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Abstract— In autonomous driving, motion prediction aims
at forecasting the future trajectories of nearby agents, helping
the ego vehicle to anticipate behaviors and drive safely. A key
challenge is generating a diverse set of future predictions, com-
monly addressed using data-driven models with Multiple Choice
Learning (MCL) architectures and Winner-Takes-All (WTA)
training objectives. However, these methods face initialization
sensitivity and training instabilities. Additionally, to compensate
for limited performance, some approaches rely on training with
a large set of hypotheses, requiring a post-selection step during
inference to significantly reduce the number of predictions. To
tackle these issues, we take inspiration from annealed MCL, a
recently introduced technique that improves the convergence
properties of MCL methods through an annealed Winner-
Takes-All loss (aWTA). In this paper, we demonstrate how
the aWTA loss can be integrated with state-of-the-art motion
forecasting models to enhance their performance using only
a minimal set of hypotheses, eliminating the need for the
cumbersome post-selection step. Our approach can be easily
incorporated into any trajectory prediction model normally
trained using WTA and yields significant improvements. To
facilitate the application of our approach to future motion
forecasting models, the code will be made publicly available
upon acceptance: https://github.com/valeoai/MF_aWTA.

I. INTRODUCTION

Motion forecasting is essential for the safe deployment
of autonomous driving systems as it allows vehicles to
anticipate the possible behaviors of nearby agents and plan
their actions accordingly. A key requirement for motion
forecasting is that models should propose multiple plausible
futures for each agent. This diversity is essential for down-
stream tasks since anticipating even rare cases is crucial for
the safety of autonomous agents [1], [2], [3], [4]. However,
for any given situation, only one realization of a future
trajectory is observed in the data. This poses a challenge
because the vast majority of current methods are data-driven
[5], [6], [7], [8], [9], [10], [11], [12].

The challenge of training a multi-hypothesis model with
only single observations is commonly addressed using Multi-
ple Choice Learning (MCL) with a Winner-Takes-All (WTA)
loss [13], [14]. In this framework, multiple hypotheses —
corresponding to possible futures (modes) — are predicted
and scored by the model. With WTA training, only the best-
performing prediction head (or hypothesis) is selected and
updated during training. However, as an example shown
in Figure 1, the naive use of WTA can lead to instabilities,
such as mode collapse during training [15]. To mitigate this,
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(a) WTA 6 hyp. (b) WTA 64 hyp. (c) aWTA 6 hyp.

Fig. 1: Issues of WTA, and our proposed aWTA. Motion
forecasting models trained with WTA and a small number
of hypotheses (e.g., 6 hyp.) suffer from mode collapse (a),
causing a performance drop. A naive solution to improve
performance is to increase the training hypotheses (b), but a
cumbersome post-selection is required. Alternatively, aWTA
(c) covers more effective modes while consistently using the
same minimum number of hypotheses for both training and
inference, discarding the post-selection and achieving better
performance, for example, -9.41% minADE and -36.67%
MissRate with MTR [7] versus (b) after selection.

many motion forecasting models increase the number of
proposals [16] or use ‘intention points’ [7] to compensate
for the performance drop from mode collapsing. However,
to be effective, these approaches generally use a very large
number of proposals. To reduce the number of predictions at
inference time, a selection method like non-maximum sup-
pression (NMS) or clustering is often applied [7], [16], [17].
These strategies make model performance highly sensitive
to the proposal selection method and are computationally
inefficient. While this issue has been explored in other fields,
leading to several proposed solutions [15], [18], [19], these
findings have been scarcely applied to autonomous driving
problems [20], [21].

In this work, we take inspiration from a recently intro-
duced training scheme for MCL, called annealed Multiple
Choice Learning [22]. This method employs the ‘annealed
WTA’ (aWTA) loss, a theoretically grounded approach that
has shown promising results primarily on synthetic or toy
datasets and small-scale models. Motivated by its potential,
we propose to adopt the aWTA loss for motion forecasting
models. In contrast to the simpler use cases explored in
the original work [22], we demonstrate that this optimiza-
tion scheme is particularly well suited for the trajectory
prediction task. We show that this learning scheme can
be effectively integrated into larger models, real-world ex-
periments, and large-scale datasets. We find that aWTA
systematically improves over current alternatives [20], [15],
[21] across various recent forecasting models [7], [16] and
two large-scale real-world datasets [23], [24]. Furthermore,
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the use of aWTA drastically reduces the necessary number
of hypotheses, eliminating the need for cumbersome test-
time selection methods. Importantly, our proposal can be
easily incorporated into any trajectory prediction model that
normally uses WTA, which includes the vast majority of
modern motion forecasting models.

II. RELATED WORK

Motion forecasting consists of predicting the future tra-
jectory 𝑦 ∈ Y for an agent, e.g., an autonomous vehicle,
given a road map and a history of states as grasped in
𝑥 ∈ X. Current motion forecasting methods [5], [6], [7],
[8], [16], [25], [26], [27], [28], [29], [1], [30], [31], [32]
focus on designing architectures to better take into account
the map information surrounding the agent (i.e., vehicle
to forecast), the behaviors of neighboring agents, and the
history of their own trajectories. For example, LaPred [6]
enforces the use of map information when predicting the
future trajectories of agents of interest. This is achieved by
integrating the closest vectorized lane information and the
past trajectories of neighboring agents into the agent features.
More recent methods are primarily based on transformers.
For instance, Wayformer [16] stacks transformer attention
modules to encode the road graph, the agent history, and the
agent interaction. Different modalities are then aggregated
by a scene encoder, and the merged features are used for
trajectory decoding, with randomly initialized and learnable
mode queries and fully-connected layers. MTR [7] follows a
similar transformer-based structure but introduces ‘intention
points’ that provide prior information on the future endpoints
to initialize their queries.

Different methods to learn future trajectories have been
proposed. In particular, goal-based methods [33] define
sparse anchors and learn to predict their confidence scores.
Based on these scores, some anchors are selected as goals,
and the method completes the trajectory for each goal.
Heatmap-based methods [34] follow a similar idea but
predict a heatmap with score responses that indicate the
goals. However, most current state-of-the-art methods still
follow the more straightforward approach of regression,
which directly learns to predict plausible future trajectories
using the commonly used Winner-Takes-All (WTA) loss.
These methods achieve better performance compared to other
heuristic approaches [35], [36].

Yet, while the WTA loss is known to be unstable during
training [15], only a handful of works have examined this
issue in motion forecasting pipelines [15], [21], [20], [17].
For example, • Relaxed WTA (RWTA) [15] which updates
both the winning head and the non-winning ones, with
the latter being scaled by a small constant 𝜀 = 0.05, •
Evolving WTA (EWTA) [21] which updates the top-𝑛 heads
instead of just the winner, with 𝑛 following a decreasing
schedule during training, • Divide and conquer (DAC) [20]
which recursively splits the set of hypotheses indices into
two subsets until a certain depth, which depends on the
training step. These WTA variants can be unified under
the common formulation with a hypotheses-weighted loss

TABLE I: Expression of 𝑞𝑡 ( 𝑓𝑘 , 𝑥, 𝑦) in WTA variants, with
L𝑡 from (6). Here, 1WTA (𝑘) ≜ 1[𝑘 ∈ argmin𝑠ℓ( 𝑓𝑠 (𝑥), 𝑦)],
where 𝑘★ = argmin𝑠ℓ( 𝑓𝑠 (𝑥), 𝑦). T𝑛 (𝜃, 𝑥, 𝑦) refers to the
best 𝑛 hypotheses for (𝑥, 𝑦), while P(𝑑𝑡 ) is the hypotheses
set at depth 𝑑𝑡 (as described in [20]). 𝑍−1 ensures the
weights normalization when needed. The column ‘Schedule’
(‘Sched.’) indicates if the weight 𝑞𝑡 depends on the step 𝑡.
aWTA is unique in having an infinite, uncountable set V for
𝑞𝑡 values, offering more flexibility.

Method 𝑞𝑡 ( 𝑓 𝑘𝜃 , 𝑥, 𝑦) Sched. Values V

WTA 1WTA (𝑘 ) ✗ {0, 1}
RWTA [15] (1 − 𝐾−2

𝐾−1 𝜀)1WTA (𝑘 ) + 𝜀
𝐾−1 ✗ {𝜀, 𝜀/(𝐾 − 1) }

EWTA [21] 𝑍−11[𝑘 ∈ T𝑛(𝑡 ) (𝜃, 𝑥, 𝑦) ] ✓ {0, 𝑍−1}
DAC [20] 𝑍−1 ∑

S∈P(𝑑𝑡 ) | 𝑘∈S 1[𝑘★ ∈ S] ✓ |V | < ∞, V ⊂ Q+
aWTA [22] 𝑍−1 exp (−ℓ ( 𝑓𝑘 (𝑥 ) , 𝑦) /𝑇 (𝑡 ) ) ✓ |V | = ∞, V ⊂ R+

(described in the following section) where the scheduled
weight 𝑞𝑡 depends on the specific method, as detailed in
Table I. Unlike previous works that are limited to small
models and mostly simulated trajectories, our work proposes
for motion forecasting an alternative called annealed Winner-
Takes-All (aWTA). Our approach outperforms WTA and its
variants [15], [21], [20] in large-scale datasets with modern
motion forecasting models.

III. ANNEALED WINNER TAKES ALL (AWTA) IN
MOTION FORECASTING

A. WTA for Motion Forecasting

Current regression-based motion forecasting models lever-
age WTA as the training objective to generate 𝐾 diverse and
plausible future trajectories. Given a past trajectory and map
information 𝑥, a motion forecasting model parameterized by
𝜃 with 𝐾 forecasting heads produces 𝐾 future trajectory
predictions 𝑓 1

𝜃
, . . . , 𝑓 𝐾

𝜃
.

During training, knowing its corresponding future ground-
truth trajectory 𝑦, the WTA loss only optimizes the head that
produces the prediction with the minimum cost ℓ:

𝑘★ = argmin𝑘ℓ( 𝑓 𝑘𝜃 (𝑥), 𝑦), (1)

The 𝑘★-th head is then trained to minimize:

L(𝜃) = ℓ( 𝑓 𝑘★𝜃 (𝑥), 𝑦), (2)

Typically, ℓ is the Average (euclidean) Distance Error (ADE)
[5], [37]:

ℓ

(
𝑓 𝑘𝜃 (𝑥), 𝑦

)
=

1
𝐿

𝐿∑︁
𝑗=1

( 𝑓 𝑘𝜃 (𝑥) 𝑗 − 𝑦 𝑗 )2, (3)

where 𝐿 is the number of steps of the future trajectory.
Alternatively, a Gaussian negative log-likelihood loss is also
often used [5], [7], [16], considering each prediction as the
component of a Gaussian mixture, which remains applicable
with WTA and aWTA.

The WTA optimization procedure can be interpreted as
an input-dependent gradient-based variant of the Llyod
algorithm [38], [15], which is known to be sensitive to
initialization and prone to mode collapse.



B. Incorporating aWTA to Motion Forecasting

To alleviate sensitivity to initialization and mode collapse
issues, we take inspiration from annealed MCL [22] and
incorporate aWTA into motion forecasting model training.

In theory, aWTA can be applied as a substitution to
any WTA-based forecasting backbones. Specifically, modern
motion forecasting methods [7], [16] are mostly transformer-
based. They model the forecasting heads as learnable queries
followed by a decoding network with fully connected layers.
The queries are initialized from either intention points,
obtained from clustering the end locations of trajectories
in the training datasets [7], or random noise [16]. The
queries interact through the attention mechanism with the
map, the trajectory history, and the other agents. After that,
the attended queries predict the future trajectories 𝑓 𝑘

𝜃
(𝑥) and

the associated mode probability via the decoding network.
Note that while this query-based Transformer architecture
can be seen as a straightforward implementation of Multiple
Choice Learning, prior work analyzing MCL [14], [39] only
experimented with Multi-Layer Perceptrons with multiple
heads. As a result, the applicability of their findings to
Transformer-based models remains empirically unverified.

aWTA softens the hard assignment between the best fore-
casting prediction 𝑓 𝑘

𝜃
(𝑥) and the ground-truth 𝑦, described

in (1), by using a softmin function, replacing the min
operation in the selection of the Winner hypothesis. The soft
assignment can be written in the form:

𝑞𝑡

(
𝑓 𝑘𝜃 | 𝑥, 𝑦

)
≜

1
𝑍𝑥,𝑦

exp

(
−
ℓ
(
𝑓 𝑘
𝜃
(𝑥), 𝑦

)
𝑇 (𝑡)

)
, (4)

𝑍𝑥,𝑦 ≜
𝐾∑︁
𝑠=1

exp

(
−
ℓ
(
𝑓 𝑠
𝜃
(𝑥), 𝑦

)
𝑇 (𝑡)

)
, (5)

where 𝑡 is the training step. After the stop gradient operator
being applied to 𝑞𝑡 , we replace the WTA training objective
(2) with a weighted sum of all ℓ

(
𝑓 𝑘
𝜃
(𝑥), 𝑦

)
predicted from

different heads or, in our case, queries:

L𝑡 (𝜃) =
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑞𝑡 ( 𝑓𝑘 , 𝑥, 𝑦)ℓ( 𝑓 𝑘𝜃 (𝑥), 𝑦), (6)

Weight scheduling. Note that 𝑞𝑡 is scheduled by
controlling the temperature 𝑇 (𝑡) of the current training
step 𝑡. Ideally, at first, each of the hypotheses should
equally contribute with lim𝑡→0 𝑞𝑡 ( 𝑓𝑘 , 𝑥, 𝑦) = 1

𝐾
: in this

case, the predictions-target assignment is very soft. In
this phase, the hypotheses converge toward a conditional
mean, and the effective number of hypotheses is equal
to 1 [40]. As training proceeds and the temperature de-
creases, L𝑡 converges to the standard WTA training objec-
tive, where lim𝑡→∞ 𝑞𝑡 ( 𝑓𝑘 , 𝑥, 𝑦) = 1[𝑘 ∈ argmin𝑠ℓ( 𝑓𝑠 (𝑥), 𝑦)]
and the number of effective modes increases. Using the
Boltzmann distribution for 𝑞𝑡 is justified in Proposition 2 of
[22], as the optimal way of constraining the soft assignment
to a specific level of entropy.

In practice, to allow 𝑞𝑡 to slowly converge to the loss of
WTA at the end of training, we control the temperature 𝑇 (𝑡)

Fig. 2: Phase transition with aWTA Loss. Evolution of
(averaged) minADE during training of Wayformer [16] on
Argoverse 2 [23], comparing WTA (blue) and aWTA (red)
training setups. A sudden drop in error is observed around
epoch 12, consistent with the expected behavior of the
deterministic annealing procedure. Here, we see that aWTA
converges to a better training fit compared to WTA.

using an exponential temperature scheduler:

𝑇 (𝑡) = 𝑇0𝜌
𝑡 , (7)

where 𝑡 is the current number of training steps. The initial
temperature 𝑇0, and the speed of temperature decay 𝜌 are
carefully ablated in the following section. Remarkably, as
aWTA helps gradually distribute the predictions to cover all
plausible trajectories, we significantly reduce the number of
training hypotheses (i.e., number of queries, from 64 to 6)
and discard the selection process, yielding a better forecast-
ing performance with fewer training queries. Experimental
proofs and ablation studies are given in Section IV.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we first describe the experimental protocol
and the training details in Section IV-A. We then demonstrate
the benefits of aWTA in motion forecasting in Section IV-B.
Then in Section IV-C, we compare aWTA with existing WTA
variants, showcasing its superior performance for recent
motion forecasting models in large-scale datasets, followed
by an ablation study of important aWTA components.

A. Experimental protocol and implementation details

Evaluation protocol. For fair comparisons, we follow the
standardized evaluation protocol proposed in UniTraj [12].
Models are tasked to predict future trajectories (up to 6
trajectories) for the next 6 seconds at 10Hz (i.e., 𝐿 = 60),
based on the scene (e.g., HD maps) and agent trajectories
from the past 2 seconds. We use the following metrics:
• minADE𝑘 , minimum over 𝑘 = 6 predictions of the
Average Distance Error (the average of point-wise L2 dis-
tances between the prediction and ground-truth forecasts),
• minFDE𝑘 , minimum over 𝑘 = 6 predictions of the
Final Distance Error, • MissRate MR𝑘@𝑥 , ratio of forecasts
with minFDE𝑘 > 2 meters, and lastly, • brier-FDE, sum
of minFDE𝑘 and (1 − 𝛿)2, with 𝛿 the hypothesis score.
Performance is reported on the validation sets.
Models and datasets. We integrate aWTA into two recent
motion forecasting models: MTR [7] (60M parameters) and
Wayformer [16] (16M parameters), provided in UniTraj [12].



TABLE II: Comparison between aWTA and the standard WTA. The use of aWTA, over the default WTA loss, consistently
improves MTR [7] and Wayformer [16] over Argoverse 2 and WOMD, across all metrics. Results on the validation sets.

Argoverse 2 [23] WOMD [24]

Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓ Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
MTR [7] 𝑤/ WTA (default) 2.12 0.85 1.68 0.30 2.19 0.76 1.74 0.31

MTR [7] 𝑤/ aWTA (ours)
2.08

(- 1.89%)
0.77

(- 9.41%)
1.46

(- 13.10%)
0.19

(- 36.67%)
1.98

(- 9.59%)
0.63

(- 17.11%)
1.34

(- 22.99%)
0.18

(- 41.94%)

Wayformer [16] 𝑤/ WTA (default) 2.19 0.79 1.57 0.24 2.10 0.66 1.46 0.22

Wayformer [16] 𝑤/ aWTA (ours)
2.16

(- 1.37%)
0.78

(- 1.27%)
1.53

(- 2.55%)
0.22

(- 8.33%)
2.09

(- 0.48%)
0.65

(- 1.52%)
1.45

(- 0.68%)
0.21

(- 4.55%)

Vanilla MTR is trained with 64 hypotheses and selects 6
of them with NMS, while Vanilla Wayformer uses only
6 hypotheses for training. We replace all WTA objectives
(for both final and intermediate predictions) in the original
implementation by aWTA with an exponential temperature
scheduler, and the number of hypotheses is fixed to 6 for
training and inference. We note that the hypothesis score
loss (i.e., cross-entropy loss) remains unchanged. We conduct
experiments on two large-scale real-world datasets: Argov-
erse 2 [23], containing 180k trajectories, and Waymo Open
Motion Dataset (WOMD) [24], with 1.8M trajectories.
Training details. All models are trained until their conver-
gence based on minFDE𝑘 (around 100 epochs). Training
time with aWTA is ∼4 minutes (MTR) or 3 minutes (Way-
former) per epoch for Argoverse 2 and 49 minutes (MTR) or
29 minutes (Wayformer) for WOMD, on a node of 8x A100
GPUs. The total batch size is fixed to 256 for MTR and
128 for Wayformer, as in [12]. We perform a grid search on
the initial temperature and temperature decay, selecting the
best-performed hyper-parameters, as discussed in Section IV-
C. The forecasting performance is not highly sensitive to
these hyperparameters within a reasonable range. For WTA
variants, we follow the descriptions in their respective papers
and reimplement them to MTR [7] and Wayformer [16].

B. Main results: benefits of aWTA.

Using aWTA boosts forecasting performances. We
present the performance of MTR [7] and Wayformer [16],
with the default WTA loss and our aWTA proposal, on
Argoverse 2 [23] and WOMD [24] in Table II. The first
conclusion is that the use of aWTA, in place of standard
WTA, systematically improves both methods, on the two
datasets, across all metrics. For instance, using aWTA yields
a decrease of 23% in minFDE for MTR on WOMD, and a
decrease of 8.3% in MissRate for Wayformer on Argoverse 2.
This benefit is consistently observed and particularly visible
for MTR, as this may be explained by the bigger model size
and auxiliary losses in all intermediate layers of MTR.

Phase transitions. As the temperature decreases, we
observe abrupt drops in the loss value, as shown in Fig-
ure 2. These drops can be theoretically explained as ‘phase
transitions’ [41], [40], [22]. At certain critical temperatures,
sudden improvement occurs in the metrics. These phase
transitions correspond to moments when the effective number
of hypotheses changes. Our observations align with the
theoretical insights from [22].

TABLE III: aWTA: better performance, less hypotheses.
We compare training with aWTA and 6 hypotheses to train-
ing with WTA with 6 hypotheses or 64 hypotheses after
‘Non-Maximum Suppression’ post-processing (‘+ NMS’).
The results are reported in the validation sets of Argoverse
2 [23] and WOMD [24] using MTR [7]. ’time’ indicates the
training time per epoch in minutes.

#hypo. Argoverse 2 [23]
MTR 𝑤/ time (min.) train infer. Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
WTA 3 6 6 3.34 1.36 3.08 0.56
WTA + NMS 5 64 6 2.12 0.85 1.68 0.30
aWTA (ours) 4 6 6 2.08 0.77 1.46 0.19

#hypo. WOMD [24]
MTR 𝑤/ time (min.) train infer. Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
WTA 41 6 6 3.40 1.27 3.22 0.58
WTA + NMS 61 64 6 2.19 0.76 1.74 0.31
aWTA (ours) 49 6 6 1.98 0.63 1.34 0.18

Discussion on the number of hypotheses. Motion fore-
casting methods trained with WTA often suffer from mode
collapse when trained with a small number of hypotheses,
e.g., 6, as observed in Figure 1 and quantified with the
poor results in Table III (6 hypotheses for both training and
inference). To mitigate this issue, methods typically train
with more hypotheses, e.g., 64, and then use post-processing
techniques, such as Non-Maximum Suppression (NMS) or
clustering, to select the top-𝐾 best hypotheses (in our case,
𝐾 = 6 following the experimental protocol). However, this
approach requires careful design and tuning of the post-
processing step. In contrast, with aWTA, we use the same
number of hypotheses during training and inference, 𝐾 = 6.
This approach yields better performance and save ∼20%
the training time than methods that artificially increase the
number of hypotheses during training and that require post-
processing of predictions, as seen in Table III.

C. Baselines and ablation.

a) Comparison to other related approaches: Although
some WTA variants have been proposed to alleviate the
instability of WTA, it is worth noting that most of the
WTA variants (RWTA [15], EWTA [21] and DAC [20])
have primarily been tested in simulated datasets with small
models, e.g., ResNet-18, and have rarely been tested on real-
world datasets. To our knowledge, we conducted the first
comparison of different WTA variants on large-scale real-
world datasets. Additionally, we compare to EDA [17] that
builds on MTR to enhance its performance with a mixture of
randomly initialized queries and intention points. We show
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Fig. 3: Impact of the initial temperature value 𝑇0 (𝑥 axis)
on the performance (𝑦 axis) for aWTA in two different
methods, MTR [7] (in red) and Wayformer [16] (in blue).
Results are obtained with Argoverse 2 validation set [23].
The dotted lines are baselines trained with default WTA loss.
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Fig. 4: Impact of temperature decay rate 𝜌 (𝑥 axis) on
the performance (𝑦 axis) for aWTA with an exponential
scheduler in two different methods, MTR [7] (in red) and
Wayformer [16] (in blue). Results are obtained on Argoverse
2 validation set [23]. The dotted lines are baselines trained
with default WTA loss.

that without these additional two-stage queries, our aWTA
still achieves better performance.

From Table IV, we observe that our proposed aWTA con-
sistently outperforms other variants for MTR and Wayformer
on Argoverse 2 and WOMD across all metrics. In particular,
we find that no other WTA variant improves Wayformer,
especially in WOMD, while the use of the aWTA loss does.
This might be because these methods are more sensitive
to the hypothesis initialization, which is random noise in
Wayformer. Moreover, we present qualitative examples of
predictions given by MTR trained with different WTA vari-
ants in Figure 6. We observe that MTR with aWTA tends
to cover a wider range of feasible trajectories compared to
other WTA variants. In contrast, other variants distribute less
widely over different plausible trajectories and struggle to
cover the diverse ground-truth trajectories, leading to worse
quantitative performance.

b) Ablation study: aWTA employs a temperature
scheduling scheme where the temperature gradually de-
creases during training. Eventually, this scheme converges to
an optimization process equivalent to the standard WTA ap-
proach. This training scheme introduces two key parameters:
(1) the temperature scheduler which determines how quickly
the temperature decreases and the pattern of this decrease,
and (2) the initial temperature value. We discuss below the
choice and impact of these parameters on the performance.
Temperature scheduler. To implement the aWTA loss, we
ablate on two types of scheduler, i.e., exponential (7) or linear
(8) schedulers:

𝑇 (𝑡) = 𝑇0

(
1 − 𝑡

100

)
1(𝑡 < 100) + 𝑇 𝑓 1(𝑡 ≥ 100), (8)

TABLE IV: Comparison between aWTA, WTA variants,
namely RWTA [15], EWTA [21], and DAC [20], MTR-
EDA [17] and Linear aWTA. Results are reported on the
validation sets of Argoverse 2 [23] and WOMD [24] using
MTR [7] and Wayformer [16].

Argoverse 2 [23]
MTR [7] Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
𝑤/ WTA 2.12 0.85 1.68 0.30
𝑤/ RWTA [15] 2.30 0.83 1.63 0.20
𝑤/ EWTA [21] 2.09 0.77 1.49 0.20
𝑤/ DAC [20] 2.10 0.78 1.50 0.20
𝑤/ EDA [17] 2.09 0.81 1.55 0.21
𝑤/ Linear aWTA 4.44 1.58 3.75 0.52
𝑤/ aWTA (ours) 2.08 0.77 1.46 0.19

WOMD [24]
MTR [7] Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
𝑤/ WTA 2.19 0.76 1.74 0.31
𝑤/ RWTA [15] 2.17 0.70 1.49 0.19
𝑤/ EWTA [21] 2.00 0.65 1.37 0.19
𝑤/ DAC [20] 2.15 0.71 1.57 0.25
𝑤/ EDA [17] 2.09 0.70 1.55 0.22
𝑤/ Linear aWTA 2.15 0.71 1.57 0.25
𝑤/ aWTA (ours) 1.98 0.63 1.34 0.18

Argoverse 2 [23]
Wayformer [16] Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
𝑤/ WTA 2.19 0.79 1.57 0.24
𝑤/ RWTA [15] 2.30 0.81 1.64 0.25
𝑤/ EWTA [21] 2.20 0.79 1.58 0.24
𝑤/ DAC [20] 2.18 0.78 1.56 0.24
𝑤/ Linear aWTA 3.43 1.31 2.73 0.35
𝑤/ aWTA (ours) 2.16 0.78 1.53 0.22

WOMD [24]
Wayformer [16] Brier-FDE↓ minADE↓ minFDE↓ MissRate↓
𝑤/ WTA 2.10 0.66 1.46 0.22
𝑤/ RWTA [15] 2.23 0.69 1.55 0.21
𝑤/ EWTA [21] 2.12 0.67 1.50 0.23
𝑤/ DAC [20] 2.16 0.68 1.53 0.24
𝑤/ Linear aWTA 5.25 1.66 4.55 0.66
𝑤/ aWTA (ours) 2.09 0.65 1.45 0.21

where 𝑇 𝑓 = 1𝑒−8. Both schedulers start from the same initial
temperature 𝑇0 (10 for MTR and 8 for Wayformer) and 𝜌 is
set to 0.834 and 0.89 for MTR and Wayformer respectively.
From the results shown in Table IV (Linear aWTA vs.
aWTA), we observe that the exponential scheduler achieves
much better empirical performance. Therefore, we choose the
exponential temperature scheduler for our implementation.
Initial temperature. We study the sensitivity of the fore-
casting performance to the initial temperature of aWTA.
For these experiments, we use the exponential scheduler
with a temperature decay fixed at 0.834 for both MTR and
Wayformer. From the results shown in Figure 3, we observe
that the performance gains brought by aWTA are maintained
across a wide range of initial temperature values, showing
that aWTA is relatively insensitive to this hyperparameter.
Temperature decay. Similarly, with a fixed initial temper-
ature (10 for MTR and 8 for Wayformer) we study the
performance impact of the rate of the temperature decay, with
exponential scheduling. The results are shown in Figure 4.

From Figure 3, Figure 4 and our empirical experience,
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Fig. 5: Evolution of mode distribution during training. The predictions are obtained with Wayfomer [16] using WTA
(left) or aWTA (right) on Waymo Open Motion Dataset (WOMD) [24]. We observe that the effective number of hypotheses
increases with the training step with aWTA.

WTA RWTA [15] EWTA [21] DAC [20] aWTA (ours)

MTR
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Fig. 6: Qualitative comparison between aWTA and WTA variants. Predictions are shown on Argoverse 2 [23] (rows 1
and 2) and WOMD [24] (rows 3 and 4) for MTR [7] (rows 1 and 3) and Wayformer [16] (rows 2 and 4) models.

we observe that aWTA improves over the baselines (dotted
lines of the model trained with WTA), as long as the initial
temperature is within the order of magnitude, as the average
distance between the predictions and the ground truth, and
the temperature decay is around 0.8. This demonstrates that
aWTA is not too sensitive to such hyperparameters, facilitat-
ing its adoption in different motion forecasting methods.

V. CONCLUSION

In the past years, the motion forecasting literature has
widely and overwhelmingly adopted the WTA training loss.
In fact, this training scheme is both simple and quite effective
in capturing the many modes of the output, even when the
modes have unbalanced probabilities. However, WTA comes
with well-established training instabilities that have been
largely ignored in the community. Instead, we collectively
adopted cumbersome workarounds that increase the compu-
tation cost and make using the predictions more difficult. In
this paper, we examine the root issues with WTA for motion

forecasting and propose to tackle them directly using a better,
while simple, training scheme. In doing so, we show that we
do not need an additional number of hypotheses, nor the
post-selection step, to attain competitive performance. Our
work highlights the importance for the community to further
investigate and improve upon WTA training, specifically in
the context of motion forecasting, as we believe it to be
currently a bottleneck for motion forecasting methods.
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