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Abstract

Audio-visual saliency prediction aims to mimic human
visual attention by identifying salient regions in videos
through the integration of both visual and auditory in-
formation. Although visual-only approaches have signifi-
cantly advanced, effectively incorporating auditory cues re-
mains challenging due to complex spatio–temporal interac-
tions and high computational demands. To address these
challenges, we propose Dynamic Token Fusion Saliency
(DFTSal), a novel audio-visual saliency prediction frame-
work designed to balance accuracy with computational effi-
ciency. Our approach features a multi-scale visual encoder
equipped with two novel modules: the Learnable Token En-
hancement Block (LTEB), which adaptively weights tokens
to emphasize crucial saliency cues, and the Dynamic Learn-
able Token Fusion Block (DLTFB), which employs a shift-
ing operation to reorganize and merge features, effectively
capturing long-range dependencies and detailed spatial in-
formation. In parallel, an audio branch processes raw au-
dio signals to extract meaningful auditory features. Both
visual and audio features are integrated using our Adap-
tive Multimodal Fusion Block (AMFB), which employs lo-
cal, global, and adaptive fusion streams for precise cross-
modal fusion. The resulting fused features are processed by
a hierarchical multi-decoder structure, producing accurate
saliency maps. Extensive evaluations on six audio-visual
benchmarks demonstrate that DFTSal achieves SOTA per-
formance while maintaining computational efficiency.

1. Introduction
Human vision naturally identifies salient regions in dynamic
scenes, guiding attention and enabling efficient information
processing [29]. In computer vision, saliency prediction
models attempt to replicate this human capability by gen-
erating saliency maps that highlight where observers are
most likely to focus [48]. These models are essential in
a wide range of applications, including marketing [20, 26],
multimedia [41], object detection [2, 67], image/video com-
pression [17], user-interface design [26], and cognitive re-

search [12]. Although significant progress has been made
for static images [1, 21], predicting saliency in videos re-
mains challenging due to the need to capture multi-scale
spatial-temporal cues and handle complex motion.

Recent video saliency methods have employed deep
learning architectures such as CNN-LSTM frameworks and
transformer-based networks to improve performance [8, 23,
38, 54, 58, 66]. At the same time, incorporating auditory in-
formation has proven beneficial for capturing salient events
in complex scenarios [69], as demonstrated by DAVE [50]
and STAViS [51]. Meanwhile, models such as CASP-Net
[61], DiffSal [62] and RAVF [63] integrate audio-visual
cues through various cross-modal fusion strategies, but of-
ten suffer from large-scale networks, complex attention
mechanisms, or incomplete spatio–temporal modeling [22].
These limitations underscore a persistent challenge, achiev-
ing high predictive accuracy while maintaining computa-
tional efficiency and robust cross-modal alignment, par-
ticularly when dealing with dynamic audio-visual data in
resource-constrained scenarios.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel
audio-visual saliency framework, Dynamic Token Fusion
Saliency Prediction (DTFSAL). Our approach leverages
a multi-scale visual encoder to capture detailed spatial-
temporal features from videos, while a dedicated audio
branch processes audio signals. We then introduce three
key modules to refine and fuse these representations:
Learnable Token Enhancement Block (LTEB): Adap-
tively emphasizes crucial spatio-temporal cues by weight-
ing salient tokens and suppressing less relevant features.
Dynamic Learnable Token Fusion Block (DLTFB): Em-
ploys a shifting mechanism that reorganizes and merges to-
kens, improving long-range dependencies and preserving
important spatial details.
Adaptive Multimodal Fusion Block (AMFB): Integrates
audio and visual features via three complementary streams
(local, global, and adaptive), enabling precise cross-modal
alignment.

Finally, a hierarchical multi-decoder generates multi-
scale saliency maps, which are combined through a final
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3D convolution to yield a coherent saliency prediction. In
summary, our main contributions are:
• We propose DTFSal, a novel audio-visual saliency model

that efficiently fuses multi-scale video and audio features
for improved performance.

• We introduce three specialized modules (LTEB, DLTFB,
and AMFB) that jointly refine spatio-temporal features,
capture long-range dependencies, and adaptively fuse
cross-modal information.

• We demonstrate state-of-the-art (SOTA) results on chal-
lenging audio-visual saliency benchmarks while preserv-
ing computational efficiency, showing that our approach
achieves a balance between accuracy and resource de-
mands.

2. Related Work

Visual Saliency Prediction: Early video saliency predic-
tion methods relied on motion-based models and manual
feature extraction but struggled to capture spatio-temporal
relationships, limiting their effectiveness in tracking ob-
ject motions over time. With the rise of deep learning,
these traditional approaches have been largely replaced by
more advanced models capable of learning complex spa-
tial and temporal patterns directly from video data. Early
approaches extended image-based models with temporal
modules, such as ACLNet [55], an attentive CNN-LSTM
that extracts frame-wise features and processes them with
a ConvLSTM enhanced by a supervised spatial attention
module trained on large static saliency datasets. Other com-
parable models utilized two-stream architectures that sep-
arately processed appearance and motion while incorpo-
rating an objectness stream to capture salient objects, en-
hancing performance at the cost of increased model size
[22, 28, 65]. These CNN+RNN and multi-stream networks
showcased the effectiveness of deep spatio-temporal feature
fusion for saliency prediction but often struggled to capture
long-range dependencies in complex scenes [39, 64].

More recent methods [43, 57, 61, 66] have increasingly
adopted Transformer-based models to overcome these limi-
tations. Transformers, using self-attention mechanisms, ef-
fectively capture long-range and multi-scale temporal de-
pendencies in video data. For instance, Wang et al.[61]
integrate self-attention into a 3D CNN backbone to model
global spatial-temporal contexts, while other works, such
as TMFI-Net [66], Combine multi-scale temporal features
through Transformer-based feature integration to achieve
SOTA accuracy, though at the cost of large model sizes [51].
While Transformer-enhanced methods deliver remarkable
performance, they highlight a trade-off between captur-
ing global context and ensuring computational efficiency.
UNISAL and TinyHD offers a more lightweight alternative;
however, it falls short in accuracy and robustness compared
to newer architectures that achieve a more optimized bal-

ance [13, 22, 63].
Audio-Visual Saliency Prediction: Incorporating audio
cues into video saliency models has become a growing fo-
cus due to the significant influence of sound on visual at-
tention [59, 63, 68]. The DAVE model [50] illustrates
this approach, introducing the Audio-Visual Eye-tracking
dataset (AVE) and a simple encoder-decoder that integrates
audio and visual features to enhance saliency prediction
[50]. Subsequently, STAViS, a spatio-temporal audio-visual
saliency network, demonstrated that synchronized audio,
such as speech and noise events, enhances saliency pre-
diction in dynamic scenes [51]. More specialized models
[35, 46] have been developed to focus on multi-speaker con-
versation videos, predicting saliency and localizing sound
sources. Advancements like CASP-Net [61] and DiffSal
[62] further improve performance through enhanced fu-
sion strategies and increased model complexities, scaling
up to 76M parameters. A newer methodology, DAVS [68],
leverages Implicit Neural Networks [47] for audio-visual
saliency prediction, effectively mapping spatio-temporal
coordinates to saliency values. In contrast to previous ap-
proaches that often compromise either global context or
efficiency, our proposed DFTSal framework dynamically
fuses visual and auditory cues to capture long-range depen-
dencies without incurring heavy computational costs. By
effectively integrating audio and visual cues in dynamic
scenes, our method bridges the gap between accuracy and
efficiency.

3. Proposed Method
DTFSal, as shown in Figure 1, leverages a pre-trained en-
coder to extract multi-scale features from video clips. Two
novel modules further enhance these features: LTEB adap-
tively highlights key cues, while DLTFB reorganizes and
merges spatial and temporal tokens. A dedicated audio
branch extracts features from raw audio and aligns them
with visual cues. Finally, AMFB fuses these cues through
local, global, and adaptive streams, feeding into a hierarchi-
cal multi-decoder that integrates multi-scale information. A
final 3D convolution then merges the decoder outputs to
produce a confident saliency map.

3.1. Two-Stream Encoders
Visual Encoder: Our visual encoder uses MViTv2 archi-
tecture [34], pre-trained on Kinetics-400 [6], which em-
ploys a multiscale pyramid approach as in [14]. The en-
coder is pre-trained on large-scale human action recogni-
tion dataset, enhancing feature representation and spatio-
temporal pattern capture for improved performance [39,
44]. A video clip of size T × H × W × 3 is first split by
a patch partition layer into non-overlapping tokens of size
T/2 × H/4 × W/4, with each token represented by a 96-
dimensional feature vector. These tokens then pass through
a series of stages that gradually reduce the spatial resolution
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Figure 1. Overview of our DTFSal model, which integrates a multi-scale encoder, a hierarchical multi-decoder, LTEB, DLTFB, and AMFB
for efficient and accurate audio-visual saliency prediction.

while increasing the channel capacity, forming a multilevel
feature pyramid:

{FE
i ∈ R(2i−1×C)×T

2 × H

2i+1 × W

2i+1 }4i=1, (1)

where C = 96. This hierarchical design efficiently captures
both local details and long-range dependencies.
Audio Encoder: To synchronize audio with visual features,
the raw audio (A) is first converted into a Log-Mel Spec-
trum via Short-time Fourier transform and segmented into
Ta parts of size Ha ×Wa × 1 using an 11-ms overlapping
window. Each audio segment fa,i (for i = 1, . . . , Ta) is pro-
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(a) Learnable Token Enhancement Block (LTEB)

(b) Dynamic Learnable Token Fusion Block (DLTFB)

Figure 2. Overview of LTEB and DLTFB: (a) LTEB emphasizes
salient cues by adaptively weighting tokens. (b) DLTFB enhances
spatial feature integration by shifting and fusing tokens.

cessed by a fully convolutional 2D VGGish network [19],
pre-trained on AudioSet [15], to yield features of shape
Rha×wa×Ca . A temporal enhancement module, comprising
a patch embedding layer followed by a Transformer layer,
is then applied to ensure robust temporal alignment [62].

3.2. Feature Enhancement
A top–down pathway with lateral connections enriches the
semantic and spatio–temporal information of the extracted
features. This process is performed in three steps. In the
first step, 3D convolutional layers adjust the temporal and
channel dimensions of the features, yielding refined multi-
scale representations:

Fi ∈ RC∗×T
2 × H

2i+1 × W

2i+1 , (C∗ = 192, ; i = 1, 2, 3, 4).
(2)

In the second step, high-level features are progressively
injected into lower levels via a top–down pathway with lat-
eral connections. Finally, in the third step, the fused features
are further processed by additional 3D convolutional layers
to produce the refined multi-scale features FR

i . The entire
process is summarized as follows:

FR
4 = Conv(FE

4 ),

F3 = Conv(FE
3 )⊕ Up×2(F

R
4 ),

F2 = Conv(FE
2 )⊕ Up×2(F3)⊕ Up×4(F

R
4 ),

F1 = Conv(FE
1 )⊕ Up×2(F2)⊕ Up×8(F

R
4 ),

FR
i = Conv(Fi), i = 3, 2, 1.

(3)

In these equations, Conv(·) dsenotes a 3D convolution,
Up×i(·) (i = 2, 4, 8) represents trilinear upsampling, and



⊕ is the element-wise addition. This process produces ro-
bust semantic and multi-scale features that capture precise
information across different spatial and temporal locations.

3.2.1. Learnable Token Enhancement Block (LTEB)
To further refine the spatio–temporal features, we introduce
LTEB, which selectively emphasizes salient cues while sup-
pressing redundant information. LTEB first applies a 3D
convolution followed by a sigmoid activation that dynami-
cally weights the input features across temporal, spatial, and
channel dimensions. This mechanism works as follows:

G = Sigmoid
(
Conv1×3×3(F

R)
)
, (4)

After that, a global embedding (E(t)) is computed by spa-
tially averaging G. We obtain the adaptive token weights
{wi}Ni=1 by applying a softmax on a linear transformation
of E(t):

{wi}Ni=1 = Softmax
(

Linear
(
E(t)

))
. (5)

To adaptively adjust the contribution of each token based
on its significance, we apply element-wise multiplication
between these weights and the generated learnable tokens
{Pi}Ni=1, producing refined representations, followed by in-
terpolation and a 3D convolution to yield:

K =

N∑
i=1

wi ·Pi (H,W ), (6)

P′′ = Conv1×3×3

(
Interpolate

(
K
))

. (7)

Here, the weights serve as attention scores derived from
the input features, dynamically modulating each token’s in-
fluence. The learnable tokens collectively form a unified
embedding space, promoting correlated knowledge sharing
throughout the model. Finally, a residual connection fuses
the original features with the adaptively weighted tokens:

Fw = F ·P′′ + F. (8)

This mechanism, as shown in Figure 2 (a), dynamically
highlights the most informative spatio–temporal cues while
preserving structural consistency. In essence, LTEB recal-
ibrates the feature map by amplifying salient regions and
suppressing noise through adaptive token weighting. This
refinement leads to a more discriminative and robust rep-
resentation, ensuring that subsequent modules operate on
features that are both precise and computationally efficient.

3.2.2. Dynamic Learnable Token Fusion Block (DLTFB)
Building upon LTEB, DLTFB further refines the spatial dis-
tribution of features by employing a dynamic shifting mech-
anism. Inspired by the Swin Transformer [36] and axial-
attention [52], the shifting operations along the width and
height dimensions are introduced to enhance the spatial ar-
rangement of the features. In DLTFB, adaptive token com-
putation is performed independently while simultaneously

applying spatial shifting operations to rearrange the feature
maps. First, the input features are shifted along the width
dimension (Fshift) and then processed by a convolution fol-
lowed by a 3D convolution with GELU activation:

Y = Conv3d
(
GELU

(
Conv1×1×1(Fshift)

))
. (9)

A subsequent shift along the height dimension, Yshift, is fol-
lowed by layer normalization (LN) and a convolution, pro-
ducing the refined features:

FSh = F + Conv1×1×1

(
LN

(
Yshift

))
. (10)

Finally, the output of DLTFB fuses the weighted original
features with the spatially refined information:

Fw = F ·P′′ + FSh. (11)

This block, as illustrated in Figure 2 (b), enhances the
model’s capability to capture complex local patterns and
long-range dependencies by dynamically rearranging spa-
tial features. In simple terms, DLTFB reorders and mixes
parts of the feature map so that information from salient re-
gions is better integrated. This leads to a richer and more
context-aware representation, which is crucial for accu-
rate saliency prediction in challenging and dynamic scenes.
Moreover, by fusing these refined features with the original
ones, DLTFB ensures that both detailed and overall struc-
tural information is preserved, resulting in a more robust
and efficient model.

3.3. Adaptive Multimodal Fusion Block (AMFB)
AMFB, as shown in Figure 3 (a), effectively integrates
audio and visual information by capturing complementary
cues at multiple scales. In our design, the audio-visual in-
puts are processed through three independent streams, each
extracting distinct signal aspects:
Local Stream: A 3D convolution with a 3 × 3 kernel
(accompanied by Batch Normalization and ReLU) extracts
fine-grained, spatially localized features, which are crucial
for detecting precise details and identifying key visual cues.
Global Stream: A 3D convolution with a 5 × 5 kernel ag-
gregates a broader, scene-level context. This stream cap-
tures overall cues and the general scene structure, enabling
the model to adjust saliency based on the larger context.
Adaptive Stream: This branch leverages a 3 × 3 de-
formable convolution [11] with learned offsets to adjust
its receptive field, effectively handling objects at different
scales and capturing fine details, as noted in [24]. Addition-
ally, audio features extracted via the VGGish encoder and
integrated for cross-modal alignment.

The outputs of the three streams—represented as FLocal,
FGlobal, and Fadaptive—are concatenated along the channel
dimension referred to as Ffused:

Ffused =
[
FLocal : FGlobal : FAdaptive

]
. (12)



Audio
Features

Tri-stream
Score

(a) AMFB

GAP Split

(b) Tri-Stream Score

3D Conv Layer

Element-wise
Summation

Batch
Normalization +

ReLU

GAP Global Average Pooling

Softmax

Element-wise
Product

Concatenation

Deformable
convolution

Linear Layer
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An adaptive attention mechanism is then applied, referred
to as the Tri-Stream Score module: global average pooling
(GAP) is applied to Ffused, which is then passed through a
linear layer followed by a sigmoid activation to compute the
Tri-Stream Scores (as illustrated in Figure 3 (b)):

W = Sigmoid
(

Linear
(
GAP(Ffused)

))
, (13)

where W = [WLocal, WGlobal, WAdaptive]. The final fused
representation is computed as

FAMFB = WLocal·FLocal+WGlobal·FGlobal+WAdaptive·FAdaptive.
(14)

This Tri-stream design offers several advantages. By de-
coupling the extraction of local details, global context, and
adaptive cross-modal cues, the model can dynamically ad-
just its focus depending on the input. Such flexibility en-
ables the network to prioritize the most informative features
for each scenario, thereby enhancing the overall effective-
ness of downstream modules.

3.4. Saliency Decoder
To decode the enhanced multiscale spatio-temporal fea-
tures, our hierarchical decoder processes each level inde-
pendently to fully exploit complementary information. In-
spired by recent studies [3, 61], each decoding block em-
ploys 3D convolutions, trilinear upsampling, and a sigmoid
activation to generate an intermediate saliency map (see
Figure 1):

si ∈ R1×1×H×W for i = 1, 2, 3, 4. (15)

These intermediate outputs capture diverse views of the at-
tention distribution, each reflecting different aspects of the
underlying features. To obtain a definitive and coherent
saliency prediction, the decoder outputs are concatenated
and then fused by a final 3D convolution followed by a sig-
moid activation. This fusion step is formalized as:

S = Sigmoid
(
Conv

(
[s1; s2; s3; s4]

))
, (16)

The learned 3D convolution integrates these diverse per-
spectives in an optimal way, reducing uncertainty and pro-
ducing a final saliency map S that is both precise and co-
herent.

3.5. Loss Function
Our model employs a composite loss function, Lsal, that
combines the Kullback-Leibler divergence (KL) and the
linear correlation coefficient (CC) to capture both distri-
butional differences and spatial correlations, a strategy in-
spired by [51, 59, 61]. In this framework, KL quantifies the
divergence between the predicted and ground truth saliency
distributions, CC measures their linear correlation. This ap-
proach thoroughly evaluates prediction errors to effectively
optimize the model. The formulation is as follows:

LKL(s
g, s) =

n∑
i=1

sgi log

(
ϵ+

sgi
si + ϵ

)
, (17)

LCC(s
g, s) =

cov(sg, s)
σ(sg) · σ(s)

, (18)

Lsal = λ1 · LKL(s
g, s) + λ2 · LCC(s

g, s) (19)

where s and sg are the predicted saliency and ground truth
(GT) maps, respectively, i is the pixel index, ϵ is a regu-
larization term, and σ(s, sg) is the covariance of s and sg .

4. Experiments
Experiments are carried out on eight datasets, compris-
ing two purely visual and six audio-visual eye-tracking
datasets. The subsequent sections provide details on the
implementation and evaluation metrics. Additionally, we
present and analyze the experimental results through abla-
tion studies and comparisons with SOTA methods.



Table 1. Comparison with previous methods on six audio-visual saliency datasets. For our model, we indicate the percentage (%) change
in performance relative to the second-best result, or to the best result if ours is not the top performer. The best results are highlighted in
red, the second-best in blue, and the third-best in green.

Method #Parameters DIEM Coutrot1 Coutrot2
CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑

STAViS [51] 20.76M 0.579 2.26 0.883 0.482 0.472 2.11 0.868 0.393 0.734 5.28 0.958 0.511
ViNet [23] 33.97M 0.632 2.53 0.899 0.498 0.560 2.73 0.889 0.425 0.754 5.95 0.951 0.493

TSFP-Net [7] - 0.651 2.62 0.906 0.527 0.571 2.73 0.895 0.447 0.743 5.31 0.959 0.528
CASP-Net [61] 51.62M 0.655 2.61 0.906 0.543 0.561 2.65 0.889 0.456 0.788 6.34 0.963 0.585

DiffSal [62] 76.57M 0.660 2.65 0.907 0.543 0.638 3.20 0.901 0.515 0.835 6.61 0.964 0.625
MSPI [59] 105.25M 0.671 2.71 0.905 0.545 0.605 2.98 0.899 0.473 0.799 6.40 0.964 0.5961
DAVS [68] - 0.580 2.28 0.884 0.483 0.481 2.19 0.869 0.400 0.734 4.984 0.960 0.512
RAVF [63] - 0.685 2.78 0.911 0.559 0.595 2.87 0.899 0.463 0.837 6.47 0.964 0.617

DTFSal(V) 40.73M 0.677 2.76 0.910 0.548 0.623 3.21 0.904 0.505 0.842 6.42 0.965 0.618
DTFSal 49.08M 0.682-0.44% 2.98+6.47% 0.921+1.10% 0.562+0.54% 0.661+3.61% 3.31+3.44% 0.911+1.11% 0.523+1.55% 0.845+0.96% 6.72+1.66% 0.971+0.73% 0.649+3.84%

Method #Parameters AVAD ETMD SumMe
CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑

STAViS [51] 20.76M 0.608 3.18 0.919 0.457 0.569 2.94 0.931 0.425 0.422 2.04 0.888 0.337
ViNet [23] 33.97M 0.674 3.77 0.927 0.491 0.571 3.08 0.928 0.406 0.463 2.41 0.897 0.343

TSFP-Net [7] - 0.704 3.77 0.932 0.521 0.576 3.07 0.932 0.428 0.464 2.30 0.894 0.360
CASP-Net [61] 51.62M 0.691 3.81 0.933 0.528 0.620 3.34 0.940 0.478 0.499 2.60 0.907 0.387

DiffSal [62] 76.57M 0.738 4.22 0.935 0.571 0.652 3.66 0.943 0.506 0.572 3.14 0.921 0.447
MSPI [59] 105.25M 0.702 3.92 0.936 0.533 0.623 3.35 0.940 0.471 0.502 2.61 0.909 0.380
DAVS [68] - 0.610 3.19 0.919 0.458 0.600 2.96 0.932 0.425 0.422 2.28 0.888 0.338
RAVF [63] - 0.704 3.84 0.933 0.549 0.611 3.36 0.934 0.474 0.504 2.72 0.903 0.381

DTFSal(V) 40.73M 0.742 4.21 0.938 0.559 0.653 3.57 0.939 0.499 0.561 2.91 0.911 0.441
DTFSal 49.08M 0.746+1.09% 4.36+3.32% 0.939+0.32% 0.595+4.64% 0.667+2.30% 3.82+4.37% 0.957+1.48% 0.531+4.94% 0.573+0.175% 3.20+1.91% 0.927+0.65% 0.449+0.45%

4.1. Setup

Datasets: We utilize DHF1K [54] and UCF-Sports [45] as
visual datasets, and DIEM [42], ETMD [30], SumMe [18],
AVAD [40], Coutrot1 [9], and Coutrot2 [10] as audio-visual
datasets. For further details, please refer to the Supplemen-
tary Material.

Implementation Details: Our model is implemented us-
ing the PyTorch framework and is trained on an NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 4090 GPU for 10 epochs with early stop-
ping after 3 epochs. We adopt a pre-trained MViTv2 [34]
model on Kinetics [6] and a pre-trained VGGish [19] on Au-
dioSet [15] as the visual and audio encoders, respectively;
the visual branch of DTFSal is pre-trained on the DHF1k
dataset following [61, 62], and the entire model is then
fine-tuned on the target audio-visual datasets using the pre-
trained weights. The input samples to the network consist
of 32-frame video clips of size 224 × 384 × 3, accompanied
by their corresponding audio, which is transformed into 9
slices of 112 × 192 log-Mel spectrograms. For training, the
Adam optimizer is utilized with an initial learning rate set to
1× 10−4, and we employ a learning rate scheduler that de-
creases the factor by 0.1 every three epochs. The batch size
is set to 1, and LN is applied to avoid gradient explosion
and offset the effects of a small batch size [27, 59]. In ad-
dition, the optimal values for the loss function’s weighting
coefficients are set as λ1 = 1 and λ2 = −1.

Evaluation Metrics: We employed four standard evalua-
tion metrics: CC, NSS (Normalized Scan-path Saliency),
AUC-J (Area Under Curve - Judd), and SIM (Similarity) to
compare our work with existing studies [49, 51, 61]. The
SIM assesses the overlap between the predicted and actual
saliency distributions. The AUC-J is a location-based met-

ric that evaluates the performance of the predicted saliency
map as a binary classifier relative to the true saliency map.
Meanwhile, NSS measures the average normalized saliency
at the specific locations of human eye fixations. For more
detailed information on saliency metrics, please refer to [5].

4.2. Method Comparison
Comparisons with SOTA Methods: As shown in Table 1,
the experimental results of our DTFSal are compared with
recent SOTA methods on six audio-visual saliency datasets.
The table highlights the superiority of DTFSal, as it outper-
forms all comparable methods on all datasets—achieving
the best performance in 23 out of 24 metrics and rank-
ing second in only one—thus establishing a new SOTA on
these benchmarks. Notably, DTFSal significantly surpasses
previous top-performing methods, such as CASP-Net [61]
and DiffSal [62], while utilizing fewer parameters and in-
curring lower computational costs. Although DiffSal can
achieve an average relative performance improvement of
up to 6.3% compared to the second-best method [62], our
DTFSal, with its more efficient design, attains an average
relative performance improvement of up to 2.1% over the
second-place results, including those of DiffSal and other
SOTA models. Additionally, our visual-only variant, de-
noted as DTFSal(V), achieves competitive results on audio-
visual datasets, further demonstrating the impact of our
AMFB module.

Comparison with Video Saliency prediction methods:
Table 7 in Supplementary compares our visual-only vari-
ant, DTFSal(V), with recent SOTA video saliency predic-
tion methods on the DHF1K and UCF Sports datasets. Our
results show that across these two datasets, DTFSal(V)
achieves the best performance in 7 metrics and ranks sec-
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Figure 4. Comparative visualizations of our DTFSal model compared with previous SOTA audio-visual saliency prediction methods.

ond in the remaining one. Moreover, the relative perfor-
mance improvement over the second-best method is 2.06%
on these datasets, indicating that even our visual-only vari-
ant can reach SOTA performance when compared to meth-
ods such as ViNet-E [16] and HSFI-Net [27].

Table 2. Comparison of FLOPs, input size, and model size be-
tween ours and previous visual and audio-visual saliency methods.

Model Input Size FLOPs (G) Model Size (MB)

Visual Models

DeepVS [25] 448×448 819.5 344
STRA-Net [31] 256×224 55 324
TASED-Net [39] 256×224 91.5 82
UNISAL [13] 288×224 14.4 146
HD2S [3] 192×128 22 155
ViNet [23] 192×128 115 152
STSA-Net [56] 384×224 493 245
TMFI-Net [66] 384×224 358 234
THTD-Net [43] 384×224 - 220
TM2SP-Net [33] 384×224 1330 700
ViNet-E [16] 384×224 - 183.84
HSFI-Net [27] 384×224 - 253
DTFSal(V) 384×224 259.57 155.37

Audio-Visual Models

ACLNet [55] 224×224 164 250
TSFP-Net [7] 352×192 316 192
STAVis [51] 384×224 15.31 79.19
Casp-Net [61] 384×224 283.35 196.91
DiffSal [62] 384×224 834 351
DTFSal 384×224 297.91 187.26

Qualitative Results: Figure 4 presents visual compar-
isons between our DTFSal model and recent audio-visual
saliency prediction methods. The saliency maps generated
by DTFSal align more closely with the GT, clearly high-
lighting key regions and accurately outlining their bound-

aries (For more visualization results see Supplementary).

Efficiency Analysis: Table 2 presents a comparison of
computational complexity and model size for both visual
and audio-visual saliency models. Our proposed DTFSal
achieves a balanced trade-off between efficiency and ef-
fectiveness, requiring 297.91 GFLOPs with a model size
of 187.26 MB, which is notably more compact than Diff-
Sal while achieving better performance. Similarly, its
visual-only counterpart, DTFSal(V), maintains a moder-
ate GFLOPs, outperforming several transformer-based vi-
sual models with excessive computational demands, such
as TM2SP-Net. Despite its efficiency, DTFSal delivers
strong performance across multiple saliency benchmarks,
as shown in Table 1, where it obtains SOTA results. With a
parameter count of 49.08M, DTFSal integrates multimodal
information, demonstrating its capability to use audio-
visual cues for enhanced saliency prediction while main-
taining an optimal balance between accuracy and efficiency.

Role of Audio Information: Our analysis of audio cues
in audio-visual saliency prediction involves experiments on
several benchmark datasets. We evaluated the model’s per-
formance by disabling the audio feature extraction branch
while keeping all other parameters unchanged. As shown in
Table 1 and Table 8 in the Supplementary Material, incor-
porating audio cues consistently enhances saliency predic-
tion across all six datasets. This improvement is driven by
audio features’ ability to accurately localize sound-emitting
objects and capture key cross-modal relationships between
auditory and visual stimuli [68, 69]. Notably, our DTF-
Sal(V) model achieves competitive or superior performance
compared to SOTA methods, highlighting the importance



Table 3. Performance comparison of block types (LTEB and
DLTFB) across various stage combinations on DHF1K dataset.

Block Type Metric i-th stage of Video Encoder, i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}
No Block 1 2 3 4 2,3,4 1,2,3,4

LTEB

CC 0.539 0.547 0.551 0.556 0.556 0.589 0.560
NSS 2.972 3.080 3.081 3.133 3.117 3.132 3.190
AUC-J 0.911 0.913 0.916 0.919 0.918 0.920 0.922
SIM 0.432 0.438 0.435 0.436 0.434 0.434 0.436

DLTFB

CC − 0.557 0.549 0.560 0.561 − 0.560
NSS − 3.148 3.108 3.190 3.205 − 3.149
AUC-J − 0.920 0.918 0.922 0.923 − 0.922
SIM − 0.439 0.433 0.436 0.446 − 0.432

of integrating audio information for refined attention mech-
anisms and enhanced prediction accuracy.

4.3. Ablation Studies
To validate our design choices, comprehensive ablation
studies are conducted. We follow the evaluation protocols
in [61–63] in the AVAD and ETMD datasets for audio-
visual evaluation, while the DHF1K dataset is additionally
included to evaluate our visual baseline. Due to unavail-
able annotations on the DHF1K test set, the DFTSal model
is evaluated solely on its validation set, following the ap-
proach in [22, 62].

Feature Enhancement Block Performance Across
Stages: Table 3 shows the performance of our modules
on DHF1K dataset when applied at different stages of the
encoder. To assess the effectiveness of the LTEB module,
we evaluate three configurations: a baseline model without
LTEB, integrating it at a single stage, and deploying it
across multiple stages. The results indicate that incorporat-
ing LTEB improves all metrics, with the best performance
achieved when LTEB is applied at all stages. Similarly, our
evaluation of the DLTFB module reveals that employing
dynamic spatial shifting exclusively at stage 4 yields better
results compared to other placements, highlighting the
advantage of optimizing the spatial token arrangement
in the final stage. These ablation experiments validate
our design choices and demonstrate that both LTEB and
DLTFB enhance spatio–temporal feature refinement.

Impact of Various Multi-Modal Feature Fusion Meth-
ods: We evaluate our proposed Tri-stream, AMFB, against
two alternative fusion methods: simple concatenation of au-
dio and visual features, and a cross-attention mechanism

Table 4. Comparison of Different Multi-Modal Feature Fusion
Methods.

Fusion Methods ETMD AVAD

SIM↑ CC↑ NSS↑ AUC-J↑ SIM↑ CC↑ NSS↑ AUC-J↑
Concatenation 0.381 0.625 2.74 0.910 0.531 0.690 3.61 0.920
Cross-attention 0.485 0.635 3.16 0.907 0.539 0.696 3.563 0.926
AMFB (Ours) 0.531 0.667 3.82 0.957 0.595 0.746 4.36 0.939

Table 5. Comparison between Multi Decoders and other decoders
on DHF1K. #Params represent the number of parameters per de-
coder.

Method #Params CC↑ NSS↑ SIM↑ AUC-J↑
One Decoder 0.43 0.558 3.148 0.425 0.920
U-Net 2.84 0.555 3.154 0.414 0.922
Multi-Decoder 1.74 0.561 3.205 0.436 0.923

that uses visual features as queries and values and audio fea-
tures as keys, similar to the approach in [62]. As shown in
Table 4, AMFB outperforms these alternatives on both the
ETMD and AVAD datasets, achieving higher scores. This
improvement is attributed to its Tri-stream design, which ef-
fectively captures local details, global context, and adaptive
cross-modal information, leading to a more precise fusion
of complementary cues.

Effectiveness of Multi-Decoder in Saliency Prediction:
To validate our multi-decoder design, we compare it with
two alternative decoder architectures: one that concatenates
all features and uses a single decoder based on 3D con-
volutions and upsampling, and a UNet-style decoder that
progressively upsamples using alternating 3D convolutions
and trilinear layers with skip connections. As shown in Ta-
ble 5, our multi-decoder approach achieves superior per-
formance on DHF1K [54], confirming its effectiveness in
refining spatio–temporal features for accurate saliency pre-
diction.

Additional Ablation Studies: For further analysis of our
approach, please refer to Supplementary Material.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we presented DFTSAL, a novel framework
for dynamic video saliency prediction that balances per-
formance and efficiency through innovative modules such
as LTEB, DLTFB, and a Tri-stream AMFB for effective
audio-visual integration. Our approach robustly captures
multi-scale spatio–temporal features and effectively fuses
audio cues, achieving SOTA performance on both visual-
only and audio-visual benchmarks with competitive compu-
tational efficiency. Experimental results and extensive abla-
tion studies demonstrate the effectiveness of our method,
paving the way for scalable applications in real-world sce-
narios.
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Supplementary Material

A. Dataset Details
Visual Datasets: DHF1K [54] is a large-scale bench-
mark dataset for video saliency prediction. It consists of
1,000 videos, with 600 training, 100 validation, and 300
test videos. The UCF-Sports [45] is a task-driven dataset
sourced from broadcast TV channels. The dataset is divided
into 103 training videos and 47 testing videos [56].
Audio-Visual Datasets: Six audio-visual datasets are uti-
lized for our evaluation: DIEM [42], ETMD [30], SumMe
[18], AVAD [40], Coutrot1 [9], and Coutrot2 [10]. DIEM
contains 84 video clips covering various content types such
as commercials, documentaries, sports events, and movie
trailers. ETMD comprises 12 clips extracted from di-
verse Hollywood films. SumMe consists of 25 unstruc-
tured video clips captured in a controlled experiment, show-
casing themes ranging from sports and cooking to travel.
AVAD includes 45 short clips featuring a variety of audio-
visual scenarios, such as musical performances and sports
activities. Coutrot1 offers 60 clips divided into four visual
categories—individual/group dynamics, natural landscapes,
multiple moving objects, and close-ups of faces—with eye-
tracking data collected from 72 participants. In contrast,
Coutrot2 comprises 15 clips capturing a meeting, accom-
panied by eye-tracking data from 40 observers. Table 6
presents a list of these datasets along with specific details
about each.

Table 6. Information on Video Saliency Datasets

Dataset Year Videos Resolution Viewers Frames Audio

DH1FK 2017 1,000 360 × 640 17 582,605 No
UCF-Sports 2012 150 480 × 720 12 9,580 No
DIEM 2011 84 720 × 1280 42 240,452 Yes
AVAD 2015 45 720 × 1280 16 9,564 Yes
Coutrot-1 2013 60 576 × 720 72 25,223 Yes
Coutrot-2 2014 15 576 × 720 40 17,134 Yes
SumMe 2014 25 256 × 340 10 109,788 Yes
ETMD 2015 12 280 × 356 10 52,744 Yes

B. Supplementary Experiments
Comparison with Video Saliency prediction methods:
Table 7 presents a detailed comparison of our visual-only
variant, DTFSal(V), against recent SOTA video saliency
prediction methods on DHF1K and UCF Sports datasets.
Our results indicate that DTFSal(V) achieves the best per-
formance in 7 evaluation metrics and ranks second in the
remaining one. Notably, it outperforms the second-best
method by a relative margin of 2.06% across these datasets.
These results further highlight the strong performance of

our approach, demonstrating that even the visual-only vari-
ant can achieve competitive SOTA results when compared
to methods such as ViNet-E [16] and HSFI-Net [27]. These
findings clearly demonstrate the effectiveness of our ap-
proach for visual saliency prediction.

Role of Audio Information: To comprehensively analyze
the impact of audio information on audio-visual saliency
prediction, we conduct experiment on multiple benchmark
datasets. Specifically, we evaluate our model’s performance
by removing the audio feature extraction branch while keep-
ing all other settings unchanged. The results, as presented
in Table 1 in the main paper and Table 8, clearly demon-
strate that incorporating audio cues significantly enhances
saliency prediction performance across all six datasets. This
improvement is primarily attributed to the ability of audio
features to help localize sound-emitting objects more ef-
fectively, thereby capturing crucial cross-modal correspon-
dences between audio and visual stimuli [68, 69]. Notably,
our proposed DTFSal(V) model achieves competitive or su-
perior performance compared to SOTA methods, demon-
strating its effectiveness in leveraging auditory cues for im-
proved saliency prediction. The consistent performance
boost highlights the importance of integrating audio infor-
mation to refine attention mechanisms and enhance predic-
tion accuracy.
More Qualitative Results: Figure 5 presents additional
qualitative results comparing our DFTSal model with re-
cent audio-visual saliency prediction methods on various
audio-visual datasets. As shown, the predictions of our
model align more closely with the ground truth (GT), high-
lighting its effectiveness. Furthermore, Figure 6 shows
the visualization results of our visual-only variant, DFT-
Sal(V), against the SOTA visual saliency models. The re-
sults demonstrate that DFTSal(V) generates saliency maps
that closely match the ground truth, effectively capturing
key visual attention cues.

C. Supplementary Ablation Studies
Analyzing the Performance of Model Using Different
Video Encoders: We conduct experiments on DTFSal
using the video encoders employed in other SOTA mod-
els [51, 66]. Table 9 compares the performance of our
model on DHF1K dataset with these encoders. While
S3D [60] and Video Swin-S [37] deliver competitive results,
MViTv2 [34] achieves the highest scores across all metrics
with a moderate parameter count, demonstrating its effec-
tiveness in capturing spatio-temporal features for saliency
prediction.



Table 7. Comparison with Previous Methods on DHF1K and UCF Sports Datasets. For our model, we indicate the percentage (%) change
in performance relative to the second-best result, or to the best result if ours is not the top performer. The best results are highlighted in
red, the second-best in blue, and the third-best in green.

Model DHF1K UCF Sports

CC ↑ NSS ↑ SIM ↑ AUC-J ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ SIM ↑ AUC-J ↑
DeepVS [25] 0.344 1.911 0.256 0.856 0.405 2.089 0.321 0.870
ACLNet [55] 0.434 2.354 0.315 0.890 0.510 2.567 0.406 0.897

STRA-Net [31] 0.458 2.558 0.355 0.895 0.593 3.018 0.479 0.910
TASED-Net [39] 0.470 2.667 0.361 0.895 0.582 2.920 0.469 0.899

SalSAC [58] 0.479 2.673 0.357 0.896 0.671 3.523 0.534 0.926
UNISAL [13] 0.490 2.776 0.390 0.901 0.644 3.381 0.523 0.918
ECANet [53] 0.500 2.814 0.385 0.903 0.673 3.620 0.522 0.924

HD2S [3] 0.503 2.812 0.406 0.908 0.604 3.114 0.507 0.904
ViNet [23] 0.511 2.872 0.381 0.908 0.673 3.620 0.522 0.924

TSFP-Net [7] 0.517 2.967 0.392 0.912 0.685 3.698 0.561 0.923
GFNet [57] 0.526 2.995 0.379 0.913 0.694 3.723 0.544 0.933

STSANet [56] 0.529 3.010 0.383 0.913 0.705 3.908 0.560 0.936
TMFI-Net [66] 0.546 3.146 0.407 0.9153 0.707 3.863 0.565 0.936
TinyHD-S [22] 0.492 2.873 0.388 0.907 0.624 3.280 0.510 0.918
THTD-Net [43] 0.547 3.138 0.406 0.9152 0.711 3.840 0.565 0.933
TempVST [32] 0.494 3.73 0.373 0.904 − − − −
ViNet-E [16] 0.549 3.13 0.409 0.922 0.744 4.156 0.587 0.941

DiffSal(V) [62] 0.533 3.066 0.405 0.918 0.685 3.483 0.543 0.928
HSFI-Net [27] 0.548 3.163 0.411 0.914 0.714 3.896 0.568 0.937

DTFSal(V) 0.561+2.37% 3.205+1.33% 0.436+6.08% 0.923+0.55% 0.768+3.76% 4.04-2.78% 0.614+4.60% 0.947+0.64%

Table 8. Comparison of different visual models on six audio-visual benchmark datasets. In this evaluation, we remove the audio feature
extraction component and assess the performance of visual-only models on audio-visual datasets. The best results are highlighted in red
and the second-best in blue.

Method #Parameters DIEM Coutrot1 Coutrot2
CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑

ACLNet - 0.522 2.02 0.869 0.427 0.425 1.92 0.850 0.361 0.448 3.16 0.926 0.322
TASED-Net 21.26M 0.557 2.16 0.881 0.461 0.479 2.18 0.867 0.388 0.437 3.17 0.921 0.314

STAViS 20.76M 0.579 2.26 0.883 0.482 0.472 2.11 0.868 0.393 0.734 5.28 0.958 0.511
ViNet 33.97M 0.632 2.53 0.899 0.498 0.560 2.73 0.889 0.425 0.754 5.95 0.951 0.493

TSFP-Net - 0.651 2.62 0.906 0.527 0.571 2.73 0.895 0.447 0.743 5.31 0.959 0.528
CASP-Net(V) 51.62M 0.649 2.59 0.904 0.538 0.559 2.64 0.888 0.445 0.756 6.07 0.963 0.567

RAVF - 0.668 2.67 0.907 0.545 0.590 2.83 0.895 0.459 0.820 6.28 0.963 0.602
TM2SP-Net - 0.676 2.61 0.909 0.539 0.615 3.16 0.903 0.492 0.786 6.13 0.963 0.598

ViNet-E 48.19M 0.701 2.84 0.913 0.566 0.614 3.08 0.905 0.465 0.854 6.76 0.962 0.628

DTFSal(V) 40.73M 0.677 2.76 0.910 0.548 0.623 3.21 0.904 0.505 0.842 6.42 0.965 0.618

Method #Parameters AVAD ETMD SumMe
CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑

ACLNet - 0.580 3.17 0.905 0.446 0.477 2.36 0.915 0.329 0.379 1.79 0.868 0.296
TASED-Net 21.26M 0.601 3.16 0.914 0.439 0.509 2.63 0.916 0.366 0.428 2.10 0.884 0.333

STAViS 20.76M 0.608 3.18 0.919 0.457 0.569 2.94 0.931 0.425 0.422 2.04 0.888 0.337
ViNet 33.97M 0.674 3.77 0.927 0.491 0.571 3.08 0.928 0.406 0.463 2.41 0.897 0.343

TSFP-Net - 0.704 3.77 0.932 0.521 0.576 3.07 0.932 0.428 0.464 2.30 0.894 0.360
CASP-Net(V) 51.62M 0.681 3.75 0.931 0.526 0.616 3.31 0.938 0.471 0.485 2.52 0.904 0.382

RAVF(V) - 0.697 3.75 0.933 0.533 0.611 3.33 0.930 0.470 0.494 2.57 0.900 0.374
TM2SP-Net - 0.730 4.12 0.934 0.568 0.616 3.33 0.940 0.470 0.505 2.53 0.906 0.388

ViNet-E 48.19M 0.729 4.16 0.938 0.547 0.632 3.43 0.943 0.468 - - - -

DTFSal(V) 40.73M 0.742 4.21 0.938 0.559 0.653 3.57 0.939 0.499 0.561 2.91 0.911 0.441

Table 9. Impact of Using Different Video Encoders.

Video Encoder CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ Number of Parameters (Million)
S3D [60] 0.543 2.954 0.914 0.396 8.77 M
Video Swin-S [37] 0.542 3.08 0.920 0.419 49.8 M
MViTv2 [34] 0.561 3.205 0.923 0.446 35 M

Impact of Pre-trained Encoder Weights: Initializing the
visual branch with pre-trained encoder weights from ac-
tion recognition datasets such as Kinetics-400 [6] signifi-
cantly boosts performance on DHF1K compared to training
from scratch. Using these pre-trained weights provides a
strong feature representation, leading to notable improve-
ments across all performance metrics. Table 10 highlights
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Figure 5. Additional comparative visualizations of our DTFSal model compared with previous SOTA audio-visual saliency prediction
methods.

this impact, demonstrating that leveraging prior knowledge
from large-scale datasets enhances the model’s ability to
capture spatiotemporal patterns, making it more effective
for saliency prediction [39, 44].

Impact of Pre-trained DHF1K Weights on Audio-Visual
Model Performance: We investigate the impact of differ-

ent training strategies, as shown in Table 11. The three
strategies include training without pre-trained weights on
DHF1K, freezing the DHF1K-trained model and training
only the audio fusion module, and fine-tuning the full model
after initializing with pretrained weights on DHF1K. The
results show that fine-tuning the full model achieves the
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Figure 6. Comparative visualizations of our DTFSal model compared with previous SOTA visual-only saliency prediction methods.

Table 10. Impact of Pre-trained Encoder Weights on Model Per-
formance for DHF1K dataset. The best results are marked in bold.

Weights Usage CC ↑ NSS ↑ AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑
Without Pre-trained Weights 0.400 2.149 0.879 0.324
With Pre-trained Weights 0.561 3.205 0.923 0.446

Table 11. Impact of different training strategies on ETMD and
AVAD datasets. The best results are marked in bold.

Training Strategy ETMD AVAD

CC↑ SIM↑ CC↑ SIM↑
Without pre-trained DHF1K weights 0.628 0.479 0.682 0.525
Freeze pre-trained weights, Train only Audio Fusion 0.642 0.482 0.700 0.532
Fine-tune Full Model 0.667 0.531 0.746 0.595

best performance, as it enables the model to learn rich
visual saliency features and better integrate audio-visual
cues. Moreover, the findings confirm that pre-training on
a large-scale video dataset enhances generalization to other
datasets, which is particularly beneficial given the limited
size of audio-visual datasets.

Impact of Video Clip Length on Model Performance:
We analyze the impact of different video clip lengths (T )
on model performance, as shown in Table 12. This exper-

iment is conducted on DHF1K dataset. The results show
that a clip length of 32 frames achieves the best balance
for temporal fitting during training. Shorter clips may not
capture sufficient temporal information, leading to subop-
timal performance. Conversely, longer clips, while poten-
tially offering slight improvements, increase computational
complexity and may lead to overfitting.

Table 12. Quantitative Comparison of the Model Using Video
Clips of Different Lengths on DHF1K dataset.

Clip Length (T ) AUC-J ↑ SIM ↑ CC ↑ NSS ↑
4 0.908 0.409 0.506 2.848
8 0.910 0.419 0.512 2.513
16 0.917 0.434 0.547 3.044
32 0.923 0.441 0.561 3.205
48 0.920 0.436 0.557 3.166

Impact of different training losses: We evaluate the ef-
fect of different loss combinations by training our model
using LKL and LCC individually and in combination. As
shown in Table 13 for DHF1K, using LKL alone results in
better performance than using LCC alone, yet the best per-
formance is achieved when both losses are combined. Uti-
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Figure 7. Decoder-based saliency predictions (s1–s4, final prediction) showing the impact of LTEB and DLTFB compared to baseline.

Table 13. Impact of different training losses on DHF1K. The best
results are marked in bold.

Method Losses DHF1K

LKL LCC CC↑ NSS↑ SIM↑
I ✓ ✗ 0.558 3.173 0.434
II ✗ ✓ 0.557 3.177 0.433
III(Ours) ✓ ✓ 0.561 3.205 0.436

Table 14. Impact of different training losses on ETMD and AVAD.
The best results are marked in bold.

Method Losses ETMD AVAD

LKL LCC CC↑ NSS↑ SIM↑ CC↑ NSS↑ SIM↑
I ✓ ✗ 0.668 3.67 0.646 0.684 3.75 0.528
II ✗ ✓ 0.606 3.26 0.460 0.696 3.78 0.540
III (Ours) ✓ ✓ 0.667 3.82 0.531 0.756 4.36 0.595

lizing a composite loss function that blends multiple evalu-
ation metrics leads to a more efficient training process and
ultimately improves performance [4]. Similar trends are ob-
served in the audio-visual evaluation on ETMD [30] and
AVAD [40] (see Table 14), confirming that incorporating
both losses leads to more effective saliency prediction, with
the KL component playing a more dominant role.

Visualization of Saliency Predictions from Decoders To
provide a more intuitive understanding of the contributions
of our multi-decoder, we visualized the saliency map pre-
dictions from each decoder (S1, S2, S3, S4) as well as the
final saliency map S under different configurations: a base-
line model without any enhancement modules, a model with
only LTEB, and the full model incorporating both LTEB
and DLTFB. As shown in Figure 7, the incorporation of
LTEB and DLTFB progressively enhances the feature rep-
resentations and refines the predicted saliency, leading to
more accurate and context-aware results compared to the
ground truth.

D. Limitation & Future works
A key limitation of our work is the lack of large-scale audio-
visual datasets, which constrains broader generalization.
Future efforts could focus on collecting more comprehen-
sive datasets across diverse domains—such as commercials,
documentaries, and other complex scenes—and on unifying
image-level and video-level human visual modeling under a
single framework.
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