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Abstract—Synthetic aperture radar (SAR) imaging, celebrated
for its high resolution, all-weather capability, and day-night
operability, is indispensable for maritime applications. However,
ship detection in SAR imagery faces significant challenges,
including complex backgrounds, densely arranged targets, and
large scale variations. To address these issues, we propose a
novel framework, Center-Aware SAR Ship Detector (CASS-
Det), designed for robust multi-scale and densely packed ship
detection. CASS-Det integrates three key innovations: (1) a center
enhancement module (CEM) that employs rotational convolution
to emphasize ship centers, improving localization while suppress-
ing background interference; (2) a neighbor attention module
(NAM) that leverages cross-layer dependencies to refine ship
boundaries in densely populated scenes; and (3) a cross-connected
feature pyramid network (CC-FPN) that enhances multi-scale
feature fusion by integrating shallow and deep features. Extensive
experiments on the SSDD, HRSID, and LS-SSDD-v1.0 datasets
demonstrate the state-of-the-art performance of CASS-Det, ex-
celling at detecting multi-scale and densely arranged ships.

Index Terms—Synthetic aperture radar (SAR), ship detection,
multi-scale, center enhancement.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synthetic aperture radar (SAR) is widely utilized in both
military and civilian applications due to its capability to
generate high-resolution microwave images irrespective of
time and weather conditions [1], [2], [3]. It plays a crucial
role in national security, earth observation, and environmental
monitoring. In the maritime domain, SAR ship detection has
become essential for applications such as maritime traffic
control, rescue operations, environmental protection, and other
related tasks [4], [5], [6].

Traditional SAR ship detection methods involve several
sequential steps: preprocessing, sea-land segmentation, can-
didate region extraction, and target recognition. Preprocessing
and sea-land segmentation aim to mitigate speckle noise and
reduce the influence of land clutter. Features are then extracted
in spatial and transform domains [7], [8], [9], [10], [11], and
potential targets are identified using constant false alarm rate
(CFAR) algorithms. CFAR adjusts local thresholds based on
background clutter and compares pixel intensities against these
thresholds to detect targets. However, its reliance on accurate
statistical modeling of background clutter makes it highly
sensitive to noise interference and unsuitable for complex
scenes, often resulting in unstable detection performance [12].
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Fig. 1: Images from SSDD and HRSID. The ground truth in the images are
marked with green bounding boxes.

With recent advancements in deep learning, convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) [13] have shown remarkable success
due to their powerful feature extraction capabilities. CNN-
based object detection methods are widely adopted for their
high efficiency, accuracy, and robustness. These methods
generally fall into two categories: two-stage and one-stage
detectors. Two-stage methods first generate region proposals
and then classify and locate targets within these proposals.
Examples include Faster R-CNN [14], SPP-Net [15], and
Cascade R-CNN [16]. In contrast, one-stage detectors directly
predict target locations and categories from extracted features,
enabling real-time processing. Popular one-stage detectors in-
clude SSD [17], YOLO series [18], [19], [20], [21], [22], Reti-
naNet [23], FCOS [24], and CenterNet [25]. Both approaches
continue to evolve towards achieving higher precision and
faster inference speeds.

CNN-based methods have become prevalent in SAR ship
detection [26], [27], [28], outperforming traditional ap-
proaches. However, challenges persist in this domain: (1)
Complex Scenes: SAR imagery often contains intricate back-
grounds, such as coastlines, ports, and rivers, complicating
the delineation of ship boundaries and causing confusion
with similar-shaped objects, leading to missed detections. (2)
Densely Arranged Inshore Ships: Inshore ships often appear
densely packed, touching or overlapping one another, which
causes detectors to mistake adjacent ships for a single target,
reducing recall and precision. (3) Large-Scale Variations:
Ship sizes vary significantly due to differences in their lengths
and imaging resolutions, resulting in challenges when detect-
ing targets of various scales and orientations.

Previous approaches have addressed these issues through



attention mechanisms and multi-level feature fusion. However,
standalone attention modules that focus solely on ship areas
struggle to separate densely packed ships. Similarly, conven-
tional feature fusion modules, such as feature pyramid network
(FPN) [29] and path aggregation feature pyramid Network
(PAFPN) [30], typically consist of three layers and fail to
accommodate the wide range of ship sizes. Increasing the
number of fusion layers indiscriminately leads to a substantial
rise in computational costs. To overcome these challenges, we
propose CASS-Det, a robust one-stage SAR ship detector for
densely packed and multi-scale targets. The main contributions
of this work are as follows:

o We design a Center Enhancement Module (CEM) based
on rotational convolution to emphasize ship centers. By
extracting and stacking features from multiple directions,
CEM highlights central features and suppresses back-
ground interference, effectively guiding the network’s
attention to target regions.

+ We introduce a Neighbor Attention Module (NAM) to
refine boundaries between densely packed ships. NAM
leverages long-range relationships of different levels to
combine different fine-grained global features, enabling
accurate boundary distinction and improving recall.

o We propose a Cross-Connected Feature Pyramid Network
(CC-FPN) to address large-scale variations in ship sizes.
The CC-FPN extends feature fusion layers using a cross-
connected structure, integrating shallow detail informa-
tion with deep semantic features while minimizing com-
putational overhead.

o We validate CASS-Det on the SSDD [31], HRSID [32],
and LS-SSDD-v1.0 [33] datasets. Experimental results
demonstrate that CASS-Det significantly outperforms
state-of-the-art algorithms in detecting multi-scale and
densely packed ships in SAR images.

II. RELATED WORK
A. CNN-based SAR Ship Detection

Traditional SAR ship detection methods are mainly based
on the feature extraction and target recognition. Although these
methods perform well in specific conditions, they do not adapt
to all complex environments. Moreover, CNN-based methods
can independently extract effective features from images, with
great universality and stability. Therefore, in recent years, SAR
object detection algorithms based on CNNs have attracted
many researchers’ attention and study.

In SAR ship detection, researchers adjust the structure of
models to make them more suitable for the characteristics of
the ships and backgrounds. To deal with the noise from in-
shore and inland interferences, a spatial shuffle-group enhance
(SSE) attention module [26] is developed and put into the
network based on the CenterNet. A transformer-based dynamic
sparse attention module, small target-friendly detection heads,
and loss function are proposed to contrusted a lightweight
network[27]. Typical designing scheme improves the detection
effect of small targets. For the fuzzy and complex surround-
ings in the SAR image, non-subsampling Laplacian pyramid
decomposition (NSLP) is utilized as a pre-processing step to

effectively extract detailed features. These features were then
seamlessly integrated into CNNSs, yielding outstanding results.
SRT-Net [34] introduced the gragh convolutional networks
(GCNs) into the CNN s to extract the ships’ structural features.
GCNs provide feature similarity between regions to help
distinguish ships from other objects, thereby reducing false
detection and improving detection accuracy.

Above methods improve the suitability of the intelligent
networks in SAR ship detection and improve the detection
effect. However, multi-scale ships and complex background
in the SAR images bring obstacles to detection.

B. Multi-scale Targets Detection

There are many kinds of ships in the ocean, including fishing
boats, freighters, sundries, passenger ships, warships and so
on. These ships vary greatly in size, from 2 meters to several
hundred meters. In addition, the detectors for imaging have
various resolution, resulting in a huge difference in the ships’
sizes in SAR images. The smallest ship occupies only a few
pixels, while the large ship covers hundreds of pixel values.
Different sizes bring great difficulties to the accurate detection.

In the natural object detection, FPN and PAFPN are typi-
cally designed for multi-scale object detection. FPN builds a
top-down branch to fuse different feature maps from different
levels and transmit deep semantic information to shallow
layers. On the contrary, PAFPN provides a down-top branch
transmitting deep semantic information to shallow layers fur-
ther. However, common three-layer structure cannot meet the
gap of ships’ scales in SAR images. Some researchers solve
this obstacle through improved feature fusion structure. Dense
attention pyramid network (DAPN) [35] enhanced multi-scale
ship detection in complex SAR imagery by integrating convo-
lutional block attention modules (CBAM) [36] with cascading
feature maps of a pyramid network, thereby capturing a rich
set of features that include both fine details and semantic
information. [37] proposed a receptive field increased module
to extract multi-scale feature maps and construct a spatial
pyramid enriched with scale information, facilitating the de-
tection of ships across various scales and minimizing missed
detections. Some researchers develop attention modules to
obtain information for multi-scale targets. Balance attention
network (BANet) [38] introduced local and non-local attention
models to acquire detailed and semantic information. The
improvements of detection results from the above methods
indicate that both ways can improve the detection effect of
multi-scale ships.

C. Complex Backgrounds in SAR Images

Ships have different motion states, either traveling or
docked, and appear in various SAR images over oceans, rivers,
and harbors[39], [40], [41], [37]. Speckle noise from the
SAR principle, along with similar-looking islands, can lead
to false detections. Additionally, coastlines often share similar
intensity levels with ships, causing false positives or missed
detections. Diffusion models [42], [43] can help mitigate these
issues by refining detection results and reducing noise, enhanc-
ing accuracy in complex backgrounds. The researchers[44],
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Fig. 2: The structure of center enhancement module (CEM) and neighbor attention module (NAM). In (a), C;(i = 2, 3,4, 5) presents the input. f is the
convolution kernel. R(k)f represents the convolution kernel (f) rotated with k. n1,n2,ns, na are the convolution results of C; and rotated kernels. In (b),
long-range dependencies of the image are calculated based on the feature maps of two adjacent layers, and obtain the global features of different fine-grained
synthesis. F; and Fj 1 are inputs of NAM. F/ and F_ ; reflect the the relationship between each pixel and the pixels in horizontal and vertical directions.
With the recurrent neighbor cross attention module (NCA), F}’ and F/,, contain the global information.

[40], [45] use spatial domain analysis, transform domain
analysis, and deep learning methods to remove speckle noise.
Moreover, long-range dependencies are helpful to deal with
the confusing marine and land environment in the image.
Many researchers have achieved fruitful results in this field.
[46] opened the era of extracting global information with
non-local neural network and applied it to image processing.
The global context (GC) block [47] optimized the overall
network architecture by simplifying the process of feature map
acquisition and reduced the amount of network computation.
Dual attention network (DANet) [48] combined spacial and
channel attention with non-local, fully exploring the impor-
tance of spatial attention and channel attention. The criss-cross
attention module [49] adopted the contextual information of
the pixels on the criss-cross path, achieving a similar effect
of non-local with reduced computation. These methods can
synthesize the global information, distinguish the boundary
between the surroundings and the targets, and accurately
determine the location of the targets.

III. METHODOLOGY

This section introduces the proposed method, which consists
of three primary components: the Center Enhancement Module
(CEM), the Neighbor Attention Module (NAM), and the
Cross-Connected Feature Pyramid Network (CC-FPN). These
components address the challenges of background clutter,
densely packed targets, and scale variations in SAR ship detec-
tion. The following subsections provide detailed descriptions
of each module and their contributions.

A. Center Enhancement Module

SAR imagery often contains complex backgrounds, includ-
ing land clutter, sea clutter, and speckle noise, which obscure
ship features and degrade detection accuracy. While these
interferences exhibit irregular textures and intensity variations,
ships generally display distinct edges, structural integrity, and
higher grayscale values. These characteristics enable ships to

stand out in SAR imagery compared to clutter and noise,
which lack defined contours and central focus. The Center
Enhancement Module (CEM) leverages these properties by
applying rotational convolution to enhance ship centers and
suppress background clutter.

(1) Rotational Convolution: Traditional 2D convolution
lacks rotational invariance, as signal rotation involves inter-
polation and sampling. The convolution of a rotated feature
map is equivalent to the standard convolution with an inversely
rotated kernel:

[a+ [R]](z) = R™"[(Ra) * b] (). (D

Where a, b represent feature map and convolution kernel. R(-)
denotes rotation, and * represents convolution.

(2) Structure of CEM: As shown in Fig. 2 (a), the CEM
focuses on ships’ centers through rotational convolution with
rotated kernels and concatenation. Based on the derivation
in (1), the module achieves rotational convolution in feature
extraction by rotating the input feature map C; € RE*HXW,
where C is the number of channels, and H and W are the
height and width of the feature map. The rotated feature maps
are convolved with the kernel f and concatenated across four
orientations:

N; = Concat [Ci * R (k;) f]

. (2)
= Concat [R (2) Ci f] , k=0,1,2,3.

This ensures alignment of ship center features while suppress-
ing dispersed clutter. ~

To adjust the concatenated feature map X € RACXHXW o
match the input dimensions, a 1 x 1 convolution is applied:

3)

where BN and SiLU represent batch normalization and the
sigmoid-weighted linear unit activation, respectively. By con-
catenating feature maps from diverse directions, the central
regions of ships are reinforced, while clutter and speckle noise

Output = SiLU (BN (Conlel(f{))) ,
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Fig. 3: Structure of FPN, PAFPN, and CC-FPN (Ours). Compared with FPN
and PAFPN, CC-FPN introduces extra shallow and deep feature maps with
maintaining computation amount to enhance detail and semantic information,
offering a richer portrayal of both small and large ships.

are suppressed. This design enhances targets’ feature distinc-
tiveness, improving localization in cluttered environments and
ensuring robust target localization.

B. Neighbor Attention Module

Inshore regions often exhibit densely packed ships, leading
to overlapping or adjacent targets that are difficult to distin-
guish. While the CEM emphasizes ship centers, separating
these closely located ships requires precise boundary refine-
ment. The Neighbor Attention Module (NAM) achieves this by
integrating different fine-grained global contextual information
from adjacent levels. The specific structure of the NAM is
shown in Fig. 2 (b).

Given input feature maps F; € REH>*W and Fj; €
R2C*H/2xW/2 from adjacent layers, the NAM computes long-
range dependencies using an attention mechanism. The query
@, key K, and value V matrices are defined as:

Q = COHlel(Fj),
K = COHlel(Fj), (4)
V' = Convi x1(DeConvsy3(Fj11)),

where Convyy; and DeConvsy s denote 1 x 1 convolution and
3 x 3 deconvolution, respectively.

The affinity matrix A € REW*HW g computed using the
dot product between @) and K:

A; j = Softmax(Q); - KJT), (5)

where Softmax normalizes the affinities across spatial posi-
tions. The features are aggregated as:

Hy=> A;;- Vi (6)
J

The aggregated results are fused with the original inputs:

Fj/:H-i-FJ, FJ/-+1:COHV3><3(H)+FJ'+1. (7)

The outputs capture both local and global dependencies.
Above processes for computing relationships between layers
together form the neighbor cross attention (NCA). Single
process produces the relationship between each pixel and the
pixels in the row and column. Through iteratively refining
these relationships, the NAM captures the global information
of whole feature map. By combining different fine-grained
global information from adjacent levels, NAM enhances the
model’s ability to separate overlapping targets and delineate
precise boundaries, precisely positioning densely packed ships.

Meanwhile, an alternative configuration, In-NCA, reverses
the resizing process to align shallow features with deeper
ones, providing broader target-level correlations. Further ex-
periments will evaluate the performance of NAM and In-NAM
configurations.

C. Cross-Connected Feature Pyramid Network

Ship sizes in SAR imagery vary significantly, ranging from
small fishing boats to large cargo vessels. Traditional feature
pyramid networks (FPN and PAFPN, as shown in Fig. 3(a)
and (b)) often struggle to adapt to such extreme variations.
The Cross-Connected Feature Pyramid Network (CC-FPN)
addresses this limitation by integrating additional connections
across feature levels for enhanced multi-scale feature fusion.

The CC-FPN fuses shallow detail features with deep se-
mantic features. The detailed construction is shown in Fig. 3
(c). The shallowest feature map N, is directly connected to
the detection head to preserve fine details, while deeper feature
maps (N3, N4, and Np) are refined using dilated convolutions:

P! = SiLU (BN (Convsxs(Ps))) , )
PY = Concat(P5, Ny), 9)

P, = SiLU (BN (DConvy 1 (PY))), (10)

where DConvsys represents a 3 x 3 dilated convolution,
which expands the receptive field to capture larger targets.
The refined features are concatenated with higher-level feature
maps for improved representation across scales. Moreover, a
topmost feature map, P, is obtained through a 3 x 3 convo-
lution based on the P; to generate more global information.
Compared with extending a level directly on the backbone,
the feature extraction method reduces the fusion process and
computation. This cross-connected design enables the CC-FPN
to enhance both shallow detail information and deep semantic
information. By efficiently combining these features, CC-FPN
handles both small and large targets effectively, achieving
robust multi-scale detection while maintaining computation
amount.

D. Integration into the Existing Framework

The proposed modules are integrated into a unified frame-
work built upon CSPDarknet as the backbone and YOLOX
as the detection head. The backbone generates multi-level
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Fig. 4: Overall architecture of CASS-Det. CEM and NAM represent center enhancement module and neighbor attention module, respectively. CASS-Det
consists of the backbone network, four center enhancement modules, two neighbor attention modules, cross-connected feature pyramid network (CC-FPN),
and detection head. Firstly, we adopt CEM to highlight the central regions of feature maps (C}, (¢ = 2, 3,4, 5)) based on the rotational convolution. Secondly,
NAM is designed to combine various fine-grained global features by calculating the long-range dependencies based on the adjacent layers. Thirdly, CC-FPN
provides richer semantic and contextual information through cross-connected feature fusion structure.

feature maps, which are processed by the CEM to enhance
ship features and suppress background noise. The CC-FPN
then fuses these features across scales, while the NAM refines
boundaries of densely packed ships. Finally, the YOLOX
detection head synthesizes the processed features to generate
bounding boxes and classifications. The network employs
IoU loss as the bounding box regression loss, and calculates
the classification loss and confidence loss through Binary
Cross-Entropy Loss. This modular design improves detection
accuracy for multi-scale and densely packed ships, making
the proposed framework both effective and efficient for SAR-
based maritime applications.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, experimental details and results will be
introduced. First, datasets and parameter settings will be
presented in detail. Then, we will conduct ablation studies to
validate the effectiveness of each component of the proposed
method. Finally, the comparison with other methods will be
shown in Section III-C.

A. Implementation Details

1) Experimental datasets: To fully verify the validity and
universality of the model, we use three multi-resolution, multi-
scene, multi-polarization data sets: SSDD, HRSID, and LS-
SSDD for experiments.

SSDD is mainly from RadarSat-2, TerraSAR-X, and
Sentinel-1 detectors, with resolutions ranging from 1m to
15m and polarization modes of HH, HV, VH. It contains
1160 SAR images and 2456 multi-scale ships, the average
of which is 2.12 ships per image. It contains different scenes,
including inshore, offshore, and multi-obstacle. Therefore, it
can be taken to verify the stability and universality of the
methods. The sizes of images are about 500x500. We unify
the sizes as 512x512 in the experiments. According to the
official recommendations, we take images’ suffixes 1 and 9 as
the test set, 8 as the verification set, and the rest as the training
set.

Compared with SSDD, HRSID has larger scenes and more
small ships, bringing more difficulty to accurate detection. The

images are from Sentinel-1B, TerraSAR-X, and TanDEMX
sensors. It includes 5604 images with 16951 ships with
800800 pixel resolutions. The polarization modes contain
HH, HV, and VV. The resolution of images ranges from 0.5 to
3m. We divide the training and test sets as 0.65:0.35 according
to the given contributions.

LS-SSDD utilizes Sentinel-1 satellite data and includes
a total of 30 large-scale SAR images whose sizes are
24000x16000. The polarization modes including VV and VH,
and the imaging mode is IW. The dataset is characterized by
large-scale maritime observation, small-scale ship detection,
a variety of pure backgrounds, a fully automated detection
process, and multiple standardized benchmarks. In the exper-
iments, we split each of the images into 800x800 sub-images
for training and testing convenience. We take 6000 sub-images
for training and 600 for testing.

2) Settings: Experiments in Section III are all implemented
by Pytorch and operated on Nvidia GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs.
We set 500 epochs for training based on transfer learning.
Furthermore, Adam is set as the optimizer and the batchsize
is 8.

B. Evaluation Criteria

To evaluate the performance of method, we employ mAP,
precision, recall, F1 as evaluate criteria. To comprehensively
evaluate the detection performance of the proposed method
on ships of different scales, we adopt the evaluation method
in the COCO dataset to obtain AP, AP, and AP;, which
represent the detection accuracy of small(area<322pixels),
medium(322 <area<96%pixels), and large ships(area>962), re-
spectively.

C. Comparison Experiment

To demonstrate the superior properties of our method, we
compare CASS-Det with the existing methods on the SSDD,
HRSID and LS-SSDD. The comparison methods include
one-stage methods (FCOS, RetinaNet, Free-anchor, YOLO
v7, YOLO v8, CR2A-Net[53], YOLO-FA[56], and BiFF-
FESA[59]) and two-stage methods (Cascade R-CNN, Double-
head R-CNN, Dynamic R-CNN, ATSD[61], and SER Faster
R-CNN[50]). The results are shown in Table I and Table II.



TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON SSDD.

Method Backbone Neck mAP F1 Recall  Precision AP AP, AP,
SER Faster R-CNN [50] VGG - 0915 0.891 0.923 0.861 - - -
Two-stage Dynamic R-CNNJ[51] ResNet-50 FPN 0.922 0908 0.903 0.913 0.544 0.627 0.541
Double-head R-CNN[52] ResNet-50 FPN 0925 0915 0.899 0.930 0.529 0.599 0.520
Cascade R-CNN[16] ResNet-101 FPN 0.941 0936  0.930 0.941 0.547 0.642 0.661
RetinaNet[23] ResNet-101 FPN 0.880 0.862 0.824 0.903 0.500 0.638 0.702
CR2A-Net[53] ResNet-101 FPN 0.898 0907 0.878 0.940 - - -
FCOS[54] ResNet-101 FPN 0.937 0925 0.901 0.950 0.547 0.688 0.714
Free-anchor[55] ResNet-101 FPN 0.939 0924 0.930 0.917 0.545 0.644 0.680
One-stage YOLO-FA[56] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0.968 0.950 0.950 0.952 - - -
YOLO v8[57] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0.970 0948 0.923 0.967 0489 0.684 0.665
YOLOX([58] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0977 0946 0.928 0.965 0.543 0.663 0.634
BiFF-FESA[59] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0.978 0.950 0.940 0.961 - - -
YOLO v7[60] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0980 0943 0919 0.967 0.502 0.680 0.711
Ours CSPDarknet | CC-FPN | 0992 0.974 0.978 0.969 0.568 0.706 0.737
TABLE 11
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON HRSID.
Method Backbone Neck mAP F1 Recall  Precision APy AP APy
Dynamic R-CNN[51] ResNet-50 FPN 0.830 0.851  0.836 0.866 0.454 0.735 0.350
Cascade R-CNN[16] ResNet-101 FPN 0.848 0.862  0.855 0.870 0458 0.731 0.409
Two-stage | Double-head R-CNN[52] ResNet-50 FPN 0.852 0.854 0.868 0.840 0.465 0.733  0.359
ATSD[61] DAL-34 WCFF-FPN | 0.881 0.883  0.865 0.902 - - -
RetinaNet[23] ResNet-101 FPN 0.798 0.777  0.757 0.797 0.343  0.728 0.442
Free-anchor[55] ResNet-101 FPN 0.835 0.837 0.828 0.846 0413 0.728 0.463
FCOS[54] ResNet-101 FPN 0.867 0.852  0.821 0.887 0.424  0.730 0.449
DWB-YOLO[62] - - 0.888 0.850  0.805 0.900 - - -
One-stage YOLO v7[60] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0911 0.877 0.863 0.891 0.384 0.718 0422
YOLO v8[57] CSPDarknet PAFPN 0913 0.872 0.845 0.901 0460 0.726 0.407
Ours CSPDarknet CC-FPN 0.931 0901 0.881 0.922 0.476 0.736  0.468

1) SSDD: The detection performance on SSDD is presented
in Table I. Compared with two-stage methods, one-stage ones
have better performance. CASS-Det achieves 0.992 mAP,
1.2%-11.2% higher than other methods. It has the highest
recall, 0.978, signifying it has the fewest missed detections.
YOLO v7 is ranked as the second-best performing detector
among comparison methods. CASS-Det is 1.2% higher than
that of YOLO v7. Although the precision of CASS-Det is only
0.2% higher than that of YOLO v8 and YOLO v7, it performs
well in pinpointing each target, providing 5.5% and 5.9%
advantages in recall. This is because CASS-Det emphasizes
the center of targets and refines ship boundaries based on
the CEM and NAM. Furthermore, CASS-Det has the most
significant advantage in detecting all-scale ships, with 1.8%-
2.3% promotions compared with the second-best methods.

To obtain the visual effect of detection, we selected images
from SSDD to test, and the results are shown in Fig. 5. The
green rectangles in (a) are the ground truth, and red rectangles
in (b)-(g) are the detection results of different methods. The
yellow and blue circles indicate false and missed detection,
respectively. Compared with the other methods, CASS-Det
generates less false and missed detections in various scenes,
including densely arranged ships (first row), inshore interfer-
ences (second and third rows), and small ships (fourth row).
YOLO v7 and YOLO v8 perform well in detecting densely
arranged ships, but have some missed detections in inshore

and small-ship scenes. FCOS can detect ships in the inshore
scenes well, but have missed detections in densely arranged
and small-ship scenes. Benifiting from the CEM and NAM, the
CASS-Det has a better sense of the ships, locating each ship
precisely. It proves that CASS-Det is adaptable to complex
environments. In summary, CASS-Det has achieved state-of-
the-art performance on the SSDD.

2) HRSID: Table II shows the results of comparative exper-
iments on the HRSID. Compared to the dataset mentioned
above, the HRSID contains more intricate scenes and a greater
number of small ships. This is intended to better reflect the
effectiveness and stability of the methods utilized. CASS-Det
achieves 0.931 mAP on the HRSID benefiting from CEM,
NAM, and CC-FPN. CEM leads attention to the center of
the ship. NAM fuses long-range dependencies of different
grains to enhance global features and accurately pinpoints
the boundaries of ships. CC-FPN brings additional shallow
and deep feature maps, enhancing the network’s perception
of detailed and semantic features. Moreover, recall, precision,
and F1 of the method achieve perfect, verifying the balance of
the method. YOLO v8 is ranked as the second-best detector
among comparison experiments. CASS-Det achieves 1.8%,
2.1%, and 3.6% higher than YOLO v8 on the mAP, precision,
and recall, respectively. The precision and recall increase
uniformly, improving F1 and mAP. Moreover, the AP;, APy,
and AP are optimal with 0.476, 0.736, and 0.468. Although
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small ships account for the largest proportion in the HRSID,
CASS-Det has the best performance.

In the Fig. 6, land occupies most space of the image, mak-
ing the interferences complex. As the large-scene and high-
resolution imaging, the size of each ship is small, increasing
the detection difficulty. YOLO v7 produces few false alarms
in the inshore and small-ship scenes as the complex land
interferences producing false alarms. Other contrast methods,
including Cascade R-CNN, Dynamic R-CNN, FCOS, and
YOLO v8 have many missed detections and a few false
alarms. Meanwhile, CASS-Det outperforms other methods in
both scenes. With the CASS-Det’s effect of concentrating
on the central parts of ships, CASS-Det can pinpoint the
location of each ship, leading to the accurate detection effect.
Both quantitative metrics and visual outcomes demonstrate the
superior performance of CASS-Det.

3) LS-SSDD: To assess the generalization capabilities of
our method, we employ large-scale scene images for valida-
tion. Compared to SSDD and HRSID, the LS-SSDD dataset
presents larger images and smaller ships, posing a more
significant detection challenge. The evaluation metrics are
summarized in Table.IIl. Our proposed method attains a pre-
cision of 0.911 and an mAP of 0.821, outperforming other
comparison methods by up to 32.7% in precision and 11.2%
in mAP. Compared with YOLOX, the metrics achieve better
performance with the benefit of three modules. mAP and
precision are 1.8% and 1.1% higher than YOLOX, verifying
the effective of modules.

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON LS-SSDD.

Method mAP Precision

Cascade R-CNN[16] | 0.709 0.841

Libra R-CNN[63] 0.737 0.736

Two-stage DCNJ[64] 0.738 0.741

Faster R-CNN[14] 0.748 0.737

MSIF[65] 0.756 0.866

L-YOLO[66] 0.730 0.848

SII-Net[67] 0.761 0.682

One-stage SAR-Net[68] 0.762 0.584

YOLOX([58] 0.803 0.900

Ours 0.821 0.911

D. Ablation Studies and Analysis

We verify the effect of different modules (CEM, NAM, and
CC-Net) in the CASS-Det through ablation studies. The results
are summarized in Table IV, Fig. 7, and Fig. 8. We take the
combination of CSPDarknet and FPN as the baseline.

(1) Effect of CEM: Compared with the baseline, the CEM
promotes mAP by 0.5%. CEM leads the model’s concentration
to the central regions of targets through the intersection of
features in different directions. The highlight of central area
identifies the location of each target, elevating recall from
92.8% to 94.1%, with a promotion of 1.3%. Meanwhile, the
precision also increases 0.1%, making recall and precision
more balance. For the detection results of each scale tar-
gets, CEM significantly enhances the detection accuracy of
models for medium and large-sized targets with 3.3% and
3.6% promotion, respectively. This is due to the fact that



(a) Ground truth (b) Cascade R-CNN (c) Dynamic R-CNN

(d) FCOS

o

(€) YOLO v7 (f) YOLO v8

(@) Ours

Fig. 6: Detection Results of Different Methods on HRSID. The green box is the ground truth. Red box is the detection result. The yellow circle indicates

false detection, and the blue circle indicates missed detection.

(a) Ground truth (b) Baseline (c) + CEM

(d) + NAM (e) + CC-FPN () Ours

Fig. 7: Heatmaps of networks with different modules. Green boxes are ground truth.

(a) Ground truth

(b) Baseline (c) + CEM

(d) + NAM (e) + CC-FPN () Ours
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the central areas of medium to large-sized targets possess
larger intersecting zones, thereby making them more prone
to capturing the model’s attention. With the CC-FPN added,
recall achieves an improvement by 0.5%. The accuracy of
small, medium, and large targets increase by 1.2%, 2.5%, and
1.9%. The improvements further verify the effect of CEM.

(2) Effect of NAM: Through the analysis of NAM and In-
NAM, we adopt the NAM as the long-range dependencies
calculation method. From Table IV, although NAM descends
0.5%, recall, F1, and mAP increase by 4.1%, 1.8%, and 1.1%.
With the better feature perception effect of all granularities
from NAM, all scales of targets achieve more accurate de-
tection effect. AP;, AP,, and AP, increase by 2.3%, 3.2%,
and 8.9%. This proves the effectiveness of the combination
of long-range denpendencies from different layers. With CEM
and CC-FPN added, NAM also has contributions to all metrics,
with the improvement of precision, recall, F1, and mAP 0.1%,

3.3%, 1.8%, and 0.7%, respectively. In addition, the accuracy
of all scales ships. It indicates the necessary to introduce NAM
into the network.

(3) Influence of CC-FPN: From the results in Table IV,
CC-FPN results in better precision and recall with promotion
of 0.3% and 1.2% compared with the baseline. With these
increase, mAP and F1 raise from 0.977 and 0.946 to 0.980 and
0.954. It shows that all indicates are significantly raised with
CC-FPN. CC-FPN adds deep and shallow feature extraction
layers in the module, bringing better detailed and semantic
information to the network. Correspondingly, AP, APy,, and
AP, increase by 0.1%, 0.7%, and 5.8%, indicating the forward
gain of CC-FPN. With the CEM added, precision, recall, F1,
and mAP raise by 0.2%, 0.4%, 0.2%, and 0.3%, respctively.
Although APy, has a decline of 0.1%, AP and AP, increase
by 0.6% and 5.1%, verifying the effectiveness of CC-FPN.

(4) Visual Comparisons: Fig. 7 and Fig. 8 show the heatmaps



TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDIES OF CASS-DET.
Baseline CEM NAM CC-FPN mAP F1 Recall  Precision AP APy, AP,
v X X X 0977 0946 0.928 0.965 0.543 0.663 0.634
v v X X 0982 0954 0941 0.966 0.550 0.696 0.670
v X v X 0.988 0964 0.969 0.960 0.566  0.699 0.723
v X X v 0.980 0954 0.940 0.968 0.544 0.670 0.692
v v X v 0.985 0956 0.945 0.968 0.556  0.695 0.721
v v v v 0.992 0974 0978 0.969 0.568 0.706 0.737
TABLE V
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS OF FPN, PAFPN, AND CC-FPN.
Backbone FPN PAFPN CC-FPN | mAP F1 Recall  Precision AP APn AP,
v X X 0970 0925  0.947 0.904 0.570  0.690 0.657
CSPDarknet X v X 0977 0946  0.928 0.965 0.543 0.663 0.634
X X v 0.980 0954 0.940 0.968 0.544 0.670 0.692
X v X 0982 0954 0941 0.966 0.550 0.696 0.670
CSPDarknet+CEM
X X v 0985 0.956 0.945 0.968 0.556 0.695 0.721
and detection results of network with different modules. As 8 In-NAM = Ours
shown in Fig. 7(b), the baseline network can only perceive 0.749
the central regions of small ships, missing the large ship. 078
The centers of two adjacent small ships merged, resulting in 0712
the oversight of one of the small ships. CEM focus on the 7
central parts of targets through the intersection of rotational
convolution. Correspondingly, CEM extracts more central ar- 068
eas compared with the baseline. The large ship is detected
accurately. However, the three adjacent small ships are mixed o6
up, resulting in a missed detection of the small ship. NAM osag 0557
introduces long-range dependencies of different granularities 055
into the network, distinguishing the adjacent ships from each
other. From Fig. 7(d), it can be seen that the highlighted areas s AP, AP,

of different ships are separate, but the central part of the large
ship is spread. As a result, the detection bounding box of the
large ship is excessively large. CC-FPN improves the feature
extraction ability of the network for large and small targets,
but it cannot separate the densely arranged targets, resulting in
the missed detection of two ships as one ship in the detection
result. As shown in Fig. 7(f) and Fig. 8(f), by integrating the
above modules, the network centers its attention on the core
area of each ship, ensuring that this central region does not
surpass the width of the ship. This allows the algorithm to
precisely pinpoint the location and delineate the boundary of
each target.

(5) Analysis of NAM and In-NAM: The combination of long-
range features with different granularities helps the network to
distinguish the densely-arranged inshore ships from each other
and define the ship’s boundaries. To verify the rationality of
the model, we compare NCA and In-NCA in this section. The
difference between NAM and In-NAM is the long-range fea-
tures’ different fine-grained. Compared to the In-NAM, NAM
operates on a shallower feature map, so the extracted features
have finer granularities. We conducted the experiments on the
SSDD based on the CSPDarknet with CEM and PBC-FPN.
The results are presented in Fig. 9. Although the AP, of NAM

Fig. 9: Experimental results of NAM and In-NAM.

is 0.6% lower than that of In-NAM, the AP, and AP; of NAM
are 1.1% and 3.7% higher than those of In-NAM. NAM is
superior to In-NAM in detecting small and large ships as NAM
has finer granularities, bringing a better perception of targets.
Therefore, NAM is employed in CASS-Det as an enhanced
module.

(6) Analysis of FPN, PAFPN, and CC-FPN: To assess
the performance of CC-FPN, we conducted experiments on
the SSDD. The detection results are presented in Table.V. It
can be observed from Table.V that, in comparison with the
baseline and PAFPN, CC-FPN demonstrates enhancement in
detection performance across all cases. Comparing with the
baseline, CC-FPN improves the precision and mAP with 6.4%
and 1.0%, respectively. Comparing with the PAFPN, CC-FPN
increases the recall by 0.3%, with AP, APy, and AP, 0.1%,
0.7%, and 5.8%, respectively. With the CEM added, CC-FPN
promotes all indexes, with mAP, AP, and AP; 0.3%, 0.6%,
and 5.1%, respectively. It shows that CC-FPN can reduce false
alarms better than PAFPN, improving the detection effect on
ships of different sizes, especially large ones. This is because
the CC-FPN increases the number of feature levels, expands
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the receptive field, and enhances the detection ability of the
network for multi-scale ships.

(7) Combination with Other Framework: To verify the
universality of the modules, we verify the CEM, NAM, and
CC-FPN under the frameworks of YOLO v7 and YOLO v8
on the SSDD. The recalls of original methods and those
combined with three models are shown in Fig. 10. With three
modules added, recalls of three methods elevate from 4.3% to
5%. Benefitted from the center enhancement effect of CEM
and NAM, targets are more distinguishable and accurately
determined. CC-FPN promotes the model’s ability to perceive
large and small targets. The combination of three modules
enhances the detection effect.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a novel, robust SAR ship detection
method, CASS-Det. To address the intricate backgrounds
prevalent in SAR images, the CEM is devised. It can extract
multi-direction ship features through rotational convolution.
With the overlaping of feature maps, the center regions are
highlighted, while the backgrounds are suppressed. To locate
the densely-arranged inshore ships, the NAM is constructed
to extract and fuse different fine-grained long-range depen-
dencies. It can provide comprehensive global information
at pixel-level and target-level, enriching features of varying
granularities and enabling the network to distinguish ship’s
boundaries accurately. To accommodate the diverse sizes of
ships, the CC-FPN is proposed to expand and integrate feature
maps across various levels, thereby bolstering the detection ca-
pability for both large and small ships. Experiments on SSDD,
HRSID and LS-SSDD reflect that the mAP of CASS-Det are
0.992, 0.931 and 0.821, respectively. These scores surpass
the second highest performing detectors by 0.012, 0.018, and
0.018, marking a significant advancement in performance. In
the future, we will explore ship detection in high-noise SAR
images, further enhancing the practical applicability of our
model in real-world scenarios.
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