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Rethinking Cross-Attention for Infrared and Visible
Image Fusion

Lihua Jian, Songlei Xiong, Han Yan, Xiaoguang Niu,Shaowu Wu,Di Zhang

Abstract—The salient information of an infrared image and
the abundant texture of a visible image can be fused to obtain
a comprehensive image. As can be known, the current fusion
methods based on Transformer techniques for infrared and
visible (IV) images have exhibited promising performance. How-
ever, the attention mechanism of the previous Transformer-based
methods was prone to extract common information from source
images without considering the discrepancy information, which
limited fusion performance. In this paper, by reevaluating the
cross-attention mechanism, we propose an alternate Transformer
fusion network (ATFuse) to fuse IV images. Our ATFuse consists
of one discrepancy information injection module (DIIM) and
two alternate common information injection modules (ACIIM).
The DIIM is designed by modifying the vanilla cross-attention
mechanism, which can promote the extraction of the discrepancy
information of the source images. Meanwhile, the ACIIM is de-
vised by alternately using the vanilla cross-attention mechanism,
which can fully mine common information and integrate long
dependencies. Moreover, the successful training of ATFuse is
facilitated by a proposed segmented pixel loss function, which
provides a good trade-off for texture detail and salient structure
preservation. The qualitative and quantitative results on public
datasets indicate our ATFFuse is effective and superior compared
to other state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—Image fusion, Transformer, cross-attention, dis-
crepancy information, segmented pixel loss.

I. INTRODUCTION

AS the single-modality image has limited interpretation
ability, it is difficult to meet the subsequent requirements

for understanding real scenarios. Therefore, developing an
effective image fusion (IF) technology is urgently needed to
assist people in gaining a deep understanding of images or
tackling advanced computer vision tasks. Furthermore, image
fusion (IF) can provide enhanced quality images for various
applications, such as remote sensing monitoring [1], object
detection [2], [3], medical analysis [4], and even military
engineering [5]. Specifically, infrared sensors can capture
thermal radiation information in poor weather conditions but
have low imaging resolution and lack fine details. Contrarily,
the visible image has abundant texture information, which can
compensate for this deficiency. Therefore, the fusion of IV
images can integrate respective merits to form an informative
image comprising salient target information and abundant
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textual details. Recently, infrared and visible image fusion (IV-
IF) has reached many satisfying achievements. The existing
fusion methods can be made up of traditional methods [6]
and deep learning-based ones [7].

A generally accepted classification for traditional fusion
methods is multi-scale transform (MST)-based methods [8],
sparse representation (SR)-based methods [9], saliency-based
methods [10]–[12], optimization-based methods [13], [14], and
hybrid-based methods [15], [16]. Among the traditional fusion
methods, feature extraction and feature fusion are the two
crucial steps, most of which are based on handcrafted tech-
niques. However, blindly selecting complex transformations
or representations for feature extraction often leads to time-
consuming and information loss. Moreover, some manually
designed fusion strategies may reduce final fusion performance
as these fusion strategies are not optimized for the correspond-
ing generated features.

Compared to traditional methods, recent advancements in
deep learning have demonstrated superior computational ef-
ficiency and generalization. Existing proposed deep learning-
based fusion methods are frequently implemented by leverag-
ing either the convolutional neural network (CNN) techniques
or Transformer techniques. Additionally, CNN-based methods
can be further categorized into Autoencoder (AE)-based [17]–
[19], end-to-end CNN-based [20]–[24], and GAN-based meth-
ods [25]–[28].

The AE-based approaches implement feature extraction and
feature reconstruction through an encoder-decoder architec-
ture, which needs to be trained in advance. However, as
the handcrafted fusion strategies are not always compatible
with deep extracted features, they inevitably hinder the im-
provement of fusion performance. Therefore, the end-to-end
CNN-based approaches are introduced to directly generate the
fused image under the specified constraints of a well-defined
loss function. The GAN-based methods employ a min-max
optimization game between generators and discriminators to
solve the image fusion problem. Specifically, the generator
is used to produce fusion results that closely match the
distributions of the source image, and it can even deceive the
discriminator. However, these CNN-based methods containing
convolution operations can merely explore local information
using fixed kernel size but lack consideration of the global
information of an image.

By contrast, the Transformer is equipped with self-attention
and cross-attention mechanisms, which can effectively extract
long-range context information and has exhibited excellent
performance in many vision tasks apart from natural language
processing [29]–[32]. Recently, Transformer-based architec-
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ture has been introduced into the image fusion community
[33]–[37]. These attempts have demonstrated long-range de-
pendence, extracted by the self-attention mechanism and cross-
attention mechanism, can further improve the quality of fusion
outcomes [38], [39].

Despite the comparable results achieved by existing
Transformer-based fusion, several challenges still exist in
this domain. First, the attention mechanism is only used to
capture common information of source images, while the
discrepancy information has not been effectively separated
and utilized. Second, a single Transformer module can not
completely extract common information. The aforementioned
issues significantly reduce fusion efficiency. Third, the existing
pixel loss functions typically adopt a fixed approach, i.e., pixel
maximum or weighted average, to guide the fusion process,
which does not effectively preserve complete information.

To address the above-mentioned drawbacks, we devise an
alternate Transformer fusion network (ATFuse) based on a
modified cross-attention mechanism. For capturing the dis-
crepancy information from two source images, we modify
the cross-attention mechanism and propose a discrepancy
information injection module (DIIM). To fully extract common
information and integrate long dependencies of the source
images, we design an alternate common information injection
module (ACIIM). In addition, we propose a segmented pixel
loss function that utilizes different constraints on pixel values
to guide the fusion network. This proposed loss function
can ensure the preservation of intensity information in fused
images adequately.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as
follows:

• An end-to-end ATFuse network is proposed for the fusion
of IV images. Extensive experiments on multiple datasets
show that our proposed ATFuse method achieves good
effect and generalization ability.

• A discrepancy information injection module (DIIM) is
proposed based on the cross-attention mechanism. With
this DIIM, the unique features of the source images can
be explored respectively.

• An alternate common information injection module
(ACIIM) is applied to the proposed framework, in which
common information is fully retained in the final result.

• A segmented pixel loss function composed of different
pixel intensity constraints is designed to train ATFuse
so that the preservation of texture details and brightness
information can reach a good trade-off in the fused
results.

The structure of this paper is as follows. Section II surveys
the related work. Section III states the proposed ATFuse
framework. Section IV presents the experimental analysis and
discussion. Section V summarizes this paper.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we review the current CNN-based and
Transformer-based IV-IF methods.

A. CNN-based Image Fusion Methods

Deep learning (DL) has been widely introduced into com-
puter vision tasks such as image restoration [40], person
re-identification [41], [42], and image super-resolution [43].
Attributed to the superior feature representation ability, DL-
based IV-IF methods also have occupied the leading position
in recent years. CNN was initially introduced into the field of
IF by Liu et al. [44], using Siamese convolutional networks
to generate weight maps. Li et al. [17] proposed a dense-
connection AE-based approach, DenseFuse, to fuse IV images,
avoiding information loss of deep features in the fused results.
Jian et al. [19] designed an attention mechanism to fuse deep
features based on a symmetric AE network, which enhanced
the salient information of infrared images in the fused results.
Li et al. [18] trained a learnable fusion network at two stages
to further preserve image details and overcome the limitations
of hand-crafted fusion strategies. Similarly, Ma et al. [45]
proposed an end-to-end model that utilized a salient target
mask to guide the network training to highlight the thermal
information. To improve the model generalization, Xu et al.
[24] developed a unified unsupervised fusion framework to
deal with different fusion tasks.

Most GAN-based fusion methods use an unsupervised man-
ner to force the distribution of the fused result approach
distributions of source images by a specific loss function. As
a key milestone, Ma et al [25] first applied GAN to IV-IF.
After that, various GAN-based variants have been proposed
to boost the fusion performance. For example, Li et al. [46]
utilized the coupled generative adversarial network for the
image fusion task. Ma et al. [47] designed a DDcGAN, in
which the high- and low-version of the fused image produced
by a generator were used to deceive two discriminators re-
spectively, to achieve the preservation of infrared information
and detail information. To prevent the fused image from being
biased to one of the source images, Ma et al. [48] adopted
multiclassification constraints to achieve information balance.

B. Transformer-based Fusion Methods

Transformer was first proposed by Vaswani et al. [29]
to address natural language processing issues and achieved
remarkable success. Subsequently, Dosovitskiy et al. [49] de-
signed visual Transformers to conduct an image classification
task. Due to its self-attention mechanism that can capture
long-range dependencies, the Transformer has been applied
to many computer vision tasks, such as target detection [50]–
[52], video inpainting [53]–[55], and image super-resolution
[56]–[58]. In recent, some Transformer-based methods have
been presented to handle IV-IF [59]–[62].

Vs et al. [34] utilized a spatial branch and a Transformer
branch fusion strategies to merge local and global informa-
tion, respectively. Wang et al. [63] proposed a residual Swin
Transformer to extract the global features that further enhanced
the representation ability of the previous Transformer in IV-
IF tasks. In a similar manner, Ma et al. [39] integrated
cross-domain learning with Swin Transformer to fully use
the inter- and intra-domain contexts for fusion. To overcome
hand-crafted fusion rules existing in Transformer-based fusion
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Fig. 1. The overall framework of ATFuse.

models, Tang et al. [37] proposed an end-to-end Transformer
architecture to fuse IV images.

Upon reviewing the previous Transformer-based fusion
methods, we discovered certain limitations and rethought the
usage of the cross-attention mechanism. Most studies based
on Transformer structure merely grasp the global information
of an image, aiming to compensate for the drawbacks of con-
volutional operations only capturing local information. To the
best of our knowledge, both self-attention and cross-attention
do not consider the discrepancy information between multi-
modalities in the application of IV-IF. Additionally, to fully
exploit common information and long-range dependencies of
source images, we adopt an alternating extraction approach
depending on the original cross-attention mechanism.

III. METHODOLOGY
In this section, the overall framework of our proposed

ATFuse is first introduced in Section III-A. Subsequently, in
Section III-B, two modified cross-attention modules, DIIM
and ACIIM, specifically designed for image fusion tasks are
described. Finally, the loss function in our work is presented
in Section III-C.

A. Framework Overview

As illustrated in Fig. 1, the overall architecture of our
ATFuse consists of a feature extraction module, a feature
fusion module, and a feature reconstruction module. First,
the source IV images are fed into the feature extraction
module to extract shallow features and then transform them
into patch embedding. Afterward, a feature fusion module
is established for fusing discrepancy features and common
features. Finally, a feature reconstruction is utilized to map
the fused features into a composite image. Here we briefly
introduce the proposed architecture.

Feature extraction. Since the convolutional layers have sta-
bility and enhanced optimization ability [64], a convolutional
layer with a kernel size of 3×3 is still used to extract shallow
local features in the feature extraction module. After that, there
is a batch normalization (BN) layer and a HardSwish activation
function. The feature extraction process can be formulated as:{

F sf
ir , F sf

vi

}
= {SF (Iir), SF (Ivi)} , (1)

where Iir and Ivi are source images. F sf
ir and F sf

vi denote
the output features of shallow feature extraction SF (·). Sub-
sequently, we use the patch embedding module PE(·) to
transform the feature maps F sf

ir and F sf
vi to yield a series

of token sequences F token
ir and F token

vi , respectively. Then
these tokens are fed to the subsequent DIIM and ACIIM. The
process of the patch embedding can be expressed as:{

F token
ir , F token

vi

}
=

{
PE(F sf

ir ), PE(F sf
vi )

}
. (2)

Feature fusion. The F token
ir and F token

vi are fed to feature
fusion module FF (·) to generate the fused feature Ff . The
feature fusion process can be formulated as:

Ff = FF (F token
ir , F token

vi ), (3)

where FF (·) contains a DIIM (DIIM(·)) and a pair of
ACIIMs (ACIIM(·)), which are designed to further extract
global dependencies features, i.e., discrepancy features and
common features, respectively. It can be represented as:

Z1 = DIIM(F token
ir , F token

vi ),

Z2 = ACIIM(F token
vi , Z1),

Z3 = ACIIM(F token
ir , Z2),

FF (F token
ir , F token

vi ) = Z3 + Z1,

(4)
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Fig. 2. The architecture of discrepancy information injection module (DIIM).

where Z1, Z2, and Z3 are the outputs of DIIM, the first
ACIIM, and the second ACIIM respectively. A detailed de-
scription of DIIM and ACIIM is provided in Section 3.2.

Feature reconstruction. The fused feature Ff is fed into an
upsampling module UP (·) to resize back to the source images.
Besides, we use the residual network-based refining module
RE(·) to further recover the detail information of the fused
image If . The feature reconstruction process can be expressed
as:

If = RE(UP (Ff )). (5)

B. DIIM and ACIIM.

The goal of IV-IF is to obtain a comprehensive image
that contains salient targets while preserving rich textural
details. Thus, how to fully exploit discrepancy and common
information present in the source images is a key determinant
of the fusion performance. Motivated by the argument that the
cross-attention mechanism is effective in extracting common
features among images, we propose DIIM and ACIIM.

To effectively obtain the discrepancy features between in-
frared and visible image features produced by the previous
stage, we use a newly built cross-attention architecture, as
illustrated in Fig. 2. It is given the F token

ir and F token
vi as input

and the discrepancy information features as output. Specifi-
cally, to explore the long-range relationship of IV features, we
partition the F token

ir and F token
vi into s local feature segments

as:

Q1, . . . , Qs = Partition(F token
vi ),

K1, . . . ,Ks = Partition(F token
ir ),

V1, . . . , Vs = Partition(F token
ir ),

(6)

where F token
vi and F token

ir ∈ Rh×w×c, and s = h × w.
Afterward, we employ the linear layer to transform the token
segments into the query Q, key K, and value V, which are three
fundamental elements of the base Transformer. The linear
projection can be expressed as:

Qi = LinearQ(Qi),

Ki = LinearK(Ki),

Vi = LinearV (Vi),

(7)

where i = 1, . . . , s, the Linear(·) is a linear projection
operator that is shared across different segments.

To explore the common information of infrared and visible
image features with the consideration of long-term relation-
ships, we use the dot-production attention layer to compute
the similarity matrix between Qi and Kj (i and j belong to 1
through s), and then multiply by the V to infer the common
information between Q and V. This process can be expressed
as:

CMQV = softmax(
Q1,...,sK

T
1,...,s√

dk
)V, (8)

where dk is a scaling factor, which can alleviate the softmax
function from converging to regions of minimal gradients as
the dot product increases. Subsequently, we can easily obtain
the discrepancy information between Q and V by removing
the common information. This process can be represented as:

DIMQV = Linear(V − CMQV ). (9)

To obtain complementary information from the IV images,
we inject the discrepancy information into Q, which can be
formulated as:

Fadd = DIMQV +Q

Fdiim = MLP (LN(Fadd)) + Fadd,
(10)

where LN(·) represents layer normalization, MLP (·) repre-
sents multi-layer perception and Fdiim is the output of the
DIIM.

To illustrate the effectiveness of the modified cross-
attention, we compare the feature maps generated by the
DIIM with those generated by the vanilla cross-attention. The
results are shown in Fig. 4. The feature maps illustrate that
the information injection module utilizing the vanilla cross-
attention mechanism can solely incorporate common infor-
mation from both images, lacking the capability to integrate
discrepancy information across different modalities. Conse-
quently, the resultant output feature maps predominantly en-
compass information from one image, while lacking modality-
specific details from the other image, making them unsuitable
for multimodal image fusion tasks. In contrast, our DIIM
significantly compensates for this deficiency.

As depicted in Fig. 3, although the obtained feature maps
generated by the DIIM almost contain all the salient edge
information, the background detail information is not com-
pletely preserved in the fusion features. Thus, it is essential to
further enhance the fused features by incorporating common
information from both the IV images. Following the DIIM,
the proposed ATFuse alternately extracts common information
reflecting the background details from the IV images through
the ACIIM module. The structure of ACIIM is illustrated in
Fig. 4. We first inject common information from visible images
to enrich the fused information. Specifically, given that the
segments of Fdiim are used as Q1,...,s and the segments of
F token
vi are used as Ki,...,s and Vi,...,s, the common information

between Fdiim and F token
vi can be expressed as:

CM token
vi = softmax(

Q1,...,sK
T
1,...,s√

dk
)V. (11)
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(a) Infrared (b) Visible (c) Cross-Attention (d) DIIM

Fig. 3. Partial feature maps obtained from the two different modules. (a) infrared image, (b) visible image, (c) partial features obtained by the vanilla
cross-attention, (d) partial features obtained by the DIIM.
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Fig. 4. The architecture of alternate common information injection module
(ACIIM).

Then, the common information CM token
vi between Fdiim

and F token
vi is added with Fdiim. The process can be formu-

lated as:
Fadd = Linear(CM token

vi ) +Q,

F vi
aciim = MLP (LN(Fadd)) + Fadd,

(12)

where F vi
aciim represents the output of the first ACIIM.

Afterward, the common information between F vi
aciim and

F token
ir should also be injected into the fused features to enrich

the fused features. This process follows the same manner as
above Eq. 12.

C. Loss Function

Since the proposed ATFuse is trained in an unsupervised
end-to-end manner, the choice of loss function greatly affects
the fusion performance. Considering the different imaging
mechanisms of IV images, the loss function of the proposed
method makes sure that the fusion results can preserve suffi-
cient details and salient information. The loss function of our
ATFuse can be defined as:

L = Lpixel + γ · Ltexture, (13)

where Lpixel and Ltexture represent the pixel loss and texture
loss, respectively. γ is a hyperparameter to balance these two
loss terms.

Motivated by [65], the texture detail of an image can be
represented by maximum aggregation around the gradients.
Thus, the texture loss is designed to regulate the gradients in
the fused image as follows:

Ltexture =
1

HW
∥∇If −max{∇Iir,∇Ivi}∥1, (14)

where ∇ represents the Sobel operator, which is used to
calculate the gradient. ∥ · ∥1 represents the l1-norm. H and
W denote height and width respectively. max{, } represents
the element-wise maximum selection.

It is known that maximum value selection-based pixel loss
weakens the importance of pixels in one of the source images,
while the average pixel loss may reduce the saliency of fusion
results. Therefore, to achieve a better compromise between the
preservation of important information and the enhancement of
salient information, we adopt a segmented pixel loss function
to train the proposed framework. In this work, the importance
of a pixel is defined as the product of the pixel value and its
gradient value as

pi = ∇I · I, (15)

where I represents the pixel value, while ∇I denotes the
corresponding gradient value.

The importance of each pixel in the two source images is
assessed and categorized into two segments as follows,

ppart1 = {p|(pi ≥ piαir or pi ≥ piαvi)},
ppart2 = {p|(pi < piαir and pi < piαvi)},

(16)

where piavi and piair represent the top α% important pixels.
ppart1 denotes the first segment that consists of the most
crucial pixels covering the top α% important pixels from each
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source image. The remaining pixels are represented as the
second segment ppart2.

As depicted above, we apply different pixel loss functions
to each segment to meet the tradeoff among pixels of different
importance. The maximum value selection-based pixel loss is
employed in ppart1, which can emphasize the saliency of these
pixels in the fused image. Meanwhile, for ppart2, we use the
pixel average loss to force the fused image to approximate each
source image. The segmented pixel loss can be formulated as
follows:

Lpart1 =
1

HW
∥If −max(Iir, Ivi)∥1, p ∈ ppart1,

Lpart2 =
1

2HW
(∥If − Iir∥1 + ∥If − Ivi∥1), p ∈ ppart2,

(17)
where Iir, Ivi are source images. If is the fused image. The
final pixel loss function can be rewritten as follows.

Lpixel = Lpart1 + Lpart2, (18)

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we first introduce the datasets and implemen-
tation settings. Then, the comparative experimental methods
and objective evaluation metrics are described. After that, the
experiment results and discussion are reported. Furthermore,
we conduct the ablation experiments and present the analysis
of some hyperparameters and computational efficiency.

A. Datasets and Implementation Settings

In this study, we utilize the recent publicity datasets Road-
Scene [24] and MSRS [65], in which we select 201 pairs of IV
images from each dataset. Then, these images are randomly
cropped into sample patches with the size of 128 × 128 for
training. To train the proposed ATFuse, we utilize the AdamW
optimizer to update the network parameters with an initial
learning rate of 2 × 10−3, which is decreased by 50% each
time after 50, 100, 200, and 400 epochs. The batch size is set to
16. The parameters α and γ are set to 20 and 1.0, respectively.
The configurations for all experiments are computed with an
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU and 64 GB RAM. The
framework is programmed on PyTorch.

B. Comparative Methods and Objective Evaluation Metrics

Comparative Methods: To assess the superiority of our
method, we select six state-of-the-art image fusion methods
for comparison, including two Transformer-based methods:
DATFuse [37] and SwinFusion [39], two autoencoder-based
methods: DenseFuse [17] and RFN-Nest [18], an end-to-
end CNN-based method: U2Fusion [24], and a GAN-based
method: FusionGAN [25]. The source codes of all compared
methods are publicly available and all parameters are config-
ured as suggested in the original papers.

Objective Evaluation Metrics: Six objective evaluation met-
rics are chosen to quantitatively evaluate the performance of
all methods: Average gradient (AG), Entropy (EN ) [66], Stan-
dard deviation (SD) [67], Spatial frequency (SF ) [68], Visual

information fidelity (V IFF ) [69] and Qabf . AG measures the
sharpness or clarity of an image. EN is an objective measure
of the amount of information contained in an image. SD is
a statistical theory-based standard deviation that reflects the
degree of change in pixel brightness. SF is a measure based on
gradient distribution, which represents the rate of change of the
grayscale of the fused image. V IFF measures the quality of
the fusion image according to visual information fidelity. Qabf

is a non-reference quality evaluation index by estimating the
degree of salient information from source images represented
in the fused image. Higher values of these metrics correspond
to better quality of the fused image.

C. Results and Discussion

1) Results on RoadScence Dataset: Fig. 5 shows five pairs
of source infrared and visible images from the RoadScence
dataset along with fusion results obtained through seven meth-
ods. Two localized areas in each image are magnified for better
comparison. It is apparent that all seven methods can perform
relatively good fusion effects. However, the other six methods
still have some unsatisfactory performance. Obviously, results
generated by DATFuse, SwinFusion, and ATFuse methods
have more detailed information and salient information than
those without using the Transformer architectures, since the
attention mechanism of the Transformer can capture global
information. Nevertheless, DATFuse and SwinFusion still have
deficiencies when dealing with specific local information. As
can be seen, the salient information of fusion results by
DATFuse is relatively worse since it fails to extract distinctive
information from the infrared image (see the red box in
the second row and the green box in the first row). The
SwinFusion method shows poor performance when processing
low-saliency but information-rich regions (see the red box
in the fourth row and the green box in the fifth row). One
possible reason is that the pixel loss of SwinFusion makes the
pixels of the fusion result completely tend to the maximum
value of the source image, ignoring the information of the
lower pixel values. Besides, DenseFuse, FusionGAN, RFN-
Nest, and U2Fusion fail to preserve significant information
from the infrared image well in the fusion results (see the
green box in the first row and the red box in the second
row). By contrast, it can be seen that our ATFuse maintains
the salient information in all results, this is because the
proposed ATFuse employs DIIM and ACIIM modules, which
can generate results containing various types of information.
Furthermore, the segmented pixel loss function enables our
method to balance the retention of detailed information and
salient information better.

Fig. 6 further reports quantitative results on the twenty
image pairs of the RoadScence dataset by using six objective
evaluation metrics. Results indicate that our proposed method
performs the best average values on the four evaluation met-
rics (i.e., AG, SF , V IFF , and Qabf ). EN and SD rank
second place as close to the best performance. Overall, our
method has achieved satisfactory objective performance, which
demonstrates the crucial role of the proposed network structure
and the segmented pixel loss function.
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(a) Infrared        (b) Visible      (c) DATFuse    (d) DenseFuse  (e) FusionGAN  (f) RFN-Nest   (g) SwinFusion   (h) U2Fusion        (i) Ours

Fig. 5. Qualitative comparison of ATFuse with six state-of-the-art visible and infrared image fusion methods on the RoadScence dataset. (a) infrared image,
(b) visible image, (c) DATFuse [37], (d) DenseFuse [17], (e) FusionGAN [25], (f) RFN-Nest [18], (g) SwinFusion [39], (h) U2Fusion [24], (i) Ours.
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Fig. 6. Using six metrics to quantitatively compare ATFuse with six existing fusion methods on the RoadScence dataset (twenty image pairs). The average
of all metrics is shown in the legend.

2) Results on MSRS Dataset: Fig. 7 displays the fusion
results obtained by the seven comparison methods on the
MSRS dataset. Although the existing fusion methods can ob-
tain results by retaining information from the source images to
some extent, they still encounter detail blurring and salient in-
formation loss. Specifically, the results generated by DATFuse
lose different degrees of detail information from the visible
image (see Fig. 7(c)). DenseFuse, FusionGAN, RFN-Nest, and
U2Fusion fail to effectively balance the infrared information
and visible information, such as the blurred effects around the
tower edges in the red boxes of the last row. SwinFusion seems

to have richer details and brightness information. However, it
loses some details from the infrared images, since this method
utilizes a pixel maximum constraint loss for each pixel. (see
the red boxes in the first and fifth rows). In contrast, our
ATFuse achieves a better tradeoff between detail preservation
and salient information retention.

Table I displays objective evaluations of seven different
fusion methods on twenty image pairs from the MSRS dataset.
Our ATFuse method performs best in the AG, SF , and Qabf

metrics. The remaining three metrics are slightly different from
the best ones. Specifically, our method performs second-best in
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(a) Infrared        (b) Visible      (c) DATFuse    (d) DenseFuse  (e) FusionGAN  (f) RFN-Nest   (g) SwinFusion   (h) U2Fusion        (i) Ours

Fig. 7. Qualitative comparison of ATFuse with six state-of-the-art visible and infrared image fusion methods on the MSRS dataset. (a) infrared image, (b)
visible image, (c) DATFuse [37], (d) DenseFuse [17], (e) FusionGAN [25], (f) RFN-Nest [18], (g) SwinFusion [39], (h) U2Fusion [24], (i) Ours.

(a) Infrared        (b) Visible      (c) DATFuse    (d) DenseFuse  (e) FusionGAN  (f) RFN-Nest   (g) SwinFusion   (h) U2Fusion        (i) Ours

Fig. 8. Qualitative comparison of ATFuse with six state-of-the-art visible and infrared image fusion methods on the TNO dataset. (a) infrared image, (b)
visible image, (c) DATFuse [37], (d) DenseFuse [17], (e) FusionGAN [25], (f) RFN-Nest [18], (g) SwinFusion [39], (h) U2Fusion [24], (i) Ours.

the EN and V IFF metrics and third-best in the SD metric.
Overall, based on subjective and objective analysis, we can
conclude that our ATFuse method achieves the best fusion
performance and outperforms other methods in both visual
perception and objective metrics.

3) Extension Experiment on TNO Dataset: To further val-
idate the effectiveness and generalization capabilities of our
method, we directly utilize the trained model to test the
generalization on the TNO dataset. Fig. 8 shows five image

pairs from the TNO dataset and the corresponding fusion
results obtained by seven methods. We have magnified two
local areas in each image for better comparison. It can be seen
that the six comparison methods still have some drawbacks
compared to our method. Specifically, DenseFuse, RFN-Nest,
and U2Fusion fail to extract enough salient information from
the infrared images compared to the other methods (see the red
box in the second row and the green box in the fourth row).
Moreover, the results produced by FusionGAN are mostly
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TABLE I
USING SIX METRICS TO QUANTITATIVELY COMPARE ATFUSE WITH SIX
EXISTING FUSION METHODS ON THE MSRS DATASET (TWENTY IMAGE

PAIRS). THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST PERFORMANCE IS MARKED BY
BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Methods AG EN SD SF V IFF Qabf
DATFuse 4.1944 6.8679 9.3450 0.0529 0.8020 0.5919
DenseFuse 2.5050 6.4331 8.2278 0.0284 0.7052 0.3733
FusionGAN 1.7466 5.7239 6.6471 0.0200 0.5730 0.1358
RFN-Nest 2.6218 6.6975 8.5525 0.0282 0.7499 0.4152
SwinFusion 4.3921 7.1548 9.1247 0.0526 1.0195 0.6332
U2Fusion 2.5714 6.3092 7.9221 0.0297 0.6607 0.3920
Ours 4.6872 7.1441 8.9113 0.0551 0.9718 0.6982

blurry around the edges (see the green box in the fourth row
and the red box in the fifth row). For DATFuse, SwinFusion,
and our method, the overall saliency in DATFuse is notably
worse (see the green box in the fourth row), because it adopts
an average constraint approach for each pixel in the loss func-
tion, leading to a saliency reduction of the results. SwinFusion
loses some detailed information in the visible image due to its
loss function making the values of all pixels in the fused image
close to the maximum values of the corresponding pixels in
the two source images (see the red box in the fifth row). In
contrast, the proposed segmented pixel loss function makes
the fused pixel values tend toward the maximum values of
corresponding pixel points in target regions, resulting in better
preservation of salient information. Furthermore, our method
effectively extracts discrepancy information from two source
images, whereas SwinFusion and DATFuse struggle to capture
the distinct information of infrared images (see the green box
in the third row).

TABLE II
USING SIX METRICS TO QUANTITATIVELY COMPARE ATFUSE WITH SIX
EXISTING FUSION METHODS ON THE TNO DATASET (TWENTY IMAGE

PAIRS). THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST PERFORMANCE IS MARKED BY
BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Methods AG EN SD SF V IFF Qabf
DATFuse 3.1016 6.3137 8.1289 0.0334 0.7214 0.4802
DenseFuse 2.3471 6.1386 7.9529 0.0236 0.6065 0.3435
FusionGAN 2.2010 6.3553 8.0122 0.0226 0.6515 0.2190
RFN-Nest 2.7671 6.8298 8.7919 0.0243 0.7970 0.3649
SwinFusion 3.9429 6.7155 8.6421 0.0400 0.8467 0.5150
U2Fusion 2.4238 6.1319 7.9008 0.0226 0.6020 0.3593
Ours 4.3232 6.8774 8.5891 0.0431 0.8559 0.5900

Table II reports that our method achieves the best fusion ef-
fects in AG, EN , SF , V IFF , and Qabf metrics on the TNO
dataset. The SD metric record of our method is third-best,
with a small difference compared to the best performance. In
general, the ATFuse method achieves the best objective and
subjective performance among the seven methods, testing the
twenty image pairs from the TNO dataset, and affirming its
excellent generalization ability.

D. Ablation Studies

In this section, we have conducted two ablation studies to
investigate the effectiveness of our method, namely, network
structures and the segmented pixel loss function.

1) Ablation Study on Network Structure: To investigate the
effectiveness of DIIM and ACIIM, we separately remove the
DIIM (named “w/o DIIM”), and the ACIIM (named “w/o
ACIIM”). We compare the fusion results obtained by w/o
ACIIM, w/o DIIM, and the proposed method, as shown in
Fig. 9. It can be seen that fusion results produced by using w/o
DIIM only contain detail information from the visible image,
while the salient information from the infrared image is almost
entirely lost (see the green boxes in Fig. 9(c)). Besides, our
fusion results have more detail information than the results by
using w/o ACIIM network (see the red boxes Fig. 9(d-e)). The
main reasons lie in that the proposed ATFuse embeds the DIIM
and ACIIM modules, which have a good ability to capture the
discrepancy information and the common information of the
source images.

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF FUSION RESULTS OBTAINED BY THREE
DIFFERENT NETWORK STRUCTURES. THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST

PERFORMANCE IS MARKED BY BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Methods AG EN SD SF V IFF Qabf

w/o DIIM 4.4747 6.9185 9.4503 0.0422 0.9755 0.4105
w/o ACIIM 5.3814 7.1582 10.2160 0.0545 0.8026 0.6123
Ours 5.6864 7.2355 10.2413 0.0572 0.8374 0.6295

Table III provides an objective comparison of our ATFuse
with another two network structures. Apparently, our method
can achieve the best performance in AG, EN , SD, SF , Qabf ,
and the second-best performance in V IFF . Therefore, the
proposed DIIM and ACIIM can fully extract useful features,
which enhance the retention of discrepancy information and
the injection of common information in the fusion results,
respectively.

2) Ablation Study on Pixel Loss Function: To identify the
impact of the segmented pixel loss function, we conduct
four experiments by using different pixel loss functions L1

(α = 100), L2 (α = 0), L3 (α = 50) and L4 (α = 80) in
Eq. (16). Actually, L1 and L2 correspond to pixel maximum
constraint and average constraint, respectively. Fig. 10 shows
the fusion outcomes of two image pairs with the five different
loss functions. From the red boxes in Fig. 10 (c, e, f), it can
be obviously seen that the results generated by using L1, L3

and L4 have different degrees of detail loss. Besides, as the
value of α increases, the degree of detail loss becomes serious.
It is because of the increasing value of α, more pixels in the
image are constrained by the maximum value selection loss,
which leads to some necessary information loss from one of
the source images in fusion results. The results obtained by
the L2 loss lack brightness information than the results of
other loss functions (see the green box in Fig. 10(d)), this is
because the essence of L2 loss is pixel average constraint. On
the whole, setting α to 20 results in a satisfactory trade-off
between maintaining detail and preserving saliency.

Table IV presents the objective comparison of our ATFuse
approach integrated with various loss functions. The average
outcomes of six objective evaluation metrics are tabulated in
Table IV. The best and second-best results for each metric
are bolded and underlined, respectively. It can be seen results
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(a) Infrared (e) Ours(b) Visible (c) w/o DIIM (d) w/o ACIIM

Fig. 9. Fusion results obtained by three different network structures. (a) infrared image, (b) visible image, (c) the results of w/o DIIM, (d) the results of w/o
ACIIM, (e) Ours.

(a) Infrared (g) Ours(b) Visible (f)      = 80(e)      = 50(c)      = 100 (d)      = 0 

Fig. 10. Fusion results obtained by the proposed method with five different pixel loss functions. (a) infrared image, (b) visible image, (c) the results of L1,
(d) the results of L2, (e) the results of L3, (f) the results of L4, (g) Ours.

TABLE IV
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF FUSION RESULTS OBTAINED BY THE

PROPOSED METHOD WITH FIVE DIFFERENT PIXEL LOSS FUNCTIONS. THE
BEST AND THE SECOND BEST PERFORMANCE IS MARKED BY BOLD AND

UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Loss Functions AG EN SD SF V IFF Qabf

L1 (α = 100) 5.4194 7.1378 10.1297 0.0546 0.8298 0.5913
L2 (α = 0) 5.7090 7.1636 9.9904 0.0633 0.7897 0.6233
L3 (α = 50) 5.5444 7.1843 10.2633 0.0556 0.8281 0.6038
L4 (α = 80) 5.4129 7.1334 10.1725 0.0549 0.8391 0.6071
Ours (α = 20) 5.6864 7.2355 10.2413 0.0572 0.8374 0.6295

generated by our method outperform those of other loss
functions in terms of most objective evaluations. Therefore,
the choice of α to 20 is reasonable in our study.

E. Analysis of Some Configurations

1) Hyperparameter γ: As mentioned in Section III-C, the
hyperparameter γ controls the weight of pixel loss and texture
loss in the loss function. Based on our experience, we set γ to
0.5, 0.75, and 1.0. Fig. 11 displays the fusion images produced
by ATFuse using different γ values in the loss function. It
can be seen that the output obtained with γ = 1.0 exhibits

TABLE V
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF FUSION RESULTS OBTAINED BY

DIFFERENT γ VALUES. THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST PERFORMANCE
IS MARKED BY BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Hyperparameter AG EN SD SF V IFF Qabf

γ = 0.5 5.3458 7.1918 10.2105 0.0528 0.8091 0.5727
γ = 0.75 5.4344 7.1711 10.2065 0.0552 0.8286 0.6212
γ = 1.0 5.6864 7.2355 10.2413 0.0572 0.8374 0.6295

clear texture details around the windows. Table V presents an
objective comparison of ATFuse using different γ values. It
is evident from the Table that setting γ to 1.0 yields the best
objective performance.

2) Number of Feature Fusion Modules: We assembled one
DIIM and two ACIIMs into a single feature fusion module,
as shown in Fig. 1 The number of feature fusion modules
can be decided by inspecting the fusion performance through
objective metrics. Table VI reports the quantitative fusion
results by using various number of feature fusion modules. It
can be seen that using one feature fusion module in the pro-
posed framework achieves the best overall effect. Therefore,
considering computational efficiency, one group of modules is
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(c) γ = 0.5 (d) γ = 0.75(a) Infrared (e) γ = 1(b) Visible

Fig. 11. Fusion results obtained by the proposed method with different γ values. (a) infrared image, (b) visible image, (c-e) the qualitative results of different
γ.

TABLE VI
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF FUSION RESULTS OBTAINED BY THE
PROPOSED METHOD WITH DIFFERENT NUMBER OF FEATURE FUSION

MODULES. THE BEST AND THE SECOND BEST PERFORMANCE IS MARKED
BY BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Number AG EN SD SF V IFF Qabf

Three 5.6557 7.2357 10.2076 0.0570 0.8431 0.6229
Two 5.4366 7.1983 10.1812 0.0558 0.8538 0.6215
One (Ours) 5.6864 7.2355 10.2413 0.0572 0.8374 0.6295

suitable to fuse features.

F. Computational Efficiency

The average computation time of seven different fusion
methods across four IV datasets is listed in Table VII. The
most efficient and second most efficient methods in each
dataset are highlighted in bold and underlined, respectively.
It can be seen that U2Fusion performs the highest efficiency
while our method and DenseFuse both rank second. This is be-
cause our ATFuse method consumes time to alternately extract
common information. Among all fusion methods, it is apparent
that our ATFuse is powerful and relatively lightweight in terms
of fusion performance and running speed over others.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, we observed that using the cross-attention
mechanism directly for multimodal image fusion only ex-
tracted common information between source images, while
ignoring the extraction of discrepancy information. Therefore,
we modified cross-attention and proposed DIIM to extract
discrepancy information from two modality images. Addition-
ally, to mine and integrate long dependencies, we designed
an alternate common information injection module (ACIIM)
based on the vanilla cross-attention structure. Based on these
two modules, we developed a novel IV-IF network named
ATFuse. Specifically, we first applied the DIIM module to ex-
tract discrepancy information between source images, and then

alternately extracted common information. To realize a good
balance between salient information and detail information
retention, we proposed a segmented pixel loss function, which
utilized different constraint conditions for diverse pixel parts
according to the importance of pixels. The proposed method
has been validated for its effectiveness on the RoadScence
and MSRS datasets. Furthermore, we applied this method to
other IV datasets, indicating that our method has excellent
generalization ability. In comparison with six state-of-the-
art fusion methods, extensive experiments show that ATFuse
achieves the best fusion efficiency in both evaluations and
computation burden.
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