ HCR.HLC .pi, which then entails pk ≈ HLR.pi. Thus in the
property preservation between non-neighboring views L and R. By enforcing just between the
neighboring views we are able to capture the property across all pairs. Enforcing the same thing again
is redundant and increases the computations used to learn the representations. A major advantage of
HomE is the simple and efficient way in which we can get the representations, and using only the
neighbors aids for this cause.

Deep dive into Vector Neuron Module: Deng et al. [15] proposed a simple, lightweight framework
to build SO(3) equivariant and invariant point cloud networks. A pivotal component in that framework
is a Vector Neuron (VN) representation, extending classical scalar neurons to 3D vectors. Instead of
latent vector representations which can be viewed as ordered sequences of scalars, using the Vector
neuron representations they can be viewed as (ordered) sequences of 3D vectors.

An appealing property of VN representations is that they remain equivariant to linear layers. Their
capabilities do not stop there, they also extend it to a fully-equivariant network with non-linear
activations. In particular, the standard neuron-wise activation functions such as ReLU will not
commute with a rotation operation. The VN module comes up with a 3D generalization of classical
activation functions by implementing them through a learned direction. When applied to a vector
neuron, a standard fixed direction ReLU activation would simply truncate the half-plane that points in
its opposite direction which gives away the equivariant property that we intend to use. So, they instead
dynamically predict an activation direction in a linear data-dependent fashion, and that provides us
with the guarantee of equivariance.

Even though this was originally built to work with Point cloud networks, the Vector neuron module
proved useful in our representation learning technique. We impose the homographic correspondence
on the n× 3 dimensional space (where n is the dimension of the output of the encoder). Instead of
using the output of HomE encoder as a collection of scalars, we use the VN module to convert it into
a collection of 3D points and that helps us establish the homographic correspondence between the
learned points from the different views in the representation vector space.

4 Experiments and Results

In this section, we dive into the experimental setup and results that demonstrate the effectiveness
of our method. The HomE framework is explained in Section 3. HomE can be considered as a
frame-level operation making use of the homography matrices between the different views. In order
to test the effectiveness of our model, we first take up tasks of increasing complexity starting with
simple image classification using the CIFAR−10 dataset, ramp it up to action classification from
videos of the UCF101 dataset, and finally move onto pedestrian action and intent classification on
the multi-view video dataset of Stanford-TRI Intent Prediction (STIP). We perform ablation studies
to examine the effectiveness of different settings and choices of the model structure. We also do a
comparison against other SOTA representation learning frameworks to illustrate HomE capabilities.
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4.1 Data

The CIFAR−10 dataset [41] consists of 60, 000 color images of size 32 × 32 distributed between
10 categories. The train and test split contains 50, 000 training images and 10, 000 test images
respectively, maintaining an equal number of samples from each class in both splits.

The UCF101 dataset [59] is an action classification dataset collected from YouTube, having 13, 320
videos from 101 action. The videos in the dataset are very diverse in terms of actions, camera motion,
object appearance, pose, object scale, cluttered background, and illumination conditions.

STIP [45] is a dataset of driving scenes recorded in dense urban areas in the United States. The dataset
contains 923.48 minutes (at 20 fps) of driving scenes with high-quality (1, 216× 1, 936) recordings.
A total of over 350, 000 pedestrian boxes were annotated at 2 fps. Each annotated sequence contains
video recordings of three cameras simultaneously (left, front, and right).

Synthetic Multi-view data creation and Homography estimation: The homography matrices between
different camera views for the STIP dataset were computed using traditional computer vision methods.
In the case of CIFAR−10 and UCF101, the inputs did not originally come from multiple camera
view correspondences, hence we synthetically create them using random Homography matrices. A
random Homography matrix is created as a random composition of translation, rotation, and scaling
operations. The parameters of the transformation matrix were: 1) Scaling factors along x and y-axis -
Random numbers between [0.5, 1.5]; 2) Translation along x and y-axis - Random numbers between
[−4, 4] pixels; 3) Rotation in degrees (clockwise) - random number between [−20, 20] degrees. Two
random matrices (to mimic cameras L and R) for each dataset were generated and fixed. Using these
matrices, we transform the original frames from the dataset and create the multi-view image pairs.
The representation learning model now learns to mimic this random matrix correspondence between
the viewpoints of the input frames in the learned representation space as well.

4.2 Experimental Setup

Experimental Details: The Decoder network g is an MLP Block consisting of three fully-connected
layers with non-linear activations and an output layer. In all of our experiments, the mini-batch
size is set to 16 and the training lasts for a maximum of 200 epochs. The learning rate varies from
0.01 to 0.0001 in a logarithmic manner for video tasks and between 0.001 to 0.0001 for the image
classification task. Models with the best performance on the validation data are saved and used
for calculating the final accuracy. In the case of fine-tuning using a fixed encoder, we train for a
maximum of 50 epochs with 0.0001 learning rate. All the numbers reported are averaged values over
10 runs. We make use of Adam [40] optimizer to train the network. The hyper-parameter in Eq. (2),
α, is set to 0.1 to balance the losses. All models were trained using four NVIDIA Titan GPUs.

Baseline models: We compare the performance of our model with other SOTA representation models
separately, while through the baseline experiments, we demonstrate that our model also outperforms
commonly used supervised learning settings. The following baseline models are used: (a) Supervised
setting with pre-trained and fixed encoder and tunable decoder. This is a supervised transfer learning
set-up (Sup-TL); (b) Supervised setting with no pre-trained weights, both the decoder and encoder
trained together. This is an ordinary supervised learning setup (Sup); (c) Pre-trained and fixed HomE
encoder, trained on Frobenius loss (Eq. (1)) and tunable decoder fine-tuned on cross-entropy loss.
This is also a transfer learning setup, but with HomE encoder (HomE-TL); (d) Both HomE encoder
and decoder are jointly optimized as explained in Eq. (2) (HomE-JO); (e) HomE encoder trained on
Frobenius loss, while both encoder and decoder fine-tuned on cross-entropy loss (HomE).

4.3 Results on CIFAR-10 Dataset

We perform image classification on the synthetic dataset curated from CIFAR-10 and compare the
performance of different baseline models with two versions of HomE framework using ResNet and
Vision Transformer (ViT) [17] models as encoders, and the results are reported in Table 1. A thorough
comparative study on the performance of different encoder networks is presented in Section 4.6, here
we only present the best-performing ViT and ResNet models.

In Table 1 under the CIFAR column, we can observe that the ViT encoder performs better than the
ResNet encoder, giving at least 2% better performance under all scenarios. We load the ImageNet
weights [55] in the transfer learning setup for the Resnet model and observe that the supervised
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Table 1: Accuracy comparison with baseline models on all three datasets. Our model (HomE) with
ViT encoder outperforms others across tasks. Best results are typeset in bold. Enc: Encoder Network;
PT: Pre-trained Encoder, Yes or No; Fixed: Encoder weights fixed, Yes or No; CIFAR Img clf Acc:
Accuracy (%) of image classification on CIFAR-10; UCF Action clf Acc: Accuracy (%) of action
classification on UCF-101; STIP Ped Action Acc: Accuracy (%) of Pedestrian action classification
on STIP; STIP Ped Intent Acc: Accuracy (%) of Pedestrian intent prediction (2s → 1s) on STIP.

Set Up Enc PT Fixed CIFAR Img
clf Acc

UCF Action
clf Acc

STIP Ped
Action Acc

STIP Ped
Intent Acc

Sup-TL ResNet ✗ ✓ 88.59 86.31 79.23 76.29
Sup ResNet ✗ ✗ 92.47 93.70 83.74 79.43

HomE-TL ResNet ✓ ✓ 90.20 91.95 83.55 79.55
HomE-TL ViT ✓ ✓ 91.93 93.19 85.03 83.82

HomE-JO ResNet ✗ ✗ 89.71 89.56 81.10 74.81
HomE-JO ViT ✗ ✗ 92.66 91.94 83.32 80.96

HomE (Ours) ResNet ✓ ✗ 92.38 94.22 86.40 81.07
HomE (Ours) ViT ✓ ✗ 96.54 96.40 91.25 87.30

transfer learning setup (Sup-TL) returns the least accuracy. Using HomE representation based pre-
trained weights, which are trained only on 50,000 images (train set of CIFAR), gives more than 4%
improvement in prediction accuracy compared to the ImageNet weights which were originally trained
on approximately 1.2 million images, showing that better representations are learned using fewer
samples. We also observe that performing joint optimization using both Frobenius and cross-entropy
loss comes out to be sub-optimal compared to pre-training and fine-tuning separately.

Why ResNet? We compare the performance of ResNet, VGG 16 [58], EfficientNet [62], InceptionNet
[61], XceptionNet [13], SENet [33] and DenseNet [34] as encoder networks under HomE setting
(encoder trained on Frobenius loss, with both encoder and decoder fine-tuned on cross-entropy loss)
and the results are presented in Figure 3(a). The reason we start with ResNet for the encoder is
twofold: (i) ResNet is the most commonly used image feature extractor and thus helps to establish a
point of comparison with existing works. (ii) We observe that ResNet is both simple and efficient
(Figure 3(a)), having one of the highest accuracies for every million tunable model parameters
after DenseNET and XceptionNET. Finally, the numbers from figure 3(a) also demonstrate that
ViT outperforms all the 7 commonly used feature extractors by 3.84% on average. From image
classification, we now step up to evaluate HomE on action classification using the UCF dataset.

4.4 Results on the UCF-101 Dataset

We perform action classification on the synthetic dataset curated from UCF-101. 16 successive
frames are sampled from the video clip. Random cropping was conducted to generate input data
of size 16× 224× 224. In addition to random cropping, other augmentations used include random
color jittering, Gaussian blur, and flipping. The HomE network here learns from the synthetically
generated frames mimicking new camera positions apart from the original frames from the video.
The numbers for different baseline settings are reported in Table 1.

From Table 1 under the UCF column, we can observe the trends between most settings are consistent
with that of CIFAR. ViT encoder performs better than the ResNet encoder, this time giving an average
of 3.5% gain in performance. Unlike the case with CIFAR, the HomE setup with ResNet encoder
beats the supervised setting on action classification on UCF−101. Supervised transfer learning
remains to be the worst performer while joint optimization networks are still sub-optimal but now
with a bigger gap of 4.46% drop compared to the HomE setting. This can be attributed to the fact that
action classification is a much more challenging task and hence the drop is larger.

Both CIFAR-10 and UCF-101 datasets had synthetic multi-view pairs generated to make use of the
HomE framework, next, we move on to the multi-view video dataset (STIP), and we expect the utility
of the HomE framework, built specifically to thrive on multi-view data, to become more visible with
larger improvements in performances.
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Figure 3: Left: (Accuracy/# of million params) for different architectures on CIFAR. Annotations on top of
the bars represent the accuracy of predictions from each architecture; Right: Visualizations of HomE
Representations using t-SNE, from a subsample of the L and C views from STIP. The L points are
transformed to match the C view using the homography matrix HLC between them (denoted by LC).

4.5 Results on the STIP Dataset

As humans, when we drive we make decisions unconsciously, such as deciding to stop, speed up,
slow down, or move at the same pace. Many of these decisions are made possible by our ability to
understand the scene and anticipate the near future. For an autonomous driver, such information is
also vital. STIP dataset provides a benchmark for this and, here, we use it to evaluate HomE for
pedestrian action classification and intent prediction. HomE learns to capture the spatiotemporal
context of the surroundings and predict the pedestrians’ behaviors.

Pedestrian Action classification: We intend to predict from the multiple camera views whether the
pedestrian has crossed or not. We consider a location-centric setting as described in [45], where
instead of predicting crossing behavior for each pedestrian, we predict the probability that there is
someone crossing a designated area.

Pedestrian Intent prediction: Here we go one step further and try to predict the intent of the
pedestrian k seconds in the future. The model takes in visual inputs from the last T seconds as past
observation and predicts the probability of a pedestrian crossing for the frame K seconds in the
future. The baseline computations are done taking 2s of past observations to predict 1s into the future
(T = 2,K = 1), denoted by 2s → 1s.

Using a ViT under HomE setup (best performing), we were able to obtain 91.25% accuracy in cross
vs. not-cross prediction and 87.30% in intent prediction. The difference between the performances of
ResNet and ViT keeps increasing with the increase in the complexity of the task. As expected, the
difference between the non HomE and HomE settings increases indicating that HomE is indeed more
suited for learning better representations with multi-view settings. The previous SOTA using a scene
graphs-based model [45] on pedestrian intent prediction was 81.8% while our model outperforms it
by about 6%. Not just the ViT model, even the simple ResNet encoder (with 81.07%) learning HomE
representations is able to perform as well as a more complex graph-based model [45].

Predicting further into the future: This model for pedestrian intention prediction could be integrated
into an autonomous-driving system. For such a system, the ability to predict the pedestrian intent 2s
or 3s into the future can be invaluable. Hence, we examine how HomE scales as the time horizon
increases, we also compare our performance with SOTA model from [45] in Table 2.

Our model takes in 2s or 4s of observation and predicts for 1s, 2s, or 3s into the future. The second
column only reports the results of HomE with a decoder fine-tuned only on samples from the front
camera, and the last column shows the results of all three cameras. In both settings, predicting for a
longer time in the future is seemingly more difficult and thus has lower accuracy and the confidence
of predictions at each step decreases monotonically over time. Consistent with [45], we observe
that when using all three cameras, having observed 2s predicts no worse than 4s case. We also
outperform the SOTA graph model on all prediction lengths. On average, HomE improves predicting
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the pedestrian intent by 4.7% when using 2s of observations and 5.4% using 4s (across both settings),
which can be attributed to the quality of representations learned and the capability of the ViT model.

Table 2: Accuracy (%) at different input/output
setups (input and prediction lengths) for pedestrian
intent prediction on STIP.

Setup Front camera All cameras
HomE Graph [45] HomE Graph [45]

2s → 1s 83.82 78.68 87.30 81.20
2s → 2s 81.40 78.09 86.21 80.49
2s → 3s 80.63 78.16 86.04 80.77
4s → 1s 86.37 80.36 88.67 81.53
4s → 2s 84.28 80.06 86.80 81.73
4s → 3s 84.55 80.32 85.12 79.62

Table 3: Comparison with SOTA repre-
sentation learning methods.

Model STIP Ped
Action Acc

STIP Ped
Intent Acc

InsDis [73] 86.48 72.21
MoCo [28] 83.35 76.52
CMC [65] 88.72 79.66
TCN [56] 87.10 80.89
HomE (Ours) 91.25 87.30

Comparison with SOTA representation learning models: We compare the performance of HomE
(our model) with other SOTA models on pedestrian intent and action classification on STIP dataset
in Table 3. Time-Contrastive Network (TCN) [56] tries to push frames from the same time from
all views to align, while Contrastive multi-view coding (CMC) [65] tries to align all the views in
the representation space. We also compare with non-multi-view techniques: Momentum Contrast
(MoCo) [28] learns a visual representation encoder by matching an encoded query to a dictionary of
encoded keys using a contrastive loss and Instance-level Discrimination (InsDis) [73] which captures
visual similarity from the output of a neural network and group samples in positive and negative pairs
to perform contrastive learning.

From Table 3 we observe that our model outperforms both the SOTA multi-view and non-multi-view
techniques. The average improvements over multi-view techniques are 3.3% and 8.5%, respectively,
for pedestrian action classification and intent prediction, while the same versus non-multi views are
6.3% and 12.9%. As expected, MoCo and InsDis had the least numbers and this may be because
they were not trained to handle the multi-view nature of STIP dataset. Interestingly, the CMC model
performs better than TSN in the action classification task but the same trend does not hold true for
intent prediction. The improvement we get over the existing multi-view techniques can be pointed
toward the benefits of using non-aligned but related representations for multiple views.

Visualizing the Learned Vector Space: Finally, we visualize the vector representation space learned
using the HomE framework in Figure 3(b). We plot the representations of input frames from L and C
cameras. Simultaneously, we also plot the representations of points transformed from L to C view via
HLC to demonstrate the homographic correspondence as postulated throughout this work. The LC
points do not exactly coincide with C points, this shows both that the representation learning model
is not overfitted and the fact that after pre-training, the framework is fine-tuned on cross-entropy loss
and we expect that to push to points to suit the downstream task better than obtaining perfect matches.

4.6 Ablation study

The HomE framework, as seen in Figure 2, consists of a HomE encoder and Vector Neuron (VN)
module. In this section, we still study the effect of the choice of encoder on model performance and
understand the benefits of using the Vector Neuron module.

Ablation study on Encoder Network: The encoder network plays a pivotal role in learning good
representations. It is the output of the encoder network that is fed into the Vector neuron module to
minimize Frobenius loss and also the one passed as input to the decoder block to make predictions.
Table 1 clearly shows the gains we could get by using a ViT encoder instead of ResNet. Similarly,
from Figure 3(a), we have also seen that the ViT outperforms the common image feature extractors.
We now extend these encoder choices to different variants of the image transformers: DeepViT [78],
CaiT [68], PiT [30], LeViT [22], SepViT [44], T2T-ViT [76] and Twins-SVT [14]. We compare their
performances on pedestrian intent prediction on STIP dataset predicting 1s into the future, and the
numbers are presented in Figure 4.

We can observe that the ViT model outperforms the other choices by at least 4%. We observe
similar trends with encoder choices both in HomE and HomE-TL settings. Note that HomE learning
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Figure 4: Ablation study on Encoder network:
Comparisons using different encoders.

Table 4: Ablation study on VN module: Compar-
isons with and without the VN module.

Dataset Enc Acc
with VN

Acc
w/o VN

CIFAR-10 ResNet 92.38 88.4
CIFAR-10 ViT 96.54 92.1
UCF-101 ResNet 94.22 89.7
UCF-101 ViT 96.40 90.9
STIP (Intent) ResNet 81.07 78.7
STIP (Intent) ViT 87.30 80.2

technique proposed by us, in no way forces ViT as the encoder network, the choice of the best encoder
may vary from task to task, but the ViT can be expected to give good performance in general.

Ablation study on Vector Neuron module: The other component of HomE framework is the Vector
neuron module. This module takes a n× 1 vector and converts it into n× 3 by extending 1D scalars
into 3D vectors. Instead of using a Vector Neuron module, we replace it with three separate projection
heads which will be concatenated to give the n× 3 output. This representation is not guaranteed to
have equivariant property, unlike the output of the Vector Neuron module. In Table 4, we compare
the performances of HomE framework, with and without the VN module on all three datasets. We
observe that the average dip across datasets when we do not use VN module is approximately 5%.
The drop in performance is more severe for ViT encoders. In terms of datasets, the drop is maximum
for pedestrian intent prediction on STIP dataset and this is expected due to its multi-view nature.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed Homography equivariant representation learning (HomE), a simple
and effective framework for learning representations for multi-view data. Experiments comparing
HomE with other representation learning techniques show how our model outperforms the SOTA
models. An extensive ablation study showed the effectiveness of the Vector Neuron module and the
ability of ViT as a HomE encoder. A limitation of this study is that we only test the algorithm on
three cameras. As a direction for future work, one can work towards understanding whether or not
the representation quality improves as the number of views increases. With HomE, we do not just
focus on lifting the baselines to a new level but also intended to show the utility of an intuitive and
simple technique to learn multi-view representations.
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