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Abstract Visible and infrared image fusion (VIF) aims to
combine information from visible and infrared images into a
single fused image. Previous VIF methods usually employ a
color space transformation to keep the hue and saturation from
the original visible image. However, for fast VIF methods,
this operation accounts for the majority of the calculation
and is the bottleneck preventing faster processing. In this
paper, we propose a fast fusion method, FCDFusion, with
little color deviation. It preserves color information without
color space transformations, by directly operating in RGB
color space. It incorporates gamma correction at little extra
cost, allowing color and contrast to be rapidly improved. We
regard the fusion process as a scaling operation on 3D color
vectors, greatly simplifying the calculations. A theoretical
analysis and experiments show that our method can achieve
satisfactory results in only 7 FLOPs per pixel. Compared
to state-of-the-art fast, color-preserving methods using HSV
color space, our method provides higher contrast at only
half of the computational cost. We further propose a new
metric, color deviation, to measure the ability of a VIF method
to preserve color. It is specifically designed for VIF tasks
with color visible-light images, and overcomes deficiencies
of existing VIF metrics used for this purpose. Our code is
available at https://github.com/HeasonLee/FCDFusion.

Keywords infrared images, visible and infrared image fu-
sion; gamma correction; real-time display; color metrics;
color deviation

1 Introduction
Visible and infrared image fusion (VIF) aims to combine
information from visible and infrared images into a single
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fused image. In dark or dazzling extreme environments, an
image taken by a visible camera may be unclear, but an
infrared camera can usually obtain clear object outlines due
to differences in temperature. A VIF output image has both
color and temperature information, making objects in the
output image clearer and more distinguishable. Therefore,
VIF technology has been an active research field for many
years, and has abundant applications [1] in many fields such
as object detection [2–5], tracking [6–8], recognition [9–11],
surveillance [12–14], color vision [15], and remote sensing
[16, 17].

Several fast VIF methods simply average two input images
in different color spaces [18], taking no more than 20 FLOPs
for each pixel pair. Their main goal is to fuse video at high-
speed for real-time display, so they trade off quality of results
for speed. When putting image quality first, rather than speed,
other methods are used; representative ones being based on
domain transformation [19–24], deep learning [25–29], or
hybrid methods [30–35]. These methods provide impressive
results but involve much more complex calculation, often
taking over 1000 times as many FLOPs as simple averaging
methods.

Previous VIF methods usually employ a color space trans-
formation to keep the hue and saturation from the original
visible image. However, for fast VIF methods, this operation
accounts for the main part of the calculation, and is the bot-
tleneck preventing improved processing speed. In this paper,
we propose a fast fusion method, FCDFusion, with little color
deviation; it can preserve color information without color
space transformations. It directly operates in RGB color space
and embeds gamma correction with little extra computation,
so both color and contrast can be quickly improved. We regard
the fusion process as a scaling operation on 3D color vectors,
which greatly simplifies the calculations. Theoretical analysis
and experimental results show that our method can achieve
satisfactory results using only 7 FLOPs per pixel. Compared
to state-of-the-art fast, color-preserving methods using HSV
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color space, our method provides higher contrast in half the
number of FLOPs.

We further observe that existing evaluation metrics for the
VIF task mainly consider the sharpness of the fused image
(via entropy [36], average gradient [37], etc.) and its overall
structural similarity to the original images (via structural
similarity index measure [38], root mean squared error [39],
etc.), and ignore the color information. Thus, some methods
achieve high scores by changing the hue and saturation of
the original color to improve the contrast. In this work, we
propose a new metric called color deviation to measure how
well a VIF method preserves colour. It is specifically designed
for VIF tasks using color visible images and aims to remove
the deficiencies of existing VIF metrics by assessing color
information.

The main contributions of this work are thus:
• a simple and effective VIF method, FCDFusion, which

can preserve color and improve contrast in only 7 FLOPs
per pixel,

• a metric, color deviation, specifically designed to mea-
sure the ability of a VIF method, using color visible
images, to preserve color,

• a theoretical analysis, based on color deviation, of the
color-preserving abilities of our method and averaging
methods in RGB, YIQ, and HSV color spaces; these
results are also verified experimentally.

2 Related work
In this section, we first review existing VIF methods and
their strategies for preserving color. Then we give a brief
introduction to existing metrics used to evaluate VIF results.

2.1 VIF methods
2.1.1 Problems with simple averaging
A simple VIF method working in RGB color space is to
average the red, green, and blue components of a visible
image with an infrared image separately. Unfortunately, there
are two problems to be solved. Firstly, one of the input
images usually contains more details, while the other is
blurred. A simple averaging operation cannot deliberately
select the image containing more detail, and therefore, after
the averaging operation, the original clear details become
blurred. Secondly, because the infrared image contains only
one channel (monochromatic), averaging the red, green, and
blue components of the visible image with the same gray
value will cause a decline in saturation, resulting in poor
appearance. Existing VIF methods have developed strategies
to solve the above two problems, to help them keep details
and colors in the fused image.

2.1.2 Detail-preserving methods
To selectively keep details from both input images, various
more complex fusion methods have been proposed.

Some transform the two input images into a new domain
to extract principal (low-frequency) parts and detail (high-
frequency) parts from the input images. Typical domain
transformations include principal component analysis [19],
Laplacian pyramids [20], wavelet transforms [21], contourlet
transforms [22], multi-resolution singular value decompo-
sition [23] and latent low-rank representation [24]. In these
methods, the two parts of the output image are fused in dif-
ferent ways. The high-frequency part of the output image
is usually the sum or the maximum value of the two input
images, while the low-frequency part is usually formed by
averaging. Such processing aims to preserve the details of the
two input images as well as possible.

To achieve better overall quality and avoid the disadvantages
of a single method, some hybrid methods [30–33] mix the
results of multiple methods to get the best effects in the output
images.

Moreover, with the rapid development of deep learning,
some deep learning-based methods [25, 26] are also emerging.
These methods take some evaluation metrics as training
objectives and use various artificial neural network models
for parameter training to achieve better fusion results.

Recently, most methods combine neural networks with
other techniques to improve the fusion effect. Inspired by
domain transformation methods, Luo et al. [34] use an ℓ1-ℓ0
decomposition model to obtain the base and detail layers
before fusion, and employ Laplacian and Gaussian pyramids
to decompose the detail layers and decision map obtained by a
convolutional neural network. To fully preserve visual details,
Yin et al. [35] employ a weighted mean curvature-based
multiscale transform fusion scheme which can effectively
suppress noise and keep valuable details. Xu et al. [27]
use convolutional neural networks as encoders to extract
multi-level features from the input image pair, and then
use a decoder to fuse these features. Tang et al. design an
illumination-aware sub-network in PIAFusion [28] to estimate
the illumination distribution and calculate the illumination
probability, then use the illumination probability to construct
an illumination-aware loss to guide training of the fusion
network. It thus performs well on target maintenance and
texture preservation in areas with different illumination. In
SeAFusion [29], Tang et al. cascade an image fusion module
and a semantic segmentation module, using semantic loss to
guide the flow of high-level semantic information back to the
image fusion module, effectively boosting the performance
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Fig. 1 Color-preservation strategy of VIF methods using a color
space transformation T .

of high-level vision tasks on fused images, such as semantic
segmentation and object detection.

The above methods trade off speed for better quality of fused
results. Although the SeAFusion [29] model is simplified
to improve its speed, it still requires more calculation than
early deep learning-based methods like CNN [26], and about
10,000 times that of simple averaging methods [18]. Here,
we propose a simple and effective VIF method to achieve
high quality fusion results with extremely low computational
requirements, akin to those of simple averaging methods.
2.1.3 Color-preserving methods
To keep the hue and saturation of the original visible image,
VIF methods can be modified to operate in another color
space in which one component represents brightness, and two
other components represent hue and saturation [18]. Only the
brightness component of the two images is fused, and the
hue and saturation of the original color image is retained.
Such a color-preservation strategy is also commonly used in
other image enhancement methods operating on color images
[40, 41]. As Fig. 1 illustrates, color-preserving VIF methods
first use a color space transformation T to divide the visible
image into hue and saturation components and a brightness
component. They then fuse the brightness component with
the infrared image using some particular fusion strategy, and
finally, they use the inverse transformation T−1 to transform
the result back to RGB color space.

Two commonly used color spaces are YIQ and HSV [42,
43]. When using YIQ color space, both T and T−1 are 3× 3

matrices, so the VIF method needs two matrix multiplications.
When using HSV color space, saturation is better preserved
but the conversion is more complex and requires more time.

Some recent methods [28, 29] use YUV (also called YCrCb)
[44] color space, which is similar to YIQ color space. The
transformation from RGB to YUV needs a 3×3 matrix mul-
tiplication and two scalar additions.

Color space transformations can help VIF methods keep the
hue and saturation from the original visible image. But for fast

Fig. 2 Color vectors in RGB color space.

VIF methods, transformations account for the majority of the
calculation and act as a bottleneck to improving processing
speed. Our method proposed in this paper directly operates
in RGB color space and uses vector scaling instead of color
space transformations.

2.2 VIF metrics

Numerous metrics used to evaluate image quality can also
be used to evaluate the quality of fusion results. None of the
proposed metrics is universally better than all others; they are
complementary. Typical metrics used in VIF result evaluation
[45] include information theory-based metrics (e.g. cross-
entropy (CE) [46], entropy (EN) [36], mutual information
(MI) [47], and peak signal-to-noise ration (PSNR) [39]),
structural similarity-based metrics (e.g. structural similarity
index measure (SSIM) [38], and root mean squared error
(RMSE) [39]), image feature-based metrics (e.g. average gra-
dient (AG) [37], edge intensity (EI) [48], standard deviation
(SD) [49], spatial frequency (SF) [50], and gradient-based
fusion performance (QAB/F) [51]) and human perception in-
spired metrics (e.g. the Chen-Blum metric (QCB) [52], and
the Chen-Varshney metric (QCV) [53]).

These existing metrics either measure the overall contrast
of the output image or its similarity to each of the two original
input images. However, for VIF tasks with colored visible
images, color information and brightness information of the
image are usually processed separately, so it is necessary
to design a metric that specifically measures color changes.
In this work, we propose a new metric. color deviation, to
measure the color preservation ability of a VIF method.

3 FCDFusion method
In this section, we first formulate the VIF problem and
motivate our method. Then we introduce our FCDFusion fast
fusion method with low color deviation for high-speed VIF
tasks demanding color preservation. It can greatly reduce the
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Fig. 3 FCDFusion Framework. Gamma correction uses γ = 2. Scaling multiplies each input RGB component by the same factor k.

computational load while ensuring good contrast and color
quality in the fused image.

3.1 Formulation and motivation

In the visible and infrared image fusion (VIF) problem, two
images of the same scene are taken by a visible camera and
an infrared camera; we assume they have been aligned by a
registration algorithm, so that each has the same size and each
object has the same position in both images. For pixel-level
VIF methods, the goal is to calculate the fused pixel color cf

by using the visible pixel color cv and the infrared pixel color
ci for each pixel pair across the two images. cf, cv, and ci are
color vectors in RGB color space with three elements:

cf =

 rf
gf
bf

 , cv =

 rv
gv
bv

 , ci =

 vi
vi
vi

 , (1)

where rf, gf, bf, rv, gv, bv, and vi are integers, usually in the
range [0,255].

Because the three elements of the infrared color ci have
the same value vi (it is monochromatic), fusing the red,
green and blue components of the visible image with the
same gray value may cause a decline in saturation, giving
the output image a poor appearance. Thus, existing color-
preserving methods [18] introduce a color transformation
to a new color space such as YIQ or HSV to improve the
color quality of the output image (see Fig. 1). They first
transform the RGB color of the visible image into hue and
saturation components and a brightness component, then fuse
the brightness component with the infrared image, and finally
use inverse transformation to transform the result back to
RGB color space. The majority of the computation in this
process lie in the color space transformation and the inverse
transformation, while the fusion process is usually a simple
averaging.

However, if we consider the RGB color as a vector in
RGB color space, this process can be greatly simplified:
the brightness is the length of the vector, and the hue and

saturation are represented by the direction of the vector. See,
for example, Fig. 2. The four color vectors c1, c2, c3, and
c5 have the same lengths but different directions, so have
the same brightness and different hues and saturations. The
closer the direction is to the main diagonal of the color space
cube, the lower its saturation, and the closer it is to gray. So
although the three color c1, c2, and c3 have the same hue,
c3 is completely gray while c1 has the highest saturation.
Another aspect, also shown in Fig. 2, is illustrated by the
three color vectors c4, c5, and c6, which have the same
direction but different lengths. They thus have the same hue
and saturation but different brightnesses. Therefore, a color-
preserving fusion process can be considered to be one which
simultaneously multiplies the red, green, and blue values by a
common scaling factor k. In our method, k depends on both
input images.

3.2 Method

The framework of the proposed method is shown in Fig. 3.
We first compute the scaling factor k using the input pixel
pair, then fuse the pixel pair by scaling the visible input color
vector by this factor k. We proceed in stages to determine k.

3.2.1 Scaling ratio
The output color can be seen as a scaled version of the original
visible color vector cv, where the scaling ratio α depends on
the magnitude of the infrared value vi:

α =
( vi

255

)γ

∈ [0, 1], (2)

where the infrared input value vi is normalised to [0,1], and
the exponent γ is used to improve the contrast of the infrared
image and reduce noise.

Gamma correction uses an exponential function to adjust
the relative brightness of an image. Using γ > 1 enhances
contrast in the bright parts of the picture and reduces contrast
in the dark parts [54]. There is always noise in dark areas due
to the lower signal-to-noise ratio, and reducing the contrast in
dark areas acts to suppress this noise. In the proposed method
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we set γ = 2, allowing generic exponentiation to be replaced
by a simpler and faster single multiplication in this case.

The scaling ratio α represents the relative value of k. α = 1

means k should take its maximal value βm, to maximize the
length of cv; α = 0 means k should take its minimal value 0,
making cv black.
3.2.2 Maximal scaling factor
To simplify the calculation, we take the brightness of the color
cv to be approximately given by the maximum value of all
three components. However, as vm appears in a denominator
later, we prevent division by zero by ensuring vm ⩾ 1:

vm = max(rv, gv, bv, 1). (3)

To ensure that all color vectors have a chance to be enlarged,
we define the ceiling of the scaled vector to have value
vm + 255, so the maximal scaling factor is:

βm =
vm + 255

vm
. (4)

Thus, with a maximal scaling ratio α = 1, the color compo-
nent with greatest value is scaled to the ceiling vm + 255; the
other two components are also scaled by the same factor βm.
3.2.3 Scaling factor
The initial scaling factor β is now obtained by multiplying
the maximum scaling factor βm by the scaling ratio α:

β = αβm. (5)

A scaling operation directly using the factor β is too severe:
the brightness of the output image differs too much from that
of the visible image. Averaging this value with the original
visible image reduces this difference:

cs =
βcv + cv

2
= kcv, (6)

where cs is the scaled color vector after averaging with the
original color vector cv. Combining Eqs. (4–6), we obtain the
final scaling factor k as:

k =
αβm + 1

2
=

α(vm + 255)/2

vm
+ 0.5, (7)

where the calculation of (vm + 255) divided by 2 can be
quickly performed by a right-shift operation on the integer
(vm + 255).
3.2.4 Fusion via vector scaling
The proposed method fuses the pixel pair by scaling the visible
input color vector by the computed scaling factor k. It changes
the length of the vector but keeps its direction. Therefore,
while the visible image adds brightness information from the
infrared image, its color information is preserved.

However, after the scaling by k, some component of the
color cs may be greater than 255. The output color cf is finally

Algorithm 1 FCDFusion method
Input: RGB color cv of visible pixel and corresponding
value vi of infrared pixel.
Output: RGB color cf of fused pixel.
α←− vi/255.0;

α←− α× α;

vm ←− 1;

for each RGB colour component cv of color cv do
if cv > vm then

vm ←− cv;

end if
end for
k = (vm + 255) >> 1;

k ←− k × α/vm + 0.5;

for each RGB component cv of color cv, and
corresponding component cf of color cf do

cf ←− k × cv;

if cf > 255 then
cf ←− 255;

end if
end for

obtained by limiting the three channels of cs to [0,255]:

cf =

 rf
gf
bf

 =

 min(krv, 255)
min(kgv, 255)
min(kbv, 255)

 . (8)

The overall computation is presented in Algorithm 1.
The analysis of arithmetic operations given in Tab. 1

shows that simple averaging methods only use simple integer
operations and no floating point operations during fusion.
In fast, color-preserving methods like YIQ-AVG and HSV-
AVG, color space transformations account for the majority
of floating point operations. Our method uses vector scaling
(Eq. 8) instead of color space transformations, so is faster.
Further discussion is provided in Sec. 5.

4 Color deviation metric

In this section, we propose a new metric, color deviation
(CD), to measure the color-preservation ability of a VIF
method. It is specifically designed for VIF tasks with color
visible images and is intended to avoid the deficiencies of
existing VIF metrics used to evaluate color preservation. We
first motivate and define color deviation, and then analyze the
color preservation ability of several fast VIF methods using
this metric.
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Table 1 FLOPs required by various fusion methods, per fused pixel, and their color-preservation performance. Columns 2–4 give the
FLOPs for the 3 main stages: transformation from RGB color space, fusion, and inverse color space transformation.

Method From RGB Fusion To RGB Total Color preservation
RGB-AVG 0 0 0 0 poor
YIQ-AVG 9 0 9 18 intermediate
HSV-AVG 6 0 8 14 good
FCDFusion (ours) 0 7 0 7 good

Fig. 4 Color comparison of three fused images (a), (b), and (c), obtained by RGB-AVG, MST-SR, and our method, respectively. Only (c)
presents a good visual effect and retains color information.

4.1 Motivation and definition

Fig. 4 illustrates the deficiencies which can result when using
existing VIF metrics. From both perspectives of clarity and
color preservation, Fig. 4(c) provides a superior fused image
to Figs. 4(a,b) for the same two input images. The man in the
car’s shadow is enhanced in Fig. 4(c), which also shows that
the man wears a brown or orange coat. This color information
is lost in Figs. 4(a,b) by the changes in hue and saturation.
However, when evaluated by existing metrics, which consider
similarity or contrast, Fig. 4(c) is not considered to be the
best result. The main reason is that the existing metrics are
defined specifically for monochrome images.

Contrast-related metrics (such as CE [46], EN [36], MI
[47], AG [37], EI [48], SD [49], SF [50], QAB/F [51], QCB

[52] and QCB [53]) measure the whole contrast of the fused
image, including contrasts in hue, saturation and brightness.
Therefore, a fused image can obtain a higher score by in-
creasing the contrast in hue and saturation channels, which
may lead to large differences in hue and saturation between
the visible image and the fused image. Using such metrics,
Fig. 4(b) generally has the highest score of the three output
images in Fig. 4. Instead, to preserve color information from
the visible image, hue and saturation need to be unchanged
during fusion.

Similarity-related metrics (such as PSNR [39], SSIM [38]
and RMSE [39]) compare the fused image to both input
images. Since the infrared image is monochromatic and it is
given the same importance as the visible image, a fused image
with saturation between the two input images is more likely
to obtain a higher score. Thus, evaluated by such metrics,
Fig. 4(a) has the highest score among the three output images
in Fig. 4. In fact, only the visible image has hue and saturation
information, so the similarity of hue and saturation should be
compared to the visible image individually.

To avoid these problems, in VIF tasks with color visible
images, color information and brightness information should
be measured respectively. Brightness information (i.e., the
brightness similarity of the two input images and the fused
image, and the brightness contrast of the fused image itself)
can be assessed by existing metrics after changing the visible
image and fused image into grayscale images. For color
information, the color deviation (CD) between the visible
input color and fused color can be measured by the angle
between the two color vectors cf and cv:

CD(cv, cf) = arccos
cv · cf

|cv| |cf|
, (9)

with arccos returning its principal value in the range [0, π]. A
small color deviation value indicates that hue and saturation
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Fig. 5 Directional comparison of input color vectors (i.e., cv and
ci) and fused color vectors (i.e., cf-RGB, cf-YIQ, cf-HSV, and cf-Ours).

are well preserved from the visible input color. When angles
are small, the differences from their cosine values are not
obvious, so we use angles instead of their cosine values.

To assess the overall color preservation ability of a VIF
method for an input image pair, the average color deviation
over all pixels is used.

4.2 Color deviation of existing fast methods

Here, we analyze the color-preserving ability of four existing
fast VIF methods using color deviation. In Fig. 5, the Y axis
of YIQ color space is the diagonal of RGB color space, on
which each color has the same red, green and blue value. So
the infrared color ci is along on the Y axis.

The VIF averaging method in RGB color space simply
averages cv with ci, so the fused vector cf-RGB is the midpoint
of the line segment connecting cv and ci. As Fig. 5 shows,
this averaging operation causes a large angle between cv and
cf-RGB.

The VIF averaging method in YIQ color space averages cv

with ci only in the Y channel. As Fig. 5 indicates, doing so
moves cv along a straight line ℓ which is parallel to the axis
Y . More specifically, the fused vector cf-YIQ is the midpoint
of the line segment connecting cv and ci’s projection point on
the line ℓ. As Fig. 5 shows, this averaging operation causes a
small angle between cv and cf-YIQ.

The VIF averaging method in HSV color space averages
cv with ci only in the V channel (the length of the color
vector) and keeps H (hue) channel and S (saturation) channel
unchanged, so cv and cf-HSV are collinear. As Fig. 5 shows,
the angle between cv and cf-HSV is close to 0.

Our method scales cv by the scaling factor k, so cv and the
scaled vector cs are collinear. The bounding operation limits
the three channels of cs to the range of [0,255], which may
cause a tiny angle between cv and cf-Ours, as shown in Fig. 5.

In general, given the same input images, the relationship
of color deviation corresponding to these four methods is:

0 ≈ CDOurs ≈ CDHSV < CDYIQ < CDRGB. (10)

Thus, our method (FCDFusion) and averaging in HSV color
space better preserve the hue and saturation of the visible
image, a conclusion confirmed by our experimental results in
the next section.

Unlike averaging in HSV color space, our method does
not need color space transformations and embeds gamma
correction to improve contrast, so is faster and can provide
clearer objects in fused images.

5 Results
In this section, we compare our method to several state-of-the-
art VIF methods. We first introduce the data set, evaluation
metrics, and comparison methods used in the experiment, and
then compare the fusion methods using metrics and visual
effects.

5.1 Dataset

To ensure fairness and to reflect the processing of color
information, we used visible and infrared image pairs from
the visible and infrared image fusion benchmark (VIFB)
[55] for real data experiments. VIFB is the only existing
benchmark that provides image pairs with color visible images
and provides unified procedures for state-of-art methods
and evaluation metrics on the same computing platform.
It provides 21 image pairs, a code library for 20 fusion
algorithms, and 13 evaluation metrics. The average image
size is 452× 368.

VIFB not only provides visible and infrared image pairs of
dim scenes but also provides some for backlight scenes, to
ensure a comprehensive evaluation of fusion methods.

5.2 Metrics

We first use 13 existing VIF metrics provided by VIFB: CE
[46], EN [36], MI [47], AG [37], EI [48], SD [49], SF [50],
QAB/F [51], QCB [52], QCV [53], PSNR [39], SSIM [38],
and RMSE [39]. As noted earlier, they mainly measure the
contrast of the fused image itself and the similarity between
the fused image and the two input images.

Since such existing metrics cannot fully assess the visual
quality of the fused results, we invited 10 users to judge the
relative quality of groups of fused images in VIFB (partly
shown in Figs. 6 and 7), focusing on object clarity and color
authenticity. In each image group, the fused images obtained
by 8 methods were randomly reordered and scored from 1 to
8. Users can see the corresponding input images, but they do
not know which method is used to obtain each output image.

We also counted the number of FLOPs and parameters
used by each method. The FLOPs statistic measures the num-
ber of equivalent floating-point multiplications and divisions
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required to fuse a pair of 452×368 input images. The param-
eters statistic measures the number of parameters to be learn
in neural networks or to be manually set in filters and other
transformations.

We also used the proposed color deviation (CD) metric to
measure the color preservation abilities of the fusion methods.

5.3 Methods

We compared the proposed FCDFusion method to 3 simple
averaging methods, the 2 highest-scoring methods from VIFB,
and 2 state-of-the-art methods absent from VIFB.

The 3 simple averaging methods using RGB, YIQ, and
HSV color spaces are named RGB-AVG, YIQ-AVG, and
HSV-AVG for short.

The 2 highest-scoring methods from VIFB are MST-SR
[32] and CNN [26]. MST-SR is a hybrid method, which has
6 top-three metric values in VIFB, for CE, EN, MI, QAB/F,
QCB and QCV. CNN is a deep learning method based on
convolutional neural networks, which has 5 top-three metric
values in VIFB, for MI, QAB/F, QCB, QCV and SD. These two
methods were originally designed to fuse grayscale images.
In VIFB [55], they have been modified to fuse color images
by fusing every channel of the RGB visible image with the
corresponding infrared image.

The 2 state-of-the-art methods absent from VIFB are PI-
AFusion [28] and SeAFusion [29]. They are based on deep
learning and use YUV (or the equivalent YCrCb) [44] color
space.

5.4 Metric results

Results using contrast- and similarity-based metrics in Tab. 2
show that our method provides higher contrast than the three
simple averaging methods, and retains more feature details
from the input images than MST-SR, CNN, PIAFusion, and
SeAFusion.

MST-SR and CNN score highly on contrast but destroy the
color consistency with the original visible image, so have low
scores for similarity. On the other hand, RGB-AVG scores
highly for similarity to the the two input images, by simply
averaging them, but gets low scores for contrast because of
the low saturation of the infrared image. Our method balances
these two aspects, so it lies in the middle of the 8 methods
when evaluated by the 13 existing metrics.

Our user study shows that the images fused by our method
have the best visual effects. Indeed, some complex methods
based on multi-scale transformations (MST-SR) and deep
learning (CNN, PIAFusion, and SeAFusion) are not even as

effective as simple averaging methods (RGB-AVG, YIQ-AVG,
and HSV-AVG) in this respect.

The FLOPs metric shows the computational requirements
of our method to be much lower than for state-of-the-art
methods such as MST-SR, CNN, PIAFusion, and SeAFusion.
Among the fast methods, RGB-AVG is the fastest, but also
the least effective when considering color and contrast. Our
method provides higher contrast and better visual effects than
YIQ-AVG and HSV-AVG, and has a much greater processing
speed. At the same time, our method does not need memory to
store parameters, so the requirements for computing devices
are very low.

The color deviation metric results show that our method and
HSV-AVG better retain the hue and saturation of the visible
image. As noted in Sec. 4.1, the final bounding operation (to a
maximum of 255) in our method leads to bias; the bias angle
of our method is slightly larger than that of HSV-AVG.

5.5 Visual effects

The groups of fused results in Figs. 6, 7 show two typical
conditions found in VIF tasks, with objects in shadow and
objects in strong light.

Objects in shadow need enhancement by brightening. As
shown in Fig. 6, images fused by our method have more
contrast than that those from RGB-AVG, YIQ-AVG, and
HSV-AVG, making objects in shadows clearer. The reason is
that our method uses gamma correction to improve contrast.
Meanwhile, our method maintains the original color from the
visible images, which avoids the loss of color information
seen in the images fused by RGB-AVG, YIQ-AVG, MST-SR,
CNN, PIAFusion, and SeAFusion. Our method only changes
the brightness of the color by vector scaling, and keeps its
original hue and saturation.

Objects in bright light need enhancement by dimming the
light around them. As shown in Fig. 7, images fused by our
method have more contrast than those from all other methods,
making object in the bright light clearer, again due to the
use of gamma correction. Deep learning-based methods (i.e.,
CNN, PIAFusion, and SeAFusion) do not perform under such
conditions, partly because of the lack of training data for
backlit scenes.

Color deviation values indicated in Figs. 6, 7 are consistent
with the color differences between the visible images and
fused images as can be observed visually and intuitively.
This confirms that the proposed color deviation metric is a
practical way of measuring the color preservation abilities of
VIF methods. The examples in Fig. 7 have much smaller color
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Table 2 Average metric values for 8 methods on 21 image pairs provided by VIFB. The best three values for each metric are indicated in
red, green, and blue, respectively. ↑ means that a larger value is better, while ↓ means that a smaller value is better.

Metric RGB-AVG YIQ-AVG HSV-AVG MST-SR CNN PIAFusion SeAFusion FCDFusion (ours)
CE ↓ 1.3335 1.3844 1.3639 0.9572 1.0299 1.2918 1.5195 1.5368
EN ↑ 6.6814 6.7032 6.7311 7.3391 7.3202 6.9962 6.9960 6.8778
MI ↑ 2.1976 2.1444 2.1233 2.8090 2.6533 2.4964 2.1438 2.2788
AG ↑ 3.2779 3.3192 3.5214 5.8513 5.8077 5.8780 5.6707 3.9498
EI ↑ 34.1354 34.6171 36.5583 60.7805 60.2406 60.9310 59.0180 41.1680
SD ↑ 34.1786 34.8890 34.9258 57.3134 60.0753 52.3719 50.0449 41.5048
SF ↑ 10.3152 10.4263 11.1832 18.8067 18.8130 18.7830 17.8480 12.7951
QAB/F ↑ 0.3995 0.4037 0.4177 0.6611 0.6576 0.6394 0.5632 0.4839
QCB ↑ 0.4415 0.4434 0.4465 0.6447 0.6215 0.5400 0.4627 0.5428
QCV ↓ 747.9871 749.6857 767.9276 522.6890 512.5690 383.2480 405.2917 774.8971
PSNR ↑ 29.22745 29.2022 29.18195 28.9754 28.96605 28.81665 28.6775 28.8974
SSIM ↑ 0.7453 0.74205 0.7361 0.69515 0.69545 0.6962 0.69725 0.71645
RMSE ↓ 0.0516 0.05245 0.05295 0.05825 0.0589 0.06195 0.06625 0.0586
User ↑ 4.1833 5.3167 5.6333 3.2833 3.3000 3.8000 3.2500 7.2333
Params ↓ 0 0 0 84.40K 435.20K 1.18M 166.66K 0
FLOPs ↓ 23.76K 2.99M 2.33M 257.86M 10.85G 195.46G 27.61G 1.16M
CD ↓ 0.0656 0.0411 0.0111 0.0711 0.0669 0.0366 0.0436 0.0117

deviation values than those in Fig. 6, as the visible images in
Fig. 7 are less colorful.

6 Discussion
We now discuss the important roles of gamma correction and
averaging in our method, which properly adjust the contrast
of the fused image.

6.1 Gamma correction

Using gamma correction in our method enhances contrast
and reduces color noise, as demonstrated in Fig. 8.

Setting γ = 2 makes the objects clearest in both shadow
and light, while keeping the background little changed from
the visible image. Making γ too small or too great will lighten
or darken the background respectively, resulting in a decrease
in background contrast. Setting γ = 1 gives results like those
of HSV-SVG.

Furthermore, setting γ = 2 suppresses color noise in dark
areas of the visible images. Using HSV-AVG, γ = 0.5 or
γ = 1 lightens the dark areas in the visible images, such as
the car’s shadow in the first scene and the right area of the
second scene. Thus color noise is magnified at the same time.

By setting γ = 2, the exponential operation in Eq. (2) is
reduced to squaring, which can be computed much faster
than when using a general value for gamma. The FLOPs
values given in Fig. 8 show that our method is faster than
HSV-AVG or when using other γ settings (apart from γ = 1).
Gamma correction using γ = 2.2 is widely used in display
enhancement [54]. Fig. 8 shows that using γ = 2 has very
similar visual effects to using γ = 2.2, so we set γ = 2 for
speed.

6.2 Averaging

Average β and 1 when computing the scaling factor k in our
method helps to avoid excessive changes in brightness, as
demonstrated in Fig. 9. Without this averaging operation,
objects are clear but some features in the background may
become blurred, as the brightness information comes is mainly
from the infrared image. The averaging operation provides
brightness information from the visible image in the fused
image. In applications that only focus on objects, the version
without averaging may be better.

7 Conclusions
In this paper, we have proposed a simple and effective VIF
method called FCDFusion, which preserves color information
without color space transformations. It directly operates in
RGB color space and embeds gamma correction using little
extra computation, so color and contrast are quickly improved.
A theoretical analysis and experimental results show that our
method can achieve satisfactory results in only 7 FLOPs per
pixel. Compared to state-of-the-art fast and color-preserving
methods using HSV color space, our method provides higher
contrast and the computational cost is only half.

In addition, we have proposed a new metric, color deviation,
to measure the color preservation ability of a VIF method; it is
specifically designed for VIF tasks using color visible images
and overcomes the deficiencies of existing VIF metrics for
color information evaluation.
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Fig. 6 Fusion results showing objects in shadow. CD values give the corresponding color deviation metric; lower is better.
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Fig. 7 Fusion results showing objects in strong light. CD values give the corresponding color deviation metric; lower is better.
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Fig. 8 Fusion results from HSV-AVG, and our method using different gamma correction. Orange boxes highlight areas with color noise.
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Fig. 9 Fusion results with and without averaging when computing scaling factor k.
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