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Abstract

In the framework of learned image compression, the con-
text model plays a pivotal role in capturing the dependen-
cies among latent representations. To reduce the decoding
time resulting from the serial autoregressive context model,
the parallel context model has been proposed as an al-
ternative that necessitates only two passes during the de-
coding phase, thus facilitating efficient image compression
in real-world scenarios. However, performance degrada-
tion occurs due to its incomplete casual context. To tackle
this issue, we conduct an in-depth analysis of the perfor-
mance degradation observed in existing parallel context
models, focusing on two aspects: the Quantity and Qual-
ity of information utilized for context prediction and de-
coding. Based on such analysis, we propose the Corner-
to-Center transformer-based Context Model (C3M) de-
signed to enhance context and latent predictions and im-
prove rate-distortion performance. Specifically, we lever-
age the logarithmic-based prediction order to predict more
context features from corner to center progressively. In ad-
dition, to enlarge the receptive field in the analysis and syn-
thesis transformation, we use the Long-range Crossing At-
tention Module (LCAM) in the encoder/decoder to capture
the long-range semantic information by assigning the differ-
ent window shapes in different channels. Extensive experi-
mental evaluations show that the proposed method is effec-
tive and outperforms the state-of-the-art parallel methods.
Finally, according to the subjective analysis, we suggest
that improving the detailed representation in transformer-
based image compression is a promising direction to be ex-
plored.

1. Introduction

Image compression, a crucial and fundamental area of
research in computer vision and signal processing domains,
aims to represent the image data in a compact format while
maximally preserving the information content. Recently,

*The work was done during the internship at Tencent America.
†The work was done during the visit at Tencent.
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Figure 1. Different mechanisms between the parallel context
model [18] and our Corner-to-Center Context Model (C3M). Two
different main points: (1) Different with parallel context model
[18, 31] that almost 50% latents (left blue grids, if large enough)
are decoded by information from hyper-latents ẑ without any
causal context, our method has only a few corner points (right blue
grids) that are decoded solely by hyper-latents ẑ. (2) Unlike par-
allel context model [18] that only examines the local limited re-
ceptive field when decoding the current ŷi, our method focuses on
the long-range global area, which covers the whole latent features
more effectively.

motivated by the remarkable representation capabilities of
deep neural networks (DNNs), end-to-end learning-based
image compression [3, 4, 28] have demonstrated attractive
rate-distortion (R-D) performance compared to the classical
image codecs such as JPEG [39], JPEG2000 [35], BPG [6],
and VVC [7]. The basic design philosophy of learning-
based image compression involves constructing an auto-
encoder framework [19] with the entropy minimization con-
straints [3, 4, 15, 23, 28, 31, 34, 36] to achieve the best R-D
performance. Specifically, at the encoding stage, the ad-
vanced VAE-based framework utilizes a DNN-based trans-
form as the main encoder to project the images to a low-
dimensional latent space. Following quantization, the en-
tropy estimation model predicts the distributions of latents,
which are subsequently compressed into a bit stream using
an arithmetic encoder aided by the estimated distribution.
At the decoding end, the same entropy estimation model is
applied to the arithmetic decoder to recover the latency in-
formation. This information is then fed into a DNN-based
main decoder to reconstruct the original image.
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Within the aforementioned learned image compression
framework, a critical component is the autoregressive con-
text model [28], which seeks to predict the unknown codes
based on the availability of previously decoded ones. Ow-
ing to the context model’s ability to effectively extract
the important spatial correlation present in the latents, it
can notably improve the rate-distortion performance of
the learning-based image compression, such as the Peak-
Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR).

Despite the context model offering promising advan-
tages in enhancing compression performance, it incurs sig-
nificant deployment costs. In general, due to the consecu-
tive prediction of latents, the corresponding computational
complexity of the autoregressive model is of the order of
O(n2) (n is the height or width of latents). Such high cost
stems from the underlying scheme of the context model,
which requires all previously decoded latents to predict a
new latent. Consequently, the autoregressive context model
is incapable of concurrent execution. To address this chal-
lenge, [18] proposes a two-pass checkerboard context cal-
culation for parallel decoding. During the first pass, con-
text parameters are employed to decode 50% uniformly dis-
tributed latents. Subsequently, In the second pass, the re-
maining 50% latents are decoded by a Masked CNN model
that operates on neighboring local pixels. For each pass,
all latents are decoded independently. Since there exists no
relationship between concurrent decoding operations, the
checkerboard context model can be executed with parallel
processing to expedite execution speed.

Although this checkerboard-style processing mechanism
demonstrates improved parallelism and has been incorpo-
rated into the state-of-the-art learning-based image com-
pression [31], it is still not the ideal solution for building
a context model aimed at high-performance neural image
codec. More specifically, during the first decoding pass,
half latents are predicted without any information from their
causal context, rendering them unable to capture the de-
pendencies from the previously decoded context. During
the second decoding pass, the model extracts image tex-
tures only within the local region, disregarding the global
semantic information. Such incomplete causal context and
restricted receptive field, by their nature, inherently limit the
performance of the context model.

To address this challenge, in this paper, we propose an
efficient and high-performance transformer-based context
model, termed the Corner-to-Center Context Model (C3M).
Specifically, we leverage the logarithmic-based prediction
order to progressively predict the context feature, moving
from corner to center positions. At each prediction, we in-
crementally increase the number of to-be-predicted context
features, maximizing the total received information. In ad-
dition, as Transformers exhibit a superior ability to capture
long-range dependencies [11,30], we opt for a transformer-

based design as the backbone architecture. Furthermore,
to expand and enrich the receptive field during the analy-
sis and synthesis transformation processes, we integrate the
Long-range Crossing Attention Module (LCAM) in the en-
coder/decoder to capture rich semantic information across
diverse windows with distinct shapes. In summary, the con-
tributions of this paper are as follows:

• We investigate the fundamental reasons for the per-
formance degradation in the existing parallel context
model from two perspectives: Quantity and Quality of
the conditions.

• We propose a new transformer-based context model
characterized by a corner-to-center processing mecha-
nism, logarithmic-based prediction order, and gradual
prediction of context features at each prediction oper-
ation.

• To further enhance the representation capacity of anal-
ysis and synthesis transformation, we propose to as-
sign distinct window shapes to separate group chan-
nels of the attention module, facilitating the capture of
long-range and diverse semantic information.

2. Related Work
Learned Image Compression. Recently, learning-

based end-to-end image compression approaches have re-
ceived considerable attention. Stemming from the pioneer-
ing work [2] that develops VAE-based image compression
framework, [4] incorporates a hyperprior into the neural im-
age compression architecture to effectively capture spatial
dependencies in the latent representation, outperforming the
classical JPEG [26] solution. Later, [21, 23] advocates em-
ploying an autoregressive context model, a module that fa-
cilitates a better prediction of the mean and scale parame-
ters of the distribution of latents. Built upon this founda-
tional framework that consists of the main encoder/decoder,
context model, and hyper-encoder/decoder, several variants
have also been proposed through the application of diverse
network topologies, training losses, and distribution model-
ing [1, 8–10, 12, 20, 34, 37]

Context Model. Inspired by autoregressive generative
models such as PixelCNN [38], [8, 23, 28] propose context
models that sequentially predict the latent representations,
leading to effective capture of spatial dependencies. More
specifically, [27] leverages the 3D-CNN to learn a condi-
tional probability model of the latent distribution of the au-
toencoder, and [24] proposes a 3-D mask convolution-based
context model to capture the spatial and the cross-channel
contexts. However, the context prediction of autoregressive
models requires the complete decoding of previous causal
contexts, resulting in limited parallelism. To address this
issue, [29] presents a channel-wise context model to min-
imize the serial processing in the context model. [17] pro-
poses the uneven spatial-channel contextual adaptive model
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to improve performance. [18] designs a computationally ef-
ficient context model to accelerate spatial-wise computa-
tion. Unfortunately, such a checkerboard-style processing
scheme brings R-D performance degradation. [32] propose
to incorporate the global reference into the context model,
further increasing the computational burden. [22,31] use the
transformer as the backbone architecture to obtain a better
probability estimation than the convolution-based context
model. However, the lack of casual context limits the per-
formance of the learning-based image compression.

3. Preliminary

In general, the framework of deep learning-based image
compression first maps the input image to a latent repre-
sentation via the non-linear transform. Then the latents are
encoded by an arithmetic encoder to generate the bit stream
for efficient storage. To recover the original image, the bit
stream is decoded by an arithmetic decoder and fed into the
main DNN-based decoder to generate a reconstructed im-
age. Specifically, suppose ga(·), gs(·) are the non-linear
transforms. Let x and x̂ denote the original input and re-
constructed images, respectively. Let y and ŷ denote the
pre-quantized and quantized latent representation, respec-
tively, then the deep learning-based image compression can
be described as:

y = ga(x), ŷ = Q(y),

ŷ = AD(AE(ŷ)), x̂ = gs(ŷ),
(1)

where Q(·) is quantization operation, and AE and AD rep-
resent the arithmetic encoding and decoding processes, re-
spectively. The reconstructed image x̂ is the output of the
corresponding (inverse) transform. In addition, a hyper-
prior is used as side information to estimate the mean and
scale parameters of latents that are predicted from the en-
tropy model. Suppose z and ẑ denote the pre-quantized
and quantized hyper-prior, respectively, and then they can
be obtained from a pair of hyper non-linear transforms (de-
noted as ha(·) and hs(·)) with y as input. Furthermore, in
order to boost the R-D performance, A context model is in-
tegrated into the hyper-prior framework. Specifically, given
the context model as gcm(·) and Gaussian parameters net-
work as gep. The key computation to generate the i-th latent
presentation is:

z = ha(y), ẑ = Q(z),ψ = hs(ẑ),

ϕ = gcm(ŷ<i,ψ),µ,σ = gep(ψ,ϕ),
(2)

where arithmetic encoding and decoding (AE and AD) is
ignored for simplicity. Here ψ and ϕ denote the context
parameters and context features, as the input and output of
the context model gcm(·) with masked convolutions, respec-
tively. The probability of latents can be modeled by a con-

ditional Gaussian mixture model:

pŷ|ẑ(ŷi | ẑ) =
(
N (µi, σ

2
i ) ∗ U(−0.5, 0.5)

)
(ŷi),

pŷ|ẑ(ŷ | ẑ) =
∏
i=1

pŷ|ẑ(ŷi | ẑ),
(3)

where µi and σi represent the mean and scale of Gaussian
distribution of a single latent ŷi, respectively. Notice that
Q(·) in Equ. 1 and Equ. 2 is approximated by adding uni-
form noise during training, making the loss differentiable.
Finally, the training loss is calculated as the weighted sum
of bit-rate and distortion:

L = R+ λ ·D
= Ex∼px

[
− log2 pŷ|ẑ(ŷ | ẑ)− log2 ẑ

]
+ λ · Ex∼px [d(x, x̂)],

(4)

where bit-rate R is the approximated compression rate of
latent and hyper-latent representation, and the distortion D
denotes the quality gap between reconstructed images and
original natural images using the target metric, e.g., mean
squared error (MSE).

4. Corner-to-Center Context Model
4.1. Motivation

The existing serial autoregressive model generates the
Gaussian parameters of latent ŷi based on the unknown
causal context ŷ<i. Given the context parameters ψ gener-
ated from hyper decoder hs(·), it is first combined with con-
text features ϕ predicted by context model gcm(·), and then
fed into the entropy parameters network gep(·) to predict the
mean and scale of Gaussian parameters of to-be-decoded la-
tents ŷ. However, such a serial processing scheme performs
prediction in a pixel-by-pixel manner, requiring O(n2) time
complexity that is unacceptable when decoding a high-
resolution image (e.g., about 2 minutes for decoding a 4K
image). To reduce the decoding time, [18] proposes the par-
allel context model to predict the mean and scale of latents
ŷi in two passes:

µi, σi =

{
gep(hs(ẑ),0)i, first pass
gep(hs(ẑ), gcm(ŷhalf(i);W conv))i, second pass

(5)
where ŷhalf(i) denotes half uniformly distributed positions
on the latents ŷ. gcm(·) acts on the neighboring causal
context of ŷi within the receptive field of the convolutional
layer in the context model, e.g., within 3×3 kernel size. As
shown in Eq. 5, in the first pass, decoding 50% latents ŷ
only leverages the information solely from context param-
eters ψ = hs(ẑ) without considering corresponding causal
context ŷ<i of each latent ŷi, denoted as 0. Without these
causal contexts ŷ<i, it is unable to gather information from
prior pixels, preventing the capture of the dependency be-
tween spatial correlation. Consequently, higher error and

3



!𝒚

𝒚 𝒛

$𝒛𝝍

AE

AD

!𝒚

Q

Entropy Parameters 
Network

Corner-to-Center Context Model

Bit stream

…

U
ps

ca
le

 C
on

v
St

rid
e 

2

U
ps

ca
le

 C
on

v
St

rid
e 

2

LC
AM

U
ps

ca
le

 C
on

v
St

rid
e 

2

LC
AM

U
ps

ca
le

 C
on

v
St

rid
e 

2

LC
AM

LC
AM

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

LC
AM

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

LC
AM

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

LC
AM

LC
AM

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

LC
AM

LC
AM

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

D
ow

ns
ca

le
 C

on
v

St
rid

e 
2

LC
AM

LC
AM

AE

AD

$𝒛

Q

𝜱 Bit stream Factorized
Entropy
Model

H

W

W

H

Image

Reconstructed
Image

Encoder

Decoder Hyper Decoder

Hyper Encoder

Figure 2. Our proposed learned image compression pipeline. Two advanced modules are proposed in this framework: (1) Corner-to-Center
Context Model. (2) Long-range Crossing Attention Module (LCAM).

bias of predicted Gaussian parameters µ,σ from Entropy
Parameters network gep will be caused, further raising the
bit-rate of encoded bit stream under the same image dis-
tortion level. For the second pass, when decoding the re-
maining 50% latents ŷ, using CNN-based context model
W conv ∈ R3×3 only extracts the texture information in
the local region. Compared to the autoregressive context
model, the latents in the local receptive field of parallel con-
text model, ŷi ∈ R3×3, is much less than ŷ<i used in the
autoregressive context model as shown in Fig. 1. Such a
small receptive field diminishes the capacity to capture se-
mantic information from long-range dependencies. In addi-
tion, it also brings inaccuracy of the Gaussian parameters,
causing the degradation of the rate-distortion performance.

To fully exploit the potential of the discarded informa-
tion and capture the long-range dependencies based upon
parallel context model, two conditions should be satisfied:

• Quantity Condition: A certain amount of previously
decoded information is essential for estimating the un-
known context.

• Quality Condition: The decoded information should
contain information that spans a broad range of the
long-range casual context.

In other words, the Quantity Condition requires more causal
context ŷ<i being fed into gcm instead of zero. The Qual-
ity Condition requires the larger receptive field of context
model gcm. To satisfy the Quantity Condition and Quality
Condition, we investigate the following two aspects: ❶ the
prediction strategy; ❷ the backbone model.

4.2. Proposed Solution

4.2.1 Prediction Strategy

Quantity Condition. For the Quantity Condition, 50% en-
tropy parameters (µ and σ) in [18, 31] are solely predicted
from context parameters ψ. That means predicting each
latent ŷi in the first pass leverages ZERO causal context
ŷ<i, failing to obtain the information of dependencies from
previous decoded context, and thus it causes severe perfor-
mance degradation. Evidently, a promising solution should

make the majority of 50% entropy parameters take more
causal context ŷ<i into account, and only a few entropy pa-
rameters are derived purely from context parameters ψ.

Motivated by this philosophy, at each prediction step, we
propose the progressively multi-stage prediction strategy as
C3M scheme: In the first step, we only predict less than
τ% (τ < 5) entropy parameters µ, σ and referring latents
ŷ without considering the causal context ŷ<i. In the sec-
ond step, about 3τ% entropy parameters µ, σ and refer-
ring latents ŷ are predicted based upon their causal context
ŷ<i produced in the first step. Repeatedly, we gradually
increase the prediction number of entropy parameters (e.g.,
from 3τ% to 100%) and their latents at each step until all
entropy parameters and latents are constructed.

Quality Condition. To satisfy the Quality Condition, we
should enlarge the receptive field of input and output of the
context model at each prediction step. Since most semantic
information lies in the center of the image instead of the
edge, it is preferable that use less casual context to predict
the edge pixels but more for center pixels. Therefore, at the
early stages, the C3M operates on the relative edge pixels of
the image. As the decoding process proceeds, the effective
area of the context model is gradually narrowed down from
corner to center. Based on the logarithmic algorithm, we
further extend and adapt it to the 2-D image compression
tasks described in the following details.

Details. As shown in Fig. 3, given the hyper-latents ẑ,
context parameters ψ ∈ Rhψ×wψ×cψ are obtained through
the hyper decoder hs(·) as ψ = hs(ẑ). For simplicity,
here we denote hψ, wψ as h,w. During the context mod-
eling, at the first step, also known as the initialization step,
the four-corner context parameters {ψ1,1, ψ1,w, ψh,1, ψh,w}
are sampled and fed into the Entropy Parameters net-
work gep to predict four pairs of corresponding mean and
scale. Then, the latents {ŷ1,1, ŷ1,w, ŷh,1, ŷh,w} are de-
coded by sending corresponding bit stream to an arith-
metic decoder (AD) with the help of four pairs of mean
and scale. Finally, it conveys the previously predicted la-
tents {ŷ1,1, ŷ1,w, ŷh,1, ŷh,w} into the our proposed corner-
to-center context model. By using this prediction strategy,
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Figure 3. The prediction strategy of C3M, including first three complete prediction steps. At each step, context parameters ψ are sampled
and fed into the Entropy Parameters network gep to predict the corresponding mean and scale. The latents ŷ are decoded by sending the
corresponding bit stream to an arithmetic decoder (AD) with the help of mean and scale.

the model will predict the middle points among those latents
that have already been decoded. Therefore, the context fea-
tures {ϕ1,w2 , ϕ1,h2 , ϕh2 ,w2 , ϕh2 ,w, ϕh,w2 } are predicted based
on the edge-latents {ŷ1,1, ŷ1,w, ŷh,1, ŷh,w}.

In the second step, predicting the parts of remain-
ing undecoded latents starts by sampling context pa-
rameters {ψ1,w2

, ψ1,h2
, ψh

2 ,
w
2
, ψh

2 ,w
, ψh,w2 } corresponding

to the previously predicted context features. Then, we
stack them with the channel dimension and send the
combination into the gep to predict five pairs of mean
and scale corresponding to their positions. The latents
{ŷ1,w2 , ŷ1,h2 , ŷh2 ,w2 , ŷh2 ,w, ŷh,w2 } are decoded via sending
the corresponding bit stream to an arithmetic decoder.
Overall, we formulate the C3M prediction strategy as fol-
lows:

ϕxt,yt =


gc3m(ŷxt−1

1 ,yt−1
1
, ŷxt−1

2 ,yt−1
2
, . . . , ŷxt−1

K ,yt−1
K

),

if (xt, yt) ∈ {(mid(x1, x2),mid(y1, y2)) |
x1, x2 ∈ x<t, y1, y2 ∈ y<t}

0, otherwise
(6)

where mid(·) denotes the operation to obtain the middle
point. x<t presents the x0 ∪ x1 ∪ . . . ∪ xt−1, where
{(xt=0,yt=0)} = {(1, 1), (h, 1), (1, w), (h,w)}. The cor-
responding mean and scale are calculated as:

µxt,yt , σxt,yt = gep(ψxt,yt , ϕxt,yt) (7)

Notice that the prediction phases are executed until all
latents ŷ are predicted. Here each generated ŷi is mainly
impacted by the nearest input latents. For instance, ŷ1,w2 is
mainly impacted by ŷ1,1 and ŷ1,w rather than ŷh,1 and ŷh,w.
That follows the common concept that closer points own
stronger relevance.

4.2.2 Backbone of C3M: CNN or Transformer?

The context models of the existing works can be di-
vided into two main categories: CNN-based [18], and
Transformer-based [31]. The CNN-based context model
is proposed to assist hyper-latents ẑ to predict the depen-
dencies of adjacent pixels. Since the commonly used 3×3
or 5×5 convolutional kernels always focus on a small re-
gion near the to-be-predicted pixel, it can only capture the
local dependencies with the texture information. On the
other hand, as analyzed in [14, 16], transformer-based con-
text models pay attention to the whole tokens of images, es-
pecially when predicting global dependencies with seman-
tic information [33, 40]. Considering 1) transformers in-
tegrate more global information than CNNs at lower layers
and can preserve spatial information [33]; and 2) transform-
ers also outperform CNNs when exploiting the shape-based
features, in this work we adopt a transformer-based context
model to satisfy the Quality condition.

4.2.3 Details of C3M Backbone

Regarding the details of C3M, we leverage the Masked
Transformer model as our backbone. Given the reshaped
input ŷ ∈ RN×d, where N = H × W denotes the to-
tal number of tokens sent into C3M. Suppose the Masked
Transformer model with the depth = 1, the context features
ϕ are predicted following:

xl = Masked-MSA(LN(ŷ)) + ŷ

ϕ = MLP(LN(xl)) + xl
(8)

where attention module in Masked-MSA is following [31]:

Attn(Q,K,V ) = softmax(
QKT + P√

d
)V , (9)
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where P denotes the position encoding and we only calcu-
late the ϕ. In our experiments, we stack the Masked Trans-
former model with depth = 6. It is worth noting that in
the last stage of prediction, we adopt the 3×3 CNN as the
backbone context model with better capturing the nearby lo-
cal texture information motivated by nature between CNNs
and Transformer [40].

5. Long-Range Crossing Encoder/Decoder
In addition to the context model, the architecture of main

and hyper codecs are also optimized in C3M. Recall that
the encoder ga(·) and decoder gs(·) aim to extract the low-
dimension latents y of original image (x). To date, consid-
ering the transformer can better capture global information,
the transformer-based encoder/decoder [31, 41] has been
adopted in the state-of-the-art learning-based image com-
pression. However, the existing solutions only focus on
extracting global information while ignoring the local in-
formation, causing much loss of texture information. To
that end, we propose a shape-fused local window as our at-
tention scope to extract important global and local texture
information simultaneously. Next, we describe our pro-
posed approach for the main encoder as an example, and
it can be generally applied to the main decoder and hyper
encoder/decoder as well.

Encoder Pipeline. To capture the texture information
in the shallow layers and semantic information in the deep
layers [16], we fuse the convolutional and attention layer
sequentially in one encoder block. As shown in Fig. 2. We
first conduct the convolutional layer to downsample and to-
kenize an image x ∈ RH×W×C into x/2 ∈ RH

2 ×W
2 ×C .

The down-sample convolutional layer is set to 3×3 kernel
size, 128 channels with the stride of 2. Then, the tokens x/2
are sent to several Long-range Crossing Attention Module
(LCAM), whose output o/2 ∈ RH

2 ×W
2 ×C will be the in-

put of next block. Then, o/2 ∈ RH
2 ×W

2 ×C is fed into the
several convolution layers with the stride of 2 and LCAMs
in a repeated way. For deeper blocks, the number of chan-
nels of the convolutional layer and the LCAM increase from
128 to 192, and the depth from the first block to the fourth
block are set to 2, 4, 6, 2. Finally, we can obtain the low-
dimensional latents y ∈ RH

16×
W
16 × C at the output end.

We provide a more detailed description of the Decoder
Pipeline and Hyper Encoder/Decoder Pipeline utilized in
our architecture in Appendix.

Long-range Crossing Attention Module. The major
part of the long-range crossing attention module is identi-
cal to the regular transformer as described in Section 4.2.2
except for the MSA module. As shown in Fig. 4, for
each long-range crossing attention module, we first reshape
the input token X ∈ RH×W×C to X ∈ RN×C , where
N = H×W . After performing the Layer Norm (LN), X is
linearly projected by Wq,Wk,Wv to generate Q,K,V .

Multi-Head 
Self-Attention

Q
K
V

Q
K
V

Q
K
V

Q
K
V

SplitMulti-Head 
Self-Attention

Norm

Q K V

Norm

MLP

Input

N×

Multi-Head 
Self-Attention

Multi-Head 
Self-Attention

Multi-Head 
Self-Attention

Concat

Figure 4. Long-range Crossing Attention Module.

Then, we split the channels of Q,K, V as:

Q = [Q1,Q2,Q3,Q4],

K = [K1,K2,Q3,K4],

V = [V1,V2,Q3,V4],

(10)

where each Q,K,V is divided to four groups in which Qi

has C/4 channels. Next, Qi is evenly partitioned into the
four shapes: horizontal (i = 1), vertical (i = 2), (K×K)
window(i = 3), (2K×2K) window (i = 4):

Qi = [Qi
1,Q

i
2, . . . ,Q

i
M ], (11)

where Qi
j denotes the corresponding j-th specific window,

and Ki and Vi are partitioned in the same manner. Then, a
standard attention module is constructed as:

Yi
j = Attn(Qi

j ,K
i
j ,V

i
j), (12)

A concatenation scheme is then applied as follows:

Yi = Concat(Yi
1,Y

i
2, . . . ,Y

i
M ),

Y = Concat(Y1,Y2, . . . ,Yk),
(13)

and finally, the projection is performed via a linear layer to
calculate the output of LCAM as follows:

LCAM(X ) = YW0, (14)
where LCAM(X ) is with the same shape of input X .

6. Experiments
Training Setup. The proposed model is trained on

Flicker2W [25] following the the strategy used in [32].
For the optimizer, we use Adam with the default hyper-
parameters. The learning rate starts from 10−4 and de-
creases to 10−5 after 300 training epochs. The total number
of training epochs is set to 400. We evaluate the proposed
model by calculating the rate-distortion (RD) performance.
For distortion terms, we adopt the MSE metric. For mea-
suring the performance on the test dataset, the bit rate, in
terms of average bits per pixel (BPP), and the distortion, in
terms of PSNR and MS-SSIM, are evaluated as the com-
pression quality metric. We train different models with dif-
ferent λ’s suggested in [5] to evaluate the MSE-oriented
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Figure 5. R-D performance averaged on Kodak dataset using MSE
evaluated with proposed C3M and LCAM.

Context
Model

Encoder
Decoder

Kodak
Dataset

Tenick
Dataset

CLIC
Dataset

- BPG 0 0 0
Checkerboard [18] Minnen2018 [28] -9.06 -9.21 -15.99
Checkerboard [18] Cheng2020 [8] -17.41 -17.22 -22.91
Checkerboard [18] Qian2022 [31] -17.92 -19.84 -23.56
Checkerboard [18] LCAM (Ours) -18.96 -20.91 -24.63
AutoRegCNN [28] Minnen2018 [28] -11.3 -11.66 -18.27
AutoRegCNN [28] Cheng2020 [8] -17.73 -17.69 -23.53
AutoRegCNN [28] LCAM (Ours) -19.02 -20.48 -24.79
C3M (Ours) Minnen2018 [28] -12.28 -12.39 -18.95
C3M (Ours) Cheng2020 [8] -18.25 -18.18 -24.32
C3M (Ours) Qian2022 [31] -19.47 -20.43 -25.97
C3M (Ours) LCAM (Ours) -20.84 -22.61 -27.20

Table 1. Averaged BD-rate (%) improvement for different dataset.

rate-distortion performance for various bit-rates. Compres-
sAI is used as the framework [5].

Evaluation. We compare our proposed model with
the traditional image compression algorithms (BPG and
JPEG) as well as the learned image compression works
[8, 18, 28, 31]. Different approaches are evaluated on the
same Kodak dataset. In this study, we compare but do not
emphasize the channel-wise context works [17, 29] since
channel-wise context models are orthogonal and comple-
mentary directions to our research focus.

Architecture. For the main encoder/decoder, the depth
of LCAMs in four sequential blocks are set to 2, 4, 6, and
2, respectively. For the hyper encoder/decoder, we use two
sequential transformers in each LCAM module. Following
the existing transformer works [11], we set the expansion of
2 as the MLP layers. For the C3M, the channel dimension
is set to 384 with 6 heads, where each head has 64 channels
in each Masked Self-Attention module. The depth in each
C3M is set to 6. The expansion factor is 2 in the MLP layers.

6.1. Results

Effect of C3M and LCAM. We conduct experiments to
evaluate the effect of C3M. As shown in Fig. 5, when using
the same architecture that is adopted in Qian2022 [31], the

Method Context
Type

Context
Model

Latency
(ms)

Time
Complexity

Minnen2018 [28] Parallel Checkerboard [18] 47.6 Two Pass
Cheng2020 [8] Parallel Checkerboard [18] 68.3 Two Pass
Minnen2018 [28] Serial AutoRegCNN [28] >1000 O(n2)
Cheng2020 [8] Serial AutoRegCNN [28] >1000 O(n2)
Qian2022 [31] Serial AutoRegTrans [31] >1000 O(n2)
Cheng2020 [8] Channel Channel [29] 528.8 -
Minnen2018 [28] Parallel C3M (Ours) 242.5 O(log n)
Cheng2020 [8] Parallel C3M (Ours) 261.9 O(log n)

Table 2. Deocoding latency(ms) on Kodak dataset.

introduction of C3M to context model can improve PSNR
with the same bpp on the Kodak dataset. We also con-
duct the ablation studies by measuring the BD-rate improve-
ment for different datasets: Kodak dataset, Tenick dataset,
and CLIC dataset shown as Table 1. We employ Checker-
board [18] and AutoRegressiveCNN [28] as the baseline
context models and Minnen2018 [28], Cheng2020 [8], and
Qian2022 [31] as the baseline models for Encoder/Decoder.
Comparing our proposed C3M and LCAM with these estab-
lished baselines shows that both C3M and LCAM exhibit
superior performance individually. This demonstrates the
effectiveness of our methods in capturing the critical fea-
tures and dependencies necessary for improved image com-
pression, highlighting the advantages of our approach over
the existing techniques.

Decoding Time. We conduct experiments to evaluate the
decoding time of the proposed C3M on the Kodak dataset
on the NVIDIA V100 GPUs. As shown in Table 2, com-
pared to the Checkerboard, C3M performs slower than it
with O(log n) time complexity. Nevertheless, it is essen-
tial to highlight that this is still a remarkable achievement.
The proposed C3M model offers a significant improvement
in decoding time. Specifically, when decoding a 512 ×
768 Kodak image, the C3M model requires only 250ms,
whereas the autoregressive context model takes more than
1000ms. This marked reduction in decoding time high-
lights the efficiency of the C3M model in balancing compu-
tational demands and rate-distortion performance, making
it a promising alternative to existing context models in the
domain of learned image compression.

Visualization. We visualize the reconstructed images
from various approaches: JEPG, JPEG2000, BPG, VVC,
and our MSE-optimized model with Fig. 6, Fig. 7, Fig.
8, and Fig. 9. Fig. 6 shows the constructed image of
KODIM17 with 0.088 bpp and 28.78 PSNR using the BPG
method, 0.085 bpp and 29.56 using the VVC method, and
0.158 bpp and 28.95 PSNR using JPEG2000 method. It
is seen that our approach can outperform the above cod-
ing methods by providing 0.082 bpp and 29.59 PSNR. Fig.
7 shows the reconstructed image of KODIM22 with 0.085
bpp and 27.13 PSNR using the BPG method, 0.084 bpp and
27.66 using the VVC method, and 0.160 bpp and 27.16
PSNR using JPEG2000 method. Our model can outper-
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Figure 6. Visualization of reconstructed images and enlarged im-
ages of kodim17 from Kodak dataset.

Original Image Ours 
(0.083bpp/27.79/0.878)

BPG
(0.085bpp/27.13/0.859)

JPEG2000
(0.160bpp/27.16/0.867)

JPEG
(0.159bpp/21.79/0.642)

VVC
(0.084bpp/27.66/0.872)
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Figure 7. Visualization of reconstructed images and enlarged im-
ages of kodim22 from Kodak dataset.

Original Image Ours 

BPG JPEG2000

Figure 8. Visualization of reconstructed images of kodim07 from
Kodak dataset reveals notable differences upon zooming in. The
image reconstructed using our method displays smoothly bricks
alongside the window. In contrast, the reconstructions from tradi-
tional methods, such as JPEG2000, display distorted brick.

form the above coding methods by providing 0.083 bpp and
27.79 PSNR. For the enlarged image in Fig. 7, our method
reveals more details of texture information. For instance,
the middle branch of the tree is missing when using the
VVC method, while it is reserved using our approach. Also,
compared with JPEG2000, our learning-based solution can
reconstruct a smoother image with less noise.

Subjective Analysis. From the visualization results, it
is seen that our method still has some limitations. For
the reconstructed images in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7, our ap-
proach does not focus on drastic changes in detail. We
hypothesize that this limitation may be attributed to the
transformer-based backbone’s inherent inclination towards
capturing long-range dependencies and semantic informa-
tion within images instead of concentrating on local texture
information. More specifically, the self-attention mecha-
nism utilized by transformers facilitates the consideration of

Original Image Ours 

BPG JPEG2000

Figure 9. Visualization of reconstructed images of kodim08 from
Kodak dataset reveals notable differences upon zooming in. The
image reconstructed using our method displays a high-quality ex-
terior wall. In contrast, those from traditional methods, such as
JPEG2000, exhibit corrupted walls with obvious noise.

global context when processing input images, which proves
beneficial for identifying semantic relationships. In the con-
text of image compression, the transformer-based backbone
might prioritize retaining semantic information over pre-
serving high-frequency details, such as local textures. This
prioritization can improve rate-distortion performance, as
the model effectively compresses the most semantically rel-
evant information. Nonetheless, focusing on local texture
information may result in losing details in the reconstructed
images, potentially making them unsuitable for specific ap-
plications. We believe that enhancing the details of the re-
constructed images by transformer-based backbone is an
exciting research direction that can be explored in future
works.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a corner-to-center context
model for learned image compression. The motivation
stems from the lack of causal context and limited receptive
field used in the previous parallel context model. To address
this limitation, we sequentially predict the context features
in a logarithm-based corner-to-center order. Then, in or-
der to further improve the capacity of capturing long-range
dependencies and more information, we propose to enlarge
the local window and adopt various window shapes in the
encoder and decoder. Experiments show that our approach
can outperform the state-of-the-art methods in terms of R-
D performance. Our proposed context model only takes
O(log n) time complexity instead of O(n2), achieving sig-
nificant time savings in the decoding process compared to
the serial context model, especially for the high-resolution
image. We also perform subjective analysis and discuss the
limitations of our proposed solution. We suggest that im-
proving the detailed representation of reconstructed images
is an interesting research direction for transformer-based
image compression works in the future.
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Appendix

Details of Model
Decoder Pipeline. To recover the constructed image

x̂ ∈ RH×W×C from decoded latents y ∈ RH
16×

W
16 × C,

we use the reverse architecture of the encoder. We first con-
duct several LCAMs with the input ŷ ∈ RH

16×
W
16 × C and

get the immediate output o ∈ RH
16×

W
16 × C. Then, we send

output o to the transposed convolutional layer to upscale
the image ŷ ∈ RH

8 ×W
8 × C. Here, the transposed con-

volution layer [13] acts as an upscale layer, as opposed to
the downsample convolutional layer. Transposed convolu-
tion layers are set to 3×3 kernel size, 128 channels with
the stride of 2. Then, repeatedly, the y1 is fed into the sev-
eral same LCAMs with a convolution layer with the mirror
configuration in the encoder. The channels decrease from
192 to 128. Finally, we can get the reconstructed image
x̂ ∈ RH×W×C .

Hyper Encoder/Decoder Pipeline. Similar to the main
encoder, we downsample the latents ŷ with the downsample
convolutional layer and LCAMs module (shown as Fig. 4)
in the hyper encoder. And we upscale the latents ẑ with the
transposed upscale convolutional layer and LCAMs mod-
ule in the hyper decoder. The depth of LCAMs is set to 2
and 2 in two repeated blocks, respectively, for both hyper
encoder/decoder.

Additional Results
Comparisons with the channel-wise LIC methods.

We also show the results compared to the works [17, 29]
with channel-wise context model. As depicted in Fig. 10,
channel-wise works [17, 29] outperforms ours, largely at-
tributed to the additional decoding phase in the channel
dimension. Incorporating channel-wise context prediction
into our method offers an intriguing direction for future en-
hancements.
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Figure 10. Comparisons between the channel-wise LIC methods
Minnen2020-CC10 [29], ELIC [17] and ours. R-D performance
averaged on Kodak dataset using MSE loss.

List of Symbols

Component Symbol

Input Image x
Encoder ga(·)
Latents y = ga(x)

Quantized Latents ŷ = Q(y)
Decoder gs(·)

Hyper Encoder ha(·)
Hyper-latents z = ha(y)

Quantized Hyper-latents ẑ = Q(z)
Hyper Decoder hs(·)

Context Parameters ψ = hs(ẑ)
Causal Context ŷ<i

Context Features ϕ = gcm(ŷ<i,ψ)
Entropy Parameter Network gep(·)

Mean, Scale µ,σ = gep(ψ,ϕ)
Reconstruction Image x̂ = gs(ŷ)

Table 3. List of Symbols

Enlarged and additional Visualization Results
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Figure 11. Visualization of reconstructed images and enlarged images of kodim17 from Kodak dataset.
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Figure 12. Visualization of reconstructed images and enlarged images of kodim22 from Kodak dataset.
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Figure 13. Visualization of reconstructed images of kodim07 from Kodak dataset reveals notable differences upon zooming in. The image
reconstructed using our method displays smoothly shaped bricks alongside the window. In contrast, the reconstructions from traditional
methods, such as JPEG2000, display distorted brick shapes.
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Figure 14. Visualization of reconstructed images of kodim08 from Kodak dataset reveals notable differences upon zooming in. The image
reconstructed using our method displays a high-quality exterior wall. In contrast, the reconstructions from traditional methods, such as
JPEG2000, exhibit corrupted walls with obvious noise.
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