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Abstract

Image Classification and Video Action Recognition are
perhaps the two most foundational tasks in computer vision.
Consequently, explaining the inner workings of trained
deep neural networks is of prime importance. While nu-
merous efforts focus on explaining the decisions of trained
deep neural networks in image classification, exploration
in the domain of its temporal version, video action recog-
nition, has been scant. In this work, we take a deeper
look at this problem. We begin by revisiting Grad-CAM,
one of the popular feature attribution methods for Image
Classification, and its extension to Video Action Recogni-
tion tasks and examine the method’s limitations. To address
these, we introduce Video-TCAV, by building on TCAV for
Image Classification tasks, which aims to quantify the im-
portance of specific concepts in the decision-making pro-
cess of Video Action Recognition models. As the scalable
generation of concepts is still an open problem, we propose
a machine-assisted approach to generate spatial and spa-
tiotemporal concepts relevant to Video Action Recognition
for testing Video-TCAV. We then establish the importance of
temporally-varying concepts by demonstrating the superi-
ority of dynamic spatiotemporal concepts over trivial spa-
tial concepts. In conclusion, we introduce a framework for
investigating hypotheses in action recognition and quantita-
tively testing them, thus advancing research in the explain-
ability of deep neural networks used in video action recog-
nition.

1. Introduction
Understanding human actions in videos is crucial for vari-
ous applications like behavior analysis, video retrieval, and
human-robot interaction. Human action understanding in-
volves recognizing, localizing, and predicting human be-
haviors. The task to recognize human actions in a video is
termed as Video Action Recognition. In recent years, signif-
icant research efforts have focused on developing effective
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models for this task, including I3D [6], SlowFast [8], and
Video Swin Transformer [13]. Consequently, an intrigu-
ing avenue for further exploration lies in understanding the
decision-making processes of these networks.

Recently, multiple works have focused on analyzing de-
cisions made by neural networks in the context of image
classification tasks by developing feature attribution meth-
ods: Integrated gradients [15], Class Activation Mapping
(CAM) [18], and Grad-CAM [14]. A widely embraced
alternative for studying the explainability of deep neural
networks in image classification tasks over traditional fea-
ture attribution methods is TCAV [11]. TCAV is a global
explanation method focusing on more abstract details in-
stead of granular, pixel-level changes typically associated
with feature attribution methods. Although there has been
significant progress in post-training explainability methods
for deep learning-based image classification, very little re-
search has been done on the applicability of these methods
in the context of video action recognition. In this work, we
aim to investigate this direction by exploring a feature attri-
bution method for video action recognition, discussing its
limitations, and further introducing a video counterpart to
TCAV, which we refer to as Video-TCAV. Specifically, we
opt for playing tennis class from the Kinetics-400 dataset
[10] to visualize the outcomes of the Grad-CAM as well as
to formulate the proposed Video-TCAV framework.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
discusses the performance of Grad-CAM when employed in
the context of video action recognition to set up a baseline
representing popular feature attribution methods. In Section
3, we introduce Video-TCAV, which includes an automated
pipeline for generating high-level concepts and are evalu-
ated in the proposed Video-TCAV framework. Section 4
concludes the paper by summarizing the ideas explored in
this paper and discussing future research directions.

2. Grad-CAM revisited

We first revisit Gradient-weighted Class Activation Map-
ping (Grad-CAM)[14], a popular feature attribution method
renowned for its effectiveness in understanding image
recognition models. Class Activation Maps (CAMs) vi-
sually represent the focus areas for an image recognition
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(a) Positive Illustration (b) Limitation

Figure 1. Grad-CAM outputs with respect to the class playing ten-
nis for Video Swin Transformer model. (a): Grad-CAM correctly
highlights the regions of movement for tennis rackets. (b): Grad-
CAM focuses on the tennis court in the background and ignores
the players in the frame.

model during prediction by utilizing the weights of the
model’s final convolutional layer. Building on this, Grad-
CAM has emerged as a popular technique for generating
visual explanations for various image recognition models
by leveraging the gradient of the predicted class concerning
the activations of the final neural network layer to produce
the heatmap, thereby offering class-specific visualizations.

2.1. Extending Grad-CAM to Videos

A straightforward approach to adapting feature attribution
methods from images to videos is to consider each frame as
an individual image. However, this bears a significant lim-
itation: it neglects the temporal interplay among frames, a
crucial aspect for understanding the actions in videos.

This limitation can be overcome by utilizing a collec-
tion of frames as input, thus preserving the temporal con-
nections. These frames are input to the Video Swin Trans-
former model [13], which was pre-trained on the Kinetics-
400 dataset. Subsequently, gradients are computed with re-
spect to the corresponding activation maps. Illustrative in-
stances displaying Grad-CAM outputs for inputs related to
the class playing tennis for the Swin Transformer model are
presented in Figure 1a. The overlaid heatmap demonstrates
that the outputs of the Grad-CAM are concentrated in the
moving regions associated with the tennis racket.

2.2. Limitations in Feature Attribution Methods

Extending feature attribution methods designed for image
recognition models to work well with videos is a non-trivial
task and raises concerns regarding robustness. A significant
bottleneck lies in processing temporal data in the correct se-
mantic order. For example, the same set of frames played in
reverse order should mean the output should be reversed for
video action recognition i.e., a person picking up an object
and placing down an object would exhibit identical spatial
data, but opposite temporal directionality. While coarse de-
tails suffice for overall action labeling in videos, they may
not meet the requirements of explaining complex models
such as the Video Swin Transformer. To ensure reliable
and smooth label explanations across frames, a finer time
domain analysis becomes necessary. Background elements

further complicate Grad-CAM decisions, as seen in Figure
1b, where the focus shifts to the tennis court rather than the
players. Further, Grad-CAM remains a local explanation
method, implying that the analysis needs to be done indi-
vidually for each attribution to draw any class-level conclu-
sions. While this process is feasible for images, which can
be viewed in batches, it becomes impractical for videos.

Beyond these domain-specific issues, attribution meth-
ods exhibit several other weaknesses. In [1], the authors
demonstrated that networks with random weights generate
similar attribution maps as trained networks. Additionally,
attribution methods are vulnerable to adversarial attacks [9],
changes in data preprocessing [12], and even the introduc-
tion of random noise [2]. Their widespread use poses par-
ticular concerns in high-risk applications such as medical
imaging [3]. Due to these limitations in feature attribution
methods, interest has grown in more meaningful methods
tailored for human understanding, such as concept attribu-
tion, introduced in Testing with Concept Activation Vectors
(TCAV) [11], that we extend to videos in Section 3.

3. Video TCAV

3.1. TCAV Basics

TCAV offers a popular alternative to feature attribu-
tion methods like Grad-CAM. Unlike granular, pixel-level
changes, TCAV focuses on abstract details. It is widely ac-
cepted that the human brain converts raw pixel values into
high-level concepts like texture, specific objects, and their
interactions [7]. Similarly, neural networks encode analo-
gous high-level concepts in the output of embedding layers.
TCAV attempts to derive explanations by analyzing proper-
ties within these embedding spaces.

In TCAV, a concept is delineated by a collection of inputs
that characterize it. For instance in image classification, the
concept of stripedness can be delineated by a set of images
portraying striped objects ( a in Figure 2). When mapped to
the corresponding feature space, the representations of this
collection would ideally be aligned with a specific striped-
ness axis ( c and d in Figure 2). On the other hand, a
collection of random images would not display any such
alignment. Thus, if we were to find a hyperplane that sep-
arates the embeddings of a set of concept-specific images
and a set of random (or control) images, the normal to that
hyperplane should give us a representation of the concept.
This normal may also be considered a basis vector of the
feature space associated with that concept (e.g., a degree
of stripedness), and is called the Concept Activation Vec-
tor (CAV). Now, given any input for our specific task, say a
picture of a zebra ( b in Figure 2), the directional derivative
of its embedding along the CAV would measure the sensi-
tivity of the embedding to the concept. Figure 2 taken from
[11] shows a graphical representation of the entire process



discussed above. This scalar quantity may be aggregated

Figure 2. TCAV process in Image Classification. Image taken
from [11]. Best viewed zoomed.

differently for multiple inputs to get a more robust value.
Moreover, since any learned hyperplane will return a CAV,
even if it does not separate the data well, this process is
usually repeated for multiple control sets to ensure the sen-
sitivity is statistically significant. Thus, TCAV allows us to
quantify the importance of any given concept to a specific
step in the neural networks. It is especially useful for com-
paring concepts, which is hard with attribution maps.

3.2. Video-TCAV Components

This section discusses the various components of the
proposed Video-TCAV framework.

Video Action Recognition Model: Similar to TCAV,
Video-TCAV is a post-training explanation method, re-
quiring a pre-trained Video Action Recognition model.
We opt for the state-of-the-art Video Swin Transformer
model trained on the Kinetics-400 dataset for quantitative
evaluation of post-training explanations. Figure 3 illustrates
the schematic diagram of the Video Swin Transformer,
including the three layers whose activations we utilize in
testing CAVs in Video-TCAV.

Concepts: The most important component of Video-
TCAV, similar to TCAV, is the concepts we want to test. In
contrast to image classification, where selecting concepts
is relatively simple, generating concepts for video classi-
fication poses a more intricate challenge. This complexity
arises because choosing clips to represent concepts for
Video-TCAV, similar to image crops in the case of TCAV,
is not trivial. We generate two categories of concepts:
• Spatial Concepts: These are simply images of objects re-

peated temporally to form videos. This is done as the
Video Swin Transformer can only take video input.

• Spatiotemporal Concepts: These are objects or humans in
motion. These are obtained using YOLO-v7 [16] object
detector frame-wise to track a concept of our choice.

3.3. Generating Video-TCAV Concepts

We adopt a machine-assisted method to generate spatial and
spatiotemporal concepts for Video-TCAV. Utilizing YOLO-
v7, we detect objects in videos and produce spatial and
spatiotemporal crops for concept testing in Video-TCAV.
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Figure 3. Video Swin Transformer block diagram. The 3 layers
with red arrows whose activations we study while testing CAVs
are marked. Best viewed zoomed.

Given that the object detector is not flawless, we manually
verify all concept video crops to ensure accuracy in our
experiments. Following [11], we present our visualization
and results for a single action class playing tennis for
visualization and results demonstration. Figure 4 illustrates
sample detections generated by YOLO-v7 on a video frame
from the playing tennis class. Notably, YOLO-v7 provides
accurate detections of a tennis racket, sports ball, and
individuals, which we consider potential concepts aiding
in explainability of videos belonging to playing tennis class.

Generating Spatial Concepts: We execute the YOLO-v7
object detector on all videos from concept generating
split of the test set videos of the Kinetics-400 dataset
labeled as playing tennis’. Since YOLO-v7 is trained on
object detection with 80 different object classes, it leads
to multiple object detections in each video frame. For our
experiments, we considered all the per-frame detections
from the three classes, i.e., person, tennis racket, and sports
ball, as concepts that we want to test, and all the other
detections are used to generate random concept sets. Figure
5 illustrates our generated spatial concepts. The generated
spatial concepts are temporally repeated to generate a static
video of 3-minute duration.

Generating Spatiotemporal Concepts: Contrary to
spatial concepts, generating spatiotemporal concepts is
non-trivial. The basic idea of generating spatiotemporal
concepts is tracking a particular instance of an object across
frames, like the person playing tennis, a tennis racket, or a
sports ball across video frames. This is non-trivial as there
might be multiple instances of the same object class in the
frame, and YOLO-v7 results in multiple detections and
it is necessary to choose the same instance of the object
in consecutive frames to prevent the concept video from
changing in terms of content. We ensured only one instance
of the object was tracked across frames, and we took a
spatiotemporal crop based on the detections returned by
YOLO-v7. Since the size of the detections of a particular
object changes across frames, we generate the concept
video with the largest-sized object detected in consecutive



frames and pad the other smaller-sized frames, positioning
them at the center. Figure 6 illustrates our generated
spatiotemporal concepts.

Figure 4. YOLO-v7 detections on a frame of a video from the
playing tennis class. Best viewed zoomed.

Figure 5. Exemplars of Spatial Concepts: person playing tennis,
tennis racket, and sports ball generated from Kinetics-400 dataset.

Figure 6. Exemplars of Spatiotemporal Concepts: movement of
tennis racket in a match and person playing tennis. We show some
sampled frames across each concept video.

3.4. Video-TCAV Experiments

Experimental Setup: We replicate the experiments of [11]
to demonstrate the advantages of our pipeline. We collect
30 videos that have the ground truth label as playing tennis
and generate 25-30 videos per concept. We use these videos
and concepts in our Video-TCAV framework. For random
concepts, we randomly select 30 videos from our entire cor-
pus of concepts, including those not related to playing ten-
nis e.g. dining and dancing. All experiments use the relative
sign-count variant of TCAV. In this, we consider a group of
multiple concepts at a time, and learn a one-vs-rest classifier
for each concept, which gives us the CAV for that concept.
The fraction of data points positively affected by the CAV is

the relative TCAV for that concept. Using relative TCAVs
helps disentangle the effect of correlation between different
concepts. A more detailed discussion may be found in [11].

3.5. Results & Discussion

Spatial Concepts: The generated spatial concepts of static
frames with no movement information serve as our base-
line. Figure 7 shows the relative TCAVs of the tested static
concepts in different layers. While all concepts show some
relative importance, it is hard to distinguish their impor-
tance from a random concept, especially in the initial lay-
ers. This is in line with our expectations, as static concepts
should provide some information the context of the video
(e.g. the presence of a tennis racket indicates tennis being
played) but should not be able to pinpoint the exact action
performed. Another aspect to note is that the importance of
the random concept persists until the last layer, which val-
idates the static features are not fully discriminative for the
action recognition task.

Figure 7. Relative TCAVs for static concepts.

Spatio-Temporal Concepts: The dynamic spatio-temporal
concepts, on the other hand, have more predictive power
than the static concepts. Figure 8 shows the relative TCAVs
of the tested dynamic concepts in different layers. In the
initial layers, the importance of the dynamic concepts is
more distinguishable from random, but is overall similar
to static case, which is in line with the understanding that
initial layers extract general-purpose features. However, in
later layers, the importance of temporal concepts is dramati-
cally more pronounced. In contrast with the static concepts,
the random concept holds negligible importance in the last
layer. Interestingly, this increase of importance of tempo-
ral information with depth correlates well with how the hu-
man brain perceives motion, with visual features first pro-
cessed by the V1 area, then motion being handled later in
the V5/MT area [17].

Figure 8. Relative TCAVs for dynamic concepts

Spatial vs Spatio-Temporal Concepts: Next, we directly
compare the spatial and spatio-temporal versions of a



specific concept. Figure 9 shows their relative TCAVs in
different layers. Evidently, when compared side-by-side,
the temporal concepts dominate over static concepts in
most layers of the network, with this effect becoming more
pronounced with depth. It is particularly interesting to note
how the final layer exclusively prefers the temporal concept
for prediction compared to the static version of the concept.

Figure 9. Relative TCAVs for static vs dynamic concepts

Statistical Testing: We tested the validity of the scores
with 10 other random sets and applied a two-sided t-test
with Bonferroni correction, as in [11]. The results are in
the Figure 10. The p < 0.05 for our concepts implies that
the CAVs we found are robust and statistically significant,
where as the CAVs learnt by separating random concepts
are not meaningful (p > 0.05).

4. Conclusion and Future Work
In this work, we proposed Video-TCAV, a new approach
for generating human-friendly concepts and quantitatively
measuring their impact on the decision process of deep net-
works used for action recognition. Further, we provide pre-
liminary results on the Video Swin Transformer to demon-
strate the success and pitfalls of our method. However, more
experiments using other video action recognition models
would strengthen the effectiveness of Video-TCAV. Addi-
tionally, Video-TCAVs may also share some of the weak-
nesses of attribution methods, such as [5], which demon-
strates adversarial attacks on TCAV that can artificially raise
or lower the importance of a particular concept, leading to
bizarre conclusions. Generating concepts for Video-TCAV
is challenging. In this work, we proposed a method using
YOLO-v7 object detector. An alternative research direction
could involve utilizing text-to-video diffusion models, as in
[4], to generate concept clips based on human-interpretable
text prompts. We hope that this work serves as a starting
direction for developing scalable explainable methods for
Video Action Recognition.

Figure 10. Results of hypothesis testing with spatiotemporal con-
cepts. Best viewed zoomed.
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