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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a physically imaging-guided
framework for underwater image quality assessment
(UIQA), called PIGUIQA. First, we formulate UIQA as
a comprehensive problem that considers the combined ef-
fects of direct transmission attenuation and backwards scat-
tering on image perception. On this basis, we incorpo-
rate advanced physics-based underwater imaging estima-
tion into our method and define distortion metrics that mea-
sure the impact of direct transmission attenuation and back-
wards scattering on image quality. Second, acknowledging
the significant content differences across various regions of
an image and the varying perceptual sensitivity to distor-
tions in these regions, we design a local perceptual mod-
ule on the basis of the neighborhood attention mechanism.
This module effectively captures subtle features in images,
thereby enhancing the adaptive perception of distortions on
the basis of local information. Finally, by employing a
global perceptual module to further integrate the original
image content with underwater image distortion informa-
tion, the proposed model can accurately predict the image
quality score. Comprehensive experiments demonstrate that
PIGUIQA achieves state-of-the-art performance in under-
water image quality prediction and exhibits strong gener-
alizability. The code for PIGUIQA is available on https://
anonymous.4open.science/r/PIGUIQA-A465/.

1. Introduction
The underwater world is rich in resources, and underwa-
ter images provide a crucial medium for exploring envi-
ronments such as oceans and lakes by accurately and in-
tuitively capturing underwater information. However, the

complexities of the underwater imaging environment often
result in suboptimal image quality [14, 47]. Therefore, un-
derwater image quality assessment (UIQA) is fundamental
for underwater image processing. UIQA methods help de-
termine whether underwater images meet quality require-
ments for various applications and assess the visual quality
of enhanced underwater images.

According to the accessibility of ideal references, im-
age quality assessment (IQA) methods can be broadly cate-
gorized into full-reference (FR) and no-reference (NR) ap-
proaches. For underwater images, obtaining perfect undis-
torted references is often impractical; thus, typical FR-IQA
approaches, such as the structural similarity index measure
(SSIM) [36] and feature similarity indexing method (FSIM)
[43], are not applicable. Although NR-IQA approaches
[7, 26, 29] have been developed for many years, most of
them are designed to evaluate generic images. Many NR-
IQA methods [19, 21, 28] are based on statistical proper-
ties, such as natural scene statistics (NSS), which are typi-
cally observed under good lighting conditions and in clear
visual environments. However, the unique characteristics
of underwater environments result in light propagation and
scattering rules that are significantly different from those in
terrestrial natural scenes. As a result, the statistical prop-
erties of NSSs often fall short in accurately describing and
assessing the quality of underwater images.

To date, effective, robust, and widely accepted UIQA
methods in the field of underwater image processing are
lacking. Although several well-known UIQA methods have
been developed, such as underwater color image quality
evaluation (UCIQE) [41] and the underwater image qual-
ity measure (UIQM) [31], most UIQA methods are based
on manual-crafted features, which often fail to fully cap-
ture the complexity and diversity of underwater imagery. In
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Figure 1. Illustration of the underwater optical imaging model
with resulting major distortions. The scattering effects of light in
water, caused by visible suspended particles and dissolved organic
matter, result in varying degrees of deviation in the light trans-
mission path. This alteration in the energy distribution of the light
beam significantly degrades the quality of underwater images. The
distorted images, which are sampled from various datasets, typi-
cally exhibit multiple types of distortions.

addition, these methods often prioritize images with higher
color saturation, resulting in quality assessments that may
not align with human visual perception. In addition to man-
ually designed features, recent advancements in deep learn-
ing have demonstrated significant feature learning capabil-
ities. However, only a few studies [16] have applied deep
learning to UIQA. This is because deep learning models
typically require large amounts of labelled data for train-
ing, but the existing annotated underwater image datasets
are relatively small. The data dependency in deep learning
also makes ensuring the generalization capability of deep
learning models challenging.

Another primary challenge is that underwater images
differ markedly from terrestrial images because of their spe-
cific imaging environments and lighting conditions. As a
result, traditional NR-IQA methods that perform well in
terrestrial image processing cannot be directly applied to
underwater images. Specifically, as shown in Fig. 1, the
underwater environment is complex and variable, with light
propagation affected by scattering and absorption. Different
wavelengths of light attenuate at different rates, with longer
wavelengths diminishing more rapidly in water. Conse-
quently, shorter wavelengths such as green and blue light
can travel further underwater, causing underwater images
to exhibit a blue–green hue and suffering from significant
color distortion. The scattering of light in water can be cat-
egorized into forward scattering and backwards scattering
on the basis of the angle. Forward scattering occurs when
light reflected from the target object deviates from its origi-
nal path before it reaches the sensor, resulting in blurred un-
derwater images. Backwards scattering, on the other hand,
involves a large amount of stray light entering the sensor,
leading to visual issues such as loss of detail, low overall
contrast, and increased background noise in underwater im-
ages. The need for the development of specialized UIQA
methods that can effectively address the unique challenges

posed by underwater imaging is urgent.
To address the aforementioned issues, combining prior

knowledge of underwater imaging with the excellent feature
extraction capabilities of deep learning presents an effective
solution. On this basis, we propose a physically imaging-
guided framework for UIQA (PIGUIQA) by integrating the
physical model of underwater light propagation with deep
learning techniques. Specifically, the framework considers
distortions caused by backwards scattering and direct trans-
mission processes. These factors play crucial roles in un-
derwater imaging, influencing image clarity, contrast, and
color representation. Within the PIGUIQA framework, we
leverage the powerful feature extraction capabilities of deep
learning models to capture both local details and global per-
ceptual features in images. Capturing local details allows
the model to perceive distortions in critical regions of under-
water images, such as object edges and texture information,
whereas global perceptual features help the model under-
stand the overall structure and context of the entire image.
The main contributions of this work can be summarized as
follows:
• We formulate UIQA as a comprehensive problem that ac-

counts for the combined effects of direct transmission at-
tenuation and backwards scattering on image perception.
We integrate advanced physics-based underwater imag-
ing estimations into our framework. From the perspective
of matrix theory, we define distortion metrics to measure
these impacts.

• We design a neighborhood attention (NA)-based local
perceptual module to capture subtle features in images,
thereby enhancing the adaptive perception of distortions
via local information. Additionally, a global perceptual
module is employed to integrate the original image con-
tent with underwater image distortion information, assist-
ing the model in understanding the overall structure and
context of the entire image.

• The experimental results demonstrate that the proposed
method effectively evaluates underwater image quality,
achieving superior performance across various correla-
tion coefficients and error metrics. Furthermore, a cross-
dataset experiment also confirms the strong generalizabil-
ity and robustness of the proposed method.

2. Related Work
Owing to the unique characteristics of underwater images,
conventional NR-IQA methods [26, 27, 34, 44] are not suit-
able for evaluating underwater images. Consequently, re-
searchers have begun to focus on specially designed UIQA
methods, and many important studies have emerged in this
field. Yang et al. [41] proposed the underwater color im-
age quality evaluation method (UCIQE), which quantifies
quality attributes such as color bias, blurriness, and contrast
through a linear combination of chromaticity, saturation,



and contrast measurements. Panetta et al. [31] introduced
an underwater image quality measure (UIQM) from the per-
spective of the human visual system (HVS), which consid-
ers colorfulness, sharpness, and contrast, thereby address-
ing some limitations of the UCIQE. Guo et al. [9] also fo-
cused on these three features and conducted experiments on
a self-constructed small-scale dataset containing only 200
underwater enhanced images, which may restrict its per-
formance on larger datasets. Wang et al. [35] developed
a UIQA method called the CCF that incorporates factors
such as colorfulness, contrast, and fog density. Yang et al.
[42] introduced a frequency domain UIQA metric (FDUM),
which, like UIQM, considers colorfulness, contrast, and
sharpness but analyses these features in the frequency do-
main and integrates the dark channel prior (DCP) [11].
Jiang et al. [15] proposed a no-reference underwater image
quality (NUIQ) metric that transforms underwater images
from the RGB space to the opponent color space (OC); ex-
tracts color, luminance, and structural features in the OC
space; and employs support vector machines (SVMs) for
quality assessment. Zheng et al. [48] introduced the under-
water image fidelity (UIF) metric, which evaluates the nat-
uralness, sharpness, and structural indicators in the CIELab
color space. Guo et al. [10] presented an underwater image
enhancement quality metric (UWEQM) that considers fea-
tures such as transmission medium maps, Michaelson-like
contrast, salient local binary patterns, and simplified color
autocorrelograms. Liu et al. [23] developed an underwater
image quality index (UIQI) by extracting features related to
luminance, color cast, sharpness, contrast, fog density, and
noise, using support vector regression (SVR) to predict im-
age quality. However, these methods, which rely on hand-
crafted features and regression techniques, still have limi-
tations, as they do not comprehensively characterize image
quality and may not be effective for various types of under-
water images.

With the rapid advancement of deep neural networks,
there is an urgent need for end-to-end UIQA methods that
can automatically learn useful features from data and pre-
dict image quality more accurately. Fu et al. [4] proposed
a rank learning framework, which was the first to utilize
deep learning for UIQA. This method generates a set of
medium-quality images by blending original images with
their corresponding reference images at varying degrees
and employs a Siamese network to learn their quality rank-
ings. Wang et al. [37] introduced a generation-based joint
luminance-chrominance underwater image quality evalua-
tion (GLCQE) method. GLCQE first employs DenseUNet
to generate two reference images—one unenhanced and one
optimally enhanced—and uses these images to assess chro-
matic and luminance distortions while also designing a par-
allel spatial attention module to represent image sharpness.
Recognizing that deep learning often requires large datasets

for training, Jiang et al. [16] constructed a dataset for UIQA
with multidimensional quality annotations and proposed a
multistream collaborative learning network (MCOLE). This
method trains three specialized networks to extract color,
visibility, and semantic features, facilitating quality predic-
tion through multistream collaborative learning.

Despite the significant progress made by these deep
learning methods in UIQA, they often lack consideration of
the underwater imaging process and may only be effective
on specific datasets, limiting their generalization capabili-
ties. Therefore, integrating prior knowledge of the under-
water imaging process with deep learning techniques is an
effective strategy for addressing these challenges.

3. Methodology
3.1. Problem formulation

The problem of IQA can be formulated as the task of finding
a function f that produces evaluation results closely aligned
with the true quality of an image. This can be expressed
mathematically as follows:

min
f

E {Q− f(I)} (1)

where Q represents the ground truth quality of an image
I , typically expressed in terms of the mean opinion score
(MOS). E denotes the mathematical expectation. This prob-
lem involves identifying a function f capable of accurately
reflecting various image attributes, such as sharpness, con-
trast, color, and noise levels, to derive an accurate quality
score.

For underwater images, we specifically analyse image
quality by considering the causes of distortion inherent to
underwater imaging. In real underwater scenarios, the cam-
era is often positioned close to the underwater scene. Con-
sequently, the impact of forward scattering on image quality
can be neglected, resulting in only direct transmission atten-
uation and backwards scattering components to be consid-
ered. This relationship is represented as:

I ≜ Idis = Iper ⊗ T +B (2)

where Iper represents the perfect image, Idis represents the
corresponding distorted image, T denotes the transmission
attenuation matrix, and B denotes the background clutter
matrix. The symbol ⊗ denotes the Hadamard product.

Both T and B can be estimated via traditional modelling
methods that are based on prior knowledge [2] or by em-
ploying deep learning models trained on synthetic underwa-
ter image datasets [38]. The all-ones matrix is denoted as
E, and the zero matrix is denoted as O. For a high-quality
image, the direct transmission attenuation matrix T should
be “closer” to E, whereas the background noise matrix B
should be “closer” to O. Thus, we introduce the concept of
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Figure 2. Overall structure of the proposed UIQA method. The symbols “⊗” and “ C⃝” denote the Hadamard product and concate-
nation operations, respectively.

imaging-perceived distortion, which is directly correlated
with the distances between T and E and between B and O.
Given that perceived distortion is closely related to the im-
age content itself, the UIQA problem can be formulated as
follows:

min
f1,f2,f3

E
{
Q−f3

(
I,f1(I)⊗d1(T,E),f2(I)⊗d2(B,O)

)}
(3)

where Q is the ground-truth quality of an underwater image
and where d1 and d2 represent the distance maps measur-
ing transmission attenuation and backwards scattering dis-
tortion between T and E and between B and O, respec-
tively. f1 and f2 are local distortion-aware functions to be
learned, and f3 is a global perceptual function to be learned.
This formulation captures the essential aspects of UIQA by
integrating a physical model into the evaluation process.

3.2. Framework

Fig. 2 illustrates the proposed framework for UIQA. The
process begins with an underwater image, which is pro-
cessed through an image estimation module that generates
two key maps: the transmission attenuation map T and the
background clutter map B. Transmission attenuation and
background clutter distortions are quantified by evaluating
the distance between each patch of T and an all-one matrix
and the distance between each patch of B and a zero ma-
trix, respectively. These distortions are denoted as d1 and
d2. The local perceptual modules f1 and f2 subsequently
capture local scattering and transmission distortion charac-
teristics. After local processing, the outputs of these mod-
ules are scaled by d1 and d2 and then fused with the orig-
inal image. This combined data is then passed through a

global perceptual network f3, which integrates the informa-
tion from all previous stages to generate a final prediction.
The proposed framework effectively combines local distor-
tion correction with global perceptual adjustment, which is
tailored specifically for underwater optical scenarios.

3.3. Underwater Imaging Estimation

A commonly used precise revised underwater image forma-
tion model [1] is as follows:

Icdis(x, y) = Icper(x, y) · e−βc
D(x,y)·l(x,y)

+Bc
∞(x, y) ·

(
1− e−βc

B(x,y)·l(x,y)
) (4)

where c ∈ {R,G,B} is the color channel; Iper and Idis
are distortion-free and distorted images, respectively; l is
the object–camera distance; B∞ is the background ambient
light image; and βD and βB are the direct attenuation and
backwards scattering coefficients, respectively.

In this paper, we utilize the SyreaNet model proposed by
Wen et al. [38] for underwater imaging estimation, which is
represented mathematically as follows:

T̂ , B̂, Îper = SyreaNet(Idis) (5)

This method synthesizes more formal underwater images
under various conditions via the imaging model described
in Eq. (4). Subsequently, it trains on the synthesized un-
derwater image data to estimate the transmission attenua-
tion matrix T and background clutter matrix B, as defined
in Eq. (2). Compared with traditional manual estimation
of underwater imaging parameters, which often lacks accu-
racy, SyreaNet integrates physical modelling with the inter-
pretability of imaging models and the feature extraction ca-
pabilities of neural networks. As illustrated in Fig. 3, it can
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Figure 3. Illustration of underwater imaging estimation by Syre-
aNet [38]. (a): Input distorted underwater images Idis. (b): Esti-
mated transmission attenuation map T̂ . (c): Estimated background
clutter map B̂. (d): Restored underwater images Îper . In the trans-
mission attenuation map, darker areas signify more severe scatter-
ing and greater distortion, whereas in the background clutter map,
brighter areas indicate a greater degree of background noise.

automatically learn and extract features, adaptively incorpo-
rating prior knowledge on the basis of different underwater
environments and imaging conditions. This results in im-
proved adaptability and robustness in underwater imaging
estimation.

3.4. Imaging Distortion Measurements

Considering the varying depths and optical properties of
different regions and objects in underwater images, we de-
compose the image transmission attenuation map T and the
background clutter map B into patches of size N×N . This
strategy facilitates the model’s learning of local features,
thereby enhancing the perception of details in images with
intricate content. Consequently, we address the design of
imaging distortion metrics for each patch.

For the transmission attenuation map T , which ideally
should resemble the all-ones matrix E, we define a linear
operator for any N ×N matrix A as follows:

T k(A) = (T k − EN×N )⊗A (6)

where T k is the k-th patch of T . On the basis of this def-
inition, we establish the transmission attenuation distortion
metric for a patch of size N × N as the norm of the linear
transformation T :

dk1 = d1(T
k, EN×N ) = ∥T k∥ (7)

According to the functional analysis theory, we have:

∥T k∥ = sup
∥A∥2≤1

∥T k(A)∥2 = |σmax(T
k)| (8)

where σmax denotes the largest eigenvalue of the operator.
Since

T k(Ei,j) = (T k
i,j − 1)Ei,j (9)

where T k
i,j is the (i, j)-th element of T k and where Ei,j

is an N × N matrix with the (i, j)-th element as 1 and all

other elements as 0, T k
i,j−1 serves as the eigenvalue of T k.

Therefore, we define the transmission attenuation distortion
measurement in the k-th patch as follows:

dk1 = max
1≤i,j≤N

|T k
i,j − 1| (10)

The background clutter map can be regarded as an ad-
ditional noise overlay on the original image, arising from
background textures, variations in lighting, or the presence
of nontarget objects. According to the theory of human vi-
sual sensitivity, the HVS can only distinctly recognize dis-
tortion when the intensity of the noise surpasses a specific
perceptual threshold. Thus, we propose a backwards scat-
tering distortion measurement for the k-th patch of B:

dk2 = d2(B
k, ON×N ) = max

1≤i,j≤N
Bk

i,j (11)

where Bk
i,j is the (i, j)-th element of Bk. The core idea

of this measurement is that for each local patch, the degree
of distortion can be quantified by the maximum noise value
within that region, as the peak noise level typically gener-
ates the most significant visual interference, making it more
readily detectable by the HVS. At this point, we can obtain
d1 and d2 via Eq. (3).

3.5. Perceptual Networks

High-quality underwater images typically exhibit good con-
trast, smooth and consistent textures, and sharp edges in
local regions. Therefore, analysing the correlation be-
tween each pixel and its neighbouring pixels is essential.
Compared with traditional self-attention and convolutional
methods, the NA mechanism effectively captures local tex-
tures and details, providing higher fidelity in processing lo-
cal information. This enhanced precision in detecting subtle
quality differences makes it especially suitable for the IQA
task. Accordingly, we developed a local perceptual module
based on the NA mechanism.

Let Qk, Kk, and Vk ∈ R1×l denote the l-dimensional
query, key, and value vectors of the k-th input, respec-
tively, obtained through linear projection. The neighbor-
hood of size n for the k-th input is defined as Nn(k) =
{ρ1(k), . . . , ρn(k)}, where ρi(k) represents the i-th nearest
neighbor to k. The neighbourhood attention operation on k
is given by:

NAn(k)=softmax

(
Qk ·Kn(k)+Bn(k)√

d

)
·V′

n(k), (12)

where Kk(i) = [K ′
ρ1(k)

, . . . ,K ′
ρk(k)

] ∈ Rl×n is the key
matrix, Vn(k) = [V ′

ρ1(k)
, . . . , V ′

ρn(k)
] ∈ Rl×n is the value

matrix, and Bn(k) = [b(k,ρ1(k)), . . . , b(k,ρn(k))] ∈ R1×n is
the relative positional bias matrix. A′ denotes the transpose
of matrix A.
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Figure 4. The structure of the local perceptual module. It uti-
lizes the NA mechanism, a technique that combines local induc-
tive biases with translational invariance, to effectively aggregate
pixel features and their surrounding neighborhood. This module
enables a detailed analysis of each pixel in relation to its immedi-
ate environment.

Therefore, as illustrated in Fig. 4, we define the local
distortion-aware functions f1 and f2 in equation (3) as two
distinct residual NA transformer blocks (RNATB):

f1(I) = RNATB1(I) (13)
f2(I) = RNATB2(I) (14)

In addition to perceiving local detail distortions, the
model must also capture global perceptual features. This
capability helps the model understand the overall structure
and context of the image. For efficient extraction of global
features, we utilize the architecture of the classical CNN
model ResNet50 [12], with modifications to the input chan-
nel count. Consequently, we define the global perceptual
function in Eq. (3) as follows:

Q̂ = f3
(
I, f1(I)⊗ d1, f2(I)⊗ d2)

)
= ResNet

(
I ⊕

(
f1(I)⊗ d1

)
⊕
(
f2(I)⊗ d2

)) (15)

where ⊗ denotes the concatenation operation and where Q̂
represents the predicted image quality score. This dual ap-
proach to feature extraction, encompassing both local and
global perspectives, enhances the comprehensiveness and
precision of the assessment process, thereby improving the
accuracy of the UIQA.

Finally, the optimization of Eq. (3) is equivalent to min-
imizing the following loss function:

min
f1,f2,f3

L = ∥Q− Q̂∥2 (16)

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the L2 norm.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Settings

Databases. The experiments are conducted on three
databases: SAUD2.0 (2024) [16], UID2021 (2023) [13],

and UWIQA (2021) [23]. The images in these datasets
are sourced from real-world scenarios, and their subjective
scores are MOSs, which are obtained through the single-
stimulus absolute category rating (SS-ACR) methodology.
Specifically, SAUD2.0 comprises 2,600 images (200 raw
and 2,400 enhanced), UID2021 consists of 1,060 images
(60 raw and 1,000 enhanced), and UWIQA includes 890
raw images.

Implementation details. The proposed FIGUIQA net-
work is trained * using the default settings of the Adam opti-
mizer. The learning rate is set to 10−4. To ensure the stabil-
ity of the final model, a total of 1000 epochs are conducted
during training. To prevent overfitting, data augmentation
techniques such as random horizontal and vertical flipping,
as well as rotation within the range of [−15, 15] degrees, are
employed. The size of patches is set to 16× 16, which is a
common setting in computer vision.

Evaluation criteria. To validate the effectiveness and
performance of the proposed UIQA method, we employ
four commonly used evaluation metrics: the Pearson linear
correlation coefficient (PLCC), the Spearman rank correla-
tion coefficient (SRCC), the Kendall rank correlation coef-
ficient (KRCC), and the root mean square error (RMSE). In
accordance with standard practice, we apply nonlinear five-
parameter logistic regression (5PL) to fit the relationship
between the predicted scores and the MOS prior to calcu-
lating the PLCC and RMSE.

4.2. Performance Comparison

We compare the proposed method against several com-
monly used no-reference image quality assessment (NR-
IQA) techniques and state-of-the-art user-in-the-loop image
quality assessment (UIQA) methods, including BRISQUE
[26], BLIINDSII [32], NFERM [7], NIQE [27], IL-NIQE
[44], SNP-NIQE [22], BIQME [8], FRIQUEE [5], PIQE
[29], NRSL [19], RISE [18], DIIVINE [28], NPQI [21],
dipIQ [24], HyperIQA [33], WaDIQaM, UNIQUE [46],
DBCNN [45], B-FEN [39], UCIQE [40], UIQM [30], CCF
[35], FDUM [42], NUIQ [15], MCOLE [16], Twice-Mix
[4], and UIQI [23]. To ensure the reliability and stability of
the proposed NAFRAD method, we repeat the training and
testing process 10 times, using the average of the test results
as the final metric.

4.2.1 Single-Dataset Scenarios

In the experimental scenario involving single datasets, we
randomly selected 80% of the data from each dataset for
training and used the remaining 20% for evaluation. The

*The implementation code is programmed in PyTorch and is publicly
available at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/PIGUIQA-A465/. The ex-
periments are run on a PC with a Linux operating system and are config-
ured with an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU with 24 GB of memory.

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/PIGUIQA-A465/


Table 1. Performance comparison in terms of the PLCC, SRCC, KRCC and RMSE on the basis of the SAUD2.0 [16] dataset.

SAUD2.0 (80%) → SAUD2.0 (20%) SAUD2.0 (100%) → UID2021 (100%)IQA Method PLCC SRCC KRCC RMSE PLCC SRCC KRCC RMSE
BRISQUE [26] 0.5276 0.5018 0.3533 17.9813 0.3248 0.3097 0.2088 2.0384
BLIINDSII [32] 0.4816 0.4449 0.3060 19.4931 0.1635 0.1701 0.1145 2.1262

BIQME [8] 0.4938 0.4553 0.3168 17.6922 0.4274 0.3652 0.2484 1.9485
FRIQUEE [5] 0.7882 0.7738 0.5843 13.1197 0.3150 0.3042 0.2053 2.0455

NRSL [19] 0.5176 0.4904 0.3382 18.2603 0.2887 -0.2781 -0.1867 2.0634
RISE [18] 0.1310 0.1037 0.0713 21.0194 0.2760 0.2647 0.1749 2.0715

DIIVINE [28] 0.5151 0.5016 0.3523 18.2658 0.1214 0.1199 0.0798 2.1393
DBCNN [45] 0.7744 0.7633 0.5704 14.6094 0.3840 0.3794 0.2564 1.9589
WaDIQaM [3] 0.8565 0.8408 0.6617 10.8477 0.5099 0.4876 0.3414 1.8250

B-FEN [39] 0.8512 0.8441 0.6595 10.8642 0.4841 0.4766 0.3261 1.8564
UCIQE [40] 0.3674 0.3719 0.2597 19.9196 0.3238 0.3080 0.2080 2.0391
UIQM [30] 0.3498 0.2902 0.1993 19.9120 0.2480 0.1395 0.0926 2.0879
CCF [35] 0.1664 0.1624 0.1088 20.9302 0.3204 0.1759 0.1164 2.0416

FDUM [42] 0.2815 0.2613 0.1785 20.1235 0.3229 0.3364 0.2307 2.0397
NUIQ [15] 0.7413 0.7480 0.5471 14.1152 0.3143 0.3134 0.2078 2.0460

MCOLE [16] 0.8838 0.8748 0.6887 9.7132 0.5520 0.5340 0.3779 1.7690
PIGUIQA (ours) 0.9142 0.9043 0.7333 8.9984 0.5953 0.5831 0.4145 1.7342

“A (a%) → B (b%)” means training on the a% data of dataset “A” and testing on the b% data of dataset “B”. The general-purpose methods
and the specific-purpose methods are separated by a horizontal line. In each column, the three best values are bolded in red (1st), green (2nd),
and blue (3rd) colors, respectively. Some of the data in the table are obtained from the literature.
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Figure 5. Scatter plots of the quality scores predicted by the proposed model against the MOS. The red curves are the 5PL fitting functions.

experimental results are presented in Tables 1, 2, and ??.
Our proposed method achieves the highest performance on
the SAUD2.0 dataset, significantly surpassing the second-
place method, MCOLE [16], demonstrating substantial per-
formance improvement. Specifically, our image quality as-
sessment method ranked first on the SAUD2.0 dataset and
nearly achieved first place on the SUID2021 dataset, with
only a slight margin separating it from the top performance.
For the UWIQA dataset, our method ranks second. Over-
all, there is a noticeable trend of performance improve-
ment as the dataset size increases, moving from UWIQA
to SUID2021 and then to SAUD2.0. This trend in perfor-
mance enhancement is closely related to the dataset size,
which is attributable to the use of deep learning techniques
in our proposed method. The effectiveness of deep learning
models is typically influenced by the availability of large

quantities of high-quality data.

Fig. 5 shows scatter plots of the testing dataset. This
figure clearly shows that the quality scores predicted by the
proposed PIGUIQA model are highly correlated with the
actual MOS, with relatively small prediction errors. This in-
dicates that our method achieves a high level of accuracy in
quality score prediction. A closer examination of Fig. 5(c)
reveals some unique characteristics of the UWIQA dataset.
UWIQA is relatively small and has low quantization preci-
sion in its MOS labels, which are broadly categorized into
only ten levels. This low-precision labelling poses chal-
lenges for training deep learning models, resulting in less
effective learning of subtle image quality differences com-
pared with other datasets.



Table 2. Performance comparison in terms of the PLCC, SRCC,
KRCC and RMSE on the UID2021 dataset [13].

IQA Method PLCC SRCC KRCC RMSE
BRISQUE [26] 0.6439 0.6343 0.4623 1.6407
BLIINDSII [32] 0.5451 0.5216 0.3688 1.7934

NIQE [27] 0.3384 0.3304 0.2219 2.0464
IL-NIQE [44] 0.4644 0.4630 0.4321 1.9121

NRSL [19] 0.6643 0.6504 0.4655 1.6016
RISE [18] 0.6219 0.6034 0.4314 1.6812

DIIVINE [28] 0.6264 0.6112 0.4363 1.6716
DBCNN [45] 0.7594 0.7535 0.5523 1.3862
WaDIQaM [3] 0.7736 0.7659 0.5750 1.3592

B-FEN [39] 0.7713 0.7674 0.5732 1.3696
UCIQE [40] 0.6474 0.6150 0.4503 1.6335
UIQM [30] 0.4760 0.4613 0.3192 1.8769
CCF [35] 0.5208 0.4236 0.2990 1.8351

FDUM [42] 0.6092 0.5823 0.4189 1.7057
NUIQ [15] 0.7266 0.7168 0.5293 1.4762

MCOLE [16] 0.7977 0.7915 0.6024 1.2964
PIGUIQA (ours) 0.8162 0.8146 0.6225 1.3269

The general-purpose methods and the specific-purpose methods are sepa-
rated by a horizontal line. In each column, the three best values are bolded
in red (1st), green (2nd), and blue (3rd) colors, respectively. Some of
the data in the table are obtained from the literature.

4.2.2 Cross-Dataset Scenarios

To evaluate the generalizability of the proposed PIGUIQA
method, we conducted cross-dataset experiments on the
SAUD2.0 and UID2021 datasets. In this experiment, we
initially trained the model on the SAUD2.0 dataset and sub-
sequently applied the trained model to the UID2021 dataset
for testing. The experimental results, presented in Table 1
and Fig. 5(d), demonstrate that our method exhibits excep-
tional performance under cross-dataset conditions, further
validating its robustness and strong generalization ability
across different datasets.

The remarkable performance in cross-dataset evaluations
can be attributed to our method’s careful incorporation of
prior knowledge related to underwater imaging models dur-
ing the design process. The characteristics of underwa-
ter images are influenced by various factors, such as wa-
ter turbidity, lighting conditions, and image distortion, re-
sulting in significant domain specificity. To effectively ad-
dress these characteristics, our approach integrates physical
prior knowledge of the underwater imaging process into the
modelling framework. This allows the model to adapt suc-
cessfully to various types of underwater images, even when
faced with different datasets.

4.3. Ablation Experiments

To validate the effectiveness of each module in the PIGU-
IQA method, we conducted ablation experiments on the
SAUD2.0 dataset. In this experiment, we established two

Table 3. Performance comparison in terms of PLCC, SRCC,
KRCC and RMSE on the UWIQA dataset [42].

IQA Method PLCC SRCC KRCC RMSE
BRISQUE [26] 0.3669 0.3456 0.2562 0.1415

NFERM [7] 0.3925 0.3486 0.2595 0.1398
NIQE [27] 0.4687 0.4347 0.3243 0.1343

IL-NIQE [44] 0.4421 0.4686 0.3476 0.1364
SNP-NIQE [22] 0.5897 0.5516 0.4199 0.1228

PIQE [29] 0.3224 0.2084 0.1492 0.1441
NPQI [21] 0.6361 0.6078 0.4667 0.1173
dipIQ [24] 0.1369 0.0869 0.0641 0.1506

HyperIQA [33] 0.6799 0.6501 0.5040 0.1114
UNIQUE [46] 0.2386 0.2496 0.1835 0.1476
UCIQE [40] 0.6261 0.6271 0.4863 0.1185
UIQM [30] 0.5928 0.5960 0.4563 0.1225
CCF [35] 0.4634 0.4456 0.3344 0.1348

FDUM [42] 0.6462 0.6780 0.5289 0.1160
Twice-Mix [4] 0.4422 0.4727 0.3501 0.1289

UIQI [23] 0.7412 0.7423 0.5912 0.1020
PIGUIQA (ours) 0.7476 0.7149 0.5726 0.1083

The general-purpose methods and the specific-purpose methods are sepa-
rated by a horizontal line. In each column, the three best values are bolded
in red (1st), green (2nd), and blue (3rd) colors, respectively. Some of
the data in the table are obtained from the literature.

Table 4. Ablation experimental results in terms of the PLCC,
SRCC, KRCC and RMSE on the SAUD2.0 dataset [16].

Components PLCC SRCC KRCC RMSE
w/f1, d1, f2, d2 0.9142 0.9043 0.7333 8.9984

w/o f1, d1 0.8840 0.8792 0.6961 10.37
w/o f2, d2 0.8738 0.8608 0.6862 11.19

w/o f1, d1, f2, d2 0.8256 0.8320 0.6252 13.35

variables: the perception of transmission attenuation distor-
tion and the consideration of backscattering distortion. The
results, as shown in Table 4, indicate that when we remove
one of the modules (i.e., retain only one distortion percep-
tion module), the model’s performance slightly decreases.
This suggests that while each module independently con-
tributes to the model’s ability to perceive certain aspects of
image quality, they are not entirely independent and exhibit
some interdependence. However, when both modules are
removed simultaneously, there is a significant drop in the
model’s performance, particularly in terms of accuracy and
robustness in image quality assessment. This finding un-
derscores the critical role that transmission attenuation dis-
tortion and backscattering distortion play as key factors in
the underwater imaging process, significantly impacting the
evaluation of image quality.



5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel physically imaging-guided
framework for UIQA (PIGUIQA). By considering both di-
rect transmission attenuation and backwards scattering ef-
fects, we integrate physical prior knowledge of the under-
water imaging process into the deep learning-based model.
The incorporation of advanced physics-based estimation al-
lows for the definition of distortion metrics that capture the
impact of these phenomena on visual perception. More-
over, we propose local perceptual modules based on the NA
mechanism, which enhances the model’s ability to capture
subtle image features and adaptively assess distortions in a
region-specific manner. The experimental results demon-
strate that the PIGUIQA not only outperforms existing
methods in UIQA but also exhibits robust generalizability.
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6. Visualization of Correlation Performance
This study proposes a physically imaging-guided frame-
work for underwater image quality assessment (PIGUIQA).
To comprehensively evaluate the performance of PIGUIQA,
we conducted a series of experiments and compared the re-
sults with those of existing state-of-the-art methods.

To visually illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed
PIGUIQA method, we select six commonly used and state-
of-the-art approaches for comparison. These include tra-
ditional general-purpose no-reference image quality assess-
ment (NR-IQA) methods such as BRISQUE [26] and BM-
PRI [25]; deep learning-based NR-IQA methods such as
CNN-IQA [17] and TReS [6]; underwater-specific NR-IQA
methods such as UIQEI [20]; and the proposed PIGUIQA.
A representative set of image samples was carefully cho-
sen for this analysis. Figure 1 presents these samples along
with their corresponding evaluation results, which include
predicted scores from different methods and the associated
mean opinion score (MOS) values.

For ease of comparison, the images in Fig. 6 are ar-
ranged from left to right on the basis of their MOS val-
ues, reflecting a trend in perceived quality from low to
high. Images positioned towards the left exhibit lower over-
all visual quality, primarily due to insufficient enhance-
ment, severe color distortion, and low contrast. As enhance-
ment improves, the perceived quality of underwater images
increases, alleviating issues such as color shifts and low
contrast, while local details and texture structures become
clearer and more discernible.

An analysis of the evaluation results presented in Fig. 6
yields several important observations:
• PIGUIQA consistently provides accurate objective rank-

ings for enhanced images of the same scene, demonstrat-
ing its exceptional discriminative ability.

• Although TReS also offers correct rankings, the scores
produced by PIGUIQA are generally closer to the MOS
values, indicating that PIGUIQA not only effectively dis-
tinguishes between varying enhancement qualities but
also quantifies these differences more accurately.

• For underwater images with varying degrees of enhance-
ment from the same scene, most other methods, partic-
ularly BMPRI and BRISQUE, exhibit a broader range
of predicted quality scores, making it difficult to capture
subtle changes and trends. This limitation highlights the
challenges these methods face in addressing the unique
distortion types present in underwater images.

• While TReS and UIQEI have relatively good predictive

performance, they still do not match the accuracy of
PIGUIQA, underscoring the importance of assessment
methods specifically designed for underwater images.
While TReS and UIQEI have relatively good predictive

performance, they still do not match the accuracy of PIGU-
IQA, underscoring the importance of assessment methods
specifically designed for underwater images.

In addition, we selected eight underwater images of
varying subjective quality from the UWIQA database [42].
The evaluated underwater images are displayed in Fig. 7,
and Table III lists the corresponding objective quality scores
predicted by each IQA method. In this table, the symbol “↑”
following each IQA method indicates that a higher score
corresponds to better image quality, whereas the symbol
“↓” indicates that a lower score signifies better quality. We
also ranked the images on the basis of the objective qual-
ity scores of each IQA method, with the ranks presented in
parentheses.

An analysis of Table 5 yields several significant conclu-
sions. First, existing natural image IQA methods fail to
provide quality results that are consistent with subjective
MOS values; some methods even produce completely con-
tradictory outcomes. For example, the visual quality of the
image in Fig. 7 (h) is the poorest, with an MOS value of
0.2. However, according to the PIQE method, this image
ranks first, suggesting that it has the highest quality. Simi-
larly, the NFERM method ranks this image second in qual-
ity. The image in Fig. 7 (g) is deemed the second worst,
yet both dipIQ and UNIQUE rate it as the highest-quality
image. Additionally, competing underwater IQA methods
struggle to accurately differentiate between the quality of
the underwater images; for example, UCIQE confuses the
quality of Fig. 7 (b) and (c) as well as Fig. 7 (d) and (e).
UIQM exhibits similar confusion between Fig. 7 (b) and
(c), Fig. 7 (d) and (e), and Fig. 7 (g) and (h). Other compet-
ing underwater IQA methods also demonstrate a high rate of
incorrect quality rankings. In contrast, the proposed UIQI
method successfully yields quality rankings that align with
subjective MOS values, indicating its strong ability to dis-
tinguish underwater image quality.

Overall, the experimental results provide compelling ev-
idence of the superiority of PIGUIQA in evaluating under-
water image quality. PIGUIQA not only accurately reflects
human subjective perceptions of underwater image quality
but also effectively differentiates between various levels of
image enhancement. This capability positions PIGUIQA
as a powerful tool that can provide reliable guidance for
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Figure 6. Visualization of correlation performance. In rows 1 to 3, the quality of the images increases progressively from left to right.
Subfigures (p), (q), and (r) demonstrate a consistent trend between the proposed method’s predicted scores and the mean opinion score
(MOS), with the predicted scores closely aligning with the corresponding MOS line. The quantitative results are presented in parentheses
within the figure legend as follows: (PLCC/SRCC/KRCC).

the development and optimization of underwater image en-
hancement algorithms.



(a) MOS:0.9 (b) MOS:0.8 (c) MOS:0.7 (d) MOS:0.6

(e) MOS:0.5 (f) MOS:0.4 (g) MOS:0.3 (h) MOS:0.2

Figure 7. Underwater images of different subjective qualities. A higher MOS value indicates better image quality.

Table 5. MOS values and objective quality scores predicted by the IQA methods for the underwater images in Fig. 7. The number in the
brackets refers to the quality rank number according to the MOS or each IQA method

Fig. 7 (a) Fig. 7 (b) Fig. 7 (c) Fig. 7 (d) Fig. 7 (e) Fig. 7 (f) Fig. 7 (g) Fig. 7 (h)
MOS (Ground-Truth) 0.9 (1) 0.8 (2) 0.7 (3) 0.6 (4) 0.5 (5) 0.4 (6) 0.3 (7) 0.2 (8)

BRISQUE [26] (↑) 0.6386 (1) 0.6243 (2) 0.4974 (8) 0.5007 (7) 0.5383 (4) 0.5124 (5) 0.5889 (3) 0.5021 (6)
NFERM [7] (↑) 0.6883 (3) 0.6928 (1) 0.5095 (6) 0.5286 (4) 0.4796 (7) 0.5110 (5) 0.3685 (8) 0.6897 (2)
NIQE [27] (↓) 2.1141 (1) 2.6852 (2) 6.8129 (4) 3.4929 (3) 18.5586 (8) 7.1692 (6) 7.0939 (5) 8.3398 (7)

IL-NIQE [44] (↓) 23.8519 (3) 17.3602 (1) 41.3451 (6) 18.3372 (2) 58.1182 (8) 33.2063 (4) 34.8289 (5) 55.8821 (7)
SNP-NIQE [22] (↓) 3.3420 (1) 4.0462 (2) 7.4101 (4) 6.9708 (3) 22.8925 (8) 11.7738 (6) 9.7729 (5) 12.5333 (7)

PIQE [29] (↓) 31.7844 (2) 34.4559 (4) 39.1861 (5) 32.8466 (3) 46.0535 (6) 64.5098 (8) 54.8411 (7) 7.0233 (1)
NPQI [21] (↓) 3.7873 (1) 4.3539 (2) 9.1585 (4) 8.1506 (3) 102.7363 (8) 15.8425 (6) 12.0952 (5) 19.8938 (7)
dipIQ [24] (↑) -7.0445 (5) -3.7943 (4) -2.1332 (2) -9.3835 (7) -2.3022 (3) -7.3323 (6) -1.8703 (1) -9.8172 (8)

HyperIQA [33] (↑) 0.6487 (2) 0.6605 (1) 0.5209 (5) 0.5551 (3) 0.3939 (7) 0.4559 (6) 0.5309 (4) 0.3667 (8)
UNIQUE [46] (↑) 0.8216 (2) 0.8000 (4) 0.6714 (7) 0.6197 (8) 0.7219 (5) 0.8141 (3) 0.9512 (1) 0.6983 (6)
UCIQE [40] (↑) 35.8752 (1) 32.2376 (3) 32.7884 (2) 30.6955 (5) 31.9299 (4) 27.0893 (6) 26.3908 (7) 19.0256 (8)
UIQM [30] (↑) 1.7310 (1) 1.5228 (3) 1.6125 (2) 1.2535 (5) 1.4972 (4) 1.1841 (6) 0.5913 (8) 0.6035 (7)
CCF [35] (↑) 26.9893 (4) 34.8443 (2) 37.9844 (1) 23.7656 (5) 31.2540 (3) 14.1339 (7) 21.6344 (6) 8.1107 (8)

FDUM [42] (↑) 1.0136 (2) 0.7822 (3) 1.1714 (1) 0.4152 (5) 0.7635 (4) 0.1921 (7) 0.2699 (6) 0.1176 (8)
PIGUIQA (ours) (↑) 0.7862 (1) 0.6830 (2) 0.6055 (3) 0.5600 (4) 0.5272 (5) 0.4554 (6) 0.3680 (7) 0.2581 (8)

7. Visualization of Local Distortion-Aware
Functions

To illustrate the perceptual capabilities of the local trans-
mission attenuation distortion-aware network (f1) and the
local backwards scattering distortion-aware network (f2) in
relation to different distortion types, we conducted a visu-
alization of their network outputs. As shown in Fig. 8,
the output image from f1 exhibits a predominantly red hue,
whereas the output from f2 leans more towards green. This
observation indicates that both networks effectively per-
ceive transmission attenuation distortion and scattering dis-
tortion, demonstrating precise sensitivity to their respective

distortion types.

From a physical perspective, this phenomenon is closely
tied to the characteristics of light propagation underwater.
In aquatic environments, light of different wavelengths trav-
els varying distances; specifically, red light, with its longer
wavelength, is absorbed more readily by water, leading to
quicker attenuation during transmission. In contrast, blue
and green light, with shorter wavelengths, can penetrate
greater distances, resulting in enhanced visibility in the
background. Consequently, transmission attenuation dis-
tortion primarily manifests in the attenuation of red light,
necessitating special attention to the red regions of the out-
put image. Conversely, scattering distortion arises mainly



Figure 8. Visualization of local distortion-aware functions. Row 1: original underwater images I . Row 2: transmission attenuation
distortion-aware map (f1(I)). Row 3: Backwards scattering distortion-aware map (f2(I)).

from the scattering of background light, which is predomi-
nantly composed of blue and green wavelengths, on which
the network must focus in the output.

Specifically, f1 enhances its sensitivity to red light,
thereby improving its ability to capture signal distortions
caused by attenuation during transmission. This charac-
teristic endows f1 with heightened sensitivity in scenar-
ios where red light experiences significant attenuation. In
contrast, f2 demonstrates increased sensitivity to blue and
green light, effectively detecting distortion noise generated
by scattering from background light, thus enabling a dis-
tinction between valuable information and extraneous scat-
tered signals.

The results from this visualization not only validate
the targeted design and effectiveness of f1 and f2 but
also confirm the scientific principles governing underwater
light propagation from a perceptual mechanism perspective.
Through comparative analysis of the red and blue–green re-
gions in the network outputs, we further establish that f1
and f2 are capable of providing effective perceptual abili-
ties tailored to different sources of distortion.

Thus, the incorporation of underwater imaging prior
knowledge, particularly regarding the perception of trans-
mission attenuation and backwards scattering distortions,
significantly enhances the model’s capacity to assess un-
derwater image quality. This finding further substantiates
the effectiveness of our approach: by integrating the phys-
ical model of underwater imaging, the model can more ac-
curately identify and predict quality issues in underwater

images, thereby improving the precision and reliability of
image quality assessment.
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