
1

MsFIN: Multi-scale Feature Interaction

Network for Traffic Accident Anticipation
Tongshuai Wu, Chao Lu*, Member, IEEE, Ze Song,

Yunlong Lin, Sizhe Fan, Xuemei Chen*

Abstract—With the widespread deployment of dashcams and
advancements in computer vision, developing accident predic-
tion models from the dashcam perspective has become critical
for proactive safety interventions. However, two key challenges
persist: modeling feature-level interactions among traffic par-
ticipants (often occluded in dashcam views) and capturing
complex, asynchronous multi-temporal behavioral cues preceding
accidents. To deal with these two challenges, a Multi-scale Feature
Interaction Network (MsFIN) is proposed for early-stage accident
anticipation from dashcam videos. MsFIN has three layers
for multi-scale feature aggregation, temporal feature processing
and multi-scale feature post fusion, respectively. For multi-
scale feature aggregation, a Multi-scale Module is designed to
extract scene representations at short-term, mid-term and long-
term temporal scales. Meanwhile, the Transformer architecture
is leveraged to facilitate comprehensive feature interactions.
Temporal feature processing captures the sequential evolution
of scene and object features under causal constraints. In the
multi-scale feature post fusion stage, the network fuses scene
and object features across multiple temporal scales to generate
a comprehensive risk representation. Experiments on DAD and
DADA datasets show that MsFIN significantly outperforms state-
of-the-art models with single-scale feature extraction in both
prediction correctness and earliness. Ablation studies validate
the effectiveness of each module in MsFIN, highlighting how
the network achieves superior performance through multi-scale
feature fusion and contextual interaction modeling.

Index Terms—Traffic Accident Antipication, multi-scale fea-
ture interaction, Transformer, intelligent vehicle.

I. INTRODUCTION

ROAD traffic accidents cause considerable economic
losses for individuals, their families, and nations as a

whole. According to the World Health Organization, approx-
imately 1.19 million people die each year as a result of road
traffic accidents [1]. With the development of sensing tech-
nologies, Traffic Accident Anticipation (TAA) has emerged
as an effective approach to mitigate the incidence of road
traffic accidents [2]. TAA utilizes data collected from vehicle-
mounted or roadside sensors to perceive traffic scenes and
predict accidents at the earliest feasible stage. This capability
empowers drivers or autonomous systems to implement pre-
ventive measures against traffic accidents.
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Compared with other vehicle-mounted sensors such as radar
and LiDAR, cameras offer a more cost-effective solution for
TAA. As a result, vision-based TAA using data collected
from cameras has been one of the most widely used TAA
technologies in traffic scenes. This approach prefers the early
prediction of accidents from video sequences, thereby enabling
extended time windows for implementing proactive safety
interventions.

Early vision-based TAA research primarily focused on
surveillance perspectives. These methods typically estimated
collision risk by predicting the future trajectories of traffic par-
ticipants and calculating their physical proximity. For example,
a 3D model-based vehicle tracking approach for traffic acci-
dent prediction was proposed in [3]. The potential collisions
risk are identified by analyzing the geometric intersections of
vehicle bounding boxes over consecutive time steps. To reduce
false alarms caused by purely geometric detection, an adaptive
fuzzy neural network was further introduced to learn trajectory
patterns [4]. By dynamically adjusting neuron weights through
fuzzy membership functions, the method effectively addresses
the issue of local oscillations in self-organizing networks.
Similarly, some methods [5]–[7] predicted participant tra-
jectories and evaluate potential spatial conflicts to identify
scene risk. While effective under surveillance perspectives,
these methods struggle to generalize to ego-centric scenes,
where trajectory prediction is often hindered by occlusions
and limited observability.

In recent years, with the rapid advancement of autonomous
driving technologies, vision-based TAA from dashcam per-
spectives has gradually emerged as a prominent research
focus. Unlike fixed-view surveillance footage, dashcam videos
frequently exhibit occlusions among road participants, making
physical distance-based measurements less reliable. To ad-
dress this challenge, recent studies have shifted focus toward
modeling the interactions between traffic participants [8].
Graph-based networks have been widely adopted for modeling
interactions among traffic participants [9]–[14], they often
suffer from limited flexibility. The predefined graph topology
constrains the interaction patterns that the model can capture.
Some studies have captured causal factors by distributing
soft attention to objects in traffic scene [15]–[18]. DSA-RNN
introduces a dynamic spatial attention mechanism that assigns
soft attention weights to candidate objects in each frame
[16]. Building upon this, DSTA integrates the dynamic spatial
attention and dynamic temporal attention [15]. These methods
mainly reflect the importance of individual participants to the
scene through dynamic weighting, but fail to consider the
connections among participants. This makes it difficult for
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the model to capture multi-object collaborative behaviors or
potential conflicts.

Traffic accidents are often caused by a combination of
environmental factors and the behaviors of participants. The
behavioral relationships among participants implicitly contain
underlying information about conflict. Considering the envi-
ronment in which participants are situated helps the model
understand the different risks exhibited by the same behavior
in varying contexts. Therefore, modeling the feature interac-
tions among participants as well as between participants and
scene can enhance the risk perception capability of models.

In addition, existing vision-based TAA rely solely on single-
time-scale modeling [19]–[21]. XAI is proposed in [19]. It
integrates Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) [22] and Gradient-
weighted Class Activation Mapping (Grad-CAM). GRU is
employed to model the temporal evolution of scene informa-
tion. And its hidden state is updated by mean pooling over
the past M frames. Grad-CAM generates saliency maps to
interpret the decision of the model, thereby enhancing the
interpretability of accident anticipation. AM-NET is proposed
for early localization of risk-relevant participants in driving
sequence [20]. The network feeds object features and optical
flow features into two separate GRU. An attention module is
used to weight the hidden representations from the past M
frames and update the current hidden state. Finally, the com-
bined hidden representation is used to predict the risk score
for each object. These methods adopt single temporal win-
dow. Traffic accidents typically involve multi-stage dynamic
evolution process. For instance, rear-end collision typically
progresses through three stages: normal following, lead vehicle
deceleration and emergency braking. Relying on a single-
time-scale makes it difficult for the model to comprehensively
understand and anticipate such evolving risks.

To address the above limitations, a novel vision-based
TAA model named Multi-scale Feature Interaction Network
(MsFIN) is proposed for TAA. The network leverages the
Multi-scale Module to capture scene information at different
temporal scales. Meanwhile, the feature interactions among
participants and between participants and the traffic scene
are modeled using the Transformer architecture [23]. Experi-
mental results demonstrate that the proposed MsFIN achieves
superior performance on two benchmark datasets, DAD [16]
and DADA [24]. MsFINoutperforms existing single-scale in-
teraction models in both correctness and earliness of accident
anticipation. The contributions of this paper are are as follows:

• A Multi-scale Module is proposed, which employs a
parallel pooling strategy to capture traffic scene dynam-
ics across short-term, mid-term, and long-term scales.
Specifically, short-term scale features help detect sud-
den high-risk events. Mid-term scale features track the
progressive development of risky situations. Long-term
scale features mitigate the forgetting of early-stage cues.
The multi-scale features exhibit complementarity across
different types of accidents, which effectively enhances
the earliness of accident anticipation.

• A comprehensive feature interaction framework is con-
structed. Self-attention models the interactions among
participants. Cross-attention captures interactions be-

tween participants and multi-scale scene information.
These mechanisms effectively enhance the model’s ca-
pability to represent accident risk.

• An adaptive loss function is proposed by introducing
focal loss into the standard exponential loss. The modified
loss effectively mitigates the issue of easy-to-classify
samples dominating the gradient updates and enhances
learning from hard positive examples.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section
II details the architecture and components of proposed MsFIN.
Section III presents the experimental setup, implementation
details, and a thorough evaluation of the proposed method.
Finally, Section IV concludes the paper and discusses future
work.

II. PROPOSED METHOD

This section begins with the problem formulation of the
TAA task. A detailed introduction is provided to the core
components of the proposed MsFIN network, including multi-
scale feature aggregation, temporal feature processing and
multi-scale feature post-fusion. The loss functions employed
during training are also described.

A. Problem Formulation

MsFIN primarily consists of multi-scale feature aggregation,
temporal feature processing, and multi-scale feature post-
fusion, as illustrated in Fig. 1. These components are designed
to capture rich risk representations of traffic scenes from
different temporal scales. Consistent with existing vision-
based TAA methods, this paper formulates the Vision-TAA
as a classification problem. Specifically, given a driving video
sequence with T frames:

V = {I1, I2, . . . , IT } (1)

where It denotes the image at time step t ∈ [1, T ]. Each
frame undergoes object detector to extract participants in-
formation. The image and participant information are sep-
arately processed through a feature extractor. This process
results in a frame-level feature sequence F ∈ RT×d that
contain scene information and object-level feature sequence
O ∈ RT×N×d that represent participant information. To
comprehensively characterize accident risk, MsFIN employs
a multi-scale feature aggregation layer. Object-level features
are processed through the Self-attention Module (SaM) and
Cross-attention Module (CaM) to achieve feature interaction
among participants and from scene to each participant.

Ô = Ψagg (SaM(O),CaM(O,F)) (2)

In parallel, MsFIN simultaneously constructs temporally-
aware scene representations by aggregating frame-level fea-
tures across multiple temporal scales. This allows the model
to capture evolving traffic dynamics and temporal cues relevant
for accident risk:

F̂p = Ψp

(
{Ft′}t′∈Ωp(t)

)
(3)
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Fig. 1. Overview of the Multi-scale Feature Interaction Network.

where p ∈ {s,m, l} denotes the temporal scales, corresponding
to short-term, medium-term, and long-term windows, respec-
tively. Ωp(t) denotes the temporal window at scale p centered
at time t. To model temporal dependencies while respecting
causality, the aggregated features are fed into temporal feature
processing. [

Õ
F̃p

]
= CTM

([
Ô
F̂p

])
(4)

This layer is implemented using stacked Causal Temporal
Module (CTM), ensuring that the output at each frame only
depends on current and past information. Finally, to fuse
multi-scale temporal cues into a unified representation, a
multi-scale feature post-fusion is introduced. It aggregates
participant behavior variations across different temporal scales
by performing cross-attention with participant features as key
and value:

H =
⊕

p∈{s,m,l}

CaM
(
F̃p, Õ

)
(5)

where H ∈ RT×D denotes the multi-scale fused represen-
tation. This unified representation is then passed through a
Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) to obtain a frame-wise accident
risk probability sequence:

R = [z1, z2, . . . , zT ] (6)

where zt > τ denotes that an accident is considered to have
occurred at time step t.

B. Multi-scale Feature Aggregation

For each driving sequence, the same object detection and
feature extraction method as in [16] is adopted. This ensures
that the comparison focuses on the accident anticipation mod-
eling algorithm rather than the object detection or feature
extraction techniques. The specific feature extraction steps will
be detailed in the next section. After feature extraction and
the addition of learnable positional encodings, the frame-level
feature sequence and the object-level feature sequence:

O = {o1, o2, . . . , oT } (7)

F = {f1, f2, . . . , fT } (8)

where ft ∈ Rd denotes the frame-level feature at time step
t. And ot ∈ RN×d represents the object-level features of N
detected participants in the same frame. These features are first
passed through multi-scale feature aggregation to enhance their
representational capacity. The multi-scale feature aggregation
is composed of object-level feature aggregation and scene-
level temporal aggregation.

In object-level feature aggregation process ot are passed
through two attention modules. First, a Self-attention Module
(SaM) are applied to model the feature interaction among
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participants. By leveraging a multi-head self-attention mecha-
nism, the SaM enables each participant to dynamically attend
to other participants in the same frame. This captures complex
spatial dependencies and contextual behaviors. For ot the
attention representation is computed as follows:

ōt = LayerNorm(ot) (9)

Q = WQōt, K = WK ōt, V = WV ōt (10)

Attn(Q,K, V ) = LayerNorm
(
QK⊤
√
d

)
V (11)

oA
t = LayerNorm (ōt + Attn(Q,K, V )) (12)

oS
t = oA

t + FeedForward(oA
t ) (13)

where WQ,WK ,WV ∈ Rd×d are learnable projection matri-
ces. Q,K, V are the queries keys and values respectively. In
parallel with SaM, Cross-attention Module (CaM) uses object-
level features as queries and frame-level features as keys and
values. By computing attention weights, the scene information
effectively supplements the participants features. The resulting
feature sequence are denoted as OS and OC, respectively.
After concatenation, the features are projected through a linear
layer to produce the aggregated object-level feature sequence
representation Ô ∈ RT×N×d:

Ô = W (concat(OS ,OC)) +B (14)

where W and B ∈ Rd×d are learnable parameters of the fully
connected layers.

Scene-level temporal aggregation is conducted to capture
evolving dynamics of the traffic scene. It is achieved by the
Multi-scale Module (MsM), which employs a parallel pooling
mechanism to extract multi-scale features across different
temporal scales. As shown in Fig. 2 three types of temporal
context (short-term, mid-term, and long-term) are captured
using short-term max pooling, mid-term average pooling, and
long-term max pooling, respectively. For t time step frame-
level feature ft, the multi-scale features are computed as:

f ′
t = Wft +B (15)

ft,s = max
t′∈(t−ws, t]

f ′
t′ (16)

ft,m =
1

wm

∑
t′∈(t−wm, t]

f ′
t′ (17)

ft,l = max
t′∈(0, t]

f ′
t′ (18)

where ft,s, ft,m, and ft,l denote the short-term, mid-term, and
long-term temporal representations at time step t, respectively.
ws and wm represent the sizes of the short-term and mid-
term scales time windows. Then they are processed through
linear layer and residual connection, resulting in frame-level
aggregated features at different scale f̂t,p.

f̂t,p = W (concat(ft,p, f ′
t)) +B + ft (19)

The final aggregated scene feature sequences at short-term,
mid-term, and long-term temporal scales are denoted as F̂s,
F̂m, and F̂l, respectively:

F̂p = {f̂1,p, f̂2,p, . . . , f̂T,p} (20)

Short-term scale focuses on transient high-risk events, such
as sudden braking or abrupt lane changes. Mid-term scale
captures moderate changes in risk, including lane merging or
gradual acceleration. Long-term scale helps retain awareness
of earlier high-risk situations that may influence future out-
comes.

C. Temporal Feature Processing

Transformer architecture has demonstrated outstanding per-
formance in video sequence tasks. The Transformer architec-
ture has been applied to video classification tasks, achieving
high performance on multiple mainstream benchmark datasets
[25]. Traditional RNN (e.g., LSTM [26], GRU, etc.) have grad-
ually been replaced by 3D-CNN [27] and Transformer in video
classification. Because their limited ability to model long-
range dependencies and lower computational efficiency. Com-
pared to traditional RNN structures, Transformers leverage
self-attention mechanisms to effectively capture long-range de-
pendencies. This enables more precise modeling of inter-frame
relationships in videos. Moreover, their parallel computing
capability significantly improves training efficiency, making
them more advantageous for handling large-scale sequential
data.

Motivated by these advantages, the Transformer architec-
ture is adopted for temporal feature processing in temporal
feature processing for MsFIN. For the given feature sequences
X̂ = [x̂1, x̂2, . . . , x̂T ] ∈ RT×d, the Causal Temporal Module
(CTM) adopts self-attention mechanism, following the same
computation process as equations (9-13). Additionally, to
ensure the causality of accident anticipation, a causal mask is
applied after computing the attention scores to prevent future
information leakage.
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To balance computational cost and predictive performance,
a processing method similar to Model3 in [25] is adopted.
Specifically, for the aggregated object-level features, only the
temporal evolution of individual objects is considered. Ô is
reshaped into RN×T×d and then passed into the CTM. In fact,
the relational information between objects has already been
modeled during multi-scale feature aggregation layer through
the SaM. Therefore, in temporal layer, object interaction are
no longer explicitly considered. Instead, the focus is placed on
the temporal evolution of object features themselves to extract
more stable sequential information.

D. Multi-scale Feature Post Fusion

Multi-scale post-fusion layer integrates multi-scale frame-
level features and object-level features output from the tem-
poral layer to generate the final frame representations. Specif-
ically, multi-scale frame-level features F̃p from the temporal
layer serve as query vectors, while the object-level features
Õ act as keys and values. These features are fed into three
CaMs for interaction, enabling the post-fusion of multi-scale
frame-level and object-level features. As illustrated in Fig. 3,
the MLP consists of three linear layers, each followed by a
GeLU activation, except for the final output layer. The model
outputs the accident probability pt for each frame.

R = MLP (Concat(Hs,Hm,Hl)) (21)

E. Loss Function

In this paper, TAA is formulated as a classification task. For
each input driving sequence consisting of T frames at a frame
rate of r , positive samples are defined as driving sequences
that contain the accident occurrence frame tao , with video-
level classification label of 1. Conversely, negative samples
are defined as driving sequences that do not contain tao , with
video-level classification label of 0. During model training, a
cross-entropy loss function with an exponential decay factor
is employed:

L = −
T∑

t=1

[
(1− yt) log (1− pt)

+ yt · e−max(0, tao−t
r ) log(pt)

] (22)

where pt is the probability of a positive sample at time step
t. yt is the classification label of the driving sequence. For
negative samples, the loss function adopts the standard cross-
entropy loss, encouraging the model to correctly predict non-
accident scene. For positive samples, the exponential decay
factor imposes a greater penalty on incorrect predictions that
occur closer to the accident frame. This mechanism enhances
the model’s focus on critical time steps.

This exponential loss is widely used in other accident
anticipation works [15], [16], [18], [28], [29]. However, intro-
ducing the exponential decay factor alone cannot fully address
the issue of easy-to-classify samples dominating the gradient
updates. A large number of easily predicted normal frames
cause the loss function to concentrate gradients on these low-
difficulty samples. This limits the ability of the model to
effectively learn from hard positive examples. To mitigate this
issue, focal loss [30] is further introduced to focus training on
challenging samples. The final loss function for training the
MsFIN is defined as:

Lneg(t) = α · pγt · (1− yt) log(1− pt) (23)

Lpos(t) = (1−α) ·(1−pt)
γ ·yt ·e−max(0, tao−t

r ) log(pt) (24)

L = −
T∑

t=1

[Lneg(t) + Lpos(t)] (25)

where γ serves as a modulation factor to reduce the loss
contribution of easily classified samples. And α represents
the class weight, adjusting the loss ratio between positive and
negative samples.

III. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, the accident anticipation capability of the
proposed MsFIN is evaluated through experiments on two
publicly available datasets, DAD and DADA. The performance
is further compared with that of other models.

A. Datasets

The DAD dataset [16] is the first widely used dashcam acci-
dent dataset, comprising 620 driving sequences. It is sampled
into 1,750 video clips, including 1,120 negative samples and
620 positive samples. Each video clip spans 100 frames at 20
fps, with accidents in positive samples fixed at the 90th frame.
Notably, the dataset contains a limited variety of accident
types, 58.2% of accidents involve motorcycles. Real-world
accident scene are complex and involve diverse accident types.
To assess the robustness of MsFIN more comprehensively, it
is further tested on the DADA dataset across multiple accident
categories.

The DADA dataset [24] consists of 2,000 complete accident
videos covering 54 accident types. It contains a total of
658,476 frames, with an average video length of approximately
230 frames at a 30-frame rate. Each video is annotated
with comprehensive accident information, including abnormal
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frames (frames where accident participants first appear), ac-
cident occurrence frames, and accident end frames. Addition-
ally, driver attention data is provided for each video frame.
The dataset was further enriched with accident descriptions,
accident causes, and preventive measures by [29].

B. Implementation details

The construction of MsFIN is implemented based on the
PyTorch [31] framework, with training and testing conducted
on an Nvidia RTX 4090 GPU with 24GB of memory.

To ensure a fair comparison of experimental results, the
evaluation of the model on DAD dataset directly utilizes the
feature data provided by [16] for training and testing. The
feature extraction method is as follows: For each frame, image
information is processed using a pre-trained VGG-16 [32] for
frame-level feature extraction. Meanwhile, object detection is
performed using a fine-tuned Faster R-CNN. The detected
objects are then passed through VGG-16 to extract object-
level features. Both frame-level and object-level features have
a dimensionality of 4,096. To balance computational cost and
predictive performance, the number of candidate objects is
limited to 19. As a result, the dimensionality of the DAD
video sequence feature data is 100×20×4096. Each sequence
contains 100 frames (20 fps). And each frame consists of
frame-level features along with 19 object-level features, each
with a dimensionality of 4,096.

For the DADA dataset, 514 sets of long accident video
sequences were selected, including 360 for training and 154
for testing. These sequences cover 39 major accident types.
To eliminate the impact of the positive-to-negative sample
ratio in the test set on prediction accuracy, each long accident
video is divided into two shorter sequences. Each sequence
contains 150 frames (30 fps). One serves as a positive sample,
and the other as a negative sample. The end frame of the
positive sample is randomly selected between tao and tae
(accident end frame). The end frame of the negative sample
is randomly chosen before tai (abnormal frame). To align
with the DAD feature data, frame features and 15 object
features were extracted from each video frame using the
same method as in [16]. Consequently, the dimensionality
of the DADA video sequence feature data is 150×16×4096.
Each sequence contains 150 frames. Each frame consisting of
frame-level features and 15 object-level features, each with a
dimensionality of 4,096.

Frame-level and object-level features are then reduced to
512 (D) using a linear layer before being fed into the multi-
scale feature aggregation layer. In SaM, the short-term window
is set to fps/3, while the mid-term window is set to fps. The
layers of SaM, CaM and CTM are all configured to two layers.
In both experiments, the learning rate for network training is
set to 0.0001, the batch size is set to 10. Training is conducted
for 60 epochs using the AdamW optimizer.

Existing Vision-TAA methods use standard classification
metrics to assess the correctness of accident anticipation.
These metrics include Accuracy, Precision (Pre) , Recall (Rec),
Average Precision (AP), and the Area Under the ROC Curve
(AUC). The Average Precision is calculated as:

AP =

N∑
n=1

(Rn −Rn−1) · Pn (26)

whrere Pn and Rn denote the Pre and Rec at the n-th
threshold. In addition, Time to Accident (TTA) is used to
measure the earliness of accidents anticipate. TTA is defined
as the time interval between the frame where the predicted
accident risk exceeds a predefined threshold and the actual
accident frame.

TTA = max {tao − t | pt ≥ τ, 1 ≤ t ≤ tao} (27)

A variant, mean Time to Accident (mTTA), is typically com-
puted by averaging TTA values across multiple thresholds.
It provides a more comprehensive assessment of earliness
capability.

mTTA =
1

|T |
∑
τ∈T

TTA(τ) (28)

where T is the set of thresholds from 0 to 1.
Four classical metrics are used to evaluate the MsFIN. AP

and AP80R for assessing Correctness, as well as mTTA and
TTA80R for evaluating Earliness. AP quantifies the overall
predictive performance of the model by computing the area
under the Precision-Recall curve at different Rec levels. A
higher AP value indicates that the model maintains high
prediction accuracy across various classification thresholds.
AP80R represents the precision corresponding to a Rec of
80%. This metric evaluates the reliability of predictions under
the constraint of a high Rec. It prevents the model from
overly prioritizing early predictions at the expense of accuracy.
mTTA calculates the mean lead time of correctly predicted
positive samples (True Positives) across different thresholds,
This metric reflects how early the model can issue warnings
before an accident occurs. A higher mTTA value indicates that
the model can provide a longer emergency response time. This
gives drivers or autonomous agents more time to react, which
helps reduce or even prevent accidents. TTA80R represents
the TTA value when the Rec reaches 80%. It balances the
reliability and earliness of accident warnings, providing a more
comprehensive assessment for the practical deployment value
of the model.

C. Experimental Results

1) Greater earliness TAA: To better demonstrate the advan-
tages of multi-scale features in TAA, this paper visualizes the
attention scores in the multi-scale post-fusion layer, as shown
in Fig. 4. The image sequence of the driving scene is presented
at the top. The attention scores for frame-level features at
different temporal scales to object-level features are shown
at the bottom. For clarity, bar charts indicating the attention
scores from different temporal scales for key participant are
displayed above the bounding boxes. Specifically, red, blue,
and green bars represent short-term, mid-term, and long-term
temporal scales, respectively.

Compared to single-scale modeling methods, multi-scale
features can form complementary relationships when facing
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Fig. 4. The complementarity of Multi-scale features for accident anticipation. (a) represents a sudden event, demonstrating the importance of short-term scale
for timely accident anticipation. (b) represents a gradually evolving risk, where mid-term scale plays a key role in capturing the progression. (c) represents
a low-visibility condition, highlighting how long-term scale helps to anticipate accidents under such challenging scenes. They demonstrate how multi-scale
features complement each other under different accident types.

different accident types, enabling greater earliness in capturing
accident risks. Short-term scales are particularly effective in
capturing sudden changes. Fig. 4 (a) describes cyclist suddenly
appears at the intersection and collides with the ego vehicle.
The cyclist emerges abruptly at frame 25, and the short-term
scales immediately responds to this event with a significant
increase in attention score. In contrast, the mid-term and long-
term scales do not immediately focus on the cyclist. They shift
attention only when the cyclist approaches the ego vehicle and
shows noticeable behavioral changes.

Mid-term scales are more attentive to behavioral changes
of participants. In Fig. 4 (b), a white car ahead slowly
reverses and collides with the ego vehicle. Due to the slow
motion, neither the short-term nor the long-term scale paid
attention to the changes in this vehicle in early stage of the
accident. Instead, they focused more on the nearby truck,
which poses a more immediate threat. The mid-term scale
initiates continuous attention to the reversing vehicle at frame
24. Other scales gradually converging their focus onto this
accident vehicle one second later.
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Fig. 5. Examples of accident anticipation on the DADA dataset. (a), (b), and (c) demonstrate positive sample predictions in different scenes and accident
types. (d) illustrates a correctly predicted negative sample, and (e) represents a false negative example. The predicted accident probabilities are displayed at
the bottom.

Long-term scales are more effective under low-visibility
conditions such as nighttime or rainy weather, where visual
cues are subtle. In such scene, the short-term and mid-term
scales may fail to capture meaningful changes. The long-term
scale preserves the maximum feature change of the participant
over a longer time window, compensating for the limitations
of visual perception. Fig. 4 (c) illustrates a white car ahead of
the ego vehicle changing lanes to the right and colliding with a
vehicle on that side. Because the visual cues of the participants
are weak, the short- and mid-term attention is scattered. The

long-term scale leverages maximum feature changes from
earlier time steps to focus on a specific participant. As shown
in the figure, despite at collision frame, other scales show
significantly lower attention scores for the involved vehicle
compared to the long-term scale.

From the visualization, it is also observed that mid-term
attention tends to be more distributed across participants
compared to other scales. This is due to the average pooling
strategy adopted for the mid-term scale, which enables it to
capture broader behavioral trends across multiple participants.
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(a) Comparison of Models on DAD (b) Comparison of Models on DADA

Fig. 6. Comparison of models on DAD and DADA.

Furthermore, in the early stages of accidents, attention from all
three scales tends to be more dispersed, while in later stages,
attention becomes more focused. This indirectly reflects the
process of transitioning from risk exploration to risk local-
ization. In the early stage, the overall scene appears similar
to normal traffic, with comparable behavior dynamics among
vehicles and no apparent anomalies. Thus, the overall risk level
remains low.

2) Effectiveness across multiple scenes: Fig. 5 presents
five examples of accident anticipation results using the pro-
posed MsFIN. (a), (b), and (c) demonstrate successful positive
sample predictions in different scenes and accident types.
(d) illustrates a correctly predicted negative sample, and (e)
represents a false negative example. For each case, the image
sequence of the driving scene is shown at the top. At the
bottom, the time series of predicted accident probabilities
are displayed. A warning is triggered when the predicted
probability exceeds a threshold of 0.5.

Fig. 5 (a), the ego vehicle collides with another vehicle in
the night scene of the city road. When the black vehicle begins
to change lanes into the ego lane, its lane change behavior
appears slow and normal. This leads to a gradual increase
in the predicted accident probability, which remains below
the threshold. As the vehicle draws closer, the risk becomes
more evident. The predicted probability eventually surpasses
the threshold at frame 54, resulting in a lead time of 2.03
seconds before the accident occurs.

Fig. 5 (b), during a rainy highway scene, an accident
involving another vehicle occurred. A warning is triggered at
frame 71, when a forward-facing truck shows signs of tilting,
with a TTA of 2.37s. (c) involves the snow-covered road where
the ego vehicle skids and loses balance. (d) presents a non-
accident scene inside a tunnel. The ego vehicle maintains a
safe distance from surrounding vehicles, with the predicted
accident probability consistently remaining below 50%.

Fig. 5 (e) shows a rural road in sunny weather with no

actual accident occurring. As the ego vehicle begins to move
forward, an oncoming motorcycle rapidly approaches from the
opposite direction. Due to the motorcycle’s high speed and
close proximity, the model triggers a warning at frame 88.
However, since the motorcycle adjusts its trajectory in time
to avoid the collision, the predicted risk value subsequently
decreases. Notably, although this is a false positive, such
conservative prediction behavior is rational in safety-critical
traffic scene. This tendency for false alarms essentially reflects
the high sensitivity of the system to potential risk.

3) Quantitative results: Fig. 6 summarizes the comparison
results of MsFIN on the DAD and DADA. Due to the
introduction of an exponential decay factor in the positive
sample term of the loss function during training, the model is
encouraged to anticipate accidents at an earlier stage. However,
this design often results in a decrease in accuracy. Conversely,
if the model prioritizes prediction accuracy, it tends to trigger
predictions closer to the actual accident occurrence, leading
to a reduction in mTTA. This trade-off between accuracy and
early anticipation suggests an inherent balance in accident
prediction. Therefore, on DAD dataset the MsFIN is evaluated
against existing single-scale interaction models in terms of
both achieving best AP and longer mTTA. The performance of
DSTA and GCRNN [2] are cited from [15]. On DAD dataset,
DSTA achieves an AP of 72.34% in the best AP comparison,
with a mTTA of 1.50s and a TTAR80 of 1.81s. Compared
to DSTA, the proposed MsFIN improves AP by 1.62%,
while extending mTTA and TTAR80 by 0.48s and 0.31s,
respectively. Furthermore, in the longer mTTA comparison,
the MsFIN achieves an AP of 55.6% and a mTTA of 3.76s.
These results indicate that MsFIN have more balanced and
superior performance compared to existing methods. It not
only maintains prediction accuracy but also preserves a longer
anticipation lead time.

However, early anticipation lacking sufficient accuracy pro-
vide limited practical benefits and may even erode driver trust
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Fig. 7. The mTTA-AP diagram of the MsFIN.

Fig. 8. Loss function comparison.

in accident anticipation systems. As a result, when AP is low,
comparisons based on longer mTTA become less meaningful.
Therefore, the subsequent experiments focuses on models with
higher AP. On DADA dataset, the MsFIN achieves a mTTA
of 4.25s and a TTA80R of 4.47s, making it the only model
with an AP exceeding 60%. These results indicate that even
on the DADA dataset, which features diverse accident types
and complex traffic scene, the MsFIN consistently outperforms
other models. Notably, although the Cog-TAA [29] surpasses
the MsFIN by 0.06s in the mTTA comparison, it suffers a
significant accuracy drop of over 10%.

To further compare MsFIN with the DSTA network, the
mTTA-AP diagram is presented in Fig. 7. As shown in the
figure, MsFIN consistently outperforms the DSTA network
in both mTTA and AP. Notably, under relatively high AP
conditions, the mTTA of MsFIN is approximately 0.5s longer
than that of the DSTA network on average. This represents a
significant improvement.

4) Ablation experiment: To validate the effectiveness of
the main modules, ablation experiments were conducted on
the MsFIN framework using the DAD dataset, including both
module replacement and module removal. These experiments
demonstrate the impact of different module designs and vali-
date the necessity of each component in achieving correctness
and earliness in accident anticipation.

Fig. 8 presents the results of replacing the loss function in
MsFIN. Experimental results show that introducing focal loss

TABLE I
ABLATION EXPERIMENT

Exp TL MsM SaM CaM AP(%) TTA(s)
S M L pre pos

1 CTM ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 73.96 1.94
2 CTM – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 74.55 1.74
3 CTM ✓ – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 73.94 1.46
4 CTM ✓ ✓ – ✓ ✓ ✓ 75.02 1.63
5 CTM ✓ ✓ ✓ – ✓ ✓ 73.65 1.46
6 CTM ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ – ✓ 71.04 2.01
7 CTM ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ – 71.01 1.68
8 GRU ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 73.38 1.35
9 Mamba ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.74 1.51

leads to improvements of 1.68% in AP, 3.55% in AP80R, and
0.12s in mTTA compared to exponential loss. It is worth noting
that even with the exponential loss, MsFIN still outperforms
DSTA.

The experimental results of removing individual modules
from the MsFIN architecture are summarized in TABLE I.
Experiment 1 demonstrates that the complete MsFIN, incor-
porating all major components, achieves AP of 73.96% and
mTTA of 1.98s. The configurations of each module have been
detailed in the previous section.

Experiments 2 to 4 conduct ablation experiments on short-
term, mid-term, and long-term scale features respectively. To
isolate the effect of individual variables, the ablation of a
specific scale feature is carried out solely within the Multi-
scale Module. The structure of the subsequent temporal layer
remains unaltered during this process. The results reveal that
the exclusion of any single-scale feature has limited impact on
correctness. Notably, removing the long-term scale features
even leads to a 1.06% improvement in AP. However, the
absence of multi-scale features hinders the model’s ability to
capture the progression of accidents over time. This leads to
a significant reduction in early anticipation capability, with
mTTA dropping by more than 0.2 seconds.

Experiments 5 to 7 perform interaction ablation experiments
on MsFIN. In Experiment 5, interaction between object-level
features are removed. Experiments 6 and 7 respectively elimi-
nate the pre-fusion and post-fusion interaction between object-
level and frame-level features. Among these, the post-fusion
interaction between object-level and frame-level features has
the most significant overall impact on both correctness and
earliness. Its removal leads to a 2.95% drop in AP and a 0.26s
reduction in mTTA.

Benefiting from a modular design, MsFIN supports flex-
ible architectural modifications. This modularity allows for
the seamless integration of emerging deep learning com-
ponents, which is particularly advantageous in the rapidly
evolving landscape of neural networks. Mamba [33] is a
novel State Space Model that differs from traditional RNN
and Transformer. It is based on continuous-time state space
representations and leverages implicitly parameterized recur-
rent computation to achieve linear complexity in sequence
modeling. To evaluate the effectiveness of different temporal
modeling methods, the original CTM is replaced with GRU
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and Mamba, respectively. Experimental results demonstrate
that CTM outperforms both alternatives in terms of accuracy
and early anticipation, primarily due to its global interaction
capability enabled by the self-attention mechanism.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes the MsFIN, a novel framework for
early anticipation of traffic accidents. By comprehensively
modeling the feature interactions between multi-scale scene
and participants information, the proposed MsFIN significantly
enhances both the correctness and earliness of accident antici-
pation. Experiments on DAD and DADA datasets demonstrate
that multi-scale features are complementary in traffic accident
anticipation task, effectively improving the earliness of risk
prediction. Compared with existing single-scale interaction
models, MsFIN achieves state-of-the-art performance with
73.96% of AP and 1.98s of mTTA.

Moreover, some false positive samples actually align with
the subjective perception of potential risk by the driver within
the traffic scene. However, the current evaluation framework
is incapable of assessing the latent risk in negative sample
sequences. In addition, for some positive sample sequences,
there are no observable clues of accident participants in the
early stages. This raises the question of whether it is reason-
able to issue an early anticipation before any accident-related
participants appear. Therefore, how to objectively define the
moment when a scene begins to contain risk remains an open
question. These two issues limit the practical deployment of
accident anticipation systems. Future work will focus on how
to objectively reflect the true risk of traffic scene.
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