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Abstract—Full-reference image quality assessment (FR-IQA)
models generally operate by measuring the visual differences
between a degraded image and its reference. However, existing
FR-IQA models including both the classical ones (e.g., PSNR
and SSIM) and deep-learning based measures (e.g., LPIPS and
DISTS) still exhibit limitations in capturing the full perception
characteristics of the human visual system (HVS). In this paper,
instead of designing a new FR-IQA measure, we aim to explore a
generalized human visual attention estimation strategy to mimic
the process of human quality rating and enhance existing IQA
models. In particular, we model human attention generation
by measuring the statistical dependency between the degraded
image and the reference image. The dependency is captured in a
training-free manner by our proposed sliced maximal informa-
tion coefficient and exhibits surprising generalization in different
IQA measures. Experimental results verify the performance of
existing IQA models can be consistently improved when our
attention module is incorporated. The source code is available at
https://github.com/KANGX99/SMIC.

Index Terms—Full-reference image quality assessment, visual
attention, maximal information coefficient, statistical dependency.

I. INTRODUCTION

Full-reference Image Quality Assessment (FR-IQA) aims to
automatically generate a visual quality index for a distorted
image by comparing it with the original reference image
and has been widely employed in image restoration tasks,
such as image compression, denoising, deblurring, and super-
resolution [1]–[3]. Many well-known FR-IQA models can be
roughly classified as deterministic IQA, which calculate the
difference between the reference image and distorted image
based on explicit rules [4]–[6]. To be specific, deterministic
IQA methods provide the quality index by straightforwardly
calculating the distance in certain spaces, such as Mean
Squared Error (MSE) – the ℓ2 distance in the pixel domain,
the Normalized Laplacian Pyramid Distance (NLPD) [4] – the
ℓ2 distance in the normalized Laplacian domain, or LPIPS –
ℓ2 distance in the deep feature space domain [6]. The explicit

This work was supported in part by the Natural Science Foundation
of Guangdong Province (Grant 2023A1515011667), in part by Basic Re-
search Foundation of Shenzhen (Grant JCYJ20210324093609026), and in
part by Guangdong Basic and Applied Basic Research Foundation (Grant
2023B1515120020). Corresponding authors: Xuelin Shen and Baoliang Chen.

SSIM, PSNR Enhanced SSIM, PSNR HumansLPIPS, DISTS Enhanced LPIPS, DISTS

Fig. 1. Existing FR-IQA models can be enhanced by our attention modeling.
Images in the first and third columns are different distorted images. Humans
prefer the quality of the image in the third column, which is opposite to
the prediction results of PSNR and SSIM (1st row), LPIPS and DISTS (2nd
row). By incorporating the attention maps (shown in the second column), the
enhanced FR-IQA models provide more consistent judgments with humans.
We estimate human attention by the proposed Sliced Maximal Information
Coefficient (SMIC) without any training process.

assessment roles result in a clear understanding and a com-
putationally efficient evaluation process but lack proper con-
sideration of human perception characteristics and are limited
in handling complex distortions. Specifically, the methodology
of deterministic IQA often exhibits high sensitivity to point-
by-point deviations in texture regions, which are less aligned
with human perceptions [7].

Under these circumstances, statistical IQA, which involves
comparing the statistical distributions of features between the
reference image and the distorted image, has been widely
studied. Such as in [8], Sheikh et al. first modeled mutual
information between the input image and images perceived by
the Human Visual System (HVS) and employed mutual infor-
mation divergence to provide a perceptual assessment index.
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In [7], Ding et al. introduced structural and textural similarity
in deep feature space to present a multi-scale, overcomplete
understanding of image distortions. In [9], Liao et al. modeled
quality degradation from a statistical distribution perspective
in deep feature space by employing the Wasserstein distance.

Meanwhile, some works attempt to further investigate the
HVS’s “foveation characteristics”, where only local image
regions can be perceived in high resolution [10]. These studies
propose local-wise perceptual quality measurements instead of
straightforwardly computing global assessments. They share
a two-stage methodology that first calculates the local-wise
distortion measurement, which is then contributed to the final
assessment via pooling. Thus, plenty of efforts have been
devoted to investigating the proper pooling strategies to mimic
the spatial attention characteristics of HVS. For example, an
object-based pooling strategy, employed in [11], [12], assigns
more attention to object regions during pooling based on
the straightforward observation that humans predominantly
concentrate on such regions when viewing an image [13].
Meanwhile, other two-stage methods incorporate saliency de-
tection technology to gain a powerful and comprehensive un-
derstanding of visually prominent and relevant regions within
an image [14]–[20]. However, the lack of generalizability and
interpretability are still outstanding challenges of the data-
driven attention generation models, resulting in their not ut-
terly satisfied performance in actual implementation scenarios.

To construct robust computational two-stage FR-IQA mod-
els based on general biological principles, this paper reexam-
ines the human attention estimation problem from the per-
spective of statistical dependence. To be specific, an improved
version of the Maximal Information Coefficient (MIC) [21] is
proposed in this paper, named Sliced MIC (SMIC). The pro-
posed SMIC quantifies statistical dependency by calculating
mutual information between the reference image and distorted
image in deep feature space, contributing to robust and HVS-
aligned attention generation, an intuitive example is shown
in Fig. 1. The resulting attention map (depicted in Fig. 1) is
subsequently employed for weighting the local distortion map
which could be generated by both classic and deep-learning
based IQA measures. The main contributions of this paper can
be summarized as follows,

• A robust model for visual attention computation, sup-
ported by a theoretical framework, is established. The
training-free advantage leads our attention estimation to
be highly generalized to diverse FR-IQA frameworks.

• We propose the SMIC with both computational efficiency
and ability regarding high-dimensional data analysis for
mutual information computing.

• The experimental results underscore the effectiveness
of the proposed attention estimation strategy for both
learning-based and traditional IQA models across di-
verse distortion types, including GAN-based and super-
resolution-based distortions.

(d)(b)(a)

(c)

...
... ...

Fig. 2. A toy example to illustrate the calculation of MIC between X and
Y .

II. STATISTICAL DEPENDENCY-GUIDED ATTENTION
WEIGHTING

A. Preliminary of Maximal Information Coefficient

Given a paired variable (X , Y ) and their samples
{x1, x2, ..., xN} and {y1, y2, ..., yN}, the MIC aims to mea-
sure the statistic dependency between X and Y . To calculate
the MIC, the samples of X and Y are first partitioned to the
x-axis and y-axis in order, forming a 2D scatterplot. The MIC
is then defined by,

MIC(X,Y ) = max
nx,ny :nx∗ny<N0.5

{maxG∈G(nx,ny) IG(X,Y )

logmin{nx, ny}
}
,

(1)
where N is the number of samples, and nx and ny are the
number of grid bins on the x-axis and y-axis, respectively.
G(nx, ny) is the set of all possible grids of the scatterplot with
the size nx ∗ ny . IG(X,Y ) denotes the mutual information
under a specific grid G. The logmin{nx, ny} is a normal-
ization term to ensure MIC in the range [0,1]. In Fig. 2, we
present a toy example to illustrate the calculation details. In
particular, we first place all the paired samples of X and Y into
a scatterplot (see Fig. 2(a)). Then we grid the scatterplot by
nx-by-ny cells. Herein, numerous grid schemes can be adopted
when nx > 1 and ny > 1. In Fig. 2(b), we show two possible
grids (in red and blue) when nx = ny = 2. For a possible
grid G, we measure the mutual information IG(X,Y ) by the
following formula,

IG(X,Y ) =

nx∑
u=1

ny∑
v=1

P (au, bv) log
P (au, bv)

P (au)P (bv)
, (2)

where au denotes the points in the u-th region along the
horizontal direction formed by vertical grid lines, and bv rep-
resents the points in the v-th region along the vertical direction
created by horizontal grid lines (see Fig. 2(c)). Different grids
will result in multiple mutual information values. We select
and normalize the maximum one as the estimated mutual
information under the grid set G(2, 2). Finally, we adjust nx

and ny under nx ∗ ny < N0.5 and the MIC is the maximum
value under all the grid sets (see Fig. 2(d)).
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Fig. 3. The framework of our enhancement strategy for existing FR-IQA models.

Compared to other methods, MIC better captures diverse
dependencies between variables X and Y [22]. However,
exact MIC computation is challenging due to the need to
consider all possible grids. Our approach employs a heuristic
MIC approximation algorithm [21], enabling more efficient
measurement without much accuracy sacrifice.

B. Enhance existing FR-IQA models by SMIC

Existing FR-IQA models especially the deep-learning based
models usually estimate the image quality in a two-stage man-
ner, including 1) the distortion map generation by comparing
the reference image and distorted image, and 2) the quality
score estimation by aggregating the distortion map. However,
naı̈ve aggregation strategies (average pooling or std pooling)
usually lead the quality predictions not always consistent
with human opinions. Inspired by the human quality rating
process, we propose an attention-guided aggregation module
for existing FR-IQA model enhancement. We model the hu-
man attention generation based upon the MIC under a mild
assumption that the higher the dependence between the regions
in the reference image and distorted image, the attention would
be lower. Our framework is illustrated in Fig. 3, which mainly
contains three steps: 1) Distortion map generation by existing
FR-IQA models. 2) Attention map generation by the proposed
SMIC. 3) Quality score acquisition. We detail the three steps
in the following sub-paragraphs.

1) Distortion Map Generation by Existing FR-IQA Models:
For traditional FR-IQA models, we select two classical mea-
sures, PSNR and SSIM [10] for the performance validation. In
particular, we obtain the distortion map (Md) by comparing
the difference between the reference image (Ir) and the
distorted image (Id) in the pixel domain.

For deep-learning based FR-IQA models, the popular VGG
[23] based measures including the LPIPS [6], DISTS [7] and
DeepWSD [9] are selected. To obtain the distortion map, we
measure the feature difference in a patch manner with their
default comparison metrics. Supposing the FR-IQA model is
LPIPS and the features of Ir and Id extracted from the s-th
stage of the VGG16 network are F r

s and F d
s , the distortion

map Md
s can be obtained by,

Md
s,p(F

r
s,p, F

d
s,p) =

1

HsWs

∥∥F r
s,p − F d

s,p

∥∥2
2

(3)

where p is the spatial index and F r
s,p and F d

s,p are the p-th
patch in F r

s and F d
s . Herein, F r

s,p and F d
s,p ∈ RHs×Ws×Cs

where Hs and Ws are the height and width of each patch.
The Cs represents the channel number of each feature. The
Md

s,p is the value of Md
s at the location p.

2) Attention Map Generation by the Proposed SMIC:
In this step, instead of estimating the statistical dependency
between Ir and Id in the pixel domain by MIC directly, we
propose the SMIC to capture their dependency in the deep-
feature domain. The reasons lie in that: 1) Compared with the
RGB values, the deep-features extracted by the pre-trained
VGG network are more quality-aware [6], [33], leading the
dependency measured in the deep-feature space to be more
consistent with HVS. 2) As we depicted in Sec. II.A, the
MIC is only applicable for one-dimensional random variables.
However, the deep features are usually with high dimensions,
leading the original MIC to be less effective. Motivated by the
sliced mutual information (SMI) [34], the SMIC is proposed
for the dependency estimation in the deep-feature domain. The
following are the details.
Project the image into the deep-feature domain. To obtain
quality-aware features, we still adopt the popular pre-trained
VGG16 network as the feature extractor. In particular, we
extract muti-scale deep features at different stages of the
VGG16 network.
Measure the feature dependency by SMIC. Following the
idea of SMI [34], we adopt random projections to project
the high-dimensional features into different one-dimensional
variables. The SMIC thus can be estimated by averaging the
MIC values formed by those one-dimensional variables, which
can be depicted as follows,

SMIC(X,Y ) =
1

S2
Cs−1

∮
SCs−1

∮
SCs−1

MIC(Θ⊤X,Φ⊤Y )dθdϕ,

(4)
where SCs−1 is the Cs-dimensional unit sphere, and its surface
area is SCs−1 = 2πCs/2/Γ(Cs/2), with Γ as the gamma



TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON SIX STANDARD IQA DATABASES. LARGER SRCC AND PLCC VALUES INDICATE THAT THE IQA MODEL IS MORE

CONSISTENT WITH THE HVS PERCEPTION. THE BEST, THE SECOND-BEST, AND THE THIRD-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN
BOLDFACE&UNDERLINED, BOLDFACE, AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY. ADDITIONALLY, ‘↑’ AND ‘-’ REPRESENT PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT,

UNCHANGED RESPECTIVELY.

Method LIVE [24] CSIQ [25] TID2013 [26] KADID-10k [27] PIPAL [28] QADS [29]

SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC

MS-SSIM [30] 0.951 0.943 0.917 0.902 0.781 0.827 0.803 0.801 0.559 0.585 0.717 0.721
FSIM [31] 0.961 0.949 0.931 0.919 0.851 0.877 0.854 0.851 0.590 0.613 0.687 0.689
VIF [8] 0.972 0.972 0.919 0.926 0.677 0.772 0.791 0.793 0.539 0.560 0.815 0.821
NLPD [4] 0.945 0.957 0.937 0.927 0.800 0.843 0.844 0.813 0.483 0.507 0.591 0.605
MAD [25] 0.957 0.949 0.947 0.950 0.781 0.827 0.797 0.823 0.559 0.611 0.723 0.731
PieAPP [32] 0.933 0.945 0.897 0.880 0.848 0.835 0.786 0.789 0.706 0.709 0.861 0.863

PSNR 0.923 0.920 0.849 0.844 0.700 0.675 0.604 0.612 0.501 0.520 0.573 0.587
SSIM [10] 0.930 0.928 0.866 0.853 0.716 0.742 0.717 0.716 0.557 0.585 0.713 0.719
LPIPS [6] 0.932 0.935 0.883 0.906 0.670 0.759 0.720 0.700 0.573 0.611 0.671 0.674
DISTS [7] 0.954 0.954 0.939 0.941 0.830 0.856 0.887 0.886 0.623 0.644 0.809 0.808
DeepWSD [9] 0.952 0.949 0.963 0.953 0.874 0.876 0.888 0.888 0.514 0.517 0.762 0.770

PSNR w/ SMIC 0.945 (↑ 2.2%) 0.941 (↑ 2.1%) 0.917 (↑ 6.8%) 0.881 (↑ 3.7%) 0.826 (↑ 12.6%) 0.797 (↑ 12.2%) 0.763 (↑ 15.9%) 0.749 (↑ 13.7%) 0.566 (↑ 6.5%) 0.583 (↑ 6.3%) 0.698 (↑ 12.5%) 0.704 (↑ 11.7%)
SSIM w/ SMIC 0.947 (↑ 1.7%) 0.943 (↑ 1.5%) 0.929 (↑ 6.3%) 0.916 (↑ 6.3%) 0.801 (↑ 8.5%) 0.762 (↑ 2.0%) 0.815 (↑ 9.8%) 0.812 (↑ 9.6%) 0.605 (↑ 4.8%) 0.632 (↑ 4.7%) 0.760 (↑ 4.7%) 0.768 (↑ 4.9%)
LPIPS w/ SMIC 0.959 (↑ 2.7%) 0.946 (↑ 1.1%) 0.962 (↑ 7.9%) 0.951 (↑ 4.5%) 0.867 (↑ 19.7%) 0.891 (↑ 13.2%) 0.911 (↑ 19.1%) 0.907 (↑ 20.7%) 0.657 (↑ 8.4%) 0.665 (↑ 5.4%) 0.839 (↑ 16.8%) 0.842 (↑ 16.8%)
DISTS w/ SMIC 0.960 (↑ 0.6%) 0.954 (- 0.0%) 0.956 (↑ 1.7%) 0.947 (↑ 0.6%) 0.851 (↑ 2.1%) 0.871 (↑ 1.5%) 0.890 (↑ 0.3%) 0.889 (↑ 0.3%) 0.673 (↑ 5.0%) 0.709 (↑ 6.5%) 0.835 (↑ 2.6%) 0.839 (↑ 3.1%)
DeepWSD w/ SMIC 0.959 (↑ 0.7%) 0.957 (↑ 0.8%) 0.967 (↑ 0.4%) 0.965 (↑ 1.2%) 0.882 (↑ 0.8%) 0.903 (↑ 2.7%) 0.906 (↑ 1.8%) 0.906 (↑ 1.8%) 0.608 (↑ 9.4%) 0.629 (↑ 11.2%) 0.814 (↑ 5.2%) 0.820 (↑ 5.0%)
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Fig. 4. Illustration of the attention map generation by our proposed SMIC.

function. Θ ∼ Unif
(
SCs−1

)
and Φ ∼ Unif

(
SCs−1

)
are inde-

pendent of each other and of (X,Y ). The SMIC inherits key
properties of SMI, such as discrimination between dependence
and independence, chain rule, etc. In our method, we treat the
F r
s,p and F d

s,p as samples drawn from the high-dimensional
variables X ∈ RCs and Y ∈ RCs , then their SMIC can be
efficiently approximated by the Monte Carlo sampling,

SMIC
(
F d
s,p, F

r
s,p

)
≈ 1

K

K∑
i=1

MIC
(
Θ⊤

i F
r
s,p,Φ

⊤
i F

d
s,p

)
, (5)

where K is the sampling times. As shown in Fig. 4, we
implement the K projections by a depth-wise convolutional
layer with the output channel number set as K. Herein, the
convolution weights are sampled from a pre-set Gaussian
distribution without any training process. Once the SMIC of
all the patches is calculated, we could obtain the SMIC map
Ms of F r

s and F d
s and the attention map is measured by,

Ma
s = 1−Ms, (6)

with the assumption that a higher feature dependency results
in lower attention during human quality rating.

C. Quality Score Acquisition

For traditional FR-IQA measures, including the PSNR and
SSIM [10], the final quality score Q(Ir, Id) can be obtained
by,

Q(Ir, Id) = f(

∑n
s=m Rs(M

a
s )

m− n+ 1
⊗Md), (7)

where m and n are the first and last stage indexes we
selected for attention map generation. Rs(·) means a resize
operation to align the dimension between Ma

s and Md. The
“⊗” means element-wise multiplication. f(·) represents the
average operation.

For VGG-based metrics, including the LPIPS [6], DISTS [7]
and DeepWSD [9], we estimate the quality score Q(Ir, Id) by,

Q(Ir, Id) =

∑n
s=m f

(
Ma

s ⊗Md
s

)
m− n+ 1

+
∑

s/∈{m,m+1,...,n}

D(F r
s , F

d
s ),

(8)
where D(·) represents the specific feature difference measure
proposed in the corresponding FR-IQA model.

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Implementation Details

During the distortion map generation, we set the patch size
as 7×7, and the patch stride is set as 1 and 7 for the traditional
and deep-learning based IQA models, respectively. We set K
as 32 in Eqn. (5) and m = 3 and n = 4 in Eqn. (7). Hs =
Ws = 7 in Eqn. (3). The bilinear interpolation is adopted for
the resize operation Rs(·) in Eqn. (7).

B. Benchmark

The proposed SMIC-based method is evaluated based on six
IQA datasets: TID2013 [26], LIVE [24], CSIQ [25], KADID-
10k [27], PIPAL [28], and QADS [29]. Specifically, the QADS
is specifically designed for super-resolution-oriented distor-
tions. PIPAL, the largest human-rated IQA dataset, notably
includes 19 additional GAN-based distortion types, posing a
significant challenge to existing FR-IQA methods. SRCC and
PLCC are employed as evaluation criteria. Furthermore, a five-
parameter nonlinear logistic function is employed to align the
predicted scores and MOSs.

The SMIC-based weighting scheme is integrated into five
FR-IQA methods, including classical metrics (PSNR and
SSIM [10]) and learning-based methods (LPIPS [6], DISTS
[7], DeepWSD [9]). Improved versions of these metrics are
compared with six state-of-the-art methods: MS-SSIM [30],
FSIM [31], VIF [8], NLPD [4], MAD [25], PieAPP [32].



Fig. 5. Visualisation of the generated attention maps. Ir and Id are the reference and distorted images. Md represents the distortion maps generated by
PSNR (1st row) and SSIM (2nd row). Md

s (s = 3,4) are the distortion maps measured by LPIPS (3rd row), DISTS (4th row), and DeepWSD (5th row) at the
s-th stage of the VGG16 network. Ma and Ma

s are the estimated attention maps. Mr and Mr
s are the rectified distortion map with Mr = Md ⊗Ma and

Mr
s = Md

s ⊗Ma
s .

C. Experimental Results

Quantitative Evaluation. The comparison results are shown
in Table I, where ‘w/ ’ denotes the incorporation of our
proposed scheme. Quite encouraging results have been demon-
strated that the proposed weighting scheme brings an over-
all improvement to the employed traditional and learning-
based FR-IQA models across six datasets. The demonstrated
effectiveness across synthetic, GAN, and super-resolution-
oriented distortions underscores the strong robustness of the
proposed weighting scheme, owing to the trustworthy and
interpretable framework employed. Moreover, incorporating
the SMIC-based weighting enhances even basic metrics like
PSNR to outperform state-of-the-art models, underlining the
necessity of HVS characteristics in IQA modeling.
Qualitative Evaluation. To gain intuition into the attention
modeling capacity of the proposed scheme, an example is
illustrated in Fig. 5. From the Figure, we can observe the
attention maps generated with our method successfully model
visual attention, where areas with higher attention coincide
with regions where distortion is more noticeable to humans,
such as the foreground in the first row and object regions in

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON BETWEEN MIC AND SMIC FOR HUMAN

ATTENTION MODELING.

Method LIVE [24] KADID-10k [27] PIPAL [28] QADS [29]

SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC

PSNR w/ MIC 0.930 0.919 0.632 0.637 0.518 0.538 0.594 0.607
SSIM w/ MIC 0.936 0.931 0.732 0.732 0.570 0.598 0.726 0.730
LPIPS w/ MIC 0.955 0.945 0.899 0.898 0.645 0.660 0.823 0.830
DISTS w/ MIC 0.947 0.947 0.819 0.821 0.621 0.662 0.818 0.815
DeepWSD w/ MIC 0.958 0.956 0.902 0.902 0.601 0.621 0.811 0.813

PSNR w/ SMIC 0.945 0.941 0.763 0.749 0.566 0.583 0.698 0.704
SSIM w/ SMIC 0.947 0.943 0.815 0.812 0.605 0.632 0.760 0.768
LPIPS w/ SMIC 0.959 0.946 0.911 0.907 0.657 0.665 0.839 0.842
DISTS w/ SMIC 0.960 0.954 0.890 0.889 0.673 0.709 0.835 0.839
DeepWSD w/ SMIC 0.959 0.957 0.906 0.906 0.608 0.629 0.814 0.820

the second and third rows. In contrast, compared with the local
distortion map generated by existing IQA methods (Md and
Md

s ), the overemphasis on regions that are less noticeable to
humans can be easily observed, such as the blurred background
in the first and fourth rows, resulting in their unsatisfactory
performance. Moreover, these inconsistencies are successfully
rectified by employing the SMIC-based weighting scheme
(Mr and Mr

s ), leading to improved performance.
Effectiveness of SMIC. In our method, we propose SMIC



to alleviate the limitation of MIC in capturing the statisti-
cal dependency of high-dimensional variables. To verify the
effectiveness of SMIC, we use MIC to measure the feature
dependency directly and compare the results with our original
one in Table II. From the table, we can observe that the perfor-
mance of SMIC-based measures outperforms the MIC-based
ones in terms of both PLCC and SRCC. The phenomenon can
be observed consistently in different IQA datasets, revealing
the high superiority of our proposed SMIC.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a training-free attention modeling
scheme for enhancing existing FR-IQA models. To be specific,
we optimize the Maximal Information Coefficient (MIC) to en-
able the statistical dependency estimation in high dimensional
deep feature space, contributing to human attention model-
ing. By incorporating trustworthy and interpretable attention
modeling into local-wise distortion pooling, existing FR-IQA
models are better aligned with HVS characteristics, resulting in
favorable performance improvement. Extensive experimental
results across multiple FR-IQA models and test datasets highly
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed SMIC-based
weighting scheme.
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[4] V. Laparra, J. Ballé, A. Berardino, and E. P. Simoncelii, “Perceptual
image quality assessment using a normalized laplacian pyramid,” in
Human Vision and Electronic Imaging. Society for Imaging Science
and Technology, 2016, pp. 43–48.

[5] Y. Fang, J. Yan, R. Du, Y. Zuo, W. Wen, Y. Zeng, and L. Li, “Blind
quality assessment for tone-mapped images by analysis of gradient and
chromatic statistics,” IEEE Transactions on Multimedia, vol. 23, pp.
955–966, 2020.

[6] R. Zhang, P. Isola, A. A. Efros, E. Shechtman, and O. Wang, “The
unreasonable effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual metric,” in
IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2018,
pp. 586–595.

[7] K. Ding, K. Ma, S. Wang, and E. P. Simoncelli, “Image quality assess-
ment: Unifying structure and texture similarity,” IEEE Transactions on
Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 44, no. 5, pp. 2567–
2581, 2020.

[8] H. R. Sheikh and A. C. Bovik, “Image information and visual quality,”
IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 430–444,
2006.

[9] X. Liao, B. Chen, H. Zhu, S. Wang, M. Zhou, and S. Kwong,
“DeepWSD: Projecting degradations in perceptual space to wasserstein
distance in deep feature space,” in ACM International Conference on
Multimedia, 2022, pp. 970–978.

[10] Z. Wang, A. C. Bovik, H. R. Sheikh, and E. P. Simoncelli, “Image
quality assessment: from error visibility to structural similarity,” IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 600–612, 2004.

[11] J. Gu, G. Meng, J. A. Redi, S. Xiang, and C. Pan, “Blind image quality
assessment via vector regression and object oriented pooling,” IEEE
Transactions on Multimedia, vol. 20, no. 5, pp. 1140–1153, 2017.

[12] P. Zhang, W. Zhou, L. Wu, and H. Li, “SOM: Semantic obviousness
metric for image quality assessment,” in IEEE Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2015, pp. 2394–2402.

[13] T. Judd, K. Ehinger, F. Durand, and A. Torralba, “Learning to predict
where humans look,” in IEEE International Conference on Computer
Vision, 2009, pp. 2106–2113.

[14] S. Lao, Y. Gong, S. Shi, S. Yang, T. Wu, J. Wang, W. Xia, and Y. Yang,
“Attentions Help CNNs See Better: Attention-based hybrid image quality
assessment network,” in IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 1140–1149.

[15] J. Gu, G. Meng, S. Xiang, and C. Pan, “Blind image quality assessment
via learnable attention-based pooling,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 91, pp.
332–344, 2019.

[16] J. Kim and S. Lee, “Deep learning of human visual sensitivity in image
quality assessment framework,” in IEEE Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, 2017, pp. 1676–1684.

[17] S. Bosse, D. Maniry, K.-R. Müller, T. Wiegand, and W. Samek,
“Deep neural networks for no-reference and full-reference image quality
assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 27, no. 1, pp.
206–219, 2017.

[18] L. Zhang, Y. Shen, and H. Li, “VSI: A visual saliency-induced index
for perceptual image quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image
processing, vol. 23, no. 10, pp. 4270–4281, 2014.

[19] Z. Wang and Q. Li, “Information content weighting for perceptual image
quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 20,
no. 5, pp. 1185–1198, 2010.

[20] Z. Wang and X. Shang, “Spatial pooling strategies for perceptual
image quality assessment,” in IEEE International Conference on Image
Processing, 2006, pp. 2945–2948.

[21] D. N. Reshef, Y. A. Reshef, H. K. Finucane, S. R. Grossman,
G. McVean, P. J. Turnbaugh, E. S. Lander, M. Mitzenmacher, and P. C.
Sabeti, “Detecting novel associations in large data sets,” Science, vol.
334, no. 6062, pp. 1518–1524, 2011.

[22] D. Albanese, M. Filosi, R. Visintainer, S. Riccadonna, G. Jurman, and
C. Furlanello, “Minerva and minepy: a c engine for the mine suite and
its r, python and matlab wrappers,” Bioinformatics, vol. 29, no. 3, pp.
407–408, 2013.

[23] K. Simonyan and A. Zisserman, “Very deep convolutional networks for
large-scale image recognition,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1409.1556, 2014.

[24] H. Sheikh, “Live image quality assessment database release 2,”
http://live. ece. utexas. edu/research/quality, 2005.

[25] E. C. Larson and D. M. Chandler, “Most apparent distortion: full-
reference image quality assessment and the role of strategy,” Journal
of Electronic Imaging, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 011 006–011 006, 2010.

[26] N. Ponomarenko, L. Jin, O. Ieremeiev, V. Lukin, K. Egiazarian, J. Astola,
B. Vozel, K. Chehdi, M. Carli, F. Battisti et al., “Image Database
TID2013: Peculiarities, results and perspectives,” Signal Processing:
Image Communication, vol. 30, pp. 57–77, 2015.

[27] H. Lin, V. Hosu, and D. Saupe, “KADID-10k: A large-scale artificially
distorted iqa database,” in IEEE International Conference on Quality of
Multimedia Experience (QoMEX), 2019, pp. 1–3.

[28] G. Jinjin, C. Haoming, C. Haoyu, Y. Xiaoxing, J. S. Ren, and D. Chao,
“PIPAL: a large-scale image quality assessment dataset for percep-
tual image restoration,” in European Conference on Computer Vision.
Springer, 2020, pp. 633–651.

[29] F. Zhou, R. Yao, B. Liu, and G. Qiu, “Visual quality assessment for
super-resolved images: Database and method,” IEEE Transactions on
Image Processing, vol. 28, no. 7, pp. 3528–3541, 2019.

[30] Z. Wang, E. P. Simoncelli, and A. C. Bovik, “Multiscale structural
similarity for image quality assessment,” in Asilomar Conference on
Signals, Systems & Computers, vol. 2, 2003, pp. 1398–1402.

[31] L. Zhang, L. Zhang, X. Mou, and D. Zhang, “FSIM: a feature similarity
index for image quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 2378–2386, 2011.

[32] E. Prashnani, H. Cai, Y. Mostofi, and P. Sen, “PieAPP: Perceptual image-
error assessment through pairwise preference,” in IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2018, pp. 1808–1817.

[33] B. Chen, L. Zhu, G. Li, F. Lu, H. Fan, and S. Wang, “Learning
generalized spatial-temporal deep feature representation for no-reference
video quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems
for Video Technology, vol. 32, no. 4, pp. 1903–1916, 2021.

[34] Z. Goldfeld and K. Greenewald, “Sliced mutual information: A scalable
measure of statistical dependence,” Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 34, pp. 17 567–17 578, 2021.


	Introduction
	Statistical Dependency-Guided Attention Weighting
	Preliminary of Maximal Information Coefficient
	Enhance existing FR-IQA models by SMIC
	Distortion Map Generation by Existing FR-IQA Models
	Attention Map Generation by the Proposed SMIC

	Quality Score Acquisition

	Experiments
	Implementation Details
	Benchmark
	Experimental Results

	Conclusions
	References

