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Abstract

The design of no-reference (NR) image quality assess-
ment (IQA) algorithms is extremely important to benchmark
and calibrate user experiences in modern visual systems.
A major drawback of state-of-the-art NR-IQA methods is
their limited ability to generalize across diverse IQA set-
tings with reasonable distribution shifts. Recent text-to-
image generative models such as latent diffusion models
generate meaningful visual concepts with fine details re-
lated to text concepts. In this work, we leverage the denois-
ing process of such diffusion models for generalized IQA
by understanding the degree of alignment between learn-
able quality-aware text prompts and images. In particular,
we learn cross-attention maps from intermediate layers of
the denoiser of latent diffusion models to capture quality-
aware representations of images. In addition, we also in-
troduce learnable quality-aware text prompts that enable
the cross-attention features to be better quality-aware. Our
extensive cross database experiments across various user-
generated, synthetic, and low-light content-based bench-
marking databases show that latent diffusion models can
achieve superior generalization in IQA when compared to
other methods in the literature.

1. Introduction
The proliferation of mobile devices with image captur-

ing capabilities has led to an explosion in the number of im-
ages captured, stored and shared on various platforms. This
has necessitated no reference (NR) image quality assess-
ment (IQA) as an important tool to monitor and control the
visual experience. Several NR-IQA algorithms have been
designed using both classical [20, 23–25, 36, 45] or deep
learning-based approaches [4, 22, 26, 38, 47, 51, 56]. While
the classical approaches suffer in their ability to model a
wide range of distortions, the deep learning algorithms suf-
fer from a lack of generalization capability. Such models
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trained on a large dataset fail to predict image quality on
other datasets accurately.

In this connection, multi-modal vision-language models
were recently shown to be promising for their generalizabil-
ity for NR-IQA. In particular, CLIP-IQA [40] shows the
promise of vision-language models to predict image qual-
ity even in a zero-shot setting. The performance of such a
model can achieve very good generalizability on par with
IQA specific models through a cost-effective prompt tuning
method. These observations motivate the study of how to
leverage existing large pretrained models to achieve gener-
alizable NR-IQA.

Recently, several pieces of work are finding that text-to-
image diffusion models show superior out of distribution
generalization performance compared to vision language
models on a variety of image retrieval, recognition and rea-
soning tasks [8, 13, 18, 21]. This makes them an interest-
ing choice for achieving generalizable NR-IQA. However,
it is non-trivial to extend such diffusion models to the per-
ceptual task of IQA. In this work, we propose Generalized
IQA (GenzIQA) to explore the potential of prompt-guided
text-to-image diffusion models for achieving generalizable
NR-IQA.

We show that a combination of learning cross-attention
between image and quality relevant text features and prompt
tuning can achieve far superior generalization than any ex-
isting NR-IQA model on a variety of datasets. In particu-
lar, the cross-attention features extracted from the interme-
diate layers of the denoiser of the reverse diffusion process
are shown to be extremely useful for IQA. The utility of
the cross-attention features for image quality is further en-
hanced by learning the textual prompts. We conduct a de-
tailed analysis to show that there is a delicate choice of the
noise to be added to the image when passed through the dif-
fusion model. We find that the noise level is related to the
behavior of the denoiser in the diffusion model. Further, the
number of denoising steps also has an impact on the ability
of the cross-attention module to extract quality-aware rep-
resentations.
Our main contributions are summarized below:
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• We demonstrate that latent diffusion models can be
effectively adapted for NR-IQA to achieve the best
generalizable performance among all existing methods
across a variety of IQA datasets.

• We show that quality-aware tuning of cross-attention
maps extracted from the intermediate layers of the de-
noiser in the reverse diffusion process in conjunction
with quality-aware learning of context text prompts are
necessary to render diffusion models effective for IQA.

• We conduct a detailed analysis of the role of noise
added to the latent variable during denoising and find
that there exists a delicate relationship between the
noise level and the ability of the denoiser for effective
IQA.

• Our work shows that pretained diffusion models can be
adapted with very few parameters for the downstream
task of IQA to achieve state-of-the-art generalizable
performance.

2. Related Work
No-Reference Image Quality Assessment: NR-IQA

is a well-studied field over the past two decades. Hand-
crafted feature-based methods such as BRISQUE [23], DI-
IVINE [25], BLIINDS [32], and NIQE [24, 49] are based
upon exlpoiting the natural scene statistics. CORNIA [45]
and HOSA [43] design codebook learning-based methods.
These algorithms are generally suited for images with syn-
thetic distortions but fail to generalize well to complex dis-
tortions. With the emergence of deep convolutional neural
network (CNN) based learning methods, various end-to-end
learning methods [15,51], or methods regressing pretrained
CNN features [48, 50] against quality have been designed.
Recently, transformer-based models such as MUSIQ [14],
TReS [4] and TRIQ [47] have also shown promising per-
formance on both synthetic and in-the-wild IQA tasks.
MetaIQA [56] proposes meta-learning to capture quality
representation in synthetically distorted images and adapts
to complex real-world distortions. HyperIQA [38] proposes
a hyper network to learn quality estimation module for cap-
turing various distortion and semantic attributes in images.

Towards Generalization in IQA: With the emergence
of various IQA databases in recent years, a few meth-
ods have tried to address the problem of generalization
in IQA. One approach to deal with generalization is by
designing self-supervised quality representations on large
databases through models such as CONTRIQUE [22], Re-
IQA [33], and QPT [54]. CLIP-IQA [40] is a vision-
language model that shows very good zero-shot generaliza-
tion for the IQA task. DEIQT [26] designs an attention-
panel decoder learning with limited test data samples. LIQE

[52] trains a clip-based vision language model on six differ-
ent databases, showing good performance in cross-database
settings. TTA-IQA [31] uses the test-time adaptation tech-
nique to generalize a pretrained IQA model for different
kinds of databases. Recently, GRepQ [37] presents a self-
supervised learning method that can lead to generalized
quality representations. Despite these efforts, there is a need
to consistently achieve better generalization across diverse
and complex distortion types.

Diffusion Models for Downstream Tasks: Over the
years, diffusion models have emerged as a popular gener-
ative tool that can synthesize high-quality images and show
superior performance over other generative models such
as generative adversarial networks [5]. In order to ensure
faster processing, latent diffusion models work on a lower-
dimensional space. One such variant named Stable Diffu-
sion [29] has also shown impressive capabilities in generat-
ing high-quality images that are consistent with a given text
prompt. The application of diffusion models is not only lim-
ited to generative tasks. Their impressive capability in sev-
eral downstream tasks such as classification [18], object de-
tection [21], segmentation [12, 42], and image retrieval [8]
has also garnered attention over the years. This popularity
in downstream applications has also made the researchers
explore the capability of diffusion models for the face IQA
task [1]. However, the use of diffusion models for NR-IQA
of natural images is still nascent, particularly from the point
of view studying generalizability.

3. Image Quality Assessment using Latent Dif-
fusion Models

In this section, we describe how to adapt and finetune a
latent diffusion model for the downstream task of IQA. We
first discuss some preliminaries of latent diffusion models
in Sec. 3.1, followed by the application of latent diffusion
models to IQA by learning text-image cross-attention and
prompt tuning in Sec. 3.2. Finally, in Sec. 3.3 we analyze
the impact of the denoising in the reverse diffusion process
on quality estimation.

3.1. Latent Diffusion Model Preliminaries

Latent diffusion models [29] are a class of diffusion
models that encode a real image data x onto a low-
dimensional latent space z and learn a distribution in the
latent space conditioned on a text input y. In particular, the
forward process starts at a image latent variable z0 progres-
sively corrupted by Gaussian noise, and a learned reverse
process generates samples from the latent distribution us-
ing a denoising model conditioned on y. In latent diffusion
models such as the Stable Diffusion [29] model (SDM), the
image x is encoded as z0 = ε(x), where ε(·) is a vector



quantized variational autoencoder (VQ-VAE). The gener-
ated latent samples are then passed through a decoder for
image generation. Given any timestep t, the forward pro-
cess distorts the latent representation z0 to a noisy latent zt
as

zt =
√
ᾱtz0 +

√
(1− ᾱt)ϵ, (1)

where, ϵ ∼ N (0, I), ᾱt =
∏t

s=1 αs, αt = 1 − βt

and {β}Tt=1 are the noise variances at every timestep t ∈
{1, 2, · · · , T} in the forward process. In the reverse pro-
cess, the denoising autoencoder ϵθ(·) takes in the noisy la-
tent zt, timestep variable t and the conditional variable y to
estimate the additive noise in the forward process.

Given a text prompt y, let the CLIP text encoder out-
put be τθ(y) ∈ RM×dτ , M is the number of text tokens,
and only the token embedding layer is trainable. Now, for
an image x, the VQ-VQE ε(·) gives a latent representation
z0 = ε(x). The forward diffusion process gives a noisy la-
tent zt, where t is uniformly sampled from {1, 2, · · · , T}.
Let φi(zt) ∈ RNi×di

ϵ be the intermediate (flattened) visual
representation at layer i corresponding to cross-attention
blocks in the denoiser UNet ϵθ(·), where N i is the num-
ber of visual tokens. The intermediate cross-attention block
of UNet maps the text representation onto the image repre-
sentation for feature generation through the operation

Attention(Q(i),K(i), V (i)) = softmax

(
Q(i)K(i)T

√
d

)
V (i),

(2)
where Q(i) = W

(i)
Q · φi(zt), K(i) = W

(i)
K · τθ(y), V (i) =

W
(i)
V · τθ(y) are the query, key and value matrices with

W
(i)
K ∈ Rd×dτ ,W

(i)
V ∈ Rd×dτ and W

(i)
Q ∈ Rd×di

ϵ being
the respective projection matrices. Note that, the dot op-
eration shown above in the expansion for Q,K, V is a lin-
ear operation and can be expanded as Q = WQ · φ(zt) =
φ(zt)W

T
Q .

3.2. Latent Diffusion Models for IQA

Overview: Our work exploits the generalization capabil-
ities of the Stable Diffusion model [29] for IQA by learn-
ing cross-attention maps between image and text features
in the reverse diffusion process in conjunction with quality-
aware prompts to match the visual concepts. In particu-
lar, we tap into the reverse diffusion process, where the
UNet [30] denoises noisy features. We train the cross-
attention modules in the denoising UNet of SDM to maxi-
mize the shared information between the visual embeddings
captured by the UNet and quality-aware learnable text em-
beddings generated by the CLIP [27] text encoder. While
the cross-attention modules are typically used in SDMs to
generate image features consistent with the text input, we
utilize such information to measure the alignment between
the image features and the text input for IQA. Finally, the

overall quality is a processed output of the cross-attention
map computed using the learned text context and the latent
image representation.

Learning Quality using Cross-Attention: Our Genz-
IQA model involves a joint training of cross-attention key
and value weights along with input text embeddings such
that the cross-attention map corresponds to the quality esti-
mate. In particular, we adapt the cross-attention module to
capture quality-aware representations. We design an IQA
model by leveraging this cross-attention mechanism by uti-
lizing the attention map, which projects the text representa-
tions onto the images. In particular, we compute the atten-
tion map at every cross-attention block as

A(i) = softmax

(
Q(i)K(i)T

√
d

)
, (3)

to measure the similarity between the visual query and text
key representation. Note that A(i) is used in Eq. 2 to
compute the attention output for further processing. In our
framework, we learn W

(i)
K and W

(i)
V since the input text

prompts are also learned. We keep W
(i)
Q frozen during train-

ing as we wish to retain the robust visual information cap-
tured by the pretrained model. Note that A(i) is an N i ×M
attention map.

We now perform log-sum-exp (LSE) pooling [2] of the
attention map A(i) at every block. As noted in DSD [8],
LSE pooling has multi-fold advantages over general aver-
age or max pooling, such as robustness to outliers in at-
tention maps and higher stability during training. The pre-
dicted quality g(A) using multi-layer attention maps at a
particular timestep t for text prompt y is given as,

g(A) =
1

S

S∑
i=1

1

M

M∑
m=1

1

λ
log

(
N∑

n=1

exp(λA(i)
n,m)

)
, (4)

where S is the number of cross-attention blocks and A
(i)
n,m

represents the entry at (n,m) in the attention map. λ is a
hyperparameter that determines how much to amplify the
importance of the most relevant pairs of image and text fea-
tures. Given the mean opinion score of the image x as MOS,
the cost function is

L = Ezt [(g(A)− MOS)2], (5)

where both the key and value projection matrices of ϵθ and
the prompt embedding layer of τθ are jointly optimized.

We implement LoRA [10] to facilitate finetuning of the
cross-attention projection matrices WK and WV . Mathe-
matically, for any WK ∈ Rd×dτ or WV ∈ Rd×dτ , the
weight update is represented by decomposing them as a
product of two low-rank matrices as W ′ = W0 + ∆W =
W0 + BA, where B ∈ Rd×r and A ∈ Rr×dτ and rank



Figure 1: Overview of GenzIQA framework. Given an input image x, VQ-VAE processes it to the image latent z0. The
noisy latent output zt of the forward diffusion is fed to the denoising UNet [30] ϵθ(·). At every cross-attention block in
ϵθ(·), the intermediate visual representation is aligned with learnable antonym text representations {τθ(y+), τθ(y−)}. After
that, the attention maps pooled across cross-attention blocks are used as the predicted quality g(A). Key and Value weight
matrices of the cross-attention blocks, along with the learnable context are optimized for L(·) as in Eq. 5.

r << min(d, dτ ). During training, LoRA freezes W and
only updates BA.

Contextual Prompt Tuning: Although the cross-
attention mechanism helps extract quality-aware represen-
tations, we further enhance their ability to model qual-
ity through prompt-tuning. Prompt-tuning not only saves
computational resources but also preserves the general-
izable capability of the transformer encoder. Similar
to CLIP-IQA+, we design an antonym prompt context
pair with ‘Good Photo’, ‘Bad Photo’ as the ini-
tial prompt:

y+ = [Context] + Positive Attribute,
y− = [Context] + Negative Attribute

(6)

where the [Context] is a sequence of 16 tokens learned us-
ing CoOp [55] while Positive/Negative Attribute here corre-
sponds to the pair ‘Good/Bad Photo’. Thus the text in-
put y chosen for the IQA task is given by {y+, y−}. There-

fore, the predicted quality corresponding to {y+, y−} is
given as g(A+) and g(A−). We take average of the two
quality predictions to estimate the final quality of the given
image as we view the two quality predictions as estimates
from two diverse quality-aware text prompts.

3.3. Role of Noise in SDM for Quality Estimation

The noise added to the latent features z0 can have a sig-
nificant impact on the ability of the SDM to predict image
quality. Recall that the denoising UNet of SDM estimates
the Gaussian noise incorporated in the forward process. We
hypothesize that there is a delicate relationship between the
denoising ability of the UNet and the amount of additive
noise, which could alter the semantic information and im-
age quality information in the latent image representation.
We investigate this by gradually distorting the original im-
age latent z0 for a fixed length Markov chain. In particular,
we generate the images using the pretrained Stable Diffu-



(a) Reference Image (b) LPIPS:0.1537 (c) LPIPS:0.1023 (d) LPIPS:0.5287

Figure 2: Generated images from zero shot SDM. In Fig. 2b image is generated without noise infused to the image latent,
Fig. 2c and Fig. 2d are generated images with noise fed at the timestep t = 95 (low noise), and t = 950 (high noise)

respectively and subsequently denoised. Lower LPIPS scores correspond to better perceptual quality.

sion [29] model with various noise steps in forward diffu-
sion process.

In Fig. 2, we generate images from clean, low noise (t ∈
(0 − 100]) and high noise (t ∈ [900 − 1000]) versions of
the original image features. The generated image from the
clean latent z0 in Fig. 2b, is blurry as can be seen from the
textureless outfield. This effect maybe attributed to the fact
that denoising UNet removes bandpass texture information.

In Fig. 2d, we see that the addition of high Gaussian
noise distorts the semantic information in the latent space
and thus the UNet generates a content different from the
original image. Finally, in Fig. 2c, the image generated
preserves both the semantic and texture information as evi-
dent visually and from the respective LPIPS scores. In our
study, addition of the correct range of noise is extremely im-
portant as we wish to capture the perceptual and semantic
information at all intermediate stages of the UNet. While
the results above indicate a qualitative understanding of the
impact of noise on the latent features, we conduct detailed
experiments in Sec. 4.6 on the role of noise while using
SDM for IQA.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets

We perform various experiments on a diverse set of pub-
licly available IQA datasets. FLIVE [46] is the largest user-
generated content (UGC) dataset comprising diverse crowd-
sourced images containing an official train set of 30,253
training and 1.8K test images. We consider two popular in-
the-wild image datasets viz. KonIQ-10K [9], and CLIVE
[3] which contain 10,073 and 1,162 samples respectively.
PIPAL [6] contains around 23,200 restored images pro-
duced by 19 different GAN-based algorithms. NNID [11]
is a nighttime camera-captured database with 1,340 images
containing low-light distortions. For various synthetic dis-
tortions such as compression, blur, and noise corrupted im-

ages, we choose LIVE-IQA [35] and CSIQ [17] contain-
ing 779 and 866 images respectively. In following sections,
we denote KonIQ-10K as KonIQ. In our subsequent exper-
iments, we have also used the official test splits of KonIQ
and FLIVE, denoted as KonIQtest and FLIVEtest respec-
tively.

4.2. Implementation Details

We choose Stable Diffusion v2 [29] pretrained on
LAION-5B [34] dataset with 1.45 billion parameters as
our default latent/Stable diffusion model. We choose the
model where the VQ-VAE [28] takes in 512 × 512 im-
age resolution since, in most of the IQA datasets, images
are mainly in the range of 360p to 720p. Thus, we resize
the images to 512 × 512 and process the images through
the SDM. We freeze all but the key and value weight ma-
trices of the cross-attention blocks in SDM as our goal is
to adapt the cross-attention for the quality assessment task.
We finetune GenzIQA for 15 epochs with a batch size of 16
and Adam [16] optimizer in different train settings, which
are explained in the following sections. We choose the
timestep t in the range (0 − 100], and λ = 0.14 as de-
fault based on 7K images of the official validation set of
FLIVE. Note that we refer to the noise variance in Eq. 1
through timestep t, implicitly referring to βt. Also, during
training, we choose a single timestep value in the aforemen-
tioned range for quality estimation while during testing, the
quality is measured as an average over 8 timesteps sampled
from the range (0− 100]. We evaluate the GenzIQA model
using the Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation Co-efficient
(SRCC) and the Pearson’s Linear Correlation Co-efficient
(PLCC) between the predicted quality and ground truth hu-
man opinion scores.

All experiments were conducted on a 24 GB NVIDIA
RTX 3090 GPU with Pytorch 1.13. We accumulate param-
eter gradients over a batch and thereafter update the model.



Table 1: Performance analysis of GenzIQA with other NR-IQA methods in cross-database setting. All the methods are
trained on official FLIVE train set and tested across various IQA databases.

Test Database
KonIQ CLIVE PIPAL NNID CSIQ LIVE-IQAMethods SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC

TReS [4] 0.669 0.710 0.729 0.714 0.362 0.359 0.805 0.794 0.587 0.517 0.543 0.445
HyperIQA [38] 0.589 0.635 0.636 0.660 0.304 0.327 0.658 0.651 0.497 0.428 0.514 0.438
MetaIQA [56] 0.578 0.489 0.448 0.410 0.340 0.312 0.452 0.429 0.562 0.536 0.732 0.673
MUSIQ [14] 0.648 0.692 0.662 0.687 0.341 0.331 0.776 0.778 0.484 0.583 0.259 0.335

CLIP-IQA+ [40] 0.724 0.756 0.657 0.673 0.271 0.293 0.694 0.702 0.591 0.617 0.611 0.617
Re-IQA [33] 0.764 0.787 0.699 0.711 0.245 0.266 0.838 0.828 0.324 0.381 0.304 0.338
GRepQ [37] 0.781 0.786 0.736 0.753 0.303 0.318 0.843 0.832 0.579 0.587 0.666 0.568
GenzIQA 0.779 0.823 0.799 0.829 0.473 0.496 0.897 0.878 0.636 0.677 0.789 0.712

4.3. Cross Database Generalization

To study the generalizability of our model, we train Gen-
zIQA with the largest UGC dataset, specifically the official
FLIVE train database comprising of 30,253 images.

We evaluate our model on various categories of test
datasets such as in-the-wild (KonIQ-10K, CLIVE), GAN-
restored images (PIPAL), night-time images (NNID), and
synthetically distorted images (CSIQ and LIVE-IQA). We
compare with popular state-of-the-art NR-IQA methods in
literature such as TReS [4], HyperIQA [38], MetaIQA [56],
MUSIQ [14], CLIP-IQA+ [40], GRepQ [37], and Re-IQA
[33]. We note that all these methods are also trained on the
official FLIVE train set for a fair comparison. CLIP-IQA+

is an interesting comparison to GenzIQA as it is a vision-
language model where learnable prompts are used to es-
timate quality from the visual and text features. Since
LIQE [52] requires detailed annotations of image-text con-
text, we are not able to benchmark LIQE due to the ab-
sence of such annotations on the FLIVE [46] dataset. In
Tab. 1, we observe that GenzIQA consistently outperforms
other benchmarking methods across various cross-database
settings. Further, the performance on most databases is ac-
ceptable for IQA.

4.4. Analyzing Cross-Attention Map Representa-
tion

In this section, we visualize the cross-attention represen-
tation of GenzIQA trained on FLIVE to understand why
it leads to superior generalization. For this, we subsam-
ple good and bad quality images from three different test
datasets with MOS less than 30 and greater than 70, re-
spectively. In Fig. 3, we show the 2D tSNE [39] visual-
ization of the cross-attention map in Eq. 3 averaged across
all blocks, timestep samples and the number of image to-
kens. In particular, we chose a perplexity of 40 and iter-
ated the optimization over 1000 steps while generating the
tSNE plot. We conclude that the learned attention repre-
sentation clearly separates high and low-quality images as

evident from Fig. 3. Under similar settings, we also visu-
alize the representation of CLIP-IQA+ visual encoder con-
ditioned on the same antonym prompt pair attributes. In
particular, the visual feature similarity with antonym text
representation gives a 2-dimensional representation for each
image. We see that the CLIP-IQA+ model’s separability is
somewhat inferior to what we see with the cross-attention
features of GenzIQA.

4.5. Ablation Study

We evaluate the impact of major components of Gen-
zIQA, particularly the need of cross-attention finetuning,
prompt learning, and log-sum exponential (LSE) pooling.
In Tab. 2, we report the results of this ablation by training
on CLIVE and testing on KonIQtest, FLIVEtest, NNID, and
LIVE-IQA. The zero-shot performance reported in the first
row indicates that all components of GenzIQA are neces-
sary to adapt stable diffusion for IQA.

W/O Cross-Attention. We note from the second row in
Tab. 2 that freezing the cross-attention weights severely im-
pact on the overall performance across all databases. This
implies that cross-attention text representations (key and
value) need to be adapted to capture quality information
from the visual query.

W/O Prompt Tuning. As argued in previous works
[40] in prompt tuning for QA, we also find that fixing the
prompts leads to a significant drop in performance over
learnable prompts due to the ambiguity of the fixed prompts
in properly conveying perceptual quality related cues.

W/O LSE Pooling. Prior literature [2,8] shows that LSE
pooling gives better performance by providing stability dur-
ing training and robustness to outliers. We also see such
effectiveness due to the inclusion of LSE pooling over aver-
age pooling.

4.6. Impact of Noise Level Variation

As discussed in Sec. 3.3, the level of noise added to
the image latent space has a direct impact on the abil-



(a) KonIQ (b) CLIVE
GenzIQA

(c) LIVE-IQA

(d) KonIQ (e) CLIVE
CLIP-IQA+

(f) LIVE-IQA

Figure 3: 2D tSNE visualization of cross-attention features of GenzIQA trained on FLIVE and tested on images from KonIQ,
CLIVE, and LIVE-IQA. CLIP-IQA+ similarity features conditioned on antonym prompts are also shown.

Table 2: Ablation study on the impact of various components of GenzIQA trained on CLIVE and tested on four datasets. We
report the SRCC performance.

Prompt
Tuning

Cross
Attention

LSE
Pooling KonIQtest FLIVEtest NNID LIVE-IQA

× × × 0.184 0.010 0.032 0.124
✓ × ✓ 0.455 0.284 0.517 0.636
× ✓ ✓ 0.696 0.331 0.677 0.706
✓ ✓ × 0.735 0.438 0.721 0.773
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.750 0.454 0.738 0.782

ity of the denoiser to preserve perceptual information. In
this experiment, we train GenzIQA on the CLIVE database
with varying levels of noise added to the input. Specif-
ically, we train on CLIVE with timestep in the range
{0, (0− 100], [100− 200], [200− 300], [400− 500], [600−
700], and [900 − 1000]}. As evident from Fig. 4, the per-
formance across various test datasets is fairly consistent in
the range [0− 300], while it starts to drastically degrade for
noisy timesteps beyond 400. This proves our earlier hypoth-
esis that corrupting the image latent with high noise distorts
the semantic information, thus hindering the extraction of
quality relevant information from the cross-attention map.
Further, extremely low noise levels cause blur during de-

noising, leading to poorer quality prediction performance.
We see that the (0, 100] range offers a reasonable perfor-
mance across all datasets.

4.7. Impact of Denoising Steps on Quality Estima-
tion

In Sec. 4.6, we showed that a moderate noise variance
is effective while extracting quality features during a sin-
gle denoising step of reverse diffusion. We now address
the complementary question of whether increasing the num-
ber of denoising steps and using the latent features from
the output after more denoising steps can yield richer fea-
tures. To understand this, we conduct an experiment where



Table 3: SRCC performance comparison of GenzIQA for different Stable Diffusion variants. Stable Diffusion v2 with two
VQ-VAE variants feeding 256× 256 and 512× 512 sized images are considered.

Resolutions Train on CLIVE
KonIQtest NNID CSIQ LIVE-IQA FLIVEtest

256 × 256 0.653 0.725 0.567 0.629 0.362
512 × 512 0.750 0.738 0.664 0.782 0.454

Resolutions Train on KonIQ
CLIVE NNID CSIQ LIVE-IQA FLIVEtest

256 × 256 0.700 0.776 0.533 0.592 0.445
512 × 512 0.793 0.782 0.658 0.788 0.489

Figure 4: SRCC performance variation of GenzIQA trained on CLIVE and tested across four databases at multiple timesteps.

Table 4: SRCC performance variation of GenzIQA in sev-
eral steps of a multistep denoising process.

Test database
1st

denoising
step

3rd
denoising

step

5th
denoising

step
KonIQtest 0.747 0.631 0.562
LIVE-IQA 0.782 0.638 0.476

NNID 0.737 0.557 0.417
CSIQ 0.661 0.496 0.415

we let t ∈ (0, 100] and increase the number of denoising
steps from 1 to 5 by reducing t by 20 in each successive
step. This reduction of t aligns with how SDM suggests

what noise needs to be added in successive denoising steps.
We train the GenzIQA model on the CLIVE dataset and test
on multiple datasets for this experiment.

In Tab. 4, we observe that the multi-step denoising per-
formance is always inferior to the single-step denoising per-
formance, and the performance degrades as we tap features
from successive denoisers. We believe that since the cross-
attention matrices are tuned for quality estimation, this can
impact the ability of the denoiser to remove noise for its ef-
fective use in successive steps of multi-step denoising. We
conclude that it is best to use a single step denoiser to extract
quality-aware features from diffusion models.



Table 5: SRCC performance variation of GenzIQA on the choice of prompts being fed as input to the CLIP text encoder. All
the variations have been trained on FLIVE official train set and cross-tested on these datasets.

Test
database

Trainable single
prompt

Trainable antonym
prompts

Fixed single
prompt

Fixed antonym
prompts

CLIVE 0.791 0.799 0.784 0.789
NNID 0.880 0.897 0.871 0.874
CSIQ 0.622 0.636 0.568 0.611

LIVE-IQA 0.783 0.789 0.731 0.759

Table 6: Performance comparison of GenzIQA with other NR-IQA methods on Intra-database setting. TReS results from [4]
and all other methods except GRepQ from [33].

Methods FLIVE KonIQ CLIVE LIVE-IQA
SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC

TReS [4] 0.554 0.625 0.915 0.928 0.846 0.877 0.969 0.968
HyperIQA [38] 0.535 0.623 0.906 0.917 0.859 0.882 0.962 0.966
DB-CNN [51] 0.554 0.652 0.875 0.884 0.851 0.869 0.968 0.971

CONTRIQUE [22] 0.580 0.651 0.894 0.904 0.845 0.857 0.960 0.961
Re-IQA [33] 0.645 0.733 0.914 0.923 0.840 0.854 0.970 0.971
GRepQ [37] 0.531 0.582 0.908 0.916 0.859 0.867 0.945 0.943
GenzIQA 0.613 0.718 0.916 0.932 0.873 0.897 0.966 0.968

4.8. Different Variants of Stable Diffusion

As argued in the implementation details, we choose the
input image resolution to the VQ-VAE as 512 × 512 since
most of the IQA databases have images in the 360p to 720p
range. In this section, we analyze the impact of our choice
in resolution on quality estimation. In Tab. 3, we study
the impact on downscaling by comparing the performance
at 512 × 512 with 256 × 256. We train GenzIQA on two
different datasets viz. KonIQ and CLIVE and test in a cross-
database setting. While training and inference become 4×
faster at 256×256, the performance drastically deteriorates
over all the train-test settings. We conclude that the higher
resolution model is a better choice for significant perfor-
mance gains even though the inference time is slower.

4.9. Study on Learnable Prompt vs Fixed Prompt

GenzIQA by default is trained with learnable antonym
prompts using CoOp [55] similar to CLIP-IQA+. We study
the need for antonym prompts as well as the need for learn-
able context vectors vs fixed prompts. As argued in [40],
antonym prompt pairs are better in estimating quality as
we can model the relative difference between the posi-
tive and negative quality-aware prompts. In Tab. 5, we
choose [‘Good Photo.’, ‘Bad Photo.’] as the
initial antonym prompt pair while for the single prompt
case, we only choose [‘Good Photo.’]. We make
two observations from this study. Firstly, antonym prompts
give a better performance than a single prompt in both the
learnable prompt and fixed prompt training across all test

datasets. Secondly, learnable prompts consistently yield su-
perior results with respect to the fixed prompt case. Both
these phenomena are expected as multiple studies show
the benefit of prompt learning [7, 40, 44], and CLIP-IQA+

showed the advantage of antonym prompts in the case of
quality.

4.10. Performance on Intra-Database Setting

In this experiment, we validate the performance of our
model in intra-database train-test settings. Specifically, we
train GenzIQA with either the official train set or the 80%
of image samples from various databases and test on the
official test set or remaining 20%. In Tab. 6, in case of
FLIVE and KonIQ, we train-test on the official split pro-
vided, while for CLIVE and LIVE-IQA we randomly split
the data 10 times in the ratio 80 : 20 and report the me-
dian performance. We infer that our method gives com-
petitive performance with recent state-of-the-art across all
databases. We conclude from Tab. 1 and Tab. 6 that Genz-
IQA not only outperforms recent benchmarks in a practical
cross/inter database generalization scenarios but also does
remarkably well on intra-database test scenarios.
Run Time: The average test-time required by GenzIQA
to estimate quality for a single 512 × 512 resized image
averaged over 8 timesteps on a 24 GB NVIDIA RTX 3090
is 1.4 seconds.

4.11. Limitations

Despite the remarkable ability of SDM to capture visual
representations, the pretrained configuration of VQ-VAE re-



Table 7: SRCC performance analysis on the impact of various components of Cross-Attention block in GenzIQA trained on
CLIVE and tested on four datasets.

Query
Weights

Key
Weights

Value
Weights KonIQtest FLIVEtest NNID LIVE-IQA

× × × 0.455 0.284 0.517 0.636
✓ × × 0.715 0.410 0.713 0.657
× ✓ ✓ 0.750 0.454 0.738 0.782
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.750 0.426 0.718 0.752

quires images to be processed at 1 : 1 aspect ratio. Prior
work on IQA shows that altering the aspect ratio can have
a negative impact on the quality task [47]. Although we
achieve the best performance on all the datasets, there is
still scope for improvement on PIPAL. We believe that the
images in this database are very hard to distinguish in terms
of quality and it requires a more fine-grained approach to
IQA.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we presented an NR-IQA model by leverag-

ing the benefits of latent diffusion models. Our work is per-
haps one of the earliest attempts at understanding whether
and how such models can be used for generalized NR-IQA.
In this context, it is important to finetune the cross-attention
module and learn quality-aware input context vectors to en-
able the diffusion models be effective for IQA. We believe
that GenzIQA will encourage further studies into the use of
generative models for superior and practical IQA.

Appendix
A. Impact of Cross-Attention Components

In Sec. 3.2, we kept the weight matrix W
(i)
Q of the query

for all cross-attention blocks i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , S} frozen as we
want to preserve the robust visual information captured by
the pre-trained Stable diffusion model. The key and value
weights are obtained based on the text prompt, the context
of which is also learnt. Thus, we update the key and value
weights. In this section, we analyze the impact of freezing
query, key and value weights on quality estimation. In Tab.
7, we evaluate GenzIQA trained on CLIVE against four dif-
ferent IQA databases. We infer from the last row that mak-
ing query weights trainable has an adverse impact on perfor-
mance. Similarly, freezing the key and value weights also
affects the performance.

B. Analysis on Generative Images
In this section, we evaluate the versatility of GenzIQA on

various generative image quality databases such as AGIQA-
3K [19], AGIQA-1K [53], and AIGCIQA2023 [41]. In par-

Table 8: Performance comparison of GenzIQA with other
NR-IQA methods on generative image databases in an
intra-database setting.

Methods AGIQA-3K AGIQA-1K AIGCIQA
SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC

CONTRIQUE [22] 0.804 0.868 0.670 0.708 0.809 0.844
Re-IQA [33] 0.785 0.845 0.614 0. 670 0.797 0.801
GRepQ [37] 0.808 0.862 0.658 0.708 0804 0.815
GenzIQA 0.832 0.892 0.840 0.861 0.835 0.859

ticular, we train GenzIQA on 80% samples and test on the
remaining 20% over 10 random splits for each of the above
databases. We benchmark GenzIQA against other state-
of-the-art quality representation learning methods such as
CONTRIQUE [22], Re-IQA [33], GRepQ [37] and report
the analysis in Tab. 8. We observe that our method per-
forms better than the benchmarks with consistent superior
performances across multiple generative IQA databases.

C. Analysis on Choice of Prompts

In our experimental studies, we choose
[‘Good Photo.’, ‘Bad Photo.’] as our
initial learnable antonym prompt. As shown in
CLIP-IQA+ [40], this prompt pair gives the best
estimate of quality. Here, we train GenzIQA with
the official FLIVE training set for initial prompts
[‘High Quality.’, ‘Low Quality.’] in Tab. 9,
and [‘High Definition.’, ‘Low Definition.’]
in Tab. 10 under different settings. We see that there is
minimal variation in performance with respect to the exact
choice of these popular quality relevant antonym prompts.

D. Choice of Sampling Timesteps

In Sec. 4, we chose number of sampling timesteps during
testing as 8. In Fig. 5, we evaluate GenzIQA trained on the
official FLIVE [46] training set on KonIQ [9], CLIVE [3],
NNID [11], and LIVE-IQA [35]. We see that number of
sampling steps during evaluation marginally increases the
performance and saturates at around 8 on all datasets. Thus,
we consider the number of sampling steps as 8, although,
for faster test-time evaluations, a single sampling timestep



Table 9: SRCC performance variation of GenzIQA trained
on FLIVE with High Quality / Low Quality as initial
prompts.

Test
database

Trainable
single

prompt

Trainable
antonym
prompts

Fixed
single

prompt

Fixed
antonym
prompts

CLIVE 0.776 0.795 0.758 0.761
NNID 0.883 0.889 0.870 0.872
CSIQ 0.616 0.623 0.546 0.576

LIVE-IQA 0.782 0.812 0.734 0.742

Table 10: SRCC performance variation of GenzIQA trained
on FLIVE with High Definition / Low Definition as initial
prompts.

Test
database

Trainable
single

prompt

Trainable
antonym
prompts

Trainable
antonym
prompts

Trainable
antonym
prompts

CLIVE 0.768 0.791 0.752 0.755
NNID 0.880 0.892 0.869 0.871
CSIQ 0.612 0.620 0.548 0.564

LIVE-IQA 0.780 0.800 0.728 0.738

Figure 5: Performance analysis of GenzIQA with varying
number of sampling timesteps during evaluation across four
test databases.

can also be used.
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