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ABSTRACT

Perception of the visually disjoint surfaces of our cluttered world
as whole objects, physically distinct from those overlapping them,
is a cognitive phenomenon called objectness that forms the basis of
our visual perception. Shared by all vertebrates and present at birth
in humans, it enables object-centric representation and reasoning
about the visual world. We present a computational approach to
objectness that leverages motion cues and spatio-temporal attention
using a pair of supervised spatio-temporal R(2+1)U-Nets. The first
network detects motion boundaries and classifies the pixels at those
boundaries in terms of their local foreground-background sense.
This motion boundary sense (MBS) information is passed, along
with a spatio-temporal object attention cue, to an attentional surface
perception (ASP) module which infers the form of the attended
object over a sequence of frames and classifies its ‘pixels’ as visible
or obscured. The spatial form of the attention cue is flexible, but it
must loosely track the attended object which need not be visible.
We demonstrate the ability of this simple but novel approach to
infer objectness from phenomenology without object models, and
show that it delivers robust perception of individual attended
objects in cluttered scenes, even with blur and camera shake. We
show that our data diversity and augmentation minimizes bias and
facilitates transfer to real video. Finally, we describe how this
computational objectness capability can grow in sophistication and
anchor a robust modular video object perception framework.
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1 Introduction

Obscuration and motion are ubiquitous in the visual world. Motion
of objects or sensors induces dynamics at obscuration edges called
motion boundaries. Locally at these boundaries, the background
object is either waxing or waning, and the foreground object
remains whole. This phenomenon draws a sharp spatio-temporal
visual boundary between the two objects and unambiguously
identifies the local foreground/background sense of each. Thus
motion boundaries provide a rich source of high precision physical
object information at very low cost, meaning that no models or
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prior information (object type, shape, texture, etc.) are required in
order to identify and interpret them. Consistent with this return on
investment, motion boundary exploitation arises very early in both
the phylogeny and ontegeny of biological visual perception and
cognition. This work is an attempt to provide a similar foundation
and return on investment for computational visual perception.
Motion phenomena obviously do not survive the projection of a
visual scene into 2d, and in fact images are full of depth and object
ambiguity that often goes unnoticed, but which sometimes can be
jarring (Fig. 1). Parsing images into distinct objects often requires
higher level cognitive processing that invokes learned models and
world knowledge, effort that may be sensible as pauses or a need to
shift one’s gaze around during the parsing. In video however, as in
the world, motion boundaries provide cues that make individual
objects stand out and let us parse and attend to them effortlessly,
even under extreme camouflage or in cluttered confused
environments (Fig. 2). This is indicative of our inherent ability to
perceive individual objects purely from motion cues. We refer to
both this ability and to the spatio-temporal phenomenology that
feeds it as ‘objectness’ in this paper. Evidence strongly suggests
that objectness emerged early in vertebrate evolution [17,25],
which would suggest that not only is it deeply genetically encoded,
but that it may be a catalyst or even prerequisite for the acquisition
and maintenance of our higher level cognitive object models [3].

Figure 1: Object ambiguity in images.

Further, the ability to rapidly detect and resolve individual objects
using only motion cues remains an important element of visual
perception when conditions (e.g., clutter, blur, lighting) or urgency
(e.g., moving through a crowd, driving in the city) limit or
neutralize one’s ability to cognitively attend and process every
individual object based on higher level object and scene models.
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Figure 2: Motion boundaries for generated random dot (left) and colorsplash (right) MNIST+shapes sequences. Top row: 5 frame
sequence with moving digits and shapes; Middle row: MBS ground truth; Bottom row: predictions from MBSnet. Blue/red pixels
denote foreground/background within 3 pixels of a motion boundary; green pixels have both senses and occur at MB intersections.

The resolving of visual inputs and motion boundary information
into individual objects, i.e. the act of visual object perception,
implies that an individual object is being attended. This does not
tell us whether this object attention is an input, an output, or an
emergent phenomenon with respect to this process. For our
purposes this distinction is not important, but it leads us to
hypothesize that a spatio-temporal attention input function of some
form must be included in ASPnet. From practical considerations,
we implement object attention as a simply expressed spatio-
temporal sequence (i.e., a heatmap). The key insight in ASP is that
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object attention should follow the spatial cohesion and temporal
coherence properties of objectness and should not be tied to object
appearance or visibility, but rather linked only to expected object
form and world position (e.g., from object salience cues or prior
scene knowledge). This leaves open many different options for
generating this function in future work.

ASP takes as input corresponding sequences of frames, MBS
predictions, and object attention, and outputs a segmentation of an
attended object (Fig. 3). There is no optical flow computation, only
these three inputs and a lightweight spatio-temporal U-Net.

attended
object

Visual Comparison

Zoom on attended object: irregular
shape with purple bark texture

input ASP
frame prediction

ground
truth

Figure 3: Attentional Surface Perception (ASP) learns to associate a spatio-temporal attention cue with an individual object, and to
infer the object’s visible (blue) and obscured (red) surface over a sequence of frames. Object attention sequences may correspond
to the central mass of an object as shown, to object keypoints, or to a combination. Stochastic frame blur is intentional (see Sec. 4.1).
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Our contributions include: defining the computational objectness
problem; developing a local phemonenological approach to
inferring MBS information directly (as opposed to first computing
optical flow); developing the ASP method, and in particular
demonstrating that an attention cue which itself obeys objectness is
an effective way to achieve objectness in perception; and a data
generation and augmentation methodology that imparts robustness
to common videography induced challenges.

2 Objectness in Visual Cognition

Objectness and an object-centric view of the world is so deeply
ingrained that it can be difficult for us to grasp that objectness is a
task to be solved at all, but in the evolution of visual cognition it
paved the way for everything that followed by converting incoming
light to a rich, emergent, object centric representation. Biological
studies across a range of species [17,25] have found these
principles of visual object perception to be evident in all
vertebrates: 1) Processing objects as unified entities; 2) Constant
perception of invariant object properties despite changing retinal
input; 3) Binding those properties in a unified representation; and
4) Attentional prioritization of object motion information. Thus
objectness from motion underlies the vertebrate object perception
model. These principles also emphasize early and close interaction
between low-level motion processing, spatial attention, and object
perception and representation. Let us further define and explore
these biological capabilities and their developmental paths and
functional environments in order to provide a framework for our
discussion of computational objectness.

2.1 Objectness and the Binding Problem

From a cognitive psychology perspective, Spelke [29] discusses
“one perceptual ability: the ability to organize arrays of surfaces
into unitary, bounded, and persisting objects”. It is noteworthy that
no distinction is made between objects that are visually intact and
those that are disjoint due to obscuration. The former pose a simpler
foreground-background separation task (e.g. cases where moving
objects are isolated against a fixed background). The latter require
perceptual ‘join’ operations, a task referred to as either perceptual
or amodal completion. We emphasize that infants have some
ability to accomplish both of these tasks based primarily if not
solely on motion cues, and that in both cases the result is a unitary
perceived object. This genetically programmed capability is free of
object models (excepting faces — see Sec. 2.2) and thus fairly naive
at birth; it is this naive objectness that we emulate in this work.
Objects themselves are defined in terms of perception, as
“something material that may be perceived by the senses” [39].
This might give one the impression that the perception of objects

just happens, and in terms of conscious activity that is typically true.

However, this ignores the very substantial and consequential
challenge of binding together in a unitary object representation all
of the properties derived by the various senses. Even strictly within
the visual sense, binding is necessary given the many distinct visual
processing pathways and centers. A clinical neuroscience analysis
of the separability of various visual perception functions is
presented in [18], and [10] presents an analysis of their interactions
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vis-a-vis binding. Treasman [33] presents a seminal description of
this binding problem and elucidates the central role which spatial
attention plays in its biological solution (though a complete
understanding of that solution remains elusive). We take this
binding of visual properties — form, texture, location, activity, etc.
—as our practical definition of visual object perception. Objectness
seems to provide the necessary foundation by producing unitary
perceptual objects that correspond to physical objects. This enables
the ability to purposefully attend to them and proceed to form
abstract representations that properly distinguish their form,
properties, and activities from those of their surroundings. In other
words, we assign the ability to abstract a physical object to
objectness, and the construction of a unitary representation to
object perception.

2.2 Early Development of Object Perception

Quoting from [28], “Evolution has provided the newborn infant
with the means to organise and begin to make sense of the visual
world” and “they engage in very rapid learning about the visual
world.” The contrasts between objectness as it exists in adults, who
leverage extensive learned models, versus in infants who lack
object models is discussed in [29]. While there has been debate
within cognitive psychology between the core-principles [29] and
constructivist [13] descriptions of perceptual completion, both are
consistent with the data, yielding a consensus that: 1) There are
inherent core capabilities to perceive unified objects from motion,
and 2) These capabilities develop more sophistication rapidly
through experience. A broad review of the neuroscience of the
early development of visual perception is presented in [3].

While different terms and granularity may be employed, there
are parallels in the functional modularity and development of visual
object perception as established in both cognitive psychology and
neuroscience. These include agreement that the ontogeny of visual
object perception begins: Without object models, excepting one for
facelike objects; with an ability to discern objectness from motion;
and on a fast learning track, ready to begin constructing and
leveraging object models.

The early development of face recognition helps to illustrate
these concepts and their implications. It has been shown [9] that
newborns only minutes old follow moving objects, demonstrating
objectness from motion as an inherent, attentive process. Their
results also show that newborns respond more strongly to facelike
objects, implying that newborns have a generic model for face
detection. It has further been shown that at 6 months the capacity
for recognizing individual faces is both modest and species
independent [20]. During the first year of life, the ability to
recognize individual human faces improves significantly while the
ability to distinguish individuals of other primate species
diminishes. Clearly this does not imply that humans cannot learn
to distinguish individuals of other species, as humans learn many
sophisticated identification tasks throughout their lives, it simply
means that the inherent “face” model becomes tuned through
experience. At the same time this speaks to the power of objectness
as a module which remains intact and ready to support the learning
of new categories of object models.
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The scope and specifics of the interactions between visual object
perception and higher level visual cognition has filled many books
and continues to drive many interrelated research threads [5,6,14].
One critical theme that seems to be present in all of these is the
central role of information sharing, moderated by various types of
attention, between modules that perform specific inferential tasks.
This seems to correlate with, if not enable, the flexibility and
robustness of biological visual perception and its ability to support
the learning of not one but many specialized visual cognition tasks.
In fact [5] describes visual cognition as decision-based scene
analysis toward the generation of representations, evoking an
image of a hypothesis generation and evaluation framework. Our
computational objectness framework is intended to serve as a
cornerstone module in just such an evolving, flexible framework.

2.3 MBS and ASP as Computational Objectness

MBSnet performs one very specific low level motion processing
task: direct inference of motion boundaries and the relative depth
of the two adjacent surfaces. Further, we wish MBSnet to achieve
this by interpreting local spatio-temporal phenomenology without
a priori appearance models, neither from previous scenes nor even
too rigidly from previous frames. This is what we mean by naive
objectness, or objectness without object models. In order to instill
this in MBSnet, we strive to make the precise shape and locations
of the motion boundaries unpredictable in every scene and indeed
every frame through data diversity (scene unpredictability) and
augmentation (frame unpredictability) as described in Section 4.1.
The ability of MBSnet to robustly infer relative depth, or sense, is
what makes it uniquely valuable in terms of supporting perceptual
completion for partially obscured objects, and even for explaining
the disappearance of fully eclipsed objects.

ASPnet combines MBSnet information with visual inputs and
with a spatio-temporal attention sequence which acts as a sort of
object hypothesis that drives the perception of a single object. In
essence, the attention cue supervises perceptual completion. We
take the attention sequence as given, though our plans are to derive
it from object salience signals in future work (Section 6). To
facilitate that future connection, we have imposed simple and
flexible forms on these sequences (Section 4.4). As with MBSnet,
data diversity and augmentation is key to ensuring that ASPnet
learns perceptual completion based on spatio-temporal phenomena.
Unlike MBS however, perceptual completion is not just a local
perception problem and requires inferences about extended disjoint
surfaces both seen and unseen.

Taken together, MBSnet and ASPnet perform a function very
much like the model free, naive objectness from motion described
by [29]. Lacking biology’s inherent scene executive that guides
visual perception toward useful representations, we necessarily
defer the connection to object representation, object salience and
attention, and scene executive modules to future work (Section 6).

3 Related Work

The success of deep convolutional neural networks (CNNSs) in
solving the ImageNet Challenge (ILSVRC) [26], set in motion by
[15], created huge momentum for deep CNN research. These
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efforts led to many successes and to revolutionary capabilities not
only in image analysis and generation, but also in natural language
processing, multimodal text/image problems, drug discovery and
protein folding, and well posed control/gameplay challenges.
However, this revolution has been far less impactful in the area of
video analytics. We believe this is because video data, in general,
is distinct from language and images as follows: language, whether
native text or converted to text from speech, follows rules and has
a limited vocabulary which makes the identification of entities and
their properties straightforward. Images do not in general follow
this pattern, but there is no shortage of images that are well formed
enough (i.e., the subjects are centrally located and/or well set off
from background and eachother) such that their recognition and
segmentation is fairly straightforward. In contrast, the dynamics
and diversity of video, exacerbated by imperfect videography,
mean that most video content does not give up its subjects so easily.

The ILSVRC was an image classification problem, essentially a
pixel region classification problem where the region was the entire
image. Deep CNN solutions on ILSVRC soon spawned techniques
like R-CNN [23] and YOLO [22] to find regions of interest (ROI’s)
in unconstrained images that lent themselves to ROI classification,
extending the reach of pixel region classifiers. These have gotten
traction in video object tracking and segmentation problems
[35,38], in large part because CNN’s are now so effective at ROI
classification for objects of high interest, like people and faces.
These feature-based trackers perform video object tracking by
detecting and classifying ROI’s one frame at a time and then linking
corresponding ROI’s using various association techniques [2,4].
Thus they rely on a priori ROI classification with learned object
appearance models. As such, these are essentially object class
salience cues and are complementary to objectness from motion.
When available, these provide powerful cues and visual properties,
but they are brittle in the presence of blur, obscuration, and novelty,
all of which are ubiquitous challenges in general video.

Deep CNN’s also led to new solutions for optical flow
calculations [11], followed soon after by flow based inference of
motion boundaries and moving object detection. Approaches
producing dense optical flow are compute intensive and can
produce very detailed motion boundaries [36], but they do not have
depth sense and hence have much less utility for solving objectness.
Flow disparity [12] or segmentation [16] is also used to detect and
segment foreground objects, but it cannot distinguish individual
objects. Optical flow methods have also been used to locate and
interpret obscuration dynamics in order improve flow estimation in
motion boundary regions in an unsupervised manner based on
bidirectional census loss [19]. As an aside, we believe that this is
closely related in terms of concept and function to how MBSnet
solves the MBS problem, albeit MBSnet is supervised.

Finally, some recent approaches in video object tracking utilize
recurrent neural networks (convGRU [31] or LSTM [27]) to instill
a posteriori permanence in order to infer obscuration status, though
they still begin with CNN based detections on single frame
features. In contrast, our approach infers the physical existence
(and implicit permanence) and obscuration state of visual objects
via detailed spatio-temporal dynamics, without appearance models.
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4 Approach

There are two spatio-temporal networks in our approach to
computational objectness and two inputs: a frame sequence and an
attention sequence (Fig. 3). We require high precision, layered
object ground truth, therefore we generate our own data. Since we
seek to emulate a naive biological capability, one that achieves
object and scene sophistication later in conjunction with other
modules, we constrain object complexity by using only rigid (non-
articulating) 2d objects. Instead we emphasize phenomenological
and environmental novelty and complexity in order to produce an
objectness from motion module able to support continuous learning
of object and scene sophistication in real video settings.

4.1 Data generation and augmentation

We rely on data diversity and augmentation to eliminate object
form and appearance bias to the extent possible, and also to
encourage phenomenological robustness. This is a switch on the
typical approach of incorporating sophisticated recognition tasks at
the outset, which generally requires constraining environmental
challenges like clutter, camera motion and blur. Rather we seek to
achieve perception of simple but unpredictable objects in scenes
that contain realistic environmental challenges. Our recipe for
simulating these challenges is summarized in Figure 4.

4.2 R(2+1)U-Net spatio-temporal network

U-Net CNNs have proven their value on a range of practical
medical image segmentation problems with various data modalities
and a diverse set of target object scales and forms [24,1,8]. The
environmental challenges in those domains include clutter,
obscuration and blur. Inspired by these U-Net successes when faced
with object form diversity and environmental challenges similar to
those in visual object perception, we construct a spatio-temporal
variation of a U-Net (Fig. 5). We employ the R(2+1) scheme [32],
which preserves the U-Net’s ability to develop multi-scale spatial
strategies while facilitating synergy between the learned spatial and
temporal filters. That is, it efficiently represents a world where the
mapping of object motion to object texture is many-to-many.

MBS and ASP video scene diversity and augmentation ol
o]

« Sample the number of moving and stationary objects
+ Each object: sample shape, scale, texture, and hue
+ Each moving object: sample initial velocity
+ Frame to frame:
+ random blur kernel
frame jitter (“‘camera shake™)
gamma correction shift (whole frame)
hue shift (each object)
velocity jitter (each moving object)

Shape samples

ASP only

« Attention modality: central gaussian, keypoints, or both
+ Frame to frame attention jitter:

+ offset relative to object/keypoint center

+ gaussian scale
+ MBS signal random temporal dropout

Texture samples

Figure 4: Samples and pseudo-code describing our scene
generation library. It produces diversity and constant motion
and appearance changes which limit predictability and bias.
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Figure 5: The R(2+1)U-Net architecture combines [24] and
[32]. MBSnet is shown; ASPnet has an additional temporal
convolution at each level.

4.3 MBSnet: Motion Boundary Sense Inference

Motion boundaries arise from obscuration dynamics induced by
motion which yields apparent relative motion between the
obscuring and obscured object. This can be induced by the motion
of either object or, if there is depth disparity between the two
objects, motion of the sensor. In any case, motion boundaries are
realized in video as a local spatio-temporal phenomenon where the
foreground object remains whole while the background object is
waxing or waning. We treat this as a holistic multi-object multi-
dimensional phenomenon and infer it directly with a convolutional
spatio-temporal inference network (Fig. 5).

We compute training and test scenes following the recipe in
Figure 4, and we compute motion boundary ground truth from the
back layer forward as each new object is generated. The boundaries
are expanded with morphological dilation creating a 3 pixel wide
tagged band on each side of the boundary; we assign foreground
pixels the blue output channel and background pixels the red
channel. Where motion boundaries intersect there will be pixels
with foreground with respect to one layer and background sense
with respect to the other. We assign these their own class (the green
output channel). The output of MBSnet is a 4 channel “softmax
image’ with the same width and height as the input frames.

4.4 ASPnet: Attentional Surface Perception

The task of attentional surface perception is to identify and segment
the surface of a single attended object into visible and obscured
pixels in the presence of clutter and environmental challenges.
ASPnet takes as inputs three temporal sequences: frames, MBSnet
predictions, and spatial attention (Fig. 3). Solving this task —
objectness from motion — may begin with local motion boundary
phenomena but it also requires inferences to fill in boundaries and
join multiple regions to complete the object, and then going one
important step further to interpret each pixel in the inferred object
as either obstruction or target. While this task is not confined to
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local phenomenology like MBS, it is still a multi-scale spatio-
temporal inference problem. We therefore utilize the same
R(2+1)U-Net architecture and we feed into it a 5 layer input
sequence: one layer for each of the MBSnet blue, red and green
softmax output channels, one layer for the input frame luma
channel, and one for spatial attention as a heatmap. The
condensation of frame inputs to a single luma channel is motivated
by a desire to avoid redundancy and supported by the fact that the
value of chromatic information in biological motion processing is
controversial at best [7] (we also note that full color has already
been exploited by MBSnet).

The attention sequence in ASP functions as an object hypothesis,
driving ASPnet to select components that track with the attention
sequence and hence with each other as well. This could be a weak
hypothesis such as one might infer from motion boundary filtering
or object class pixel segmentation, a somewhat stronger hypothesis
from an object recognition cue which might include form detail, or
possibly a very strong hypothesis from an established object track
that includes strong keypoint predictions. While the realization of
those possibilities (via independent modules managed by a scene
executive, e.g.) is deferred to future work, we lay the groundwork
for them here by generating two different types of spatial attention
cues: a scaled central gaussian that loosely tracks the object center
of mass, and constellations of 2 to 4 tight gaussians that emulate
keypoint trackers. The constellations are generated by splitting the
target object bounding box into halves (vertical, horizontal or
diagonal) or quadrants, and then randomly selecting and tracking a
point in each segment. The data generator randomly selects a mode
from either: center of mass, constellation, or both. In all modes the
attention scale and tracking is jittered during training, emulating
noisy predictions (see examples in Fig. 9).

5 Results

For each experiment, we first generate a set of scenes and their
associated ground truth following the data augmentation recipe.
Each scene contains 15 frames of 256x256 pixels (but both MBSnet
and ASPnet are fully convolutional so there are no frame size
constraints). We use 15,000 scenes for training, 1000 for validation,
and 200 for testing. For ASPnet training, each time a scene is used,
the target object is randomly selected. For all experiments, we use
the Adam optimizer, along with a Cyclic-based learning rate
scheduler, OneCycleLR. For MBSnet training, we have the max
and starting learning rates as 3e-3 and 3e-4 respectively; for ASPnet
we use 3e-4 and 3e-5 respectively. Both the MBSnet and ASPnet
are, in terms of their metrics, pixel classifiers, hence we utilize a
cross-entropy loss. MBS mixed sense (green) pixels are weighted
by a factor of 3 when computing the loss to compensate for the class
imbalance and to emphasize their importance as markers of motion
boundary intersections. ASP “visible object” (blue) and “obscured
object” (red) pixels are weighted by a factor of 4 relative to the “no
object” (black) pixels in the ASPnet loss for similar reasons.

We train MBSnet first, then freeze that model and use it to
generate MBS predictions for ASPnet training. While our system is
end-to-end, we focus on ASPnet training with a frozen MBSnet to
avoid catastrophic forgetting of the MBS task.
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5.1 MBSnet

MBSnet models consistently converge in just a few epochs and
perform in the range reflected in the pixel class label confusion
matrices presented in Figure 6. This reflects the conciseness of the
task and the ability of the generated data (and loss metric) to convey
that task effectively. While solving MBS inference on test data is
an important metric, the real guage of MBSnet model utility is
domain transfer to real video. We relied heavily on qualitative
transfer testing to inform our data generator development. We can
also assess data augmentation choices by cross testing our models
on the different generated test datasets; for example, Figure 7
illustrates the dramatic importance of augmenting the data with 3x3
and 5x5 blur kernels. Model 11a was trained without blur and
misses many boundary pixels on blurred data. Models 11c and 12
were trained on data with blur, while Model 11c used batch
normalization during training, while Model 12 uses instance
normalization [34] resulting in a boost in performance that can be
seen both quantitatively (Fig. 6) and qualitatively (Fig. 7).

We present the results of testing MBSnet Model 12 on a variety
of other videos in Figure 8. Despite training entirely on rigid 2d
objects, this model displays impressive powers of MBS inference
on blurry articulating objects, objects with aspect changes and out

MBS #11a MBS #11c MBS #12
instance norm; heavy blur

batch norm; no blur batch norm; heavy blur

True label
True label

True label

30 GEE:U‘ZZE 0.239 0.465 3

o 1 2 3 0 B 3
predicted label Predictedlabel

0 - no MB (black) 2 — MB background (blue) | MBfalse } | MBmissed |
1-MB foreground (red) 3 —MB intersection (green) | _ positives ;| dete 1S )

pixel labels.

Figure 6: Normalized confusion matrices for three MBSnet
models. Due to row normalization and class imbalance, false
positives are not well represented; class 3 (green) precision for
these three models is 0.492, 0.488, and 0.538, respectively.

index frames MBS truth MBS #11a MBS #11c MBS #12

Figure 7: Comparison of MBSnet models from Figure 6 tested
on a sample sequence from the Model 12 test dataset.
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of plane rotation, within natural scenes and video game data that
have very different pixel statistics and motion characteristics, and
with substantial and diverse camera motion characteristics. This
supports our claim that MBSnet is an accomplished, albeit object-
naive, interpreter of the spatio-temporal phenomenology of
dynamic object occlusion.

5.2 ASPnet

ASPnet models also converge quickly and consistently. As noted
in Figure 4, ASPnet has additional augmentations corresponding to
its additional input channels. We experimented with three different
spatial attention modes (Fig. 9) and found the central scaled
gaussian to yield slightly better results. We experimented with a
variety of MBS prediction augmentations such as spatial MBS
noise and dropout, but found temporal MBS dropout to be the most

Figure 8: MBSnet transfer test examples with diverse texture,
camera motion, and blur properties. A-C from DAVIS [21];
D and E are from video games Fortnite and Rocket League.
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useful. This was implemented by randomly selecting a number of
MBS prediction frames (3 to 4 on average, with a maximum of 6),
and then setting them to zero. Training with temporal MBS dropout
led to modest improvements in visible pixel inference and
significant improvements in obscured pixel inference. Switching
MBSnet’s normalization layer from BatchNorm to InstanceNorm
led to further improvements (Fig. 10).

In addition to spatial jitter in the attention sequence, we tried
temporal attention dropout. Interestingly, the results mimicked
biological ‘inattentional amnesia’ [37] —i.e., if the attention at time
t was zeroed, the ASP prediction at time t was blank, and then it
resumed with the next attention cue. MBS dropout does not have
this effect — it leverages the entire sequence to make its best object
inference even when 2 or 3 MBS predictions in a row are missing.
Further, the spatial support of the attention does not seem critical
(Fig. 9). Clearly attention in this framework warrants further
investigation.

ASPnet learns the desired capability, effectively and efficiently
extracting a single attended object amid clutter, and also
interpreting obscuration. This demands flexible behavior that is
responsive to specific object environments — even when attending
to different objects in the same scene — as illustrated in Figure 11.
Using the Captum GradCAM package to view layer attribution
maps for the class 1 and 2 outputs, we get a view into how coherent

central

frame
attention

MBS
MBS prediction +
frame luma + attn

ASP

ASP prediction

AR

Figure 9: ASP test sequence shapshot repeated with 3 different
attention modes; ground truth is a moving tree shape with
green bark texture partially occluded by a stationary shape.
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Figure 10: ASPnet Normalized Confusion Matrices.
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= at each U-Net layer downstream
of the temporal convolutions.

Figure 11: Given a frame sequence (left), sequential extraction of multiple objects in the same scene with ASPnet. The luma and
MBS inputs are the same in (A-E), only the attention sequence changes. The ASP input and output snapshots correspond to the
middle frame of the input sequence (outlined at left). The varying obscuration dynamics for each object result in different ASP
behaviors: In (A) the object and obscuration boundaries are well revealed and defined; in (B) the object is nearly entirely obscured
with no information revealed about the hidden portion, so the estimate fills the obscuration footprint; in (C) the target object is
offscreen in this frame, and there are no motion boundaries around the attention resulting in a “no object” inference; in (E) the
target object is again offscreen, but there is an apparent obscuration resulting in a “hidden unresolved object” inference, or blob.
The GradCAM maps (right) represent the influence of various layers on the final class inference for object (B); they provide a
window into how ASPnet combines MBS, surface coherence, and attention. More detailed examples in Supplemental Information.

well defined surface candidates evolve, with intriguing differences
in how the two classes respond to the attention cue.

6 Discussion and Future Work

We have presented an approach to computational objectness and
demonstrated how the combination of motion boundaries and
spatio-temporal object attention is sufficient to perceive novel
objects under cluttered conditions with realistic videography
challenges. This current capability is naive in that it does not use
object models and limited in that it is trained only on rigid 2d
objects. Despite this limitation, MBSnet transfers remarkably well
to both real video and video game sequences; conversely this
preclude transfer of the current ASPnet model to full 3d objects.
We have shown that simple, flexible spatial attention sequences
which loosely track an object and which obey spatial coherence and
temporal cohesion, when combined with MBSnet predictions,
effectively impart objectness to ASPnet. Together, MBSnet and
ASPnet form a computational objectness module that is conceived
and designed to grow in sophistication and flexibility as part of a
larger framework, emulating the biological trajectory of visual
object perception and representation [3,29,28,20]. It is ready for
coupling to separate modules that 1) process object salience and

produce object attention sequences, and 2) that leverage ASPnet
object masks to produce object representations and models.
Assuming those models are generative, they can produce feedback
in terms of MBS boundary refinements and as attention sequences
that focus on object components and/or keypoints. At the same
time, there is likely to be value in exploring alternative MBSnet and
ASPnet backbones as new spatio-temporal architectures emerge.
Finally, we envision an executive module which will exploit the
framework’s object attention capability to manage and resolve
various object hypotheses as it models and leverages scene context.
Achieving full 3d object and motion sophistication will require
training MBSnet and ASPnet on scenes with articulating 3d objects
and out of plane rotation and motion, which is feasible with video
game engines. Our results with MBSnet transfer testing support
our hypothesis that proper data diversity and augmentation,
combined with our metrics that focus on phenomenology rather
than ROI pixel pattern recognition, will yield robust transfer to real
video once our networks are trained with full 3d phenomenology.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

A

nmmo O W

Data generator building blocks
MBSnet validation and test examples
MBSnet transfer test examples
MBSnet GradCAM examples
ASPnet validation and test examples

ASPnet GradCAM examples

List of supplemental video files (available on request):

1.

o o &~ w

random_dots.gif — Four MBS test sequences where all textures are from random dot palette
(columns: input frame / MBS ground truth / MBSnet prediction / prediction overlaid on input)

splash.mp4 — MBS test sequence where all textures are from the color_splash palette
(columns: input frame / MBS ground truth / MBSnet prediction / prediction overlaid on input)

dog_agility.mp4 — MBS transfer test movie with DAVIS dog_agility sequence
parkour.mp4 — MBS transfer test movie with DAVIS parkour sequence
bmx_trees.mp4 — MBS transfer test movie with DAVIS bmx_trees sequence

ASP_test_grid.gif — ASP test sequence with a different object attended in each row

While the input sequence has 15 frames, there are only MBSnet predictions for the center 11; those 11 frames and those
predictions are included in this gif file. Since ASPnet has three temporal convolutions, there are only ASPnet predictions for the
center 5 of these 11 frames. For each row, the column contents are:

1. input frame

2. attention

3. input frame luma

4.  MBSnet prediction

5. MBS ground truth

6. overlaid ASPnet inputs (luma + MBSnet prediction + attention)
7. ASPnet ground truth

8.  ASPnet prediction

9. ASPnet prediction overlaid on input frame
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A. Data generator building blocks

We begin with the MNIST character set, since it will be helpful for later object representation and recognition work to have a set of object
classes with many unique instances of each. Obtained from http://pytorch.org/vision/master/generated/torchvision.datasets. MNIST.html.
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Through the course of transfer testing with MBSnet, we found that we needed more shape variety, particularly shapes with more volume, in
our training set. We collected sets of shape silhouettes to add to our object candidates.
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After sampling a shape and its scale and rotation, a fill texture was produced by randomly selecting one of these six palettes, sampling a
location within the palette, and then randomly varying the hue:
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We also generated scenes where objects could have “stickers”, which were other objects that were overlayed on their texture, S0 these overlays
would move with the host object, just like stickers or signs on a vehicle. We did qualitatively see improvement in MBSnet transfer test
results when trained with stickers:
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B. MBSnet validation and test examples

Here we present a visual comparison of MBSnet performance on generated test data when trained and tested without blur (left) and with blur
kernels randomly applied during generation of training and test data (right). We note that blur appears to have the greatest impact on the
random dot texture objects and backgrounds (row 4 below, e.g.), which makes sense due to the complete lack of medium or large scale
features present in those. While blur results in a slight drop in validation and test results, it produces transformational results in transfer
testing, where motion blur is ubiquitous. When viewing these as snapshots, it is impossible to infer what is happening in the scene just by
viewing the frame; we rely on the ‘MBS truth’ to shed light on which objects are moving and which are stationary.

4 )

p
No blur applied 3x3 and 5x5 blur kernels applied

. MBS  MBSnet | ] MBS  MBSnet :
ame  truth  prediction °Veriay ame  tryth  prediction  OVerlay
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C. MBSnet transfer examples
Fortnite:
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D. MBSnet GradCAM examples

These visualizations provide a window into the breakdown of tasks as implemented by a trained MBSnet. The layout for each target follows
the R(2+1)U-Net diagram of Figure 5, reproduced and annotated below (left) along with a key to the layout of the GradCAM maps (right):

spacel temp1 t1|u3
Layer Attribution Map
Layout for R(2+1)U-Net

!—lspace2 temp2 t2u2 up4 spacel | templ [/| upd
m H space2 | temp2 [ up3
up3
— space3 temp3 t3ju1 - .
BBl A 1
spaced temp4 t4|u1 .‘ up2 space emp up
,—l up1 -
- spaced |~ temp4d [ upl
|:l:| -n:b[l:l u-:»[l:l eee (]
spaceb5 temp5 T
Legend: ««« repeat for each frame in input sequence i
" 4 space5 | temp5
spatial & temporal 4=,
’ convolution }i » convolution | +—! 2x2 max pool | |‘-‘ 2x2 upsample
. J

In this example, we illustrate the layer attribution maps for MBSnet inference of a single frame. Since the attribution changes for each class
which gets predicted, we will show the maps for each class: 0 — Not part of a motion boundary; 1 — Foreground side of motion boundary; 2
— Background side of motion boundary; 3 — Both senses (i.e., foreground with respect to one boundary and background with respect to
another). Note also that the spatial convolution outputs in the left column (spacel, space2, ...) actually represent a stack of individually
spatially processed frames; we show only the center frame in the maps in this section. The temporal convolutions at each level produce a
single temporal output frame corresponding to the center of the spatial sequence. The final MBSnet product, after one last convolution layer
applied to up4, is the four band prediction map with softmax outputs for classes 0, 1, 2, and 3 at each pixel.

MBSnet
prediction

MBS ground
truth

In these MBSnet layer attribution maps that follow, we observe the following:

e  Motion boundaries come into clear focus after the temporal convolutions
e  The up2 layer for classes 1 and 2 demonstrate contrast in where the network focuses for foreground vs. background classes
e  The final level seems to have marginal value for this task with this data.
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Class 0 (black) Class 1 (blue)
spatial temporal up spatial temporal up

Class 2 (red) Class 3 (green)
spatial temporal up temporal up

RS




Seeing Objects in a Cluttered World: Computational Objectness from Motion in Video Douglas Poland and Amar Saini

E. ASPnet validation and test examples

Here we present a visual comparison of ASPnet performance on various generated scenes: (1) color splash texture only, (2) random noise
texture only, (3) standard scene sampling, (4) standard scenes with temporal MBS dropout, and (5) standard scenes with temporal attention
dropout.

When viewing these as snapshots, it is impossible to infer what is happening in the scene just by viewing the frame; we rely on the ‘MBS
truth’ to shed light on which objects are moving and which are stationary.

1: Color Splash

1) input 2) attention ~ 3) input luma  4) MBSnet 5) MBS  6) ASP input 7) ASP 8) ASPnet 9) cols 1+8
frame signal prediction  ground truth (cols 2+3+4) ground truth  prediction
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2. Rand Noise

1) input 2) attention  3) input luma  4) MBSnet 5) MBS  6) ASP input 7) ASP 8) ASPnet 9) cols 1+8
frame signal prediction  ground truth (cols 2+3+4) ground truth  prediction
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3: Standard

1) input 2) attention 3) input luma 4) MBSnet 5) ASP input 6) ASP 7) ASPnet 8) cols 1+7
frame signal prediction (cols 2+3+4) ground truth prediction
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4.a Temporal Dropout (Same set as previous)

1) input 2) attention 3) input luma 4) MBSnet 5) ASP input 6) ASP 7) ASPnet 8) cols 1+7
frame signal prediction (cols 2+3+4) ground truth prediction
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4.b Temporal Dropout (New set)

1) input 2) attention 3) input luma 4) MBSnet 5) ASP input 6) ASP 7) ASPnet 8) cols 1+7
frame signal prediction (cols 2+3+4) ground truth prediction
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5: Attention Dropout

1) input 2) attention  3) input luma  4) MBSnet 5) MBS  6) ASP input 7) ASP 8) ASPnet 9) cols 1+8
frame signal prediction  ground truth (cols 2+3+4) ground truth  prediction
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F. ASPnet GradCAM examples

These visualizations provide a window into the breakdown of tasks as implemented by a trained ASPnet. The layout for each target follows
the R(2+1)U-Net diagram of Figure 5, reproduced and annotated below (left) along with a key to the layout of the GradCAM maps (right):
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Layer Attribution Map
Layout for R(2+1)U-Net
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In the examples that follow, we illustrate the layer attribution maps for ASPnet inference of a single frame of a single attended object. Since
the attribution changes for each class which gets predicted, we will show the maps for each class: 0 — Not the object; 1 — Visible object pixels;
2 — Obscured object pixels. Note also that the spatial convolution outputs in the left column (spacel, space2, ...) actually represent a stack
of individually spatially processed frames. The temporal convolutions at each level (there are three for ASPnet, not the two that are shown
here which represent MBSnet) produce a single temporal snapshot at the center of the current time window. The final ASPnet product, after
one last convolution layer applied to up4, is the three band prediction map with softmax outputs for classes 0, 1, and 2 at each pixel.

Recall from Section 2.1 that the task of ASPnet is to “organize arrays of surfaces into unitary, bounded, and persisting objects”, one attended
object at a time. GradCAM attributions give us some window into how ASPnet parses this task out amongst its various layers as shown
above.

In these attribution maps, green denotes maximum impact on the eventual identification of pixels in the given class, while red is minimal and
white is neutral. While a rigorous analysis of these outputs has not been performed, they do appear to provide insights into how the attention
signal influences the output along multiple pathways, and also how the MBS information is exploited by the temporal convolutions to
apparently suggest candidate surface bodies. While our future ASPnet implementation for more sophisticated objects may require more
layers, it will still be a fairly compact architecture that is relatively amenable to interrogation and interpretation.
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For this first example, we take an
exhaustive look at the layer
attributions for class 0 (“not this
object”) pixels for the sequence
pictured at right. We will follow
five frames down the left side of
the U-Net (the “space” layers
from our layer attribution guide).
Recall that an ASP input “frame”
is the concatenation of the luma
channel of the scene frame
(though we show the full color
frame here for interpretability),
the three non-background bands
of the MBSnet prediction
frames, and the attention frame
(i.e., heatmap).

The attended object is a rotated prediction
tree that has random dot texture

ground truth
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T T 1 T T
v v v v v
7 v J | = 4/ SN .
{ "
5 7 J ‘T: ‘/ y -
% 5 % # %
7 7 R ' 7
: : ; ; T
“ / [ o 4 ”'n o » -
» e g -
# h T « * ;
3 F,K\E S I R “3'5’
; - >y ey
v ‘ﬂt 1 Yo 1,’{'
T T T T T
! { ! — !
= A =t e | 1%
- ’ i - - L _— - & N f .
» - —>] —] #
-3 . ‘i-"#‘ ._il"l L s 38 ' I 1
- - - -
i ' -_.‘ -l _ .l'. §
} } } } }
- - - - -
= [ . B
| ] |
a) "o * I
- | -
: =B |

While much analysis remains to be done, we offer these initial observations (recall that this set of attribution maps is for ASP class 0):

e The top layer temporal convolution appears to aggregate and smear the attention sequence, and then leverage that as a final spatial
filter on the product that emerges from the up layers

e Inthe space2 layer, objects have emerged from the MBS information, and those facing the attended region have high attribution

e Inthe space3 layer, the class 0 attributions (the deep green rings) are closing in around a more defined attended object candidate

e The culmination of the space layers, after temporal convolution, appears to be the complement of likely attended object candidates,
a process which appears to leverage MBS information heavily, informed by attention
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For class 1, the top layer takes a less generous interpretation of the spatial attention as the focus is on visible object pixels. We also see a
somewhat different prioritization of various candidate surfaces (e.g., the green boundaries and then regions in space3 and space4,

respectively):

temp layers up layers

space layers (5 frame time sequence at each level)

&
N/
el = }
&
h
o ¥
e L
wt 1l
£
-/
=
Sy
&
Bk

&
4
.
@
& |
L
=

g

o

g

|

xd
]
{
. rb - ‘
8 e w

Finally class 2 appears to have a mix of the characteristics of the attributions from the other two classes:
space layers (5 frame time sequence at each level) temp layers up layers
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For this next example, we leave
out the “space” layers, and
instead we include three
different time steps for the
“temp” and “up” layers. We
illustrate the input sequence just
as for the previous example, but
we include ASP predictions and
ground truth corresponding to
frames 1, 3 and 5 of the input
sequence

The attended object is a vase
that has “brick” texture that
blends with the background.
The attention sequence is in the
form of a constellation of
keypoints. Note that these
keypoints at times overlap other
objects (the stationary “2”, the
moving “7"), but that ASP has no
problem grouping them with the
surfaces that move together.
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Here are the layer attribution maps for class 0. As before, the attention signal provides a strong inverse influence at the top layer, and
proceeding down the temporal layers we see the building up of strong attribution around the attended object:

temp layers (3 time steps)

up layers (3 time steps)
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The class 1 “temp” layers are somewhat different, probably due to the lack of a central gaussian focus, but the “up” layers look similar:

temp layers (3 time steps) up layers (3 time steps)
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The second temporal layer of the class 2 maps are very interesting as we see strong attribution on all of the MBS green pixels (motion
boundary intersections). This highlights the importance of these pixels as a strong indicator of possible obscuring surface intersections:

temp layers (3 time steps) up layers (3 time steps)
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