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Abstract—This paper investigates the integration of graph
neural networks (GNNs) with Qualitative Explainable Graphs
(QXGs) for scene understanding in automated driving. Scene
understanding is the basis for any further reactive or proactive
decision-making. Scene understanding and related reasoning is
inherently an explanation task: why is another traffic participant
doing something, what or who caused their actions? While pre-
vious work demonstrated QXGs’ effectiveness using shallow ma-
chine learning models, these approaches were limited to analysing
single relation chains between object pairs, disregarding the
broader scene context. We propose a novel GNN architecture
that processes entire graph structures to identify relevant objects
in traffic scenes. We evaluate our method on the nuScenes
dataset enriched with DriveLM’s human-annotated relevance
labels. Experimental results show that our GNN-based approach
achieves superior performance compared to baseline methods.
The model effectively handles the inherent class imbalance in
relevant object identification tasks while considering the complete
spatial-temporal relationships between all objects in the scene.
Our work demonstrates the potential of combining qualitative
representations with deep learning approaches for explainable
scene understanding in autonomous driving systems.

Index Terms—Graph Neural Network, Scene Understanding,
Qualitative Representation

I. INTRODUCTION

Scene understanding is a central task in automated driving
as the basis for informed decision-making. Scene understand-
ing takes the perception of the environment and derives infor-
mation about other traffic participants, such as other vehicles,
vulnerable road users (VRUs), or infrastructure, such as traffic
lights or road signs [[1]]-[3].

Recently, the field has seen increasing interest in explain-
able representations for traffic scenes. One advancement in
this direction is the Qualitative Explainable Graph (QXG),
introduced by Belmecheri et al. [4]-[6]. QXGs are a symbolic
graph structure that represent traffic scenes through qualitative
spatio-temporal relationships. This representation been shown
to be effective for explanations in automated driving settings,
such as relevant object identification [[7] and action explana-
tions [|6]].
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However, current approaches to processing QXGs rely pri-
marily on shallow machine learning models, such as random
forests. While these models demonstrate good performance
and support interpretation of the explanation process, they
have a significant limitation: they can only process single
relation chains between pairs of objects, independent of other
objects in the scene. This restricted view fails to capture the
rich contextual information present in traffic scenes, where
the relevance or behaviour of objects often depends on their
relationships with multiple other participants.

However, current approaches to processing QXGs rely pri-
marily on shallow machine learning models, for example,
random forests. While these models show good performance
and support the interpretation of the explanation process,
they show one major limitation: they do not consider the
entire QXG, but only a single relation chain between two
objects, independent of the other objects in the scene. This
restricted view fails to capture the rich contextual information
present in traffic scenes, where the relevance or behaviour of
objects often depends on their relationships with multiple other
participants.

In this paper, we explore the combination of QXGs with
graph neural networks (GNNs), a class of deep learning
models specifically designed to handle graph-structured data.
Our approach enables processing of complete graph structures,
allowing the model to consider all object relationships si-
multaneously when making predictions. Our contributions are
threefold: (1) We present a novel GNN architecture designed to
process QXGs while maintaining their explainable properties.
(2) We introduce a specialized training approach that handles
the inherent class imbalance in relevant object identification.
(3) We demonstrate improved performance over traditional
shallow learning methods through comprehensive experiments
on real-world driving data.

Our work bridges the gap between qualitative scene rep-
resentations and advanced deep learning techniques, showing
that it’s possible to leverage the power of neural networks from
an inherently symbolic and explainable scene representation,
such as the QXG.
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the QXG built from a scene

II. BACKGROUND

A. Qualitative Explainable Graphs

The Qualitative Explainable Graph (QXG) is a format
for scene representation that describes the qualitative spatial-
temporal relations among objects within a scene. The QXG
was first introduced in [4], and was expanded into a more
comprehensive representation with multiple qualitative calculi
in [|6]. The graph that represents a scene, denoted as .S, consists
of individual nodes for each object in O. Edges V are drawn
between objects that appear together in at least one frame f.
Each edge is labelled with spatial relations, that are computed
per frame between pairs of objects (0;,0;) € O. Formally, let
A={A,...,A,} be a set of algebras, where each algebra
A; is characterized by a set of relations R; = {ry,...,7m}
that describe a specific spatial relation r; between pairs of
objects (0;,0;) € O at a frame f;. For a given scene s; € S
there are multiple frames, thus for each frame f;, we have a
relation 7 per algebra A;, which gives the spatio-temporal
property to the QXG. Figure [T represents the QXG built from
a scene of 3 frames, only the 3rd frame is highlighted in the
figure, but the QXG contains the spatio-temporal interactions
of the 3 frames.

For the purpose of this paper, we describe relationships
between objects using a combination of the three calculi
mentioned earlier to capture the necessary spatial informa-
tion, namely Qualitative Distance Calculi [8|] for distance,
Qualitative Trajectory Calculi [9]] for trajectory dynamics, and
Rectangle Algebra [8] for relative positioning. Consider the
following example:

Example. Given two detected objects o1 (car) and o2 (pedes-
trian) in a frame fi, we have their corresponding bounding
boxes bboxy, bboxo and if we consider Qualitative Distance
Calculi and a spatial algebra then the possible relations would
be {very close, close, far, very far}, these can be computed
based on the Euclidean distance computed from the centroids
of bboxy and bboxs. If distance(bboxy,bboxs) is less, greater,
or between certain thresholds 0, then the distance relation is
set accordingly.

However, it is important to note that the formulation and
application of the QXG are generally not dependent on the
specific calculi chosen, provided they are expressive enough
to cover at least the relative positioning and distance of objects.
Depending on the use case, additional calculi might enhance
the representation [9].

B. Scene Understanding & Explanations

Scene graphs have been utilized for various applications,
including indoor [10], video [11]], [12], and 3D scene un-
derstanding [|13]], as well as for providing scene explanations
[14]]. In automated driving, scene understanding must include
vehicles, vulnerable road users, and stationary elements like
traffic lights and barriers, along with their movements. Scene
graphs have been applied for overall scene understanding [[15]],
[[16]], lane estimation [17], and action prediction [/18].

Let S represent a scene containing a set of objects O =
{01,09,...,0,}. Each object o; is detected using an object
detection algorithm and is represented by a 3D bounding box
b;.

Let T be the set of time frames in the scene under
consideration. Let R be the set of possible qualitative spatial
relations.

Scene understanding involves identifying and analysing the
spatio-temporal relationships between these objects.

A scene S can be represented by a set of tuples {(0;, 05, 7¢) |
0;,0; € O,r € R,t € T}, where:

e 0; and o; are objects in the scene.

e 7 is a qualitative spatial relation between o; and o; at

time ¢ .

An explanation X is defined as a relation chain of R within
a time interval 1" between a pair of objects such that either
one of the objects is relevant or causes an event in the scene.

Let A* be the set of actions or events of interest. £ denotes
the set of explanations corresponding to these actions or
events. Let C C O be the set of objects that are relevant or
cause an event.

An explanation X € & for an action @ € A* can be defined
as a set of relation tuples {(0;,05,7¢) | (0; €CVo; €C),r €
R,teT}.

III. RELATED WORK

Scene understanding involves collecting, organizing, and
analysing spatial and temporal information about various ob-
jects. One effective method is modelling the relations between
individual objects as a scene graph [19].

Scene graphs have been used in various applications, includ-
ing indoor [10], video [[11]], [12], and 3D scene understanding
[13]], as well as for providing scene explanations [14]. Our
approach also generates scene graphs, but uniquely employs
qualitative calculus to formalize explanations for individual
actions within the scene.

In automated driving, scene understanding must encompass
vehicles, vulnerable road users, and stationary elements (e.g.,
traffic lights, cones, barriers), along with their movements.
Scene graphs have been applied for overall scene understand-
ing [[15]], [[16]], lane estimation [|17]], and action prediction [/18]].
Our work showcases scene graphs for relevant interaction iden-
tification and extends to a domain-independent representation
using knowledge graphs.

Dubba et al. [20] propose an inductive logic program-
ming framework to explain actions like aeroplane arrivals or



departures through object relation chains from videos. This
method, based on labelled examples, faces challenges such as
manual data labelling and sensitivity to initial examples, often
resulting in multiple predictions and false positives.

In [21]] and [22]], actions are recognized by describing them
as state transitions (e.g., an open microwave or a hand holding
a cup). This involves training detectors for objects and states,
using them to identify state transitions, and recognizing actions
when these transitions match predefined descriptions. Despite
high recall, this approach can produce many false positives.

Hua et al. [23] introduced a method for action recog-
nition and explanation by representing videos with spatial
algebra (RCC), dividing videos into clips, and extracting
object relation chains. A neural saliency estimator scores
these chains, with the highest-scored chains generating human-
understandable explanations. This method, trained with a
cross-entropy loss function, has proven effective in recognizing
actions and providing clear explanations.

Recently, [|6] proposed a method to build qualitative rep-
resentations from BEV perception to generating explanations
in automated driving, underscoring the importance of qualita-
tive relations for explaining decision-making in autonomous
systems.

Graph neural networks have been applied in other contexts
of automated driving [24], for example for pedestrian trajec-
tory prediction [25], [26], behaviour planning [27]], but also
for abnormal information identification in scene understand-
ing [28[]-[30]], however without the use of the QXG as an
intermediate representation.

IV. METHOD

In the following, we describe how to apply GNNs for QXG
explanations. Our method uses the predictive power of the
model to classify the corresponding objects for an explanation,
directly from the QXG representation.

A. Relevant Object Identification

Relevant object identification (ROI) is formulated as a bi-
nary edge classification problem. Instead of directly classifying
the relevance of each node in the graph, we classify the object
relation chain as described by the edge between two nodes. We
choose this problem formulation, because (a) the edges carry
most of the information in the graph, (b) it still aggregates the
information from the surrounding nodes, and (c) it is closer
to the edge list format used in previous work [6]. Still, a
formulation via direct node classification would be similarly
possible.

B. Qualitative Explainable Graph

We describe the structure and features of the QXG used to
describe the scene for the GNN.

We follow the general QXG setup as described in Sec-
tion using qualitative distance calculi, qualitative trajec-
tory calculi, and rectangle algebra (RA) as qualitative spatio-
temporal relationships between objects. Rectangle Algebra is

encoded as two features (one for the x- and one for the y-
axis), each other relation is encoded as a single edge feature.
For the nodes, the only feature is the object type, e.g. truck,
pedestrian, ego vehicle.

C. Graph Neural Network Architecture

Graph neural networks are a specific paradigm of neural
networks that can process graph-structured data [31]. They
process data iteratively by propagating information between
nodes along the edges, followed by standard neural network
layers to produce outputs per node, per edge, or globally for
the entire graph, depending on the task. Usually, the GNN
layers are followed by one or multiple dense feed-forward
layers to map the returned graph embeddings onto a real-
valued vector for classification or a single output for regression
tasks.

In the context of this paper, we apply graph attentional
(GAT) layers [32]]. GATs combine graph convolutional neural
networks with the attention mechanism [33[], which is the key
building block of the popular transformer architecture [34].

Our architecture employs a multi-stage feature transforma-
tion and graph convolution approach and works as follows
(see Figure |2| for a visual overview): First, we embed the
single categorical node feature and the six edge features into
a vector representation. The edge features are first embedded
individually and then the jointly aligned through an additional
linear layer.

Then, the embedded graph representation is passed through
two GAT layers, each with 4 attention heads, and ReLU
activation functions in-between.

We then extract the representations of the star graph centred
on the ego vehicle. The representation learning procedure
involves concatenating node and edge features for each ob-
ject pair, formally defined as: vopjRreiChain = [Zo|l€0; ;]
where xg is the ego vehicle node representation, eg; are the
embedded edge features connecting the ego vehicle to the
target object and x; is the target object node representation.
Together they form the embedded object relation chain. The
joint representation vector is passed through another hidden
linear layer, one ReL.U activation, and finally the output layer
with one output for binary classification.

D. Model Training

We train the model in a standard supervised manner with
mini-batches of data over 100 epochs with the Adam optimizer
(learning rate = 3 x 10~%). However, since the data is highly
imbalanced with only one relevant object per frame in the
training data, we must account for that in the training proce-
dure. To this end, we apply a combination of two loss functions
that handle imbalanced data: Weighted Binary Cross-Entropy
loss and focal loss [35]].

Weighted Binary Cross-Entropy loss (WBCE) is a modified
version of the standard cross-entropy loss that accounts for
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Fig. 2. Schematic Overview of the GNN Architecture

the mismatch in number of positive and negative samples by
weighing the corresponding loss term. It is defined as
N
Lupor = =57 ) _lwpyilog(yi) +wa(1—yi)log(1=gi)] (1)
i=1
where NNV is the mini-batch size, w,, is the weight of positive
examples, w,, is the weight of negative examples, y; is the
prediction score and ; is the true label.
The focal loss (FL) [35] was introduced in the computer
vision community for dense object recognition in images, a
problem which is highly imbalanced, too. It is defined as

N

LpL = —% ; (1 — pi)log(pe) 2)
with p; =y + (1 —y)(1 — g). The focal loss introduces two
additional parameters: 7 is a modulating factor to focus on
easier or harder instances, and « balances the importance of
positive and negative examples. In our experiments, we set
alpha = 0.95 and v = 0.5 to put an emphasis on the few
positive instances in the training data.

Our total loss is finally constructed as a weighted sum L =
w * Lypop + Lrpp with w = 0.5. We find that a single loss
is not sufficient to learn a classifier in the imbalanced data
regime for relevant object identification, as we will show in
the experiments.

V. EXPERIMENTS
A. Experimental Setup

a) Dataset: Our evaluation is based on a real-world,
large-scale dataset called nuScenes [36] that has been enriched
with human labels of relevant objects in the additional Driv-
eLLM dataset [37]], as was done in previous work [7]. We take
the subset of scenes and frames where at least one object was
labelled as relevant by the DriveLM annotators. This leads to
a total dataset of 2465 QXGs.

b) Baselines: We consider two of the models proposed
in [[7] as baselines, a random forest [38|] and AdaBoost [39]].
We acknowledge that the selected baselines are traditional,
shallow ML techniques; however, they are the most efficient
models proposed in the existing literature on the QXG. The
baseline models are trained on the same dataset, but in a
slightly different manner than the GNN. Since they require a
fixed input representation, they are not by themselves capable
to handle varying graph sizes. To apply them, the ROI task
is designed as a classification task where the edge list of
the graphs is classified. That means, an object pair with

TABLE I
RESULTS FOR RELEVANT OBJECT IDENTIFICATION.

Model Accuracy F1  Precision Recall ROC-AUC
GNN (ours) 87.11 27.28 17.58  63.19 86.39
RF [38] 7079  15.72 8.83  71.90 71.32
AdaBoost [39] 71.86  16.76 9.44  74.69 73.22

the corresponding relations is classified as relevant or not,
but without having the context of the other objects in the
scene. The training is then performed over all object pairs in
the dataset, independent of the scene and frame they appear
in. This differs from the GNN training, where each QXG
represents a whole scene and is a single input to the model.

c) Metrics: We measure the accuracy (number of cor-
rectly classified edges), F1 score (harmonized mean of
precision and recall), precision (fraction of correct posi-
tive classification; Precision = .- Pog;‘\‘;i‘_);ialgzsposmves), re-
call (fraction of correct negative classification; Recall =
True Pos?;irt/lgsioliltllze%egalives)’ and ROC-AUC (Area Under the Re-
ceiver Operating Characteristic Curve). We choose these met-
rics since they are established for the binary classification task,
but also suitable to measure performance for classifiers under
imbalanced data. For all metrics, a larger value is better.

d) Technical Setup: The GNN and its training are im-
plemented in PyTorch Geometric 2.6.1 [40], the baselines are
implemented with scikit-learn 1.6.0 [41]. All experiments are
executed on a MacBook Pro 2023 with 32 GB RAM.

B. Results

1) Relevant Object Identification: In our main case study,
relevant object identification, we evaluate our GNN approach
on the QXGs extracted from nuScenes with DriveLM rele-
vance labels. We perform 10-fold cross-validation, i.e., 1 part
of the data is set aside for testing, 9 parts are used for training.
This is repeated 10 times until each part of the data was used
once for testing. All presented results are averaged over all 10
folds. The results are shown in Table [l

The experimental results demonstrate key findings about
applying GNNs to QXGs for relevant object identification.
First, our GNN-based approach shows substantial improve-
ments over the baseline methods across all metrics, particularly
in F1 and ROC-AUC scores. This suggests that considering
the entire graph structure, rather than isolated relation chains,
provides valuable context for identifying relevant objects in
traffic scenes.



TABLE II
RELEVANCE OF LOSS FUNCTIONS

Model Accuracy F1  Precision Recall ROC-AUC
wBCE + FL 87.11  27.28 17.58  63.19 86.39
wBCE only 86.00 25.84 1624 64.17 85.21
FL only 89.51  28.54 19.40  54.85 85.31
BCE only 96.22  11.66 52.18 6.66 85.70

2) Relevance of Loss Functions: We perform an additional
set of experiments to evaluate the selection of the combined
loss function in the training. The results are shown in Table
Both wBCE and FL alone result in comparable models,
even though with more imbalanced metrics; wBCE having
stronger recall, whereas FL having stronger precision. Their
combination leads to a well-rounded result that balances both
advantages, even though at the cost of a few percentage points
in accuracy/precision over FL alone. Standard BCE alone does
not lead to a competitive model, i.e. we see that is necessary
to pick a loss function suitable for the imbalanced data regime
of ROL.

C. Limitations

Some limitations of our approach should be noted. First,
the model’s performance heavily depends on the quality and
completeness of the input QXG representation. Missing or
incorrect object detections in the perception system would
propagate through to the final predictions. Second, while
our approach improves upon previous methods, the relatively
low F1 scores (27.28 %) indicate that there is still room
for improvement in ROI, which is potentially possible to
overcome through additional training data and more extensive
graph features.

From an explainability perspective, while QXGs provide an
interpretable intermediate representation, the internal workings
of the GNN layers remain somewhat opaque. Future work
could explore methods to extract more detailed explanations
from the learned attention weights and node embeddings.

Finally, our evaluation is limited to the nuScenes dataset
with DriveLM annotations. While this provides a realistic
test bed, the model’s generalization to other datasets, sensor
configurations, or driving scenarios remains to be validated.
Future work should investigate the robustness of our approach
across different environmental conditions and traffic scenarios.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper explores the combination of qualitative ex-
plainable graphs (QXG) and graph neural networks (GNN)
for explainable scene understanding in automated driving,
specifically relevant object identification. While previous work
demonstrated the effectiveness of QXGs using shallow ma-
chine learning models, our research advances the field by
leveraging deep learning techniques that can process entire
graph structures rather than isolated relation chains. The pro-
posed GNN architecture, which incorporates graph attentional
layers and a carefully designed loss function for imbalanced

data, shows promising results in relevant object identification
tasks. Using GNNs is a flexible approach and can process
scenes of varying size and density, making it compatible with
a wide range of traffic scenarios. Here, the incorporation of
the QXG is especially useful as a foundation to model the
driving scenario in a meaningful representation.

Our experimental evaluation on the nuScenes dataset
demonstrates that the GNN-based approach outperforms tradi-
tional machine learning baselines across multiple metrics. The
model successfully balances the challenges of highly imbal-
anced data while maintaining the interpretability advantages
of the QXG representation. This is particularly evident in the
improved F1 score and ROC-AUC scores compared to random
forest and AdaBoost baselines.

The results suggest that deep learning approaches can effec-
tively complement qualitative spatial-temporal representations
while maintaining explainability. In future work, we will
explore extending this framework to other automated driving
tasks, such as action explanation and prediction, under con-
sideration of additional datasets, as well as investigating more
sophisticated GNN architectures and attention mechanisms to
further boost and understand the effectiveness of our approach.
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