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Abstract

Contrastive learning has considerably advanced the field of Image Quality As-
sessment (IQA), emerging as a widely adopted technique. The core mechanism
of contrastive learning involves minimizing the distance between quality-similar
(positive) examples while maximizing the distance between quality-dissimilar (neg-
ative) examples. Despite its successes, current contrastive learning methods often
neglect the importance of preserving the local manifold structure. This oversight
can result in a high degree of similarity among hard examples within the feature
space, thereby impeding effective differentiation and assessment. To address this
issue, we propose an innovative framework that integrates local manifold learning
with contrastive learning for No-Reference Image Quality Assessment (NR-IQA).
Our method begins by sampling multiple crops from a given image, identifying
the most visually salient crop. This crop is then used to cluster other crops from
the same image as the positive class, while crops from different images are treated
as negative classes to increase inter-class distance. Uniquely, our approach also
considers non-saliency crops from the same image as intra-class negative classes
to preserve their distinctiveness. Additionally, we employ a mutual learning frame-
work, which further enhances the model’s ability to adaptively learn and identify
visual saliency regions. Our approach demonstrates a better performance compared
to state-of-the-art methods in 7 standard datasets, achieving PLCC values of 0.942
(compared to 0.908 in TID2013) and 0.914 (compared to 0.894 in LIVEC).

1 Introduction

Image Quality Assessment (IQA) is a cornerstone of computer vision research, aiming to emulate the
human visual system’s subjective evaluation of image quality. Simply put, image quality assessment
involves taking an input image and outputting a quality score based on its level of distortion. It finds
application in numerous fields, including image restoration [1] and super-resolution images [2].

Although deep learning has greatly facilitated image quality assessment, there are still challenges.
Commonly, some methods [3–7] employ or fine-tune classification models pre-trained on large
datasets as feature extractors for predicting image quality scores. However, these models may not be
ideally suited for IQA tasks. The complexity of IQA lies not only in discerning semantic information
but also in contextual contrast and local sensitivity.

Thus, researchers have proposed self-supervised methods [8, 9] to tackle these challenges. They
designate all crops extracted from the same image as positive classes while considering crops
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from different images as negative classes. However, they overlook the variability in perceptual
quality within different parts of the same image, leading to potential inaccuracies in quality assess-
ment. Concretely, real-world scenarios reveal that image quality is intrinsically linked to content,
influenced by diverse audience preferences [10, 11]. This complexity is reflected in the vary-
ing quality perceptions of different patches within the same image [12, 13], where local patch
scores can differ from the overall image score. Additionally, when images are cropped multiple
times to enhance training data, the local manifold of different crops from the same image tends
to converge. This will cause the local manifold collapse and further affect the overall manifold
structure as shown in Fig. 1. Specifically, when confronted with two images that share identical
semantic content but exhibit varying degrees of distortion, the indistinguishability of their local
manifolds may result in their distance (e.g. L1 distance) in the feature space being very close.
Such proximity can precipitate a collapse, resulting in imprecise quality score predictions. Hence,
contrastive learning should encompass not only the differentiation of different images but also
the finer distinction among different crops of the same image. In other words, maintaining intra-
class distances to avoid local manifold collapse is essential to ensure accurate quality perception.

 (a) Local Manifold Collapse

(b) Maintain Local Manifold

DMOS:0.059 DMOS:0.966

Feature Distance: 0.1

Feature Distance: 0.7

Result:0.029 Result:0.815

Result:0.581 Result:0.632

Figure 1: Comparison of the contrastive learning
paradigm of IQA. (a) Previous contrastive learning-
based IQA methods make crops of the same image
converge, and fail to hold the local manifold; (b)
Our approach preserves the local manifold and
maintains the diversity of the feature space.

To address these challenges, we introduce a
novel contrastive learning approach for NR-
IQA rooted in Local Manifold Learning, named
LML-IQA. It aims to refine the differentiation
of feature manifolds not only between distinct
samples but also within individual samples.

Specifically, we propose a mutual learning
framework, incorporating both a teacher model
and a student model. The teacher model is de-
signed to sample visual saliency crops, which
play a pivotal role in determining the correspond-
ing overall image quality. Meanwhile, the stu-
dent model is focused on the nuances of local
manifold learning. In our approach, the teacher
model crops the regions of the images with the
highest attention weight. These visual saliency
crops are considered positive classes. Other
patches within the same image, as well as from
different images, are used as negative classes.
This setup facilitates local manifold learning
through contrastive mechanisms. The student model’s encoder compares these positive and negative
classes using the InfoNCE loss, honing in on low-level quality perception details within images.
Following this, the encoder output is fed into the student’s decoder, and the L1 loss is computed
between the decoder’s output and the ground truth, guiding the model to learn high-level quality
scores. Besides, the student model undergoes continuous refinement, with the teacher model being
updated regularly through the Exponential Moving Average (EMA) algorithm, ensuring the adaptive
sampling of visual saliency crops to maintain the stability of local manifolds during the learning
process. This innovative approach not only addresses the limitations of existing NR-IQA methods but
also sets a new paradigm for accurately assessing image quality by considering both the intra-class
and inter-class distances of features. Our contributions are the following:

• We introduce a novel contrastive learning approach, integrating a local manifold learning
mechanism. To effectively maintain the integrity of the local manifold, we consider the
visual non-saliency crops of an image as intra-class negative classes.

• Innovatively, we leverage the visual saliency crop of an image as the positive class. This
inspiration is rooted in the recognition that the visual saliency crop is closely aligned with
human visual observation characteristics and crucially determines the overall image quality.

• We employ a teacher-student mutual learning framework. It facilitates the adaptive extraction
of visual saliency crops, crucial for preserving the stability of local manifolds during the
learning process.
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Figure 2: The overview of LML-IQA.

2 Related Work

The realm of Image Quality Assessment (IQA) encompasses diverse categories: Full-Reference (FR),
Reduced-Reference (RR), and No-Reference (NR) methods, as evidenced by prior studies [14–19].
While procuring a reference image often poses challenges in real-world scenarios, NR-IQA methods
offer a promising yet challenging alternative, directly estimating image quality independent of a
reference image. This literature review delves into the ongoing research landscape concerning
NR-IQA methods and local manifold learning.

2.1 NR-IQA based on Contrastive Learning

Recent years have witnessed the emergence of numerous self-supervised methods founded on the
principles of contrastive learning within the realm of NR-IQA [9, 8, 20–22]. CONTRIQUE [9]
pioneered an approach in which Madhusudana et al. categorized images sharing the same distortion
type and degree into a class. This categorization facilitated the extraction of quality features through
inter-class feature comparisons. It utilized distortion type and distortion level as class labels rather
than employing the more specific and unique distortion quality of the image itself. This would limit
the diversity of contrastive learning samples.

Subsequent research addressed this limitation. Saha et al. [8] treated each distinct distorted image as
an independent class. Through extensive data augmentation and a specially crafted Intra-Pair Image
Swapping Scheme, it generated comprehensive low-level representations of image quality, which
were complementary to high-level features characterizing image content. Furthermore, Zhang et
al. [22] extended their scope beyond image comparison by establishing a linkage between text and
images using the CLIP model. It further improved the performance of NR-IQA by combining joint
probability over multiple tasks.

These methods based on contrastive learning are dedicated to investigating distinct pretext tasks and
employing diverse data augmentation strategies to bolster quality perception. They posit that distinct
crops of the same image share equivalent quality perception. Consequently, their positive classes are
derived from assorted random crops of the same image. However, they ignore the differences within
the sample, which can lead to local manifold collapse. Considering the human visual perception
system, an image’s perceptual quality is primarily influenced by its prominent regions. Our method
addresses these concerns by introducing intra-class negative classes and visual saliency cropping.

2.2 Manifold Learning in Image Quality Assessment

In the realm of computer vision, Local Manifold Learning [23, 24] (LML) stands as an unsupervised
algorithmic approach, aiming to elucidate the intrinsic low-dimensional manifold structures embedded
within high-dimensional data spaces. Jiang et al. [25] ingeniously applied manifold learning to reduce
the dimensionality of RGB images, and effectively predicted the quality of stereoscopic images by
constructing a low-dimensional representation that mimics human visual perception. Guan et al. [26]
presented an innovative no-reference quality assessment method for High-Dynamic-Range (HDR)
images, where manifold learning is adeptly employed on the first feature map to discern the intrinsic
geometric structure of high-dimensional data in a low-dimensional space, enhancing the accuracy
of HDR image quality prediction. These methods primarily utilize traditional data dimensionality
reduction techniques, excluding the application of deep learning strategies. We leverage contrastive
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learning to extract data manifold, harnessing deep learning algorithms to reveal complex underlying
structures within the data manifold.

3 Method

3.1 Overview

In this paper, we propose an NR-IQA model named LML-IQA based on contrastive learning, and its
specific framework is shown in Fig. 2. We divide the model into a teacher and a student model. The
teacher model is responsible for the visual saliency cropping of images, using the cropped images as
positive classes for the student’s contrastive learning. Positive classes with visual saliency can increase
the consistency and representativeness of contrastive learning. The student model is responsible
for two subtasks, including contrastive learning and image quality prediction, which share a feature
extractor for joint optimization. By comparing the saliency image with other non-saliency images,
the model’s attention to local important areas of the image has been strengthened, simulating human
attention to saliency regions in image quality perception. Additionally, to enhance the precision of
the teacher’s visual saliency cropping and provide more consistent positive instances for contrastive
learning, we employ the EMA algorithm to update the teacher model.

3.2 Local Manifold Learning

The classic quality-aware pretext task treats each image instance with different quality as different
classes. Specifically, the crops from the same image are positive, while the crops from different
images are negative. These methods prioritize inter-class distance, disregarding intra-class distance,
which leads to potential local manifold collapse. We present a novel contrastive learning method
based on local manifold learning. Introducing the visual saliency cropping, we consider the saliency
regions within the input image as positive class. To maintain local manifold integrity, we define the
crops of non-significant regions as intra-class negative classes. Simultaneously, all other images are
cropped to serve as inter-class negative classes, enhancing the differentiation of the overall manifold
structure. The negative classes combined with the positive class make the crops close enough to
maintain a consistent representation, but not very close to letting the local manifold collapse.

3.2.1 Visual Saliency Cropping

We believe that treating different random cropping of the same degraded image as positive classes
lacks representativeness to some extent. It provides limited quality perception guidance for contrastive
learning. Because in the human perception system, humans tend to pay more attention to the salient
regions in the image, which also means that the image quality score largely depends on the salient
regions of the image. Therefore, we introduce visual saliency cropping. We obtain positive classes
corresponding to the image by cropping the visual saliency of the image. We feed the image into the
teacher model, select the salient regions of the current image through the self-attention mechanism of
the teacher model, and crop them.

Specifically, we reshape the image 224× 224, divide it into T patches, and add an additional
learnable class token to feed into Vision Transformer. Three linear projection layers are employed to
convert T + 1 tokens into matrices Q,K,V ∈ R(T+1)×D, representing the query, key, and value,
respectively. Through the self-attention operation, we obtain an attention map At2t ∈ R(T+1)×(T+1)

and At2t = softmax(QK⊤/
√
D) that represents the degree of attention each token has on other

tokens. From the global pairwise attention map At2t, we can extract the class-to-patch attention Ac2p,
where Ac2p = At2t[0, 1 : T + 1]. Considering that higher layers learn more advanced discriminative
representations, while lower layers capture more general and low-level visual information. We
propose to fuse the token to token attention from the last K transformer encoding layers to ensure
the accuracy of image saliency judgment. Then we set the Âc2p shape as R

√
T×

√
T , and select the

area on it with the highest attention of M ×M . In other words, we select the M ×M area with the
highest sum of attention weights as the saliency region of this image. The process is as follows:

Âc2p =
1

K

l+K∑
l

Al
c2p, (1)
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Table 1: Definition of positive pair, intra-class negative pair, and inter-class negative pair in the
pretext task.

Positive Pair Intra-class
negative pair

Inter-class
negative pair

(x
(n)
h ,x

(n)
s ) (x

(n)
h ,x

(n)

h̃
) (x

(n)
h ,x

(ñ)
∗ )

argmax
p,q

=

M∑
i=0

M∑
j=0

Âc2p[p+ i, q + j]. (2)

We use this region as a positive class for the input image in subsequent contrastive learning.

3.2.2 Quality-Aware Training

In the context of contrastive learning for image quality assessment, the typical approach involves
randomly cropping two patches from the same distorted image, where this pair makes up a positive
class and the negative class is cropped from another distorted image. However, we contend that
utilizing two randomly cropped patches from the same image as a positive pair may not be the optimal
choice. The perceived quality of different positions within the same image can vary significantly,
and humans allocate varying levels of attention to the image’s center regions and edge. The saliency
regions in the original image are more representative of the perceived quality of the entire image.
So our expectation is that pairing positive classes will align the quality features of the cropped
image more closely with the quality attributes of the visually salient regions in the original image.
Specifically, let us consider N distorted images denoted as x1, x2...xN . From each image, we
extract positive and negative samples to facilitate the contrastive learning process. The extracted
samples include randomly cropping each image xn H times to generate different “views" denoted as
xn
1 , x

n
2 ...x

n
H , and the salient region of the image xn, denoted by xn

s . Within a single batch, the patch
xn
i and its corresponding salient region xn

s form a positive pair. The patch xn
i and all non-salient

regions form negative pairs, including both intra-class negative pairs and inter-class negative pairs, as
shown in Table 1.

The input patch xn undergoes processing through Transformer’s encoder F to derive the final feature
f
(n)
h = F(x(n)

h )/||F(x(n)
h )|| for contrastive learning. The InfoNCE loss function is utilized to

calculate the quality comparison loss between “query" and “key" patches within each batch. For a
given image xn, it is defined as follows:

Pn
Intra =

H∑
h̸̃=h

exp(f
(n)
h · f (n)

h̃
/τ), (3)

Pn
Inter =

N∑
ñ ̸=n

H∑
h′=1

exp(f
(n)
h · f (ñ)h′ /τ), (4)

Ln
Info =− log

exp(f
(n)
h · f (n)s /τ)

Pn
Intra + Pn

Inter

, (5)

where Pn
Intra and Pn

Inter represent calculations within and between classes, respectively, τ is a
temperature hyper-parameter, N is the number of images present in the batch, and H represents the
number of times the image is cropped. In the Appendix A, a qualitative analysis of Eq. 5 is provided,
confirming the superiority of our proposed method over traditional contrastive learning.

Furthermore, we process the output of Transformer Decoder G to determine the quality score
Ŷ

n

h = MLP(G(F(xn
h)) associated with each patch xn

h .

Subsequently, we compute the L1 loss between the predicted score Ŷ
n

h and the ground truth Yn
h:

Ln
1 =

H∑
h=1

∥ Ŷ
n

h − Yn
h ∥1. (6)
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Table 2: Performance comparison measured by averages of SRCC and PLCC on standard IQA
datasets, where bold entries indicate the best results, underlines indicate the second-best.

LIVE CSIQ TID2013 KADID LIVEC KonIQ LIVEFB SPAQ

Method PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC

DIIVINE [15] 0.908 0.892 0.776 0.804 0.567 0.643 0.435 0.413 0.591 0.588 0.558 0.546 0.187 0.092 0.600 0.599
BRISQUE [27] 0.944 0.929 0.748 0.812 0.571 0.626 0.567 0.528 0.629 0.629 0.685 0.681 0.341 0.303 0.817 0.809
ILNIQE [28] 0.906 0.902 0.865 0.822 0.648 0.521 0.558 0.534 0.508 0.508 0.537 0.523 0.332 0.294 0.712 0.713
BIECON [29] 0.961 0.958 0.823 0.815 0.762 0.717 0.648 0.623 0.613 0.613 0.654 0.651 0.428 0.407 - -
MEON [30] 0.955 0.951 0.864 0.852 0.824 0.808 0.691 0.604 0.710 0.697 0.628 0.611 0.394 0.365 - -
WaDIQaM [31] 0.955 0.960 0.844 0.852 0.855 0.835 0.752 0.739 0.671 0.682 0.807 0.804 0.467 0.455 - -
DBCNN [13] 0.971 0.968 0.959 0.946 0.865 0.816 0.856 0.851 0.869 0.851 0.884 0.875 0.551 0.545 0.915 0.911
MetaIQA [32] 0.959 0.960 0.908 0.899 0.868 0.856 0.775 0.762 0.835 0.802 0.887 0.850 0.540 0.507 - -
P2P-BM [12] 0.958 0.959 0.902 0.899 0.856 0.862 0.849 0.84 0.842 0.844 0.885 0.872 0.598 0.526 - -
HyperIQA [7] 0.966 0.962 0.942 0.923 0.858 0.840 0.845 0.852 0.882 0.859 0.917 0.906 0.602 0.544 0.915 0.911
TIQA [33] 0.965 0.949 0.838 0.825 0.858 0.846 0.855 0.85 0.861 0.845 0.903 0.892 0.581 0.541 - -
MUSIQ [3] 0.911 0.940 0.893 0.871 0.815 0.773 0.872 0.875 0.746 0.702 0.928 0.916 0.661 0.566 0.921 0.918
TReS [4] 0.968 0.969 0.942 0.922 0.883 0.863 0.858 0.859 0.877 0.846 0.928 0.915 0.625 0.554 - -
DACNN [34] 0.980 0.978 0.957 0.943 0.889 0.871 0.905 0.905 0.884 0.866 0.912 0.901 - - 0.921 0.915
CONTRIQUE [9] 0.961 0.960 0.955 0.942 0.857 0.843 0.937 0.934 0.857 0.845 0.906 0.894 0.641 0.580 0.919 0.914
Re-IQA [8] 0.971 0.970 0.960 0.947 0.861 0.804 0.885 0.872 0.854 0.840 0.923 0.914 - - 0.925 0.918
DEIQT [5] 0.982 0.980 0.963 0.946 0.908 0.892 0.887 0.889 0.894 0.875 0.934 0.921 0.663 0.571 0.923 0.919

LML-IQA (Ours) 0.984 0.982 0.977 0.968 0.942 0.931 0.918 0.915 0.914 0.891 0.938 0.923 0.673 0.585 0.926 0.921
std ±0.003 ±0.003 ±0.003 ±0.005 ±0.011 ±0.014 ±0.005 ±0.005 ±0.006 ±0.013 ±0.001 ±0.0002 ±0.011 ±0.001 ±0.001 ±0.002

3.2.3 Final Loss for IQA Learning

The total loss includes a contrastive loss and a L1 loss for ground truth. The contrastive loss is
employed to capture distinctions among various distortions, while the L1 loss additionally steers the
prediction of quality scores. The ultimate loss is computed as follows:

L =

N∑
n=1

((1− α)Ln
1 + αLn

Info), (7)

where α is the balance factor between two losses, and N is the number of images present in the batch.

3.3 Teacher-Student Mutual Learning

We develop a mutual learning framework involving a teacher and a student. In particular, we employ
a teacher model for the visual saliency cropping. The student model utilizes visual saliency crops as
positive classes for contrastive learning and then updates the teacher model. To enhance the precision
of quality perception for the teacher (spanning from the initial stage focused on pure significance
objectives to subsequent significant areas influencing quality), and to offer more consistent positive
instances for contrastive learning, we employ the EMA algorithm to update the teacher model.
Specifically, the weights of the teacher model can be expressed as follows:

θt ← βθt + (1− β)θs, (8)

where θt is the teacher model weight, θs is the student model weight, and β is the EMA coefficient.
The mutual learning paradigm enhances the precision and stability of visual saliency cropping within
the teacher model, simultaneously providing improved guidance for the student model.

4 Experiments

4.1 Benchmark Datasets and Evaluation Protocols

The effectiveness of the LML-IQA model is assessed using eight standard NR-IQA datasets. This set
comprises four synthetic datasets: LIVE [35], CSIQ [36], TID2013 [37], and KADID [38], along
with four authentic datasets: LIVEC [39], KonIQ [40], LIVEFB [12], and SPAQ [41]. The synthetic
dataset is generated by applying various types of distortions, such as Gaussian blur and random
noise, to a restricted set of original images. Conversely, the authentic dataset is captured by different
photographers using a variety of mobile devices, thereby capturing more genuine distortions that
occur in natural environments.
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Table 3: SRCC on the cross datasets validation, where bold entries and underlines indicate the best
results and the second-best.

Training LIVEFB LIVEC KonIQ LIVE CSIQ

Testing LIVEC KonIQ LIVEC CSIQ LIVE

DBCNN [13] 0.724 0.754 0.755 0.758 0.877
P2P-BM [12] 0.738 0.740 0.770 0.712 -
HyperIQA [7] 0.735 0.772 0.785 0.744 0.926
TReS [4] 0.740 0.733 0.786 0.761 -
DEIQT[5] 0.781 0.744 0.794 0.781 0.932

LML-IQA(Ours) 0.763 0.756 0.818 0.833 0.951

For the evaluation of the LML-IQA model’s predictive accuracy and monotonicity, we employ two
widely accepted standard evaluation metrics: Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (SRCC) and
Pearson Linear Correlation Coefficient (PLCC). These evaluation metrics are universally recognized,
yielding values within the range of 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater predictive capability.

4.2 Implementation Details

For the training of LML-IQA, we follow a standard procedure, randomly cropping the input image
into ten patches along with one patch containing a saliency region, each with a resolution of 224×224
pixels. For the model architecture, we adopt the ViT-S Transformer encoder proposed in DeiT III [42].
The attention score is calculated as the average of the last three layers of the encoder. As for the
decoder, we utilize a Transformer Decoder with a depth of 1. The model undergoes 9 training epochs,
utilizing a learning rate of 2× 10−4. Moreover, a decay factor of 10 is applied every 3 epochs. The
parameter β in Eq. 8 is set to 0.999. The batch size is adjusted based on the dataset size. To ensure
a comprehensive evaluation, we partition the dataset randomly into an 80% training set and a 20%
testing set. To mitigate performance bias, we repeat this process ten times and report the average
values of PLCC and SRCC. All the experiments are carried out on 4 NVIDIA 3090 GPUs.

4.3 Overall Prediction Performance Comparison

Table 2 presents the performance of LML-IQA across eight datasets, with synthetic datasets on
the left and authentic datasets on the right. Our approach achieves either the best or second-best
performance on all datasets. Notably, LML-IQA demonstrates significant improvements in the CSIQ
and TID2023. In terms of SRCC, LML-IQA shows enhancements of 0.022 and 0.039 compared to
the second-best method, respectively. This improvement is attributed to the introduction of visual
saliency cropping and intra-class negative classes, which enhance the model’s sensitivity to image
quality variations and prevent the degradation of the manifold structure. Given the diversity of image
content and the wide range of distortion types, achieving competitive performance on these datasets is
a challenging task. Therefore, these observations confirm the effectiveness of LML-IQA in accurately
characterizing image quality.

4.4 Generalization Capability Validation

To further assess the generalization ability of LML-IQA, we conduct cross-dataset validation ex-
periments. Specifically, our model is trained on one dataset and subsequently tested on another
dataset without any fine-tuning or parameter adaptation. To ensure simplicity and universality, we
conduct several experiments. The experimental outcomes, represented by the average SRCC values
across these datasets, are presented in Table 3. Notably, in five of the experiments, LML-IQA
has demonstrated the highest or second-highest performance. Furthermore, certain cross-dataset
performances have exceeded those of previous supervised methods in Table 2. By incorporating
contrastive learning into the model, we ensure that the model goes beyond merely fitting to the labels
of the training dataset, capturing crucial image quality features more effectively. Through intra-class
and inter-class comparisons, the model preserves the local manifold and simultaneously achieves a
manifold structure with robust generalization capabilities.
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Table 4: Ablation experiments on LIVEC and TID
datasets. Bold indicates best performance.

LIVEC TID
Module PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC
Baseline 0.887 0.870 0.896 0.873
std ±0.007 ±0.015±0.050 ±0.063
+ Random Crop 0.894 0.874 0.904 0.885
std ±0.006 ±0.008±0.069 ±0.082
+ Visual Saliency Crop 0.903 0.883 0.918 0.902
std ±0.011 ±0.012±0.022 ±0.027
+ Mutual Learning 0.910 0.884 0.934 0.920
std ±0.007 ±0.017±0.011 ±0.015
LML-IQA 0.914 0.891 0.942 0.931
std ± 0.007±0.013±0.011± 0.014

Table 5: Analysis of the M in Visual
Saliency Cropping on both synthetic and
authentic datasets.

CSIQ LIVEC

M ×M PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC

5× 5 0.975 0.966 0.910 0.885
6× 6 0.974 0.965 0.906 0.885
7× 7 0.974 0.965 0.906 0.884
8× 8 0.977 0.968 0.914 0.891
9× 9 0.974 0.965 0.907 0.885
10× 10 0.973 0.963 0.905 0.880

4.5 Ablation Study

LML-IQA is an innovative method based on local manifold learning, consisting of two essential
components: visual saliency cropping and teacher-student mutual learning. As shown in Table 4, we
further investigate the impact of each component on the overall performance of the model.

Effective on Random Crop and Visual Saliency Crop. We attempt contrastive learning based on
random cropping (i.e., take two crops from the same image as positive classes and crops from different
images as negative classes). It can be seen that contrastive learning indeed helps the model learn more
essential image quality expressions. Subsequently, we introduce visual saliency cropping to compare
the random cropping. It further improves the performance of the model. This phenomenon further
supports our motivation: the perception of image quality comes more from the saliency region of the
image. Aligning the crop with the saliency region of the image helps to strengthen the correlation
between positive classes in contrastive learning and provides more accurate guidance for contrastive
learning. It is worth noting that we use the teacher to perform visual saliency cropping on the images
before the training process begins, and obtain fixed visual saliency regions as positive classes.

Effective on Mutual Learning and EMA. To dynamically adjust the visual saliency regions of the
image, we introduce a model of teacher-student mutual learning. Before each training epoch, We
use the teacher to perform visual saliency cropping on the images, and after each training epoch,
we use the student to update the teacher. Compared to freezing the teacher (fixing visual saliency
cropping), the update of the teacher model enables real-time updates of the salient area of the image
during each epoch, which helps the teacher model provide more accurate visual saliency cropping.
The guidance of student models helps teacher shift their focus from the initial salient objects to areas
that truly significantly affect the overall image quality perception. Besides, to prevent the weight
update of the teacher model from being too fast, which results in a significant difference in visual
saliency cropping on the same image between adjacent epochs, hindering contrastive learning. We
use the EMA algorithm to update the teacher model. Delaying the update of the teacher model helps
to compare sample features that are more consistent before and after learning, while also making the
model more focused on the saliency area of the image.

In summary, the ablation experiment demonstrates the significant contribution of each component to
the overall performance of LML-IQA. The proposed visual saliency cropping and teacher-student mu-
tual learning provide significant improvements in model accuracy and stability, and their combination
promotes advanced deep-learning models for image quality assessment.

4.6 Analysis of the M in Visual Saliency Cropping

We study the influence of the visual saliency cropping size, denoted as M ×M . Our experiment
encompasses both synthetic dataset CSIQ and authentic dataset LIVEC, respectively, where we
explore a range of M -values spanning from 5 to 10. The results, as presented in Table 5, consistently
indicate that the performance remains stable across different M values, exhibiting only fluctuations
of less than 1%. As the cropping patch size increases, the model acquires additional reference
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Table 6: Data-efficient learning validation with the training set containing 20%, 40% and 60% images.
Bold entries indicate the best performance.

LIVE LIVEC KonIQ

Training Set Methods PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC PLCC SRCC

20%
ViT-BIQA 0.828 0.894 0.641 0.622 0.855 0.825
HyperNet 0.950 0.951 0.809 0.776 0.873 0.869
DEIQT 0.968 0.965 0.822 0.792 0.908 0.888
LML-IQA 0.976 0.974 0.841 0.811 0.917 0.898

40%
ViT-BIQA 0.847 0.903 0.714 0.684 0.901 0.880
HyperNet 0.961 0.959 0.849 0.832 0.908 0.892
DEIQT 0.973 0.971 0.855 0.838 0.922 0.903
LML-IQA 0.979 0.977 0.878 0.852 0.929 0.911

60%
ViT-BIQA 0.856 0.915 0.739 0.705 0.916 0.903
HyperNet 0.963 0.960 0.862 0.843 0.914 0.901
DEIQT 0.974 0.972 0.877 0.848 0.931 0.914
LML-IQA 0.981 0.979 0.898 0.877 0.931 0.915

information concerning visual saliency regions, thus aiding in improved contrastive learning. When
the cropped size is 8 × 8, the model achieves optimal performance on both the CSIQ and LIVEC
datasets. However, with the further expansion of the visual saliency area, the saliency features tend
to diminish, introducing non-visual saliency cues that potentially have a detrimental impact on the
model’s efficacy and performance.

4.7 Data-Efficient Learning Validation

Considering the expensive costs of image annotation and model training, data-efficient learning is a
crucial issue in IQA. LML-IQA, through local manifold learning, enables the model to adequately
capture perceptual differences in image quality with limited data, significantly reducing the training
data requirement.

To comprehensively explore this characteristic, we conduct a controlled experiment, progressively
varying the training data volume in 20% increments from 20% to 60%. This process is repeated ten
times for each training data volume, with the average of the performance being reported. The test
dataset consistently comprises 20% of the images and does not overlap with the training data in all
trials. Detailed experimental results are presented in Table 6. Our method consistently outperforms
other state-of-the-art NR-IQA methods using comparable training data volumes. Remarkably, LML-
IQA attains competitive performance with other methods on the LIVE and CSIQ datasets (Table 2)
using just 40% of the training data. With the training data volume reaching 60%, LML-IQA surpasses
all other methods. In summary, by employing saliency cropping to obtain regions most closely
correlated with image quality, and conducting local manifold learning on these areas, our method
excels in extracting image-quality information, facilitating data-efficient learning.

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces LML-IQA, an innovative No-Reference Image Quality Assessment (NR-IQA)
model grounded in local manifold learning. Central to this approach is the strategic use of visual
saliency cropping and intra-class negative classes. This ensures a consistent representation, while
simultaneously avoiding excessive proximity to prevent local manifold collapse. In parallel, inter-
class negative classes are utilized to partition the overall manifold structure, ensuring a robust and
comprehensive image quality assessment. Furthermore, we establish a mutual learning paradigm
between the teacher and student through the EMA algorithm. This approach facilitates adaptive
adjustments in visual saliency cropping, maintaining the stability of local manifolds during the
learning process. Experimental results conducted on eight IQA datasets highlight the superiority of
our proposed approach.
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A Qualitative Theoretical Justification

In our rigorous theoretical exploration, we have established that the loss function rooted in local
manifold learning is superior to the traditional contrastive learning loss. By incorporating intra-class
negative samples into our local manifold learning approach, we further diminish the mathematical
expectation of the loss, as substantiated by Eq. 9.

∵ E(|y − yε| − |yγ − yδ|)
= E(|y − (y + εω)| − |(y + εγ)− (y + εδ)|)
= E(|εω|+ |εγ − εδ|) (ε1 ≤ . . . ≤ εω ≤ . . . ≤ εn)

=
1

n

∑
ω

|εω| −
2

n(n− 1)
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(2ω − n− 1)εω

=

{
1
n |ε1|+

2
nε1 ≥ −

1
n |ε1|, ω = 1
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n |εn| −

2
nεn ≥ −

1
n |εn|, ω = n

∴ E(|εω|+ |εγ − εδ|) ≥ −|εω|
∵ −|εω| ≤ E(|εω|+ |εγ − εδ|) ≤ |εω|
∴ ||y − yε| − |yγ − yδ|| ≤ ||y − yε||

(9)

where yε represents the positive class, while yγ and yδ denote inter-class negative classes. While
our proofs predominantly operate at the score level, it’s imperative to highlight that, owing to the
functional mapping relationship between features and scores as depicted in Eq. 10, our proposed
methodology retains its efficacy at the feature level. This also indicates that our method has the
potential to be applied in more scenarios and maintain robustness.

y = G(f)
(y +∆y) ⇐⇒ (f+∆f) |∆y| → 0, |∆f | → 0

E(|y − yε| − |yγ − yδ|) ⇐⇒ E(|f − fε| − |fγ − fδ|),
(10)

where f represents the feature, y denotes the quality score, and F and G signify the function mapping
relationship.

In
p

u
t

B
aselin

e
O

urs

70.96(  0.14) 60.95(  10.35) 72.61(  2.59)72.52( 0.58)

41.49 72.1960.94 70.48

71.10 71.30 71.28 75.20

76.53(  3.55) 67.94(  5.39) 81.22(  1.24)65.05(  1.22)

60.43 53.3282.74 81.16

72.98 73.33 66.27 79.86

Figure 3: Activation maps of baseline [5] and LML-IQA using Grad-CAM. Rows 1-3 represent
input images, CAMs generated by baseline, and generated by LML-IQA, respectively. The numbers
below each row represent the Ground Truth, and the predicted scores of the baseline model and our
model, respectively.

B Visualization of Quality Attention Map

We employ GradCAM [43] to visualize feature attention maps, as depicted in Fig. 3. The visualization
showcases our model’s comprehensive and precise attention allocation to regions exhibiting significant
visual distortion. In contrast, the baseline data tends to concentrate on non-target areas. This
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observation underscores our model’s capacity to capture accurate semantic structures and attain more
precise quality perception. Such a phenomenon arises from our deliberate emphasis on features from
visual saliency regions throughout the training process. Furthermore, the prediction results for quality
scores highlight our model’s superior image quality evaluation capability compared to the baseline,
with the predicted scores closely aligning with the ground truth. In summary, these phenomena
robustly underscore the efficacy of our proposed method.

C Limitations and Future Directions

We primarily identify two avenues for improvement. Firstly, LML-IQA focuses on assessing the
quality of real-world images, while temporarily overlooking the evaluation of images generated by
generative models. Exploring how to integrate LML-IQA with AIGC to study a universal method for
image quality assessment is a direction we aim to pursue in the future. Secondly, the visual saliency
cropping can be further optimized, such as adaptively adjusting the cropping area size or increasing
the number of crops to accommodate more diverse and complex distortion scenarios.
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