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FullTransNet: Full Transformer with Local-Global
Attention for Video Summarization
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Abstract—Video summarization mainly aims to produce a
compact, short, informative, and representative synopsis of raw
videos, which is of great importance for browsing, analyzing,
and understanding video content. Dominant video summarization
approaches are generally based on recurrent or convolutional
neural networks, even recent encoder-only transformers. We
propose using full transformer as an alternative architecture
to perform video summarization. The full transformer with
an encoder-decoder structure, specifically designed for handling
sequence transduction problems, is naturally suitable for video
summarization tasks. This work considers supervised video
summarization and casts it as a sequence-to-sequence learning
problem. Our key idea is to directly apply the full transformer
to the video summarization task, which is intuitively sound and
effective. Also, considering the efficiency problem, we replace
full attention with the combination of local and global sparse
attention, which enables modeling long-range dependencies while
reducing computational costs. Based on this, we propose a
transformer-like architecture, named FullTransNet, which has a
full encoder-decoder structure with local-global sparse attention
for video summarization. Specifically, both the encoder and
decoder in FullTransNet are stacked the same way as ones in
the vanilla transformer, and the local-global sparse attention is
used only at the encoder side. Extensive experiments on two
public multimedia benchmark datasets SumMe and TVSum
demonstrate that our proposed model can outperform other video
summarization approaches, achieving F-Measures of 54.4% on
SumMe and 63.9% on TVSum with relatively lower compute and
memory requirements, verifying its effectiveness and efficiency.
The code and models are publicly available on GitHub.

Index Terms—FullTransNet, sparse attention, transformer,
video summarization.

I. INTRODUCTION

ITH the popularity of various devices for video
capturing, watching, and storage, coupled with the
widespread use of video-sharing platforms (e.g., YouTube)
and social media networks (e.g., Facebook), The amount of
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video data is increasing at an unprecedented rate. This makes
it challenging to efficiently browse and find relevant content
[1], [2], [3]. To tackle the challenging problem, automatic
and efficient video summarization techniques are increasingly
needed. Video summarization essentially condenses a video
by selecting the most informative parts to create a summary
that represents the original content. The created summary
can either be a static video storyboard, consisting of a set
of representative keyframes, or a dynamic video skim made
up of key shots [4]. In our work, we focus on creating
summaries based on key shots for three main reasons. First,
viewers are more interested in watching video skims than static
storyboards. Second, key shots contain diverse information
and can highly represent source video. Last but not least, in
practice, a video is usually segmented into continuous and
non-overlapping shots, which retain intrinsic visual-temporal
coherence. These advantages ensure the selected segments
effectively reflect the overall theme and storyline of the
video, which can yield a comfortable and entertaining user
experience, even if it accounts for only a small percentage of
the whole content [3], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9]. In addition, con-
sidering the challenges and inherent characteristics of general
video summarization tasks, it is of great significance to study
general single video summarization techniques for the whole
video summarization community [10]. Thus, our special focus
is put on the single video summarization technique, without
introducing additional correlated signals or domain knowledge
from multiple or domain-specific videos, such as VIMHT
[11] for co-summarization, TopicSum [12], and HMT [13] for
multimodal video summarization, to improve the ability of the
summarization model.

Up to now, numerous impactive single video summariza-
tion techniques have been proposed and made significant
success. These techniques include, but are not limited to,
clustering-based [14], change-detection-based [15], dictionary-
based [16], and user-attention-based [17], which belong to
the scope of conventional non-learning methods, as well
as convolutional neural network (CNN) -based [18], recur-
rent neural network (RNN) -based [4], [5], [6], [19], [20],
graph convolutional network (GCN) -based [8], [21], [22],
transformer-based (but only encoder architecture) [23], and
attention mechanism-based [3], [24], [25], [26], [27], which
fall in the field of deep learning methods. Currently, an increas-
ing number of approaches have adopted advanced deep neural
network architectures, such as CNN, RNN, even GCN, and
encoder-only transformer, for video summarization, and many
empirical results show that their performance outperforms that
of traditional methods in most cases [4], [8], [23]. This is be-
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Fig. 1. Motivation and Main Idea. Our core idea is to directly apply full transformer architecture to video summarization and to substitute local-global
attention for full attention. Our main aim is to perform video summarization in an end-to-end manner and to save computational cost without sacrificing
performance. This illustration demonstrates how to implement our idea and achieve our purpose from the two processes of training and inference. Symbols
f»s, f, T, L' and L represent frame in original video, keyshot in summary, predicted keyframe, the number of frames in original video, the number of shots

=

in summary, and the number of frames in summary, respectively.

cause CNN and RNN have a powerful ability to extract frame
spatial information and model temporal correlations between
frames, respectively. In addition, compared to unsupervised
learning approaches, supervised learning approaches in general
can achieve better performance [4], [19]. This is because
supervised signals from ground truth can be more beneficial
for model training. Thus, this work considers supervised video
summarization and adopts deep models as our single video
summarization techniques.

Although CNN and RNN have dominated the video sum-
marization task, CNN has limitations in modeling global
dependencies, which is because convolutional operations only
rely on a deep stack of multiple convolutional layers to cap-
ture long-range dependencies, while RNN has no parallelism
inherently since it uses recursive structures to model long-
range dependencies in which current input depends on previ-
ous output. Different from CNN and RNN, transformer [28]
utilizes self-attention mechanism to capture long-range de-
pendencies among tokens and to support more parallelization
computation. Furthermore, the transformer naturally excels at
processing sequence data, particularly for input sequences of
varying lengths in natural language processing tasks [29], [30].
Its superiority has been witnessed in solving sequence-to-
sequence (seq2seq) problems [31], [32], [33]. Since we treat
video summarization as a seq2seq learning problem, applying
transformer architecture to our video summarization task is
intuitively feasible and practical.

Although transformer is an effective tool for seq2seq mod-
eling and has a powerful ability to capture long-range de-
pendencies, it typically suffers from quadratic computational
complexity and a heavy memory footprint in terms of sequence

length. Thus, it is necessary to find an efficient way to deal
with this problem. In this work, we consider substituting a
sparse attention mechanism, termed Local-Global Attention
(LGA), which is a combination of local attention and global
attention, for vanilla attention in transformer [28]. The main
purpose of doing this is to improve efficiency without hurting
performance. To this end, in our work local attention is used
to learn neighbor tokens concerning one query, while global
attention is used to attend to all tokens. According to prior
observations and findings in language understanding [34],
[35], [36], sparse attention mechanisms can achieve a balance
between efficiency and performance. Empirical results on our
vision task also support a similar insight, that is, LGA is very
helpful for improving the efficiency of vanilla attention.

Considering the aforementioned superiority of both trans-
former and sparse attention, we attempt to use full transformer
(with encoder-decoder structure), called FullTransNet, as an
alternative resolution to model the seq2seq problem in video
summarization. Concretely, the inputs of encoder are source
sequences, i.e., frame sequences of original video, while
the inputs of decoder are target sequences, i.e., ground-truth
sequences of shot-level video summary in training or predicted
sequences in inference. During training, the encoder encodes
the input frame sequences in parallel using self-attention, while
the decoder using cross-attention allows each query summary
frame to attend to the information of all frames from the en-
coder, and using masked self-attention allows the query frame
at the current position to only attend to all key-value frames up
to and including this position. During inference, the outputs
of decoder are the generated summaries based on the resulting
trained FullTransNet. In our work, the aforementioned sparse
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attention LGA 1is used only at the encoder side, which is
because the decoder works in an auto-regressive manner, that
is, the current position only needs to attend to the previous
and current position itself; additionally, the length of summary
sequence is smaller than that of input original sequence. Thus,
for the decoder, it is more efficient to use full self-attention
than sparse attention, while for the encoder, applying LGA
can effectively reduce the computational burden as the length
of sequences increases. This viewpoint is consistent with one
in BigBird [35].

In summary, we use the encoder with sparse attention to
compute the representation of the entire video, in which the
full self-attention is replaced with local-global sparse attention.
This ensures that the proposed model is not only able to learn
the most relevant local information but also has the capability
of modeling long-range dependencies. The decoder exploits
these rich context representations and query summary frame
sequences to generate video summaries. Our motivation and
main idea are illustrated in Fig. 1. Due to the powerful
representation ability of full transformer, there is no need to
design specific criteria to make proposed method cover all
the properties of generated summaries, such as compactness,
diversity, representativeness, and informativeness [4], [7], [37].
We train the model in a supervised learning manner, and make
the created summaries by the trained model perfectly cater to
the annotator’s taste. That is, these generated summaries can
represent the main content of the video and preserve their
inherent semantic coherence.

Quantitative and qualitative evaluations on two public
benchmarks: SumMe [1] and TVSum [2] demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our proposed method. Particularly, visualization
of attention maps in encoder, decoder, and encoder-decoder
shows well how our FullTransNet works.

Our main contributions are three-fold as follows:

1) Our work provides new insights into how to gen-
erate more accurate video summaries by using full
transformer architecture, which is the first attempt to
be applied to video summarization. Compared to the
encoder-only architecture, the full transformer archi-
tecture can offer an intuitive and comprehensible way
for sequence-to-sequence modeling and simultaneously
produce promising results.

2) We introduce sparse attention instead of full attention
into all layers of the encoder, in which the sparse
attention is a combination of local and global attention.
This idea mainly aims to reduce computational burden
without sacrificing performance.

3) We conduct extensive experiments on two popular
datasets: SumMe and TVSum, demonstrating the poten-
tial to use full Transformer structure for video summa-
rization. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first work
to attempt to apply the full transformer structure and
sparse attention mechanism for video summarization,
which can obtain promising results.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
delves into the findings and empirical evidence derived from
prior related works. Section III specifies our method, includ-
ing the model’s architecture and sparse attention mechanism.

Section IV showcases the experimental results and details, par-
ticularly, the multi-layer and multi-head visualization of sparse
attention mechanism. Section V summarizes our findings and
gives the limitations of work and further considerations.

II. RELATED WORK

Our work has connections to deep model- and attention
mechanism-based video summarization. Although other ma-
chine learning and non-learning algorithms are also typically
mainstream solutions, we do not discuss them since our focus
is on methods that attempt to apply deep learning techniques,
particularly transformer architecture and its attention mecha-
nism, to video summarization tasks.

A. Deep Model Based Video Summarization

1) Transformer-free Deep Model: The transformer-free
deep model mainly refers to those using CNN or RNN as a
crucial building technique. Current dominant sequence trans-
duction architecture, including seq2seq learning [24], [38],
structure prediction [4], [26], sequence labeling [18], and
subset selection [19], [37], [39], almost all adopt CNN, RNN,
or their combinations [4], [5], [6], [18], [20], [40], [41], [42] as
building units to design their corresponding models. For this,
there are several important reasons. First, the visual feature
representations of video frames are typically extracted using
pre-trained convolutional neural networks, such as AlexNet
[43], GoogleNet [44], VGGNet [45], and ResNet [46]. Specif-
ically, among these pre-trained networks, GoogLeNet is most
commonly used due to its lightweight and efficiency. In our
work, for a fair comparison, we also adopt the GoogLeNet
pre-trained model to effectively extract visual information
from video frames and transform it into certain-dimensional
feature vectors. Second, the nature of RNN makes it excel at
modeling temporal dependencies among video frames, which
thus facilitates an understanding of the temporal dimension of
video content. Finally, considering the challenges in modeling
the inherent complex spatiotemporal relationships in video, a
common approach [40], [41], [42] is to combine CNN and
RNN to fully make use of their respective advantages, so as
to achieve comprehensive modeling of video content.

Based on the above-mentioned reasons, many techniques us-
ing CNN, RNN, or their combinations have been proposed for
video summarization. The pioneering work [4] first explores
a bidirectional single-layer long short-term memory (LSTM)
network for summarizing videos and obtains a desirable result.
Due to the limitation that single-layer LSTM can not deal
with long videos well, Zhao et al. [5] propose a hierarchical
structure, in which the first layer encodes the dependencies
among subshots, while the second utilizes bidirectional LSTM
to better capture contextual information for selecting key
subshots. The promising results encourage Zhao et al. [6] to
further make improvements based on the hierarchical structure
of video data. To address large feature-to-hidden mapping
matrices and long-range temporal dependencies, Zhao et al.
[20] propose using a tensor-train embedding layer instead
of a hierarchical structure for video summarization. The
aforementioned methods all adopt RNN or its variants to
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video summarization, without exploring the application of
transformers to this task.

On the other hand, some methods propose using CNN
for video summarization. Rochan et al. [18] first attempt to
explore convolutional networks for video summarization, and
propose a fully convolutional sequence model, which increases
effective context size by stacks of convolutional operations,
thus enabling the network to model long-range dependencies
and allowing for limited parallelization. Additionally, some
works use the combination of CNN and RNN for video sum-
marization. The key idea of this line of studies is to consider
how to model the spatiotemporal structure of the video. For
example, Elfeki et al. [41] combine CNN and gated recurrent
unit (GRU) to generate spatiotemporal feature vectors that
are then used to estimate the importance of each frame.
Lal et al. [42] present an encoder-decoder architecture with
convolutional LSTMs to model the spatiotemporal relationship
among the frames. Yuan et al. [40] use a combination of
convolution and LSTM to model the spatial and temporal
structure of the video. Although these methods using CNN,
RNN, or their combinations have made great success in
video summarization, there are inherent limitations in parallel
computing. Our work considers applying full Transformer
architecture [28] to video summarization, in which a well-
known property is high parallelism, thus avoiding multiple
layers stacked in CNN and sequential dependencies occurring
in RNN.

2) Transformer-based Deep Model: Transformer is typi-
cally used in three ways, namely encoder-only, decoder-only,
and full encoder-decoder architecture, which are commonly
adopted in understanding, generation, and transduction tasks,
respectively [47]. Currently, the published approaches applied
transformer to video summarization primarily adopt encoder-
only architecture. For example, Hsu et al. [23] propose a
spatiotemporal vision transformer for video summarization by
taking into account both inter-frame correlation and intra-
frame attention. In order to use multi-video information, as
well as multimodal information, such as visual, textual, and
audio, some works propose using multimodal transformer
architecture for video summarization. For instance, Li et al.
[11] propose a hierarchical transformer to explicitly model
cross-video high-level semantic information used for co-
summarization. Zhu et al. [12] propose a multimodal Trans-
former model for the topic-aware video summarization, in
which its core component, i.e., feature learning module, is
used to fuse the extracted features by a multimodal trans-
former encoder and model temporal motion by a temporal
modeling encoder, respectively. Zhao et al. [13] also propose
a hierarchical multimodal transformer for video summarization
based on the natural structure of video, i.e., frame-shot-video,
which can capture the dependencies among frame and shots,
and summarize the video by exploiting the scene information
formed by shots.

In general, using encoder-only architecture needs to in-
dependently learn a generic representation from input data
and then maps this representation to output, while using full
encoder-decoder architecture makes it possible to directly learn
the mappings from input to output. Also, inspired by the

success of transformer in transduction tasks, e.g., machine
translation [28] and text summarization [32], [33], [35], in
this work we consider employing full transformer structure to
directly learn the mapping model from raw video sequences
to summary sequences in an end-to-end manner.

B. Attention Based video Summarization

1) Non-Transformer Attention: Non-transformer attention
mechanism usually refers to those in conjunction with deep
models, particularly RNN. This type of attention is used to
focus on the previous relevant positions by an accumulated
vector in the corresponding task, which has not only demon-
strated significant advantages in natural language processing
(NLP) tasks, such as machine translation [48], [49] and text
summarization [50], [51], but also shown promising progress
in computer vision tasks like video summarization [3], [24],
[26], [52].

As for transduction tasks, considering the need for the
model performance, particular architecture, and specific sce-
narios, some summarization methods adopt customized mech-
anisms. For instance, Ji et al. [52] use a semantic preserving
loss with tailored attention to evaluate the output of the
decoder. Casas et al. [26] propose an attention mechanism
to model user interest. As for the network with an encoder-
decoder structure, this line of attention mechanisms is in
general applied to the decoder, i.e., considering the decoder
state. For example, Ji et al. [24], [52] attempt to explore
attention-based LSTM as a decoder to generate a sequence of
importance scores. Apostolidis et al. [3] use context attention
vector from the encoder to combine with the output of the
previous time step of the decoder to reconstruct the video.
The types of attention mechanisms are typically computed in a
sequential manner. Different from these attention mechanisms,
transformer attention [28], i.e., self-attention, is performed in
a parallel fashion.

2) Transformer Attention: In this paper we hypothesize that
transformer attention is one adopting self-attention [25], [22],
[27], [53], [54]. Its core characteristic is parallel computing.
Some works adopt the type of attention mechanism to video
summarization. Fajtl et al. [25] use self-attention mechanism
to perform the entire sequence-to-sequence transformation in
video summarization task. Ji et al. [53] incorporate a self-
attention mechanism in the encoder to capture the short-term
contextual information. Li et al. [22] propose a global diverse
attention mechanism by adapting self-attention mechanism to
estimate diverse attention weights, and then transform them
to importance scores. But unlike the three works in which
computationally demanding LSTM or CNN, as well as full
attention, is exploited, our work has no LSTM and CNN
operations, and uses local-global sparse attention instead of
full attention to train model.

More recently, some works strictly following standard self-
attention have been proposed. Its core property is the scaled
dot-product attention and multi-head attention mechanism. The
former is used to model dependencies between all tokens of
a sequence, while the latter allows the model to attend to
different representation subspaces. Li et al. [11] use the type
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Fig. 2. The whole overview of FullTransNet architecture. It follows vanilla transformer with full encoder-decoder structure and exploits local-global sparse
attention instead of standard full attention to build the network. The local-global sparse attention is a combination of local attention and global attention,

and only used at the encoder side. Based on this sparse attention mechanism,

representation.

of attention mechanism to explicitly model cross-video high-
level patterns for video co-summarization. Hsu et al. [23] use
temporal and spatial attention to achieve a good summarization
performance. This mechanism is standard self-attention and
just performed at the encoder side, since its model is encoder-
only architecture, while our attention includes sparse attention
at the encoder, masked self-attention and cross attention at
the decoder, which is applied to full transformer architecture.
Although full attention has the capability of capturing global
dependencies, it results in missing inductive bias of locality. In
our work, we adopt local-global sparse attention as structural
prior to train the model on relatively small-scale video data.
With respect to more works about attention mechanisms
in computer vision, readers can refer to the related review
literatures [47], [55], [56], [57], [58].

III. METHOD

Similar to [24], [25], [53], we formulate video summariza-
tion as a seq2seq learning problem. We solve this problem
via a standard transformer with full encoder-decoder structure.
In addition, taking into account the model efficiency, we
use local-global sparse attention instead of full attention to
balance the performance and efficiency. Our proposed model
architecture, namely FullTransNet, takes the two techniques
as main building blocks, as shown in Fig. 2. In this section,
we will elaborate on each building technique used by our
model, including the encoder-decoder structure, sparse atten-
tion mechanism, as well as other components of our whole
method such as the training process.

local-global sparse multi-head attention is designed to yield a better output

A. Model Architecture

1) Encoder with Local-Global Sparse Attention: In neural
machine translation tasks, it is natural to encode input word
sequences, transforming the vocabulary and structure of the
input sentence into a continuous semantic representation. We
apply this idea to the video summarization task, in which
each video frame is considered as a word in a sentence. Thus,
similar to the word sequence, the frame sequence in a video
is encoded to a continuous latent representation.

We use the vanilla transformer [28] as our base architecture,
in which the encoder is a crucial component. The encoder
consists of NV stacked layers. Each encoder layer, except for
the first one, takes as its input the output of the previous
encoder layer. Each encoder layer performs a series of transfor-
mations on input sequences, progressively extracting higher-
level semantic information suitable for summarization. When
encoding a frame sequence, the transformer not only maps the
sequence to a latent space but also can capture the dependen-
cies between frames through the attention mechanism.

In addition, we apply linear projection to obtain embedded
features from the features of each video frame extracted by
GoogleNet [44] to keep in step with the embedding operation
in the translation task and to reduce the dimensionality of
video features from 1024 to d. Then, we incorporate positional
encoding the same as one in the vanilla transformer to enable
the network to perceive the spatial position information.

In brief, the encoder can be formulated as:

énc(Zenc + Penc)’ 1=1
Yih), 2<i< N’

enc

encoder(Zen.) = I (D
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where P,,,. € RT*9 represents the positional encoding, which
has the same shape as the embedded representation Z.,.,
and f! . denotes the i-th encoder layer. Y, ! represents the
output of the (i —1)-th encoder layer. T and d are the number
of frames in the original video and the representation dimen-
sionality, respectively. The structure of the first encoder layer is
shown in Fig. 2 (bottom). Concretely, each encoder layer has
two sub-layers: a multi-head self-attention with local-global
sparse attention and a position-wise fully connected feed-
forward network (FFN), in which the multi-head self-attention
with local-global sparse attention is called as Local-Global
Sparse Multi-Head Self-Attention mechanism (LGS-MHSA)
in this paper. In addition, following the vanilla transformer
[28], a residual connection [46] is used around each sub-layer,
followed by layer normalization [59]. Thus, the output of the
two sub-layers (denoted as X, € RT*4 and X" € RT*) in
the i-th encoder can be expressed as follows:

X! = LayerNorm(LGS-MHSA(X;, X;, X;) + X;), (2)
X! = LayerNorm(FFN(X/) + X]), 3)

where X; € RT*? indicates the output of the (i — 1)-th
encoder, i.e., Y. L.

LGS-MHSA(+) means multi-head self-attention with local-
global sparse mechanism, which is an updated version of
vanilla multi-head self-attention (MHSA) [28], where the
local-global sparse mechanism is used to add a locality prior
to the original input sequence and to set some positions as
global tokens to attend to all tokens in the sequence. With
respect to the reasons for doing this, we will give a detailed
specification and explanation in subsection III-B.

Except for the LGS-MHSA sub-layer, an identical position-
wise fully connected feed-forward network (FFN) is applied
to each position. The FFN has two linear transformations with
a ReLU activation in between, which is the same as the vanilla
transformer [28].

FEN(X!) = max (0, X)Wy + b))Wa +bo. (4

2) Decoder: The decoder is also built upon the self-
attention mechanism, but it does not employ the proposed
local-global sparse attention. The whole decoder block consists
of N decoder layers, of which the number is identical to that
of encoder layers. The input to the first decoder layer is the
summary sequence along with positional encoding. Except for
the first decoder layer, each layer’s input includes two parts:
the output from the previous decoder layer and the contextual
representations from the encoder. The contextual represen-
tations contain inter-frame relationship information from the
original input sequence, which is exploited by the decoder to
effectively generate the target sequence. The decoder can be
expressed as:

b}

&)

where Py, € RExd represents the positional encoding, which
has the same shape as the embedded representation Z .
Y. N. means the output of the last encoder layer, and fi_,

enc

i (Zioe + Proe, YN ), i =1
decoder(Zge., YJXC) = deC( Czl'e_c1+ ](f/'ec erm). '
Jace(Yiee » Yene) 2<i <N

dec °> “enc

denotes the i-th decoder layer. Y, ! represents the output of
the (i — 1)-th decoder layer. L and d are the lengths of the
summary sequence formed by keyframes and the represen-
tation dimensionality, respectively. The structure of the first
decoder is shown in Fig. 2 (bottom). Concretely, Each decoder
layer primarily consists of three sub-modules: masked multi-
head self-attention (MMHSA), i.e., causal attention, encoder-
decoder attention, i.e., cross attention (CA), and a position-
wise fully connected feed-forward network (FFN). Similar
to the encoder, a residual connection [46] is used around
each sub-layer, followed by layer normalization [59]. Thus,
the output of the three sub-layers (denoted as S/ € RL*4
S € RExd and S/ € RE*4) in the i-th decoder can be

expressed as follows:
S; = LayerNorm(MMHSA(Si, S;, Sz) + Sl), (6)
S! = LayerNorm(CA(Y.Y,, Y.V, 8)) + S)), (7

enc’

S!"" = LayerNorm(FFN(S}") + S}'), ®)

where S; € RE*4 shows the output of the (i — 1)-th
decoder, i.e., Ydtcl. CA(-) receives the inputs from both
the encoder and the decoder. MMHSA(-) allows each query
Q to only attend to all the keys K and values V at the
current query position and its preceding positions. This is
typically implemented through a masked function aTlpplied on
the unnormalized attention matrix A = eXp(QLd), which
can enable parallel computation in training. All the values at
the positions that do not need to be attended to are set to —oo,
ie., Amn = —oo if m < n. This masked self-attention ensures
that the information after the current position is not fed to the
decoder, which thus remains the auto-regressive property of
the video summarization task.

Additionally, the encoder-decoder attention module allows
the decoder to access the entire output of the encoder. Using
the context of the input sequence can help to generate the next
most likely keyframe. The output of the last decoder layer is
passed to a linear transformation to project its dimensionality
d to the length T of the original video. Subsequently, softmax
function is applied to these projected values to convert them
into a probability distribution, facilitating the determination of
which frames are most likely selected as keyframes.

B. Local-Global Sparse Multi-Head Self-Attention

Using local-global sparse attention (LGA) instead of full
attention (FA) has the two most straight purposes. First, it is
used to reduce the memory footprints and computation require-
ments and handle longer sequences. Second, it is expected
to effectively select the representative frames. Because the
computation grows quadratically with sequence length in FA,
which causes severe scalability issues, we propose using LGA
to address this limitation. According to this fact most data,
particularly video data, has a property of locality, and thus,
directly using softmax mapping on all tokens, i.e., assigning a
weight to all tokens, seems to be paradoxical, which is because
not all tokens are relevant or are worth being attended to.
Thus, it is natural to restrict each query to only attend to its
neighbors. Based on this, we utilize local attention to only
normalize the neighbor tokens in window w from the attention
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matrix in a row-wise manner, so as to assign a larger weight
to the tokens, which is very beneficial for selecting keyframes.

Other advantages of this LGA mechanism are also bene-
ficial for our task. For example, LGA can introduce locality
prior to mitigate the overfitting on small-scale datasets. Local
operation maintains translation invariant, which makes this
attention focus on similar or the same information across
different positions. In addition, when multiple local window
attention layers are stacked, the top layer can access all input
information across the entire sequence, leading to a nearly full
receptive field similar to vanilla self-attention, which makes
it most likely to match vanilla self-attention in performance.
Meanwhile, global attention in LGA is intentionally designed
for learning the global representations across all frames in a
sequence, which can alleviate the degradation of the ability
to model the long-range dependencies using local attention.
All these potential advantages motivate us to propose this
LGA mechanism in our model architecture. The LGA is a
combination of local attention and global attention. The local
attention, global attention, and their combination patterns are
shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. The detailed specifications of our
LGA will be given as follows.

The attention relationships of query-key pairs, as well as the
connectivity matrix between all query-key pairs, are illustrated
in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. Local attention allows the model to
focus on the neighbors of each frame, which helps rapidly
identify keyframes. The attention computation for each query
only involves elements within a small window around it, rather
than the entire sequence. This means that the key-value pairs
outside the window can be effectively masked out, achieving
local focus and greatly reducing computation costs.

To tackle the limitations of local attention in modeling
long-range dependencies, we add global attention to several
key positions. In our configuration of LGA, the first, the
middle, and the last positions are selected as key positions.
The elements at key positions are treated as global tokens,
which can attend to all elements in the sequence and vice
versa, as illustrated in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. Global attention allows
the model to learn the representations of the whole sequence,
which is helpful for the decoder to predict keyframes.

Based on the above analyses, the combined sparse attention
can be understood as introducing an inductive bias to the
input, which is helpful to effectively train the model and
save computation costs. Assuming a window size of w, we
formulate the local-global sparse attention as the following
pre-defined patterns, and then the similarity scores of query-
key pairs can be computed as follows:

amk, .
Amn _ N if token m attends to token n ’ ©)
else

—0Q,

where Amn is unnormalized attention matrix, m, n are indices
of corresponding tokens, and n € [max(0, m— [ ¥]), min(n—
1, m+ [ 2])|u{ fstert, fmid, fend}SN s is index of different
shots, SNV is the shot number of video, f5@"t, fmid and fend
represent the first, the middle, and the last frame of each shot.
The output representation of LGA can be then computed as

follows:

LGA(A, V) = softmax(A)V. (10)
Following [28], instead of performing a single attention func-
tion LGA, Our model adopts a local-global sparse multi-head
self-attention (LGS-MHSA), which allows the model to jointly
attend to information from different representation subspaces
at different positions. The LGS-MHSA projects d-dimensional
queries @, keys K, and values V' to dj, dy, and d,, dimensions
by using h different sets of learned projections, respectively.
The LGA attention function Eq. (10) is performed on each of
the projected queries Qg, , keys Ky, , and values V;, to yield
d,-dimensional output values. The model then concatenates
all the outputs and projects them back to a d-dimensional
representation, as illustrated in the following equations:

LGS-MHSA(Q, K, V) = Concat(Hy, ..., H,)W?, (11)
whereH; = LGA(Qq,., K4, Va,), (12)

where h is the number of heads in model, Q, K, V € RTxd
Qu,, Kg., Vg, € RT*d WO ¢ RMvxd Tn this work, we
use h =8, and thus dy, = d, = d, = d/h = 8.

Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the sparse attention is
only implemented at the encoder side, which is due to the
fact that the length of the summary sequence is typically
very small compared to the original input. The computational
complexity of the local attention pattern is O(n X w), which
scales linearly with the length n of the input frame sequence.
Although global attention is adopted in this work, since the
number of such tokens is relatively small and independent
from n, the computational complexity of LGA is still O(n).

C. Training

During training, we mainly focus on the teacher forcing
method used by the decoder, which is because the decoder
uses it to process the summary sequence. At each time step,
instead of directly using its previous prediction, the decoder
considers taking the target output sequence, i.e., ground truth,
from the dataset as its input. This approach allows the model to
effectively and accurately update its parameters to be learned
based on the correct error backpropagation, which is beneficial
to train a good model in a fast convergence way, so as to make
the trained model generate the desirable summary sequence.
Teacher forcing helps the model learn how to generate the
next token, while the masking mechanism ensures that the
model does not “cheat” by peeking at future tokens during
training. The combination of the two techniques enables the
model to more effectively learn how to generate accurate
target sequences. Additionally, implementing the LGA sparse
mechanism is non-trivial, since the local attention requires a
form of banded matrix multiplication. For this, we adopt a
customized CUDA kernel used by [36] to implement it.

We employ the simple and computationally efficient binary
cross-entropy (BCE) loss to train model. We treated the label
of each video frame as a binary classification problem to
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indicate whether a frame is selected as a keyframe or not.
The loss function is formally denoted as follows:

ACBCE(yn’ pn) ==
1 LxT

T [ynlo.g(pn) + (1 - yn) log (1 - pn)] s

n=1

13)

where T represents the number of video frames, and y,
denotes the ground-truth label of the n-th frame, obtained
by converting importance scores into binary labels (0 and 1)
at the shot level. The importance score can be interpreted as
the probability p,, of a keyframe being selected. The training
procedure of our FullTransNet is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: The train procedure of FullTransNet

Input: Original videos X,,, Frame-level importance
scores Yn,.

Output: Video summaries p,, and all the parameters

in FullTransNet.

Initialize 6 of FullTransNet using Xavier.

for split < 1 to 5 do

for epoch < I to E do

% E indicates epoch, £ = 300 in our work.

for X € {X,,}, y € {y,} do

% key-frames summary ;

s < Knapsack [2] (KTS [60](X),vy) ;

S « X]Jifsis True] ;

Ex + embedding(X) + P.,,.(X) ;

Eg < embedding(S) + Pyec(S) ;

YN« encoder(Ex) ;

enc

YN, < encoder(Y. N 1);

enc enc

Y=« decoder(Es,Y,

dec enc

ne)
YN « decoder(Es, Y1) ;

dec

p < softmaz(Linear(Y},)) ;

dec
Dn, < ScoretoKeyFrame(p) ;
L+ EBCE(ynapn) >
% i.e., loss in Eq. (13);
0+ 0

>

_O‘ae ;

end
end

end

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS
A. Datasets

Two public benchmark datasets: SumMe [1] and TVSum
[2] for video summarization are used to evaluate the proposed
method. SumMe consists of 25 user videos ranging from 1 to
6 minutes in length and provides multiple user-annotated sum-
maries (by 15-18 different users) for each video in the form of
key shots. The dataset covers multiple events from both first-
person and third-person cameras, such as holidays, cooking,
and sports. TVSum contains 50 videos with 10 categories (5
videos per category), which vary from 2 to 10 minutes in
length and are annotated by 20 users in the form of frame-level
importance scores. Similar to SumMe, the dataset also covers

various genres such as beekeeping, making sandwiches, and
grooming an animal. Since our method is based on supervised
learning, more annotated data is more beneficial to the training.
Thus, two other annotated datasets with keyframes: OVP [14]
and YouTube [14] are used as augmented training datasets.
OVP has 50 videos with various genres varying from 1 to 10
minutes in length, while YouTube consists of 39 videos with
multiple visual styles excluding cartoons, whose lengths are
from 1 to 4 minutes. The descriptions of four datasets are
shown in Table 1.

Following previous works [4], [11], [24], [19], [52], we ap-
ply three commonly used settings, i.e., canonical, augmented,
and transfer, to train and evaluate our model. Concretely, in
the canonical setting, with respect to SumMe and TVSum,
training and testing sets are from the same dataset between
them. Each dataset is randomly divided into 5 disjoint splits,
and 80% of each dataset is used for training, and the remaining
20% is used for evaluation. In the augmented setting, YouTube
and OVP are added to the training set, and the testing set
remains the same. As for the transfer setting, YouTube, OVP,
and TVSum (SumMe) are used as the training set, and SumMe
(TVSum) is used as the testing set.

Since our model requires ground truth key shots, thus for
TVSum dataset that only provides frame-level importance
scores, following [4], we convert the frame-level importance
scores into key shots.

B. Evaluation Metrics

For a fair comparison with other previous works [4], [11],
[24], [25], we adopt F-Measure (a.k.a. F-score) as the valuation
metric. Given a video V', V; and V,, represent its ground-truth
summary and generated summary, respectively. Precision(P)
and recall (R) are then calculated based on the length of
temporal overlap between V,; and V, as follows:

|Vgtm%8| ‘Vgth98|
|V98| |Vgt| ’
where V,; N Vg, denotes temporal overlap between them, and
| - | indicates the length of temporal duration. The harmonic
mean F-Measure is then computed with P and R as follows:
2PR
" P+R
A higher F-Measure means more temporal overlaps between

the generated summary and ground-truth summary while keep-
ing less redundancy.

P= , R= (14)

x 100%.

15)

C. Experimental settings

We train our FullTransNet and its various ablation variants
on an NVIDIA 3090 graphics card with 24GB memory. We
implement our approach using Python 3.10 and PyTorch 2.0
[61]. We train all models using Adam [62] optimizer for
300 epochs from scratch on corresponding datasets in three
different settings, with a batch size of 1, learning rate of le—
3, momentum of 0.9, and weight decay of 1e—4. Training one
model takes 5-8 hours. We set the size of the sliding window
to 17, that is, each token attends to 8 tokens on both sides
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TABLE I
THE DESCRIPTIONS OF DATASETS USED IN THE EXPERIMENTS. “# FRAMES” INDICATES THE NUMBER OF FRAMES IN ALL SHOTS.

Dataset | # Videos | Duration (min) | Genres/Topics | Annotations | # Frames (Min,Max,Avg)
SumMe [1] 25 1-6 Holidays and Sports Key shots 7, 2133, 146
TVSum [2] 50 2-10 News Coverage, and Bee Activities Frame-level important scores 10, 997, 148
OVP [14] 50 1-10 Cartoons, Commercials, and Home Videos Keyframes 29, 1289, 213
YouTube [14] 39 1-4 Documentary, Educational, and Lecture Keyframes 15, 3780, 221

of itself. Empirically, the tokens in this attention span have
proved to be most relevant. Additionally, we set the feature
dimension of the token as 64. The main aim of doing this is to
achieve a trade-off between computation efficiency and model
complexity. In this task, since the maximum length of videos in
all datasets is 1,513 frames, to accommodate all video frames
and compute weight matrices, we set the sequence length to
1,536. As for these sequences whose length is less than the
maximum value, we pad “0” into the corresponding positions
in these sequences to keep the length of each video sequence
identical.

Besides, by convention [4], [11], [24], [19], all videos are
downsampled from 30 fps to 2 fps to remove redundancy. The
output of the pool5 layer of GoogleNet [44] pre-trained on
ImageNet [63] is used as the feature descriptor of each video
frame. Five-fold cross-validation for each setting is performed
to yield an average performance.

D. Comparisons with Existing Methods

In this section, we compare the proposed FullTransNet with
several existing methods on SumMe and TVSum in terms
of F-Measure. Among these representative works, vsLSTM
[4], dppLSTM [4], H-RNN [5], HSA-RNN [6], TTH-RNN
[20], and SUM-FCN [18] primarily adopt RNN or CNN as
core building techniques, while A-AVS [24], M-AVS [24],
vsLSTM+Att [26], dppLSTM+Att [26], SUM-GAN-AAE [3],
and DASP [52], as well as VASNet [25], SUM-GDA,, [22],
H-MAN [27], DMASum [54], VIMHT [11], and STVT [23]
use attention mechanism as key building units, in which these
methods [11], [22], [23], [25], [27], [54] utilize transformer
attention, and the others utilize non-transformer attention.

The quantitative comparisons of results are shown in Table
II. It can be seen that the summarization performance of
models with attention consistently surpasses that of other
models without attention under almost all the three commonly
used settings, i.e., canonical, augmented, and transfer settings.
It shows that the attention mechanism is capable of modeling
long-range dependency in sequence data of video, which is of
central importance for the performance-boosting of video sum-
marization tasks. Furthermore, there is a similar observation
between non-transformer and transformer attention, in which
transformer attention typically outperforms non-transformer
on the summarization performance. We believe that the reason
may be because the self-attention mechanism [28] without
recurrence and convolution operations can learn better rep-
resentation in sequences relative to other attentions. More
concretely, one can see that our FullTransNet outperforms
almost all the existing approaches on both two datasets under

all three settings except for DASP [52] and DMASum [54].
DASP [52] slightly improves by 0.4% solely on TVSum
under the augmented settings, while our method significantly
surpasses DASP [52] on SumMe by 8.9% and 7.6% under
both the canonical and augmented settings, respectively, even
on TVSum by 0.3% under the augmented settings. This
clearly shows that our methods can achieve a well-balanced
performance on the two datasets, verifying its effectiveness
and advancement, while DASP [52] may be a method for
specific datasets. DMASum [54] outperforms our method by
1.2% and 1.3% on both SumMe and TVSum only under
the transfer settings. We conjecture that FullTransNet may
have overly learned these different types of video data due
to its relatively high network capacity which leads to a low
generalization ability.

E. Ablation Study

In this section, we conduct an extensive ablation study on
both two datasets under the canonical setting, to thoroughly
evaluate the impact of each component involved in Full-
TransNet on the performance. Specifically, we study and ana-
lyze the impact of local-global sparse attention (LGA) module,
the number of encoder layers with LGA, the dimension of
hidden layer in FFN, the dimension of frame embedding, and
the number of heads in LGS-MHSA, window size (WS) in
local attention (LA), and the number of global tokens in global
attention (GA). All settings are the same as those mentioned
in subsection IV-C unless specified otherwise.

1) Impact of Local-Global Sparse Attention Module: The
main purpose of conducting this ablation is to test the impact
of different sparse attention patterns, including LA, GA, and
LGA, and to compare sparse attention with full attention (FA)
on the summarization performance. The results are shown in
Table III. It can be seen that FA generally yields better results
compared to LA and GA, but it has a higher computational
complexity, leading to significant computational and memory
overhead. Additionally, LGA, a combination of LA and GA,
achieves the best F-Measure by 54.4% and 63.9% on SumMe
and TVSum datasets, respectively, and compared to FA, it
has a lower computation cost, a shorter inference time, and a
less memory footprint. The superior performance indicates that
our LGA module has a considerable advantage in modeling
long-term dependencies and saving computing and memory
costs. This is beneficial for improving the performance in long
sequence modeling tasks such as video summarization and text
summarization. The observation and finding are also consistent
with that in BigBird [35] used for text summarization. It
is worth noting that the FLOPs, runtime, and memory are
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TABLE I
THE F-MEASURE (%) OF DIFFERENT METHODS UNDER THREE SETTINGS. THE BEST AND THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE IN BLOD AND UNDERLINED,
RESPECTIVELY. % INDICATES THAT THE RESULTS ARE REPRODUCED USING PUBLICLY AVAILABLE CODE UNDER THE SAME GOOGLENET FEATURE
DESCRIPTOR AND DOWN-SAMPLING STRATEGY SETTINGS AS OTHER METHODS FOR A FAIR COMPARISON. T DENOTES THAT SINCE WE DO NOT FIND THE
CORRESPONDING CODE, HERE THE LISTED RESULTS ARE FROM THE PUBLISHED PAPER, WHOSE METHOD USES THE VGG-16 FEATURE DESCRIPTOR BUT
ADOPTS THE SAME DOWN-SAMPLING STRATEGY AS ALL OTHER METHODS.

| | SumMe | TVSum
Method Main Techniques - -
| | Canonical — Augmented Transfer | Canonical — Augmented Transfer
vsLSTM [4] 37.6 41.6 40.7 54.2 57.9 56.9
dppLSTM [4] 39.6 429 41.8 54.7 59.6 58.7
H-RNN [5] 44.3 - - 62.1 - -
HSA-RNN' [6] RNN or CNN 44.1 - - 59.8 - -
TTH-RNN [20] 45.0 - - 62.3 - -
SUM-FCN [18] 47.5 51.1 44.1 56.8 59.2 58.2
A-AVS [24] 43.9 44.6 - 594 60.8 -
M-AVS [24] 444 46.1 - 61.0 59.1 -
vsLSTM+Att [26] Non-Transformer 432 - - 63.1 - -
dppLSTM+Att [26] Attention 43.8 - - 53.9 - -
SUM-GAN-AAE [3] 48.9 - - 583 - -
DASP [52] 45.5 47.0 - 63.6 64.5 -
VASNEet [25] 49.7 51.1 - 614 62.3 -
SUM-GDA, [22] 52.8 54.4 46.9 58.9 60.1 59.0
H-MAN [27] 51.8 52.5 48.1 504 61.0 59.5
DMASum [54] Transformer Attention 54.3 54.1 52.2 614 61.2 60.5
VIMHT [11] 50.6 51.7 46.4 60.9 61.9 58.9
STVT* [23] 50.8 - - 61.7 - -
FullTransNet (ours) 54.4 54.6 51.0 63.9 64.1 59.2
TABLE IIT

COMPARISONS ON F-MEASURE (%) OF DIFFERENT ATTENTION PATTERNS ON SUMME AND TVSUM. FA REPRESENTS FULL ATTENTION. LA AND GA
DENOTE LOCAL ATTENTION AND GLOBAL ATTENTION, RESPECTIVELY. LGA MEANS A COMBINATION OF LOCAL ATTENTION AND GLOBAL ATTENTION.
NOTE THAT ALL ATTENTION PATTERNS ONLY BE ADOPTED AT THE ENCODER SIDE; ALL EVALUATIONS ARE PERFORMED UNDER THE CANONICAL
SETTING. OTHER PARAMETERS ARE THE SAME AS THOSE OF FULLTRANSNET IN TABLE IV.

Attention Pattern \

Dataset F-Measure Params (M) FLOPs (G) Runtime (s) Memory (GB)

FA LA GA LGA \ \ \ \ \

v - - - 52.67 3.613 2.785 1.345 0.171
SumMe - v - - 53.86 3.525 2.583 0.005 0.030

- - v - 51.91 3.525 2.639 0.007 0.031

- - - v 54.40 3.538 2.672 0.117 0.038

v - - - 62.75 3.613 2.899 2.338 0.171
TVSum - v - 62.12 3.525 2.697 0.019 0.030

- - v - 61.82 3.525 2.753 0.050 0.032

- - v 63.94 3.538 2.786 0.179 0.039

calculated with the 18-th video of SumMe and the 45-th
video of TVSum, respectively. The former consists of 149
frames, with 44 frames executing global attention, while the
latter contains 166 frames, with 51 frames executing global
attention.

2) Impact of the Number of Encoder Layers with LGA:
Empirically, a greater number of encoder layers generally
means the model has stronger representation ability because
more layers in the encoder can capture more complex and
higher-level features, and more layers in the decoder allow
the model to consider more contextual information, leading
to more accurate results. However, a bigger model requires
more computational cost, and could potentially result in over-
fitting issues. Thus, we conduct this ablation to demonstrate
how different numbers of layers affect the model performance.

In this ablation, the number of layers in the encoder and
decoder is set to 2, 4, 6, and 8, respectively. From Table
IV rows (A), it can be observed that as the number of
layers in the encoder and decoder increases, the performance
gradually improves on SumMe, and the best result can be
achieved by the FullTransNet with 6 layers in both encoder and
decoder. But under an 8-layer setting, the performance drops
significantly, which implies over-fitting. As for the number of
layers, there is a similar observation on TVSum, with only
an exception where the model with 2 layers slightly improves
by 0.01% compared to the model with 4 layers. We believe
that this reason should be attributed to the dataset itself. The
distribution of data on SumMe may be more uniform, which
is beneficial for model training. Therefore, the encoder with 6
layers is used throughout all the experiments.
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TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS ON F-MEASURE (%) OF FULLTRANSNET ARCHITECTURE AND ITS ABLATION VARIANTS ON SUMME AND TVSUM.
DEFAULT VALUES ARE IDENTICAL TO THOSE OF THE FULLTRANSNET MODEL. ALL EVALUATIONS ARE PERFORMED UNDER THE CANONICAL SETTING.

| N d dysy h dy, dy | WSinLA | #Tokensin GA | SumMe TVSum
2 50.6 63.1
(A) 4 52.9 63.0
8 513 62.7
32 4 4 511 63.0
®) 256 n R 49.7 59.6
512 64 64 448 57.8
1024 128 128 46.6 56.9
512 524 64.0
© 1024 522 63.8
) 64 64 45.7 60.1
(D) 4 16 8 48.9 62.8
9 498 63.9
(B) 65 53.3 63.7
129 522 63.3
| 527 62.8
(F) 2 53.0 63.1
FullTransNet | 6 64 2048 8 8 s | 17 | 3 | 544 63.9

3) Impact of the Dimension of Frame Embedding: The di-
mension of frame embeddings is important to the performance
of the model. In this section, we conduct this ablation on the
dimension of token embeddings to evaluate the performance
of the model with different dimension settings. The results
generated using five different dimensions: 32, 64, 256, 512,
and 1,024, are shown in Table IV rows (B). It can be seen
that when this dimension is set as 64, the performance reaches
the best on the two datasets, while after that, the performance
is nearly gradually decreased as the dimension increases. We
believe that over-fitting could occur in those cases. Thus, we
set the dimension as 64 and use it for all the experiments.

4) Impact of the Dimension of Hidden Layer in FFN:
In the ablation study, our main purpose is to explore how
different dimensions (ds) of the middle hidden layer in the
feedforward network affect the performance of the network.
We vary the number of neurons in the hidden layer to measure
the performance. By comparing the performance of models
with different dimensions of the hidden layer, we aim to
achieve the best performance under a specific value of dsy.
The results are shown in Table IV rows (C). One can see that
the performance on the two datasets is consistently decreasing
when the dimensionality d;; changes from 512 to 1,024,
while the performance can be consistently improved when the
dimensionality ds; goes from 1,024 to 2,048. We believe the
reason is that when the dy is fixed to 1,024, other parameters
may not be the optimal hyperparameters, thus making the
model trapped in a local optimum; on the contrary, when dy s
is set to 2,048, combined with other parameters, which makes
it possible to learn an optimal model with good generalization
ability. Therefore, we set the dimension of the hidden layer in
FEN to 2,048 in our FullTransNet model.

5) Impact of the Number of Heads in LGS-MHSA: In this
section, we will explore the impact of the number of heads in
the local-global sparse multi-head self-attention (LGS-MHSA)
mechanism on performance. The results are shown in Table
IV rows (D). As we can see the performance can be gradually
improved on both datasets as the number of heads increases,
and using 8 heads achieves the best results. This reason may
be that more heads in LGS-MHSA attend to more information
at different positions from different representation subspaces,
which could enhance the representation ability of the model.
The visualization of the information attended by 8 heads in
each layer at different positions is detailed in subsection IV-ES.
The qualitative results show how the query token focuses on
the information at different positions.

6) Impact of Window Size in Local Attention: To show the
importance of window size in local attention, we investigate
the impact of window size using different configurations of 9,
17, 65, and 129, and report the experimental results in Table
IV rows (E). It can be seen that using a window size of 17
achieves the best results on both SumMe and TVSum datasets;
when using window sizes of 65 and 129, the performance
seems to be gradually decreasing, while using a window
size of 9, the best performance can be achieved only on
TVSum. The observation demonstrates that modeling short-
term dependencies is more crucial than modeling long-term
dependencies for video summarization. The reason may be
that if the window size is too large, the attention may be
spread to many irrelevant tokens, distracting from the key
local information. The distracting attention can prevent the
model from effectively capturing the information of important
tokens, resulting in decreased accuracy. This assumption can
be proved by the evidence from Table II. One can see that
our LA achieves results on par with or better than FA on
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Fig. 3. Comparisons between the predicted importance scores by FullTransNet with LGA and with FA, and the ground truth importance scores on four videos
from the TVSum dataset. Each subplot corresponds to one video and displays three score lines across the whole video frames, where the orange line, the
green line, and the blue line represents the generated scores by FullTransNet with LGA, FullTransNet with FA, and ground-truth scores, respectively. The
name of each video is placed at the top left or top right corner.
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Fig. 4. Qualitative comparisons of different summarization methods, including ground truth, FullTransNet with LGA and FA, VIMHT [11], and recent STVT
[23] on the 11-th video from TVSum (top) and the 6-th video from SumMe (bottom). The x-axis represents the frame indexes. Different colors in the bar
are used to represent summaries generated by different methods. The frames generated by LGA as summary ones are highlighted with red boxes, sampled

every 20 frames from the videos.

both datasets. This is consistent with the common sense that,
for video summarization tasks, a keyframe is more relevant
to the frames in its neighborhood than to all frames in the
whole sequence, especially for extractive summarization tasks.
Thus, for all the experiments, we use the fixed configuration
of WS =09.

7) Impact of the Number of Tokens in Global Attention:
The impact of the number of tokens in global attention is
shown in Table IV rows (F). We can see that as the number of
tokens increases, the performance is also improved. However,
this does not mean that a higher number of tokens has a
better performance. The evidence from Table II can support
the viewpoint. As mentioned in Method section III, we only
take the first, the middle, and the last frame of a shot as the
global tokens. Here the number of tokens 1, 2, and 3 refers
to only using the first frame, both the first and middle frames,
as well as all three frames, respectively.

8) Attention Maps: To better understand how attention,
particularly local-global sparse attention works, we visualized
the attention maps of the encoder, decoder, and encoder-

decoder, as shown in Fig. 5, Fig. 6, Fig. 7, and Fig. 8.

F. Visualization

1) Predicted Scores of FullTransNet and Its Variants:
In this section, we will give a comprehensive qualitative
evaluation to intuitively demonstrate the performance of our
method and its variants on the 35-th, 44-th, 36-th, and 19-
th videos from the TVSum dataset. The ground truth and
predicted scores by FullTransNet are illustrated in Fig. 3.
The blue lines depict the ground truth scores and the orange
lines show the generated scores by FullTransNet with LGA.
One can see that the predicted scores fit their corresponding
ground-truth ones very well on the four videos. Moreover, we
also visualize the predicted important scores by FullTransNet
without LGA, i.e., with FA, indicated by the green lines. It
can be seen that compared to the green lines, the orange lines
are closer to the ground-truth lines. This shows that LGA
is beneficial for measuring the relative importance between
frames and selecting most related frames as keyframes.
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Fig. 5. Visualization of (a) LGA in encoder, (b) masked in decoder, and (c) encoder-decoder attention map for the 12-th video of SumMe, all with 6 layers

and 8 heads, which is from the first epoch during training.
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Fig. 6. Visualization of LGA (top left), masked (top right), and encoder-
decoder (bottom) attention map with one head for the 8-th video of SumMe.

2) Summary Segments Generated by Different Methods:
To further understand the summarization results, we compare
our proposed FullTransNet with FA and LGA with recently
published VIMHT [11] and STVT [23] on the 11-th video
(about animal grooming) from TVSum (top) and the 6-th
video (about a car across railway) from SumMe (bottom). The
qualitative results in terms of summary segments generated
by different methods are shown in Fig. 4, where the results
using STVT are achieved by down-sampling to 2 fps for a
fair comparison. One can see that our proposed FullTransNet
with FA and LGA has high overlaps with the ground truth.
Although FA and LGA generate similar summary segments,

the summary segment generated by LGA seems to be close
to the ground truth. Additionally, both VIMHT and STVT are
nearly comparable with our FullTransNet with LGA on the 11-
th video of TVSum, however, on the 6-th video of SumMe,
VIMHT has fewer segments overlapping with the ground truth
despite effectively distinguishing shots, on the other hand,
STVT generates more concentrated summaries, which exhibits
a large deviation from the ground truth. As for the reason
except for the dataset itself, we believe that by using LGA
instead of FA, the model no longer applies weighted averaging
to all tokens, allowing it to better distinguish between different
shots and select more representative key shots. Moreover, as
mentioned above in Table III, LGA has lower computational
complexity compared to FA. This shows the superiority of
LGA on video summarization tasks.

In Fig. 5, we visualize the encoder, decoder, and encoder-
decoder attention maps for the 12-th video of SumMe, where
the attention weights are extracted from the model trained on
SumMe dataset for one epoch under the canonical setting. Fig.
5.a, Fig. 5.b, and Fig. 5.c show the local-global sparse, masked,
and cross attention maps, respectively, all with 6 layers and 8
heads. In each subfigure, rows represent layers 0-5 from top to
bottom, columns represent heads 0-5 from left to right. Taking
Fig. 5.a as an example, as can be seen that different heads
in the same row attend to different information, for instance,
for layer 4, heads 0, 2, 6-7 attend to the information of the
same position, while other heads attend to the information of
different position; and the information is primarily from the
neighborhood of the position. The reason should be attributed
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Fig. 7. Visualization of attention maps of one head for the 26-th video in TVSum at epochs 1, 50, 100, 200, and 300 from left to right, which demonstrates

how the attention distribution evolves during training.
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Fig. 8. Visualization of the last encoder-decoder attention map generated by FullTransNet for the 20-th video from SumMe.

to our LGS-MHSA mechanism.

To further demonstrate how one position attends to its neigh-
bors or all corresponding tokens, we visualize the attention
maps of LGA, masked, and cross-attention from layer 0 and
head O for the 8-th video of SumMe. As can be observed from
Fig. 6 a grid-like area is highlighted in the LGA attention map,
which well fits with the designed attention pattern, that is, the
intersecting position in this area indicates that the token at
that position attends to all tokens in the sequence, while the
highlighting band area shows that each token only attends to
the tokens within a fixed window. The qualitative results show
that applying local attention to several tokens rather than all
tokens is effective. In fact, not all frames need to be attended
to. The masked attention map shows that summary frames fed
into the decoder present in a lower triangular style, while the
cross-attention map shows that the frames being attended to
present in a vertical streaks manner. This implies that there
are a few indices in the output sequence that receive a greater
weight for all elements in the input sequence.

Since LGA is one of our main technical contributions, to
further inspect how the LGA works, we visualize the attention
maps of head 0 from layer O at epochs 1, 50, 100, 200, and 300
for the 26-th video in TVSum, where the weights are from
the models trained on TVSum under the canonical setting.
One can see from Fig. 7 that the model starts to converge
around 200 epochs, with the attention distribution becoming
increasingly stable.

We specifically visualize the last encoder-decoder attention
map for the 20-th video from SumMe to demonstrate how the
attention map is affected by our LGA, as shown in Fig. 8. The
horizontal axis represents the original sequence of the video,
i.e., all frames of the video, while the vertical axis represents
the target sequence, i.e., the sequence of keyframes. One can
see that the keyframes in this exemplar are primarily located

in the middle or back part of the video; keyframes serving
as the query sequence effectively focus on video frames that
are similar to them (highlighted in red boxes); some target
frames may concentrate on a specific frame in the original
video, leading to a vertical streak through the attention-weight
space, which may be because the target frames belong to
one or multiple shots, where the content across these shots
is relatively similar, and the particular frame happens to be
within certain shot; or this frame may be mostly relevant to
the target one, i.e., a frame within the keyframe sequence.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose directly using full transformer
architecture to video summarization task and introduce local-
global sparse attention mechanism instead of full attention to
the transformer-like network, namely FullTransNet, to achieve
a comparable or even better performance against standard
transformer while significantly reducing computational cost.
Specifically, Similar to standard transformer, our FullTransNet
also has an encoder-decoder structure, in which the encoder
is responsible for transforming the original input video to
key-value representations, while the decoder is tasked with
addressing summary sequence with causal attention and gen-
erating an output in an auto-regressive manner. Our key
contribution, the local-global sparse attention mechanism, is
used only at the encoder side. Experimental results show the
superiority of this structure with local-global sparse attention
on video summarization against recently proposed encoder-
only transformers. For future work, we will focus on how
to design more sophisticated sparse mechanisms and general
architecture for video summarization tasks.
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