
1

Generalized Task-Driven Medical Image Quality
Enhancement with Gradient Promotion

Dong Zhang, Member, IEEE , Kwang-Ting Cheng, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—Thanks to the recent achievements in task-driven image quality enhancement (IQE) models like ESTR [1], the image
enhancement model and the visual recognition model can mutually enhance each other’s quantitation while producing high-quality
processed images that are perceivable by our human vision systems. However, existing task-driven IQE models tend to overlook an
underlying fact – different levels of vision tasks have varying and sometimes conflicting requirements of image features. To address
this problem, this paper proposes a generalized gradient promotion (GradProm) training strategy for task-driven IQE of medical images.
Specifically, we partition a task-driven IQE system into two sub-models, i.e., a mainstream model for image enhancement and an
auxiliary model for visual recognition. During training, GradProm updates only parameters of the image enhancement model using
gradients of the visual recognition model and the image enhancement model, but only when gradients of these two sub-models are
aligned in the same direction, which is measured by their cosine similarity. In case gradients of these two sub-models are not in the
same direction, GradProm only uses the gradient of the image enhancement model to update its parameters. Theoretically, we have
proved that the optimization direction of the image enhancement model will not be biased by the auxiliary visual recognition model under
the implementation of GradProm. Empirically, extensive experimental results on four public yet challenging medical image datasets
demonstrated the superior performance of GradProm over existing state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—Image quality enhancement, Medical image processing, Task-auxiliary learning, Multi-task learning
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1 INTRODUCTION

M EDICAL imaging performs an increasingly important
role in modern medicine systems, which enables

physicians to visualize internal anatomical structures and
evaluate disease progression [2], [3]. Medical image anal-
ysis (MIA) – an essential component of medical imaging
– aims at providing an underlying pattern to analyze and
interpret medical images for clinical decision-making [3]–
[5]. During past years, thanks to the tremendous progress of
deep learning technology in computer vision tasks [6]–[8],
the community of MIA has also proliferated that enables
clinicians to extract a wealth of semantic information from
the given medical images and apply it to a wide range of
practical applications, e.g., cancer diagnosis [9], multi-organ
segmentation [10], and robotic surgery [11].

Image quality matters for MIA [12], [13], i.e., images
of a higher quality are expected to produce more accu-
rate recognition performance [14]–[16]. As a result, vari-
ous medical image quality enhancement (IQE) approaches
have been developed, e.g., super-resolution [17], [18], and
image denoising [19]. The input of these approaches is a
low-quality (i.e., low-resolution or/and with noise) med-
ical image, and the output is a rendered medical image
that meets some expected high-quality (i.e., high-resolution
or/and without noise) characteristics [1], [7], [12]. Medical
images processed by IQE approaches are then used as the
input of downstream visual recognition models, e.g., image
diagnose and semantic segmentation [2], [20]. Generally, an
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implicit consensus behind these medical image processing
approaches is that the perception obtained by our visual sys-
tems, and evaluation metrics (e.g., PSNR and SSIM) of such
a perception are important criteria for evaluating the image
quality [21]. Therefore, these approaches mainly pursue
an apparent high-quality presentation close to our human
visual perception. For example, “human evaluation” is an
important practical criteria for the medical IQE task [22].

However, the enhanced visual perceptual image quality
does not equate to more beneficial information obtained
by downstream visual recognition models [1], [23]–[25].
The reasons can be roughly attributed to the following
two aspects. (I) Intuitively, the perception-aware medical
image processing model is separated from the downstream
visual recognition model in the training process (i.e., an
IQE system with both image processing models and vi-
sual recognition models is not trained in an end-to-end
manner) [7], [12], therefore, the decision boundary of the
downstream visual recognition model can not be directly
affected by IQE approaches [1], [19], [20]. (II) Perception-
aware methods have the potential to make image represen-
tations closer in manifold space. As shown in Figure 1 (a),
due to some object-specific feature grids are removed from
input images in the perception-aware medical IQE models
(e.g., image denoising), different categories of samples fed
into the downstream visual recognition model are actually
closer (compared to the input image representation space) in
the representation space [13], [14], [19], result in a closer
decision boundary, which is somewhat harmful [15], [26].
This standpoint can also be used to explain why even
though the performance of super-resolution is improved,
the performance of the downstream image classification is
unexpectedly decreased [25], [27], [28].
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(a) Perception-Aware IQE (b) Task-Driven IQE (c) Task-Driven IQE with GradProm  Input Image

Figure 1. The evolution of medical image quality enhancement (IQE) in visual recognition. The IQE model is represented by dots of different colors in
the foreground, indicating different categories, while the colorful block in the background represents the decision boundary in the recognition model.
In perception-aware IQE (a), samples have a closer representation space, leading to no direct benefit for the decision boundary in the downstream
IQE model. Task-driven IQE (b) employs data transfer or gradient transfer to enhance both the upstream IQE model and the downstream recognition
model, resulting in a more compact representation space and a clear decision boundary. However, the feature requirements of these two models
may be inconsistent (as shown in Figure 2 below), leading to sub-optimization. Our GradProm in (c) overcomes this limitation, resulting in a more
optimal outcome where the representation space is more compact and the decision boundary is clearer.

Based on the above analysis, the proposals of the task-
driven IQE paradigm becomes a matter of course [1]. Exist-
ing task-driven IQE paradigm jointly trains image enhance-
ment models and visual recognition models [1]. The goal of
this paradigm is to improve the perceived image quality by
our human visual systems while also enabling mutual quan-
titative performance improvements between IQE models
and recognition models. This advanced paradigm has been
shown to enhance recognition accuracy in both upstream
and downstream tasks [23], [25]. For example, ESTR [1]
concatenates an image quality enhancement model (i.e.,
image super-resolution, denoising, and JPEG-deblocking) and an
visual recognition model (i.e., image classification and object
detection), and fixes parameters of the recognition model
during training to avoid the performance crash. Experimen-
tal results validate a strong generalization of this method.
However, task-driven IQE approaches overlook an impor-
tant fact: different levels of computer vision tasks have varying
and sometimes conflicting demands for image features [29]–[33].
This is also our key motivation. For example, as shown in
Figure 2, under the same given image in (a), the denoising
task in (b) focuses on all regions of the given image, where
each pixel contributes to its output. In comparison, the
semantic segmentation task in (c) and the diagnosis task
in (d) focus on the foreground region of the object and
the discriminative local region of the foreground object,
respectively. Therefore, although the advanced task-driven
IQE paradigm can alleviate the intrinsic problems of broken
upstream and downstream models in the perception-aware
IQE paradigm, as shown in Figure 1 (b), there are potential
inconsistencies between the upstream image enhancement
model and the downstream visual recognition model [34],
[35], resulting in declined performance [36], [37].

The story of task-driven IQE should be continued.
To address limitations in the existing medical task-driven
IQE paradigm, we propose a simple yet effective general-
ized gradient promotion (GradProm) training strategy from
the perspective of gradient-dominated parameter updates.
”Generalized” refers to that the proposed GradProm is ap-
plicable to a wide range of medical image modalities, rather
than being limited to a specific image modality. Specifically,
we first explicitly partition a task-driven IQE system into
two sub-models – a mainstream model for image enhancement
and an auxiliary model for visual recognition. By “promotion”,

(a) Input Image (b) Denoising (c) Segmentation (d) Diagnosis

Figure 2. The guided backpropagation visualizations for different vision
tasks. Under the same given image in (a), for denoising in (b), we use
SR-ResNet [38], for semantic segmentation in (c), we use UNet [39],
and for diagnosis in (d), we use ResNet [6]. Sample images are from
the ISIC 2018 dataset [40].

we mean that using the auxiliary recognition model to
boost the optimization process of the mainstream image
enhancement model. Because we care more about the image
enhancement performance in the task-driven IQE paradigm.
During the training process, GradProm updates parame-
ters of the mainstream image enhancement model using
gradients of the visual recognition model and the image
enhancement model, but only when gradients of these two
sub-models are aligned in the same optimization direction
(i.e., the visual recognition model is useful), which is measured
by their cosine similarity. In case gradients of these two sub-
models are not in the same optimization direction (i.e., the
visual recognition model is not useful), GradProm only uses the
gradient of the image enhancement model to update its pa-
rameters. Theoretically, GradProm ensures that the gradient
descent direction of the image enhancement model will not
be biased by the gradient descent direction of the visual
recognition model, as illustrated in Figure 1 (c), resulting in
a compact representation space (for the mainstream image en-
hancement model) and an alienative decision boundary (for the
auxiliary visual recognition model). Our experiments involved
publicly available synthetic and real medical datasets from
diverse image modalities, such as ISIC 2018 [40], COVID-
CT [41], Lizard [42], and CAMUS [43]. The obtained experi-
mental results demonstrate the superior performance of our
proposed GradProm approach over existing state-of-the-art
methods for two challenging medical image enhancement
tasks, namely denoising and super-resolution, as well as
two fundamental medical visual recognition tasks, namely
diagnosis and segmentation.

Our contributions of this work can be summarized as:
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• We propose a task-driven paradigm for medical IQE
and explicitly split the system into two sub-models,
which is a novel mechanism to the problem.

• We introduce GradProm, a simple yet effective gen-
eralized training strategy that can dynamically train
the two sub-models and achieve continuous perfor-
mance improvements without requiring extra data or
changes to network architecture.

• We provide theoretical proof that GradProm can con-
verge to a local optimum without being biased to-
wards the auxiliary visual recognition model.

• We conduct experiments on four publicly available
medical image datasets from diverse modalities,
demonstrating that our proposed GradProm achieves
state-of-the-art performance on IQE.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Medical Image Quality Enhancement (IQE)

Medical IQE is a critical area of image processing that aims
to improve the visual appearance and diagnostic accuracy
of medical images, such as X-rays, computerized tomog-
raphy scans, magnetic resonance imaging scans, and 2D
ultrasound images [3], [4]. In recent years, with the advent of
deep learning technology, medical IQE has received signifi-
cant attention and has been applied to various downstream
applications, such as medical image diagnosis and multi-
organ segmentation [2], [13], [18], [20], [44]. Existing medical
IQE tasks can be broadly classified into two categories:
image restoration and image enhancement. The first category,
image restoration, aims to improve the quality of degraded
or noisy medical images [45]. However, this category poses
several challenges, including the presence of noise and
artifacts in medical images and the development of methods
that can handle different types of degradation and imaging
modalities [9], [20], [46]. The second category, image en-
hancement, aims to improve image contrast and/or sharpen
image details. The commonly used approaches include con-
trast enhancement, edge enhancement, multi-scale analysis,
and color correction [22], [47], [48]. In this paper, we focus on
both medical image restoration and medical image enhance-
ment tasks. Our contribution lies in proposing a generalized
gradient-based model training strategy for the task-driven
medical IQE paradigm. One of our notable advantages is
that we improve the model’s performance without changing
its architecture or data input manner. Therefore, our method
will not increase the computational complexity during the
inference stage.

2.2 Multi-Task Learning (MTL) and Auxiliary Learning

MTL is a popular approach in computer vision that aims
to leverage the useful knowledge from related tasks to
improve the overall performance of all involved tasks [49],
[50]. In recent years, MTL has been successfully applied to
various computer vision applications and has been shown
to be effective in enhancing the performance of individual
tasks while reducing the amount of data and computation
required [51]. MTL treats all involved tasks with equal
importance in a unified framework, attempting to train a
computer vision system with shared feature representations

to achieve balanced optimization for multiple tasks. Exam-
ples of tasks that can be tackled using MTL include object
detection and segmentation [52], [53], image classification
and landmark localization [54], and image captioning and
text-to-image generation [55]. In particular, when multiple
tasks are not equally important, the involved tasks can
be classified into the mainstream task(s) and the auxiliary
task(s). This setting is also referred to as auxiliary learn-
ing [56], [57]. In this case, only the results of the mainstream
task are of concern, and the auxiliary task is used only to
assist the main tasks in achieving better performance [58],
[59]. Auxiliary learning has been commonly used in gener-
ative adversarial networks, such as classification and jig-
saw solvers [60], [61]. In this paper, we propose a task-
driven medical image quality enhancement system as an
auxiliary learning paradigm, where image processing is the
mainstream task, and image recognition is the auxiliary
task. Our contribution is to introduce a gradient promotion
strategy that uses the auxiliary recognition model to boost
the performance of the mainstream image processing model.
Furthermore, our method is not limited to a specific image
modality and is applicable to various medical image modal-
ities, demonstrating strong generalization capabilities.

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Preliminaries
Following [1], [17]–[19], [47], the task-driven medical IQE
paradigm is intrinsically an image enhancement task, where
the input is a low-quality image X and the corresponding
high-quality image Y as its label. The training process is
to make X as close as possible to Y after being encoded
by the the image enhancement model IP and the visual
recognition model V R, where the input of V R is the output
of IP [1]. The whole system is jointly trained in an end-to-
end fashion with pixel-wise loss functions of IP and V R,
respectively. Therefore, the total loss Ltotal for a task-driven
medical IQE system can be expressed as:

Ltotal = LIP + λ LV R, (1)

where LIP denotes the image enhancement loss, and LV R

denotes the visual recognition loss. λ is a hyper-parameter
that is used to control the loss balance between LIP and
LV R. Specifically, LIP can be formulated as:

LIP = Floss(IP (X), Y ), (2)

where Floss(·) denotes a pixel-wise loss function (e.g., mean
absolute error loss, mean squared error loss, and L1/L2
loss [19]). Besides, an intuitive LV R can be formulated as:

LV R = Floss(V R(IP (X)), V R(Y )). (3)

The assumption behind Eq. 3 is that we do not have seman-
tic labels (i.e., image-level class labels for image diagnose
or the pixel-level masks for semantic segmentation) for V R,
i.e., it is based on the unsupervised setting. At the same
time, a task-driven medical IQE system can be formulated
as follows if we have the semantic label S of V R:

LV R = Floss(V R(IP (X)), S), (4)

i.e., this is a supervised formulation of V R. In what follows,
to distinguish between the unsupervised and the supervised
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(a) Joint Training𝑋

Figure 3. (a) Joint training puts the upstream and downstream models
together, but ignores that different models have inconsistent feature
requirements. (b) Our GradProm dynamically selects parameters that
can be updated according to the similarity of different model gradients.

LV R, we formulate the unsupervised loss function and the
supervised loss function as Lu

V R and Ls
V R, respectively. Al-

though the task-driven medical IQE paradigm can associate
the mainstream and the auxiliary models in an uniform
system, it overlooked an important fact: different levels of
tasks have varying and sometimes conflicting demands for
image features [29]–[31], i.e., there are potential inconsis-
tencies between IP and V R [34], [35]. Therefore, the joint
training strategy that ignores the differences in requirements
of different computer vision models for features will bring
the declined performance [36], [37]. In the following, we will
propose a simple yet generalized gradient-based training
strategy to solve this problem.

3.2 Gradient-Promotion (GradProm)
In a task-driven medical IQE system, we mainly focus on the
performance of IP . The core role of V R is only to assist IP
to be assigned more beneficial semantic information during
training [1], [23]. Based on this consensus, we explicitly di-
vide a task-driven medical IQE system into two sub-models:
the mainstream IP and the auxiliary V R. For convenience,
we formulate that parameters of IP is θ, and parameters of
V R is ϕ. Therefore, Eq. 1 can be expressed as:

Ltotal(θT ) = LIP (θ) + λ LV R(ϕ), (5)

where θT denotes all learnable parameters of a task-driven
medical IQE system. The solo gradient vector of IP and
V R can be expressed as GIP = ∇θLIP (θ) and GV R =
∇ϕLV R(ϕ), respectively. In joint training, as illustrated in
Figure 3 (a), we aim at approximating the minimization of
the following formulation:

GT =

∇θ(LIP (θ) + λLV R(ϕ))︸ ︷︷ ︸
for IP

;∇ϕLV R(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for V R

 , (6)

where GT denotes the total gradient.
In GradProm, we hope that the task-driven medical IQE

system can dynamically adjust the training objective via the
model gradients. To this end, the relation between GIP and
GV R can particularly be divided into the following two
scenarios: i) GIP and GV R are aligned in the same learning

direction; ii) GIP and GV R are not aligned in the same
learning direction. Following [37], [57], [62], the optimiza-
tion direction s between GIP and GV R can be measured by
their cosine similarity, i.e., s = cos(GIP , GV R). For the first
scenario, that means V R is beneficial for the optimization
of IP , i.e., the auxiliary visual recognition model is useful.
Then we can use both LIP (θ) and LV R(ϕ) to update GIP

of the mainstream IP , i.e., GIP = ∇θ(LIP (θ) + LV R(ϕ)).
For the second scenario, that means V R is not beneficial for
the optimization of IP , i.e., the auxiliary visual recognition
model is not useful. Then we just need to use LIP (θ) to
update GIP of the mainstream IP , i.e., GIP = ∇θ(LIP (θ)).
LV R(ϕ) of the auxiliary V R is only used to updated by its
own gradient GV R, i.e., GV R = ∇ϕLV R(ϕ) in both scenar-
ios above. Such a dynamic loss assignment mechanism can
avoid optimization conflicts caused when GIP and GV R

are not in the same direction. Figure 3 (b) illustrates this
dynamic selection mechanism. Although there may be other
more complex intermediate scenarios in practice, such as
when IP and V R belong to the same half-space and are
roughly aligned in the same direction (e.g., s = 0.1, 0.3,
or 0.5 are finer-grained states), we graciously contend that
delving into these specific minutiae is unwarranted. Inves-
tigating such finer-grained cases not only fails to induce
a qualitative shift in model training but also augments
methodological complexity, rendering the algorithm exces-
sively redundant. Therefore, based on the aforementioned
two scenarios, GradProm can be formulated as:

GT =



∇θ(LIP (θ) + λLV R(ϕ))︸ ︷︷ ︸
for IP

;∇ϕLV R(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for V R

 , if s ≥ 0,

∇θ(LIP (θ))︸ ︷︷ ︸
for IP

;∇ϕLV R(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for V R

 , if s < 0.

It is worth noting that the proposed GradProm cannot speed
up the inference process or always guarantee performance
improvements [51]. Practically, it can only be used to allevi-
ate that bad situation, i.e., when gradients of the mainstream
IP and the auxiliary V R are inconsistent.

In our implementation, both IP and V R are pre-trained
on the ImageNet dataset [63], which is a famous natural
image dataset. Following [3], [64], to avoid model collapse,
we first train IP on the medical image dataset for some
epochs, and then cascade V R for the task-driven medical
IQE. Besides, since the default dataset fed into IP and V R
are the same, there is also no domain gap problem between
the two models.

3.3 Theoretical Analysis
In this section, we provide a theoretical analysis to prove
that our GradProm can converge to the local optimization.

Lemma 3.1. For the given gradient vector fields GIP =
∇θLIP (θ) and GV R = ∇ϕLV R(ϕ), GradProm can achieve the
local minimum via the following update rule:

θt+1
T := θtT − αt

(
Gt

IP +Gt
V Rmax(0, cos(Gt

IP , G
t
V R))

)
,

under the condition that αt is as small as possible, where t/t + 1
denotes the t-th/(t+ 1)-th training epoch for parameter update.
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Proof. We start by considering the update rule for the T -th
model parameter θ at t-th epoch, which is given by:

θt+1
T := θtT − αt△θtT ,

where △θtT = Gt
IP+Gt

V Rmax (0, cos(Gt
IP , G

t
V R)). To prove

that our GradProm can achieve the local minimum, we need
to show that the update rule above ensures a non-negative
inner product between △θtT and ∇Lt

IP = ∇θLIP (θ
t).

Specifically, we have:

⟨△θtT ,∇Lt
IP ⟩ ≥ 0. (7)

We expand the inner product in Eq. 7 as follows:

⟨△θtT ,∇Lt
IP ⟩ = ⟨Gt

IP +Gt
V Rmax

(
0, cos(Gt

IP , G
t
V R)

)
,∇Lt

IP ⟩
= ⟨Gt

IP ,∇Lt
IP ⟩+ ⟨Gt

V Rmax(0, cos(Gt
IP , G

t
V R)),∇Lt

IP ⟩.
(8)

We then can make the following two observations about the
terms in Eq. 8:

1) ⟨Gt
IP ,∇Lt

IP ⟩ = ||∇Lt
IP ||2 ≥ 0, since the norm of a

gradient vector is always non-negative.
2) ⟨Gt

V Rmax(0, cos(Gt
IP , G

t
V R)),∇Lt

IP ⟩ ≥ 0, since the
cosine similarity between Gt

IP and Gt
V R is always

non-negative.

Combining the above observations, we can conclude that
⟨△θtT ,∇Lt

IP ⟩ ≥ 0. Suppose that ⟨△θtT ,∇Lt
IP ⟩ = 0. Then,

from Eq. 8, we have:

⟨Gt
V Rmax(0, cos(Gt

IP , G
t
V R)),∇Lt

IP ⟩ = 0. (9)

Since max(0, cos(Gt
IP , G

t
V R)) ≥ 0, we can infer from Eq. 9

that either ⟨Gt
V R,∇Lt

IP ⟩ = 0 or ⟨∇Lt
IP , G

t
V R⟩ = 0. In

either case, we can conclude that ∇Lt
IP = 0, since the

cosine similarity between two non-zero vectors is positive.
Therefore, we have shown that if ⟨△θtT ,∇Lt

IP ⟩ = 0, then
∇Lt

IP = 0. This proof implies that our proposed GradProm
approach guarantees a non-negative inner product between
△θtT and ∇Lt

IP , and can achieve the local minimum of the
mainstream IP model, under the condition that the learning
rate α is sufficiently small.

The proof demonstration establishes that the update
rule employed in model training guarantees a non-negative
inner product between △θtT and ∇Lt

IP . This feature, in
turn, enables the proposed GradProm to converge towards
a local minimum of the mainstream IP model, without
being affected by the gradient of the auxiliary V R model,
and deviating towards the learning direction of V R. Thus,
we theoretically demonstrated that our proposed approach
could facilitate the improvement of the convergence of the
mainstream IP model.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 Experiment Setup

Datasets. We evaluate the performance of our proposed
GradProm approach on four challenging medical image anal-
ysis datasets with different image modalities: ISIC 2018 [40],
COVID-CT [41], Lizard [42], and CAMUS [43]. The details
of each dataset are as follows:

• ISIC 2018 [40]: This skin lesion dataset contains
2, 594 RGB images and corresponding pixel-level

annotated ground-truth images with a resolution of
600 × 450. Following [65], we randomly split the
dataset into 80% training and 20% testing sets.

• COVID-CT [41]: COVID-CT is a CT dataset contain-
ing 349 positive COVID-19 CT images and 397 neg-
ative non-COVID-19 CT images from 216 individual
patients. Following [41], [66], we use 600 images for
training and 146 images for testing.

• Lizard [42]: Lizard consists of 238 PNG images with
6 nuclear categories, including “epithelial”, “con-
nective”, “lymphocytes”, “plasma”, “neutrophils”,
and “eosinophils”. Each image has a ground-truth
label, which includes a nuclear class label and a
segmentation mask. Following the commonly used
settings [42], in our experiments, we use 180 images
for training and 58 images for testing.

• CAMUS [43]: CAMUS is an ultrasound image
dataset of 2D echocardiography, comprising clinical
examinations from a total of 500 patients. The train-
ing set consisted of 450 patients, among which 366
had good to medium image quality and 84 had poor
image quality. The testing set comprised 50 patients,
of which 40 had good to medium image quality and
10 had poor image quality. Besides, corresponding
manual references provided by a cardiologist expert,
along with additional information such as diastolic-
systolic phase instants, were also made available.
In our experiments, the ground-truth regions of the
endocardium are utilized for semantic segmentation.

For data augmentation, as in [1], [67], we use horizon-
tal flip, vertical flip, and random rotation with a range
of [−10◦, 10◦]. In addition, following the commonly used
strategies [5], [47], we also use center cropping with a scale
of [50%−100%] to increase the diversity of the training data.
Baselines. Following ESTR [1], we select SR-ResNet [38]
with the MSE loss as the baseline model for the mainstream
IP . For the auxiliary diagnosis V Rdia, we use ResNet [6] for
image classification as the baseline model, and for the aux-
iliary segmentation V Rseg , we use the classical UNet [39]
with ResNet as the backbone. Besides, ESTR [1] is also
employed as a baseline model in our experiments, which is
trained with fixed parameters as in its paper. Empirically,
λ is set to 10−4. These choices are made based on their
proven effectiveness in medical image analysis tasks and
their compatibility with our proposed GradProm strategy.
Training Details. We implemente the entire network, in-
cluding the baseline models, on the PyTorch platform [68]
using four GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs. We use Adam [69] as
the optimizer, with an initial learning rate of 0.0001. The
mini-batch size is set to 8 for both IR and V R during
the training stage, and other settings followed the baseline
model unless otherwise instructed.
Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the performance of Grad-
Prom, we adopt the commonly used PSNR and SSIM as
evaluation metrics. To reduce the randomness of the results,
we repeat each experiment three times and report the mean
value and the standard deviation in the ablation study.
For visual recognition tasks, we use accuracy and mIoU
for diagnosis and segmentation, respectively. While we ac-
knowledge that there are many other evaluation metrics,
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Table 1
Ablation study results on ISIC 2018 [40] for image denoising under different noise rates. V R is the ResNet-101 [6] for image diagnosis

(classification). σ denotes the rate of the white Gaussian noise. “–” denotes that there is no such a result. “↑” means the higher the better. “Sup.”
and “Unsup.” denotes the supervised and the unsupervised setting of the auxiliary visual recognition model, respectively.

Noise: σ=0.05 Noise: σ=0.1 Noise: σ=0.2 Noise: σ=0.3

Setting Strategy PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ Acc ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ Acc ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ Acc ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ Acc ↑

Benchmark-ii [38] – – 0.803 – – 0.787 – – 0.712 – – 0.626
Benchmark-i [6] 31.281±2.43 0.870±0.019 – 27.735±2.22 0.854±0.011 – 22.367±2.11 0.654±0.015 – 15.363±1.33 0.523±0.020 –

Unsup.
Joint training 33.033±1.82 0.901±0.018 0.856 31.815±2.02 0.895±0.009 0.841 24.357±2.41 0.712±0.017 0.769 19.363±1.05 0.603±0.018 0.702

Frozen-params. 34.172±1.23 0.928±0.019 0.872 32.152±1.78 0.906±0.007 0.859 24.926±2.13 0.791±0.018 0.788 20.511±1.00 0.630±0.017 0.759
GradProm 35.368±0.92 0.935±0.014 0.880 33.383±1.00 0.915±0.006 0.863 25.981±1.35 0.801±0.006 0.797 21.422±0.88 0.647±0.009 0.773

Sup.
Joint training 35.823±2.12 0.943±0.018 0.871 33.474±2.11 0.925±0.007 0.862 25.392±2.19 0.790±0.012 0.805 19.989±1.01 0.662±0.013 0.751

Frozen-params. 36.017±2.01 0.951±0.019 0.892 33.962±2.25 0.933±0.009 0.869 25.526±1.72 0.799±0.011 0.815 20.361±1.00 0.673±0.015 0.779
GradProm 36.835±1.12 0.963±0.013 0.903 34.646±1.11 0.942±0.007 0.874 26.025±1.22 0.808±0.010 0.828 21.353±0.67 0.683±0.008 0.796

we chose these representative metrics due to the page limit
and research scope of our experiments. We believe that
these metrics can provide a comprehensive evaluation of the
performance of our GradProm and enable a fair comparison
with existing state-of-the-art methods in the field.

4.2 Image Pre-Processing

To simulate real-world scenarios of low-quality medical im-
ages that require IQE, we followed the approach of previous
work [1], [19], [20], [27], [38], [39], [66], [70], [71] to obtain
synthetic low-quality input images. Specifically, for image
denoising, we added a certain standard deviation σ of white
Gaussian noise to the normal image by default. For the use
of other types of noise, we will introduce them in the sub-
sequent specific experimental content sections. For super-
resolution, we down-sampled the normal image by a factor
of γ to obtain a low-resolution input image. The learning
objective of our proposed GradProm approach is to recover
these processed images to their normal state. These image
pre-processing steps enable us to evaluate the effectiveness
of our proposed GradProm strategy in improving medical
image quality. The synthetic low-quality images are similar
to those encountered in real-world medical applications,
where image quality can be compromised due to various
factors such as low-dose radiation exposure or sensor limi-
tations of the imaging equipment. By improving the quality
of these low-quality images using our proposed approach,
we can potentially improve the accuracy of medical diag-
nosis and treatment planning, thus benefitting patients and
healthcare providers alike.

4.3 Comparison Methods

We compare our proposed GradProm approach with several
baseline methods to evaluate its effectiveness in improving
image quality and achieving superior performance in the
task-driven IQE paradigm. Specifically, we compare Grad-
Prom with the following methods:

• Benchmark-i: This baseline method utilizes SR-
ResNet [38] for image enhancement without using
an auxiliary model. This benchmark serves as a per-
formance lower bound for GradProm.

• Benchmark-ii: This baseline method utilizes a pure
ResNet [6] for image diagnosis.

• Benchmark-iii: This baseline method utilizes a pure
UNet [39] with ResNet as the backbone for semantic
segmentation.

• Joint Training: This is a commonly used strategy for
training the task-driven IQE paradigm and multi-
task learning models. In this approach, the encoder
is jointly trained with the auxiliary model.

• Frozen-params. Training: This is another commonly
used strategy for training the task-driven IQE
paradigm. In this approach, following ESTR [1], we
freeze the parameters of V R during training, and its
gradient is not passed into IP .

We compare performance of the above methods with Grad-
Prom on ISIC 2018 [40] with ResNet-50 [6] as the encoder
network for image denoising. We also believe that using
a more advanced backbone network for the IQE model
would lead to better performance. The experimental results
demonstrate the effectiveness of GradProm in improving
image quality and achieving superior performance in the
task-driven IQE paradigm over the above baselines.

4.4 Ablation Study
In this section, we conduct ablation studies on the represen-
tative ISIC 2018 [40] with a ResNet-50 [6] as the encoder for
image denoising to answer the following five questions:

• Q-1) What is the impact of GradProm on model
performance under different noise rates?

• Q-2) How does GradProm perform compared to other
training strategies of the task-driven IQE paradigm?

• Q-3) How does GradProm perform under different
training supervisions?

• Q-4) How does GradProm perform with multiple
visual tasks?

• Q-5 How does GradProm perform in more challeng-
ing and novel scenarios?

A-1) GradProm performance under different noise rates.
To implement this experiment, we add different levels of
white Gaussian noise to the normal images, ranging from
σ = [0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3], and evaluate experimental results
on V Rdia and V Rseg , as shown in Table 1 and Table 2,
respectively, for both supervised and unsupervised settings.
Compared to the Benchmarks, joint training, and Frozen-
params., we can observe that our proposed GradProm can



7

Table 2
Ablation study results on ISIC 2018 [40] for image denoising under different noise rates. V R is the UNet [39] with ResNet-101 [6] as backbone for
semantic segmentation by default. σ denotes the rate of the white Gaussian noise. “–” denotes that there is no such a result. “↑” means the higher

the better. “Sup.” and “Unsup.” denotes the supervised and the unsupervised setting of the auxiliary visual recognition model, respectively.
“Multi-Task” denotes that both image diagnosis and semantic segmentation models are used in the VR task.

Noise: σ=0.05 Noise: σ=0.1 Noise: σ=0.2 Noise: σ=0.3

Setting Strategy PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ mIoU ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ mIoU ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ mIoU ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ mIoU ↑

Benchmark-iii [38] – – 0.767 – – 0.720 – – 0.631 – – 0.582
Benchmark-i [6] 31.281±2.11 0.870±0.015 – 27.735±2.10 0.854±0.013 – 22.367±2.55 0.654±0.014 – 15.363±2.03 0.523±0.015 –

Unsup.
Joint training 32.273±2.01 0.895±0.011 0.824 31.802±2.11 0.878±0.011 0.802 23.835±2.22 0.716±0.013 0.706 19.025±1.77 0.584±0.010 0.688

Frozen-params. 32.826±2.00 0.899±0.009 0.853 32.038±2.02 0.898±0.010 0.852 24.025±1.90 0.753±0.011 0.737 19.836±1.50 0.601±0.008 0.709
GradProm 33.525±1.05 0.916±0.004 0.887 33.270±1.51 0.914±0.007 0.861 26.373±1.11 0.813±0.007 0.781 21.262±1.18 0.667±0.005 0.755

Sup.
Joint training 34.163±2.01 0.903±0.011 0.857 32.703±2.07 0.904±0.012 0.841 24.734±2.34 0.752±0.011 0.755 19.462±1.60 0.606±0.011 0.703

Frozen-params. 35.282±1.89 0.923±0.007 0.862 33.029±1.91 0.945±0.011 0.881 25.027±2.10 0.804±0.010 0.811 19.912±1.55 0.681±0.008 0.733
GradProm 36.825±1.33 0.952±0.005 0.881 34.820±1.25 0.962±0.006 0.895 26.901±1.03 0.894±0.004 0.845 21.261±1.01 0.732±0.003 0.761

Unsup. Multi-Task 31.826 ±2.12 0.906 ±0.011 0.809 30.272 ±1.05 0.891 ±0.005 0.791 23.289 ±1.62 0.755 ±0.002 0.790 19.850 ±0.96 0.611 ±0.005 0.733
Sup. Multi-Task 32.016 ±1.67 0.912 ±0.010 0.812 31.026±0.91 0.909±0.007 0.800 24.328 ±0.77 0.787±0.004 0.811 19.902 ±0.88 0.652 ±0.008 0.737
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Figure 4. Qualitative result comparisons with the baseline ESTR [1] on ISIC 2018 [40] with ResNet-50 [6] as the encoder network for image
denoising, where σ is set to 0.3 and V Rdia is used as the visual recognition model.

consistently improve the performance of the baseline model
(i.e., ESTR [1] with Frozen-params.) at different noise rates.
For instance, under the setting that image diagnosis is used
as the auxiliary task in Table 1, GradProm improves ESTR [1]
with Frozen-params. by up to 1.196/0.007, 1.231/0.009,
1.055/0.010, and 0.911/0.017 PSNR/SSIM for noise rates
of σ = 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3 on average, respectively. At the
same time, GradProm also outperforms the baseline ESTR [1]
under the setting that UNet [39] with ResNet-101 [6] is
used as as auxiliary backbone for semantic segmenta-
tion. GradProm improves ESTR by 5.544/0.082, 7.085/0.108,
4.534/0.240, and 5.898/0.197 PSNR/SSIM under the noise
rates of σ = 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3 on average, respectively.
The experimental results, conducted under settings with
image diagnosis and semantic segmentation as auxiliary
tasks, demonstrate that our method consistently boosts the
baseline model across various noise rates. This evidence
highlights the robust capacity of the proposed GradProm in
managing images with differing noise levels.

A-2) Superiority of GradProm over other training strate-
gies. We compare GradProm with the commonly used joint

training [33] and Frozen-params. [32] under the same base-
line model (i.e., ESTR [1]). In Tables 1 and 2, we separately
select image diagnosis and semantic segmentation as the
auxiliary tasks. Our results demonstrate that GradProm out-
performs both joint training and Frozen-params. by a notice-
able margin under the support of both V Rdia and V Rseg .
For example, in Table 2, GradProm outperforms the joint
training strategy with the unsupervised training manner
by 4.475/0.057, 3.018/0.084, 3.066/0.178, and 2.236/0.148
PSNR/SSIM under the noise rates of σ = 0.05, 0.1, 0.2,
and 0.3, respectively. Besides, we also observe that with the
pixel-level ground-truth of the skin lesion dataset, under
the assistance of V Rseg , GradProm attains a more significant
performance gains compared to using V Rdia. This suggests
that for datasets with a large proportion of foreground re-
gions with pixel-level ground-truth in the images, selecting
a semantic segmentation model yields more pronounced
benefits for the IQE model than opting for an image diag-
nosis model. These results not only validate the generality
of our approach on different task combinations but also
demonstrate that our proposed GradProm can solve the
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Input (a) ESTR (Joint training) (b) ESTR (Frozen-param.) (c) GradProm (Ours)

Figure 5. Class activation maps (CAMs) result comparisons with the baseline model ESTR [1] on ISIC 2018 [40] with ResNet-50 [6] as the encoder
for image denoising, where σ is set to 0.3 and V Rdia is used as the visual recognition model.

Table 3
Ablation study results on ISIC 2018 [40] under challenging and novel
scenarios. V R is the UNet [39] with ResNet-101 [6] as backbone for
semantic segmentation. “–” denotes that there is no such a result.

Unsup. Sup.
PSNR ↑SSIM ↑mIoU ↑PSNR ↑SSIM ↑mIoU ↑

Benchmark-iii [38] – – 0.285 – – 0.339
Benchmark-i [6] 9.272 0.362 – 11.722 0.400 –

Joint training 9.522 0.390 0.303 9.821 0.399 0.408
Frozen-params. 9.967 0.411 0.414 9.980 0.418 0.453

GradProm 10.351 0.499 0.501 11.882 0.551 0.597

problem of difficult training when two models have large
differences in feature requirements.

A-3) Effectiveness of GradProm with different supervi-
sions. In section 3.1, we introduced two fundamental task-
driven IQE models for V R, specifically the unsupervised
and supervised settings. In this ablation study, we explore
the effectiveness of our proposed GradProm approach under
both supervised and unsupervised settings. The experimen-
tal results for image diagnosis and semantic segmentation as
auxiliary tasks are presented in Table 1 and Table 2, respec-
tively. Overall, we can observe that our proposed GradProm
approach improves the performance of the baseline ESTR [1]
model and the Benchmarks under both supervisions. No-
tably, we observed that GradProm performed better in the
unsupervised scenario with V Rdia, while under V Rseg , it
roughly performed better in the supervised scenario. This
difference may be due to the specific feature requirements
of the vision recognition model. For instance, when both
the mainstream model (i.e., quality enhancement) and aux-
iliary model (i.e., segmentation) are pixel-level tasks, fine-
grained supervision is necessary to ensure that the model
does not deviate from the intended learning objectives [32].
Besides, these experimental results in Table 1 and Table 2
also provide guidance for selecting auxiliary task settings
in the future. If the auxiliary task has pixel-level labels for
the semantic segmentation task, it is necessary to configure
the mainstream IQE model as a supervised learning manner
to achieve better experimental performance. If the auxiliary
task only has image-level class labels for diagnosis (clas-
sification), the mainstream IQE model should be set as an

unsupervised learning manner.
A-4) Effectiveness of GradProm with multiple visual
tasks. Considering the fairness of result comparisons and
the availability of labels in the used dataset, we report
experimental results of performing both image diagnosis [6]
and semantic segmentation [39]in the VR task. We adopt
the gradient update strategy proposed in our work as long
as the IP gradient is aligned with those of image diagnosis
or semantic segmentation model. The obtained results are
shown in the bottom half of Table 2. We can observe that
simultaneously using these two models in the VR task does
not improve the performance. Instead, there is a decrease
in accuracy compared to using these two models indepen-
dently. This observation can be attributed to the inconsistent
feature requirements between image diagnosis and semantic
segmentation models, as illustrated in (c) and (d) of Figure 2.
Therefore, simultaneous training of these two models with
different feature requirements may not lead to optimal per-
formance unless these models have similar or approximate
feature requirements, such as semantic segmentation and
saliency detection, as in [33].
A-5) Effectiveness of GradProm under more challenging
and novel scenarios. In section 4.2, we added plain white
Gaussian noise to the normal image. In this ablation study,
we investigate the performance of GradProm in more chal-
lenging and novel scenarios. To conduct this experiment,
we further introduce Poisson noise and Gaussian blur on
top of the previously added white Gaussian noise (σ = 0.3),
resulting in a more complex situation. This combination of
noise and blur is typically observed during the collection of
clinical medical imaging datasets [14], [70]. Following the
commonly used setting [19], [47], the noise rate of Poisson
noise is set to 0.1, and the Gaussian blur is set with a kernel
size of 3 and a standard deviation of 2.0. The experimental
results for both the supervised and unsupervised settings
are presented in Table 3. We observe that under the influence
of multiple types of noise and blur, the performance of all
models is significantly lower compared to the performance
under a single type of noise (in Table 1 and Table 2). This in-
dicates that excessive noise and low image quality do have a
significant negative impact on the recognition performance.
Besides, we observe that our GradProm can still improve
the performance of the baseline model in this challenging
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scenario. For example, our method achieves a PSNR/SSIM
improvement of 0.384/0.088 and 0.133/0.144 compared to
ESTR [1] under the Frozen-params. training strategy, in the
unsupervised and supervised settings, respectively. We also
observe that compared to the experimental results in Table 1
and Table 2, the performance gain of GradProm in this
challenging scenario is slightly reduced. This suggests that
the learning-based model can only learn limited cues for
quality enhancement on severely low-quality images, and
therefore may only improve image quality within a certain
range, but cannot handle completely collapsed images. This
conclusion is consistent with most IQE methods [1], [14],
[19], [20], [25], [38], [47], [70].
Qualitative results. We compare the qualitative results of
our proposed method with the baseline [1] in Figure 4,
where σ is set to 0.3, and V Rdia is used as the visual
recognition model. It can be observed that our GradProm
achieves visually better denoising performance than the
baseline model. Specifically, our approach produces pro-
cessed images that are closer to the ground-truth images
in terms of image smoothing and preserving the integrity
of small foreground objects (e.g., the “hair” and “small
lesion”). Moreover, our approach demonstrates a significant
advantage in the background regions. Qualitative results of
the baseline model [1] in background regions appear more
over-textured, while our results are closer to reality. This
finding indicates that GradProm not only achieves superior
quantitative results but also better qualitative results. Fur-
thermore, it demonstrates that the auxiliary visual recogni-
tion in the task-driven IQE system can improve the learning
of the mainstream mainstream image enhancement.

We also visualize some class activation maps (CAMs)
of the auxiliary V Rdia in Figure 5. CAMs can be used to
indicate which regions of an image the model is focusing
on. We can observe that compared to joint training and
Frozen-params. on the same baseline ESTR [1], the CAMs of
GradProm focus more on the foreground object regions. Con-
versely, the CAMs of ESTR with joint training and Frozen-
params. focus on regions outside the object or part of the
object, respectively. These results validate that high-quality
image enhancement results can benefit the downstream aux-
iliary visual recognition model. Moreover, they also validate
that our GradProm does not cause the auxiliary task to de-
viate from the desired direction that needs to be optimized
during training, achieving a win-win performance. Thus,
the two sets of visualization results presented above confirm
the effectiveness of our proposed GradProm in enhancing
image quality while preserving important visual details,
and demonstrate the superiority of the proposed task-driven
IQE system. These qualitative results further demonstrate
that our method not only produces visually superior images
but also yields images that are advantageous for machine
learning models to perform visual recognition tasks.

4.5 Exploration on Domain Generalization

As the aforementioned experimental results demonstrate
that our proposed GradProm can overcome the bias caused
by the auxiliary V R model, we investigate its effectiveness
on domain generalization in this section. In clinical practice,
sometimes we need to test and train on different datasets

Table 4
Experimrntal results on model generalization for image denoising. “↑”

means the higher the better.The experimental results of the “Base” row
indicate that in this set of experiments, the training and testing data

belong to the same dataset.

Unsup. Sup.
PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

Base ESTR [1] 15.326 0.427 16.352 0.501
Base GradProm 16.736 0.499 17.051 0.611

ESTR [1] 8.236 0.285 8.262 0.292
GradProm 13.273 0.325 13.825 0.458

due to the need to protect patient privacy, i.e., training on
one dataset but validating on another related dataset [72].
Therefore, it is necessary for the model to have strong do-
main generalization capacity across datasets. To validate our
method’s capacity in this aspect, we train on ISIC 2018 [40]
and test on Lizard [42]. Image diagnosis is used as the
auxiliary task, where σ is set to 0.3. The experimental results
are given in Table 4, where the experimental results of the
“Base” row indicate that the training and testing images
belong to the same dataset, i.e., there is no domain gap
problem in these results. Firstly, we observe that compared
to the scenario where training and testing images are within
the same dataset, both ESTR and GradProm exhibit relatively
lower performance, indicating the presence of a domain
gap problem between the two datasets. Then, we note that
in comparison to ESTR [1], our GradProm attains superior
IQE across datasets, signifying the domain generalization
effectiveness of our training strategy. Furthermore, our
GradProm consistently delivers performance improvements
under both unsupervised and supervised experimental set-
tings. We finally achieve 13.273/0.325 and 13.825/0.458
PSNR/SSIM on these two settings.

4.6 Comparisons with State-of-the-Arts
In this section, we compare GradProm with state-of-the-art
methods on three datasets, including ISIC 2018 [40], COVID-
CT [41], Lizard [42], and CAMUS [43].
Results on ISIC 2018. We compare image denoising re-
sults on ISIC 2018 with state-of-the-art methods, including
SR-ResNet [38], ESTR [1], U-SAID [73], D2SM [48], Win-
Net [70], and ADAP [74]. To ensure fair comparisons, we
report our results on V Rdia and V Rseg with ResNet-50
and ResNet-101 [6] as the backbone. Table 5 shows the
results, indicating that our approach achieves state-of-the-
art performance under different noise rates. In particular,
GradProm outperforms most existing methods by a large
margin, even with a weaker backbone (ResNet-50 vs ResNet-
101), validating its importance and superiority. We achieve
36.173/0.971, 28.024/0.901, and 23.703/0.761 PSNR/SSIM
under noise rates of 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3, respectively. Besides,
we also observed an interesting phenomenon, where using
V Rseg as the auxiliary task yields better results than using
V Rdia under the setting that the IQE model is supervised.
Through comparisons with experimental results on other
datasets and the characteristics of the images in the dataset,
we speculate that the reason for this may be that when the
region of interest in the image is relatively large, V Rseg can
provide unabridged location guidance for the mainstream
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Table 5
Result comparisons with state-of-the-arts on ISIC 2018 [40]for image denoising on different noise rates. “Task-Driven?” means if this method is a

task-driven model. V Rdia and V Rseg denote that results are obtained by image diagnosis and semantic segmentation, respectively.

σ=0.1 σ=0.2 σ=0.3

Methods Backbone Publication Task-Driven? PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

SR-ResNet [38] VGG-22 CVPR’17 No 19.478 0.526 17.926 0.401 14.273 0.334
ESTR [1] ResNet-50 TPAMI’22 Yes 32.172 0.882 23.524 0.725 18.587 0.528
ESTR [1] ResNet-101 TPAMI’22 Yes 33.723 0.899 25.925 0.790 20.163 0.667

U-SAID [73] CDnCNN-B arXiv’19 Yes 33.835 0.861 26.003 0.752 20.836 0.670
D2SM [48] SADNet ECCV’22 Yes 34.282 0.892 25.989 0.766 20.989 0.656

WinNet [70] ResNet-101 TIP’22 No 33.929 0.882 24.262 0.800 19.272 0.680
ADAP [74] ResNet-101 TCSVT’22 No 34.858 0.889 24.926 0.810 20.373 0.695

Ours(V Rdia) ResNet-50 submission Yes 34.646 0.942 26.025 0.808 21.353 0.683
Ours(V Rseg) ResNet-50 submission Yes 34.820 0.962 26.901 0.894 21.261 0.732
Ours(V Rdia) ResNet-101 submission Yes 35.025 0.956 26.385 0.833 21.924 0.719
Ours(V Rseg) ResNet-101 submission Yes 36.173 0.971 28.024 0.901 23.703 0.761

Table 6
Result comparisons with state-of-the-arts on COVID-CT [41] for image denoising on different noise rates. “Task-Driven?” means if this method is a

task-driven model. V Rdia denote that results are obtained by image diagnosis.

σ=0.1 σ=0.2 σ=0.3

Methods Backbone Publication Task-Driven? PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

SR-ResNet [38] VGG-22 CVPR’17 No 15.262 0.401 14.272 0.382 12.272 0.262
ESTR [1] ResNet-50 TPAMI’22 Yes 23.363 0.652 20.017 0.592 17.937 0.445
ESTR [1] ResNet-101 TPAMI’22 Yes 24.784 0.692 22.011 0.612 19.002 0.522

NAFSSR [75] NAFNet CVPR’22 Yes 24.635 0.701 21.638 0.641 19.635 0.535
RLFNet [76] ResNet-101 CVPR’22 No 25.010 0.732 22.272 0.688 20.826 0.544

DVANet [71] ResNet-101 PR’23 No 25.252 0.791 23.075 0.701 21.088 0.686

Ours(V Rdia) ResNet-50 submission Yes 25.115 0.752 23.346 0.753 20.631 0.629
Ours(V Rdia) ResNet-101 submission Yes 28.115 0.854 24.152 0.791 21.362 0.701

(a) Results on ISIC 2018
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(c) Results on Lizard
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(b) Results on COVID-CT
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(d) Results on CAMUS

Figure 6. Visualization result comparisons with state-of-the-art methods on ISIC 2018 [40], COVID-CT [41], Lizard [42], and CAMUS [43], where
ISIC 2018, COVID-CT, and CAMUS are used for the denoising task and Lizard is used for the super-resolution task.

IQE model, and these regions are often difficult to handle
during for IQE. In contrast, V Rdia can only focus the visual
recognition model on locally discriminative regions.

Results on COVID-CT. We compare denoising results on
COVID-CT with state-of-the-art methods, including SR-
ResNet [38], ESTR [1] with ResNet-50 and ResNet-101 [6],
NAFSSR [75], RLFNet [76], and DVANet [71]. Our exper-
iments use V Rdia with ResNet-50 and ResNet-101 as the
backbone. Table 6 shows the experimental results, indicat-
ing that our GradProm achieves very competitive perfor-
mance under different backbones, which further demon-

strates its superiority. Although GradProm achieves worse
performance than DVANet [71] in some cases of noise,
DVANet is based on a stronger backbone than ours.

Results on Lizard. We compare super-resolution perfor-
mance on Lizard with state-of-the-art methods, including
SR-ResNet [38], ESTR [1], U-SAID [73], D2SM [48], Win-
Net [70], and ADAP [74]. Results in Table 7 indicates that
our GradProm achieves state-of-the-art performance with the
same backbone. In comparison to the experimental results
in Table 5 and Table 6, it has been observed that the perfor-
mance of the V Rdia, when employed as an auxiliary task, is
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Table 7
Result comparisons with state-of-the-arts on Lizard [42] for image super-resolution on different downsampling rates. “Task-Driven?” means if this
method is a task-driven model. V Rdia and V Rseg denote that results are obtained by image diagnosis and semantic segmentation, respectively.

γ=2 γ=4

Methods Backbone Publication Task-Driven? SSIM ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

SR-ResNet [38] VGG-22 CVPR’17 No 18.282 0.554 16.222 0.494
ESTR [1] ResNet-50 TPAMI’22 Yes 21.018 0.601 16.828 0.494
ESTR [1] ResNet-101 TPAMI’22 Yes 23.373 0.621 17.252 0.551

D2SM [48] SADNet ECCV’22 Yes 24.252 0.656 17.171 0.566
WinNet [70] ResNet-101 TIP’22 No 22.989 0.622 18.655 0.543

ADAP [74] ResNet-101 TCSVT’22 No 23.212 0.602 17.905 0.701

Ours(V Rdia) ResNet-50 submission Yes 22.436 0.681 18.253 0.524
Ours(V Rseg) ResNet-50 submission Yes 21.937 0.650 18.724 0.509
Ours(V Rdia) ResNet-101 submission Yes 25.167 0.708 19.524 0.598
Ours(V Rseg) ResNet-101 submission Yes 23.243 0.685 19.173 0.566

Table 8
Result comparisons with state-of-the-arts on CAMUS [43] for image denoising on different noise rates. “Task-Driven?” means if this method is a

task-driven model. V Rseg denote that results are obtained by semantic segmentation.

σ=0.1 σ=0.2 σ=0.3

Methods Backbone Publication Task-Driven? PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

SR-ResNet [38] VGG-22 CVPR’17 No 13.825 0.425 13.128 0.401 12.429 0.355
ESTR [1] ResNet-50 TPAMI’22 Yes 21.463 0.550 20.935 0.509 18.572 0.455

DDM [77] ResNet-50 arXiv’23 No 22.163 0.499 21.881 0.414 29.767 0.405
ESTR [1] ResNet-101 TPAMI’22 Yes 23.261 0.593 21.362 0.556 19.363 0.482

NRSF [78] ResNet-101 MedIA’22 No 24.261 0.599 22.016 0.534 20.952 0.479
SUD [79] ResNet-101 TPAMI’23 No 23.268 0.592 21.852 0.561 20.881 0.491

Ours(V Rseg) ResNet-50 submission Yes 23.928 0.666 22.909 0.628 20.858 0.587
Ours(V Rseg) ResNet-101 submission Yes 24.425 0.689 23.022 0.700 21.055 0.599

superior to that of the V Rseg . This observation corroborates
our previous conjecture. These results on different datasets
and tasks validate the robustness and generalization of our
GradProm. Importantly, GradProm does not require addi-
tional data or changes to the network architecture, so there
is no increase in computational overhead in inference.

Results on CAMUS. We compare denoising results on
CAMUS [43] with state-of-the-art methods, including SR-
ResNet [38], ESTR [1], DDM [77], NRSF [78], and SUD [79].
As shown in the Table 8 of experimental results, our Grad-
Prom achieves new state-of-the-art performance under dif-
ferent noise ratios and with the assistance of different visual
recognition models. Among the compared methods, we find
that NRSF [78] achieves better PSNR results than the other
methods. However, as the noise ratio gradually increases,
its SSIM metric exhibits a more significant decline. This
may be due to the model focusing too much on improving
certain regions that are easy to enhance, resulting in an
imbalanced improvement in image quality across different
regions. To address this problem, improvements to this
method should focus on the region-of-interests through the
design of the loss function. In the results of our proposed
GradProm, we obtained consistent conclusions as in ISIC
2018 [40], indicating that when the region of interest (i.e.,
the endocardium regions are utilized in our experiments) in
the image is relatively large, using a semantic segmentation
model as the auxiliary model yields satisfactory results.

4.7 Visualizations

In this section, we present visualized comparisons of our
proposed method with state-of-the-art methods on ISIC
2018 [40], COVID-CT [41], Lizard [42], and CAMUS [43], as
shown in Figure 6. The results demonstrate that our model
achieves the best visualization performance among the com-
pared methods. Specifically, on the ISIC 2018 dataset, our
method demonstrates significant performance in preserving
the integrity of foreground objects and the sharpness of ob-
ject boundaries compared to the state-of-the-art ADAP [74]
and WinNet [70]. For instance, as shown in Figure 6 (a),
our method almost achieves the same effect as ground-
truth for some relatively small red lesion areas, validating
the effectiveness of our proposed GradProm approach. This
finding suggests that our method can further improve the
performance of mainstream IQE models while maintaining
their original recognition performance. On the COVID-CT
dataset, the visualizations in Figure 6 (b) show that our
method achieves a more significant quality improvement
compared to the second-best RLFNet [76], which even fails
to recover color information of the image effectively. We
hypothesize that this may be attributed to the specific char-
acteristics of medical images, such as the fact that COVID-
CT is a grayscale image dataset, and the method in question
does not possess the capability to handle grayscale images
effectively. These results also illustrate that our GradProm
can preserve the integrity of foreground objects, such as
the lung, even in medical images. More importantly, our
approach is not only capable of handling color medical
images but also grayscale medical images, thereby validat-
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(a) Input Images (b) Our Results (c) NRSF

Figure 7. Visualization results on the genuine low-quality images. Sam-
ples are taken from the CAMUS [43] dataset, which inherently exhibits
the problem of speckle noise. A randomly highlighted red bounding-box
emphasizes an area where our model demonstrates better results.

ing the greater versatility of our method. The visualized
results on super-resolution in Figure 6 (c) show that our
GradProm outperforms existing methods, such as ADAP [74]
and WinNet [70], on the Lizard dataset. However, the results
also show that our method cannot fully achieve results
that are close to ground-truth, possibly due to the limited
training number of images in Lizard. These findings suggest
that both the model training strategy and the amount of
training data are important factors affecting the model per-
formance on this dataset. Finally, the visualization results
on the CAMUS dataset are presented in Figure 6 (d). In
comparison to the state-of-the-art methods on this dataset,
namely SUD [79] and NRSF [78], it can be observed that
our GradProm still achieves the best visualization results,
characterized by clearer object boundaries and more dis-
tinct foreground object regions. Moreover, the visualization
results also indicate that, compared to SUD and NRSF,
our approach can mitigate the inherent speckle noise in
ultrasound images. In comparison, SUD [79] and NRSF [78]
tend to exacerbate the effects of speckle noise during the
denoising process. This suggests that during training, the
downstream visual recognition model can convey useful
semantic information to the mainstream IQE model through
our proposed strategy. This beneficial semantic information
transcends the texture features in the images, resulting in su-
perior perceptual outcomes. These visualized comparisons
presented in this section demonstrate the effectiveness and
superiority of our proposed GradProm over state-of-the-art
methods on different image datasets and modalities.

The inputs for the visualizations in Figure 6 are based on
synthetic noisy samples. Additionally, we provide visualiza-
tion results on genuine low-quality images in Figure 7. We
employ normal ultrasound images as input, which inher-
ently exhibit the problem of speckle noise. For comparison
purposes, we use the state-of-the-art method NRSF [78] on
this dataset. We can observe that our proposed GradProm
still demonstrates effectiveness in handling speckle noise,
even though this type of noise was not considered during
our training process. In contrast, NRSF exacerbates the
effects of this noise. These visualization results on genuine
low-quality ultrasound images confirm that the semantic
information obtained through the downstream V R model

can indeed contribute to enhancing the performance of the
mainstream IQE model.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we proposed a versatile and effective train-
ing strategy, GradProm, for medical IQE within a task-
driven framework. Applicable to a broad range of image
modalities, GradProm is not restricted to a specific medical
image modality. Our method divides the IQE system into a
mainstream model for image enhancement and an auxiliary
model for visual recognition. The GradProm strategy up-
dates parameters only when the gradients of these two sub-
models align in the same direction, as determined by their
cosine similarity. If the gradients are not aligned, GradProm
employs the gradient of the mainstream image enhance-
ment model for parameter updates. While more complex
intermediate scenarios may exist in practice, we argue that
investigating these particular details is unnecessary. The
proposed GradProm prevents the auxiliary visual recogni-
tion model from introducing bias into the mainstream image
enhancement model during training. We have theoretically
demonstrated that the gradient descent direction of the im-
age enhancement model remains unbiased by the auxiliary
visual recognition model when GradProm is implemented.
Furthermore, we have showcased the superiority of Grad-
Prom over existing state-of-the-art methods in denoising,
super-resolution, diagnosis, and segmentation tasks.

As a generalized method, GradProm can be extended to
other task-driven training processes, such as multi-objective
learning, task-driven data augmentation, and image com-
pression. It can be applied to the segmentation and clas-
sification branches of a semantic segmentation model, as
well as the regression and detection branches of an object
detection model. In future work, we aim to explore the effec-
tiveness of GradProm in other task-driven training processes.
Besides, we plan to investigate the application of GradProm
to other medical image analysis tasks, including medical
image registration and reconstruction. We also intend to ex-
amine the potential of GradProm in combination with other
technologies, such as transfer learning and domain adapta-
tion, to further improve the generalization of trained models
across diverse medical imaging modalities and datasets.

REFERENCES

[1] Z. Liu, H. Wang, T. Zhou, Z. Shen, B. Kang, E. Shelhamer, and
T. Darrell, “Exploring simple and transferable recognition-aware
image processing,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Ma-
chine Intelligence, 2022.

[2] G. Varoquaux and V. Cheplygina, “Machine learning for medical
imaging: methodological failures and recommendations for the
future,” NPJ Digital Medicine, vol. 5, no. 1, p. 48, 2022.

[3] D. Zhang, Y. Lin, H. Chen, Z. Tian, X. Yang, J. Tang, and K. T.
Cheng, “Deep learning for medical image segmentation: tricks,
challenges and future directions,” arXiv, 2022.

[4] D. Shen, G. Wu, and H.-I. Suk, “Deep learning in medical image
analysis,” Annual Review of Biomedical Engineering, vol. 19, pp. 221–
248, 2017.

[5] S. M. Anwar, M. Majid, A. Qayyum, M. Awais, M. Alnowami, and
M. K. Khan, “Medical image analysis using convolutional neural
networks: a review,” Journal of Medical Systems, vol. 42, pp. 1–13,
2018.

[6] K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, and J. Sun, “Deep residual learning
for image recognition,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2016, pp. 770–778.



13

[7] K. Han, Y. Wang, H. Chen, X. Chen, J. Guo, Z. Liu, Y. Tang,
A. Xiao, C. Xu, Y. Xu et al., “A survey on vision transformer,” IEEE
Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 45,
no. 1, pp. 87–110, 2022.

[8] J. Long, E. Shelhamer, and T. Darrell, “Fully convolutional net-
works for semantic segmentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2015,
pp. 3431–3440.

[9] Y. Lin, J. Su, X. Wang, X. Li, J. Liu, K.-T. Cheng, and X. Yang,
“Automated pulmonary embolism detection from ctpa images us-
ing an end-to-end convolutional neural network,” in Medical Image
Computing and Computer Assisted Intervention (MICCAI), 2019, pp.
280–288.

[10] J. Ma, Y. Zhang, S. Gu, X. An, Z. Wang, C. Ge, C. Wang, F. Zhang,
Y. Wang, Y. Xu et al., “Fast and low-gpu-memory abdomen ct
organ segmentation: the flare challenge,” Medical Image Analysis,
vol. 82, p. 102616, 2022.

[11] X. Gao, Y. Jin, Z. Zhao, Q. Dou, and P.-A. Heng, “Future frame
prediction for robot-assisted surgery,” in Information Processing in
Medical Imaging (IPMI), 2021, pp. 533–544.

[12] A. Jawdekar and M. Dixit, “A review of image enhancement
techniques in medical imaging,” Machine Intelligence and Smart
Systems (MISS), pp. 25–33, 2021.

[13] J. Jose, N. Gautam, M. Tiwari, T. Tiwari, A. Suresh, V. Sundararaj,
and M. Rejeesh, “An image quality enhancement scheme employ-
ing adolescent identity search algorithm in the nsst domain for
multimodal medical image fusion,” Biomedical Signal Processing
and Control, vol. 66, p. 102480, 2021.

[14] L. Ma, L. Moisan, J. Yu, and T. Zeng, “A dictionary learning
approach for poisson image deblurring,” IEEE Transactions on
Medical Imaging, vol. 32, no. 7, pp. 1277–1289, 2013.

[15] Q. Hou, P. Cao, J. Wang, X. Liu, J. Yang, and O. R. Zaiane, “Self-
supervised domain adaptation for breaking the limits of low-
quality fundus image quality enhancement,” arXiv, 2023.

[16] J. Li, J. Chen, Y. Tang, C. Wang, B. A. Landman, and S. K. Zhou,
“Transforming medical imaging with transformers? a comparative
review of key properties, current progresses, and future perspec-
tives,” Medical Image Analysis, p. 102762, 2023.

[17] Y. Li, B. Sixou, and F. Peyrin, “A review of the deep learning
methods for medical images super resolution problems,” IRBM,
vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 120–133, 2021.

[18] M.-I. Georgescu, R. T. Ionescu, A.-I. Miron, O. Savencu, N.-C.
Ristea, N. Verga, and F. S. Khan, “Multimodal multi-head con-
volutional attention with various kernel sizes for medical image
super-resolution,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Winter Conference
on Applications of Computer Vision (WACV), 2023, pp. 2195–2205.

[19] R. Patil and S. Bhosale, “Medical image denoising techniques: a
review,” International Journal on Engineering, Science and Technology,
vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 21–33, 2022.

[20] D. Mahapatra, B. Bozorgtabar, and R. Garnavi, “Image super-
resolution using progressive generative adversarial networks for
medical image analysis,” Computerized Medical Imaging and Graph-
ics, vol. 71, pp. 30–39, 2019.

[21] D. R. I. M. Setiadi, “Psnr vs ssim: imperceptibility quality assess-
ment for image steganography,” Multimedia Tools and Applications,
vol. 80, no. 6, pp. 8423–8444, 2021.

[22] F. Shamshad, S. Khan, S. W. Zamir, M. H. Khan, M. Hayat, F. S.
Khan, and H. Fu, “Transformers in medical imaging: A survey,”
arXiv, 2022.

[23] G.-S. Xie, X.-Y. Zhang, X. Shu, S. Yan, and C.-L. Liu, “Task-driven
feature pooling for image classification,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), 2015, pp. 1179–
1187.

[24] V. Sharma, A. Diba, D. Neven, M. S. Brown, L. Van Gool, and
R. Stiefelhagen, “Classification-driven dynamic image enhance-
ment,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2018, pp. 4033–4041.

[25] J. Johnson, A. Alahi, and L. Fei-Fei, “Perceptual losses for real-
time style transfer and super-resolution,” in European Conference
on Computer Vision (ECCV), 2016, pp. 694–711.

[26] H. Talebi and P. Milanfar, “Nima: Neural image assessment,” IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 27, no. 8, pp. 3998–4011, 2018.

[27] L. Jaffe, S. Sundram, and C. Martinez-Nieves, “Super-resolution to
improve classification accuracy of low-resolution images,” Tech.
Rep. 19, Stanford University, Tech. Rep., 2017.

[28] F. Liao, M. Liang, Y. Dong, T. Pang, X. Hu, and J. Zhu, “Defense
against adversarial attacks using high-level representation guided

denoiser,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2018, pp. 1778–1787.

[29] Q.-s. Zhang and S.-C. Zhu, “Visual interpretability for deep
learning: a survey,” Frontiers of Information Technology & Electronic
Engineering, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 27–39, 2018.

[30] D. Mahapatra, A. Poellinger, and M. Reyes, “Interpretability-
guided inductive bias for deep learning based medical image,”
Medical Image Analysis, vol. 81, p. 102551, 2022.

[31] D. Zhang, H. Zhang, J. Tang, X.-S. Hua, and Q. Sun, “Causal
intervention for weakly-supervised semantic segmentation,” in
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2020,
pp. 655–666.

[32] A. S. Baslamisli, T. T. Groenestege, P. Das, H.-A. Le, S. Karaoglu,
and T. Gevers, “Joint learning of intrinsic images and semantic
segmentation,” in European Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV),
2018, pp. 286–302.

[33] Y. Zeng, Y. Zhuge, H. Lu, and L. Zhang, “Joint learning of saliency
detection and weakly supervised semantic segmentation,” in Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR), 2019, pp. 7223–7233.

[34] B. Li, Y. Liu, and X. Wang, “Gradient harmonized single-stage de-
tector,” in The Association for the Advancement of Artificial Intelligence
(AAAI), 2019, pp. 8577–8584.

[35] W. Wang, D. Tran, and M. Feiszli, “What makes training multi-
modal classification networks hard?” in Proceedings of the IEEE
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2020,
pp. 12 695–12 705.

[36] Y. Liu, B. Zhuang, C. Shen, H. Chen, and W. Yin, “Auxiliary
learning for deep multi-task learning,” arXiv, 2019.

[37] B. Zhu, Y. Niu, Y. Han, Y. Wu, and H. Zhang, “Prompt-aligned
gradient for prompt tuning,” arXiv, 2022.

[38] C. Ledig, L. Theis, F. Huszár, J. Caballero, A. Cunningham,
A. Acosta, A. Aitken, A. Tejani, J. Totz, Z. Wang et al., “Photo-
realistic single image super-resolution using a generative adver-
sarial network,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2017, pp. 4681–4690.

[39] O. Ronneberger, P. Fischer, and T. Brox, “U-net: Convolutional
networks for biomedical image segmentation,” in Medical Image
Computing and Computer Assisted Intervention (MICCAI), 2015, pp.
234–241.

[40] N. Codella, V. Rotemberg, P. Tschandl, M. E. Celebi, S. Dusza,
D. Gutman, B. Helba, A. Kalloo, K. Liopyris, M. Marchetti et al.,
“Skin lesion analysis toward melanoma detection 2018: A chal-
lenge hosted by the international skin imaging collaboration
(isic),” arXiv, 2019.

[41] X. Yang, X. He, J. Zhao, Y. Zhang, S. Zhang, and P. Xie, “Covid-ct-
dataset: a ct scan dataset about covid-19,” arXiv, 2020.

[42] S. Graham, M. Jahanifar, A. Azam, M. Nimir, Y.-W. Tsang,
K. Dodd, E. Hero, H. Sahota, A. Tank, K. Benes et al., “Lizard:
a large-scale dataset for colonic nuclear instance segmentation
and classification,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), 2021, pp. 684–693.

[43] S. Leclerc, E. Smistad, J. Pedrosa, A. Østvik, F. Cervenansky,
F. Espinosa, T. Espeland, E. A. R. Berg, P.-M. Jodoin, T. Grenier
et al., “Deep learning for segmentation using an open large-scale
dataset in 2d echocardiography,” IEEE Transactions on Medical
Imaging, vol. 38, no. 9, pp. 2198–2210, 2019.

[44] R. Yan, L. Xie, J. Tang, X. Shu, and Q. Tian, “Higcin: Hierarchical
graph-based cross inference network for group activity recogni-
tion,” IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence,
vol. 45, no. 6, pp. 6955–6968, 2020.

[45] X. Yi, E. Walia, and P. Babyn, “Generative adversarial network
in medical imaging: A review,” Medical Image Analysis, vol. 58, p.
101552, 2019.

[46] R. Yan, L. Xie, X. Shu, L. Zhang, and J. Tang, “Progressive instance-
aware feature learning for compositional action recognition,” IEEE
Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 45,
no. 8, pp. 10 317–10 330, 2023.

[47] M. Zhang, G. S. Young, Y. Tie, X. Gu, and X. Xu, “A new frame-
work of designing iterative techniques for image deblurring,”
Pattern Recognition, vol. 124, p. 108463, 2022.

[48] K. Mei, V. M. Patel, and R. Huang, “Deep semantic statistics
matching (d2sm) denoising network,” in European Conference on
Computer Vision (ECCV), 2022, pp. 384–400.

[49] R. Caruana, “Multitask learning,” Machine Learning, vol. 28, no. 1,
pp. 41–75, 1997.



14

[50] Y. Zhang and Q. Yang, “An overview of multi-task learning,”
National Science Review, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 30–43, 2018.

[51] O. Sener and V. Koltun, “Multi-task learning as multi-objective
optimization,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurIPS), 2018, pp. 824–836.

[52] X. Li, L. Zhao, L. Wei, M.-H. Yang, F. Wu, Y. Zhuang, H. Ling, and
J. Wang, “Deepsaliency: Multi-task deep neural network model
for salient object detection,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing,
vol. 25, no. 8, pp. 3919–3930, 2016.

[53] D. Zhang, Y. Lin, J. Tang, and K.-T. Cheng, “Cae-great:
Convolutional-auxiliary efficient graph reasoning transformer for
dense image predictions,” International Journal of Computer Vision,
vol. 132, no. 5, pp. 1502–1520, 2024.

[54] B. Chen, W. Guan, P. Li, N. Ikeda, K. Hirasawa, and H. Lu,
“Residual multi-task learning for facial landmark localization and
expression recognition,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 115, p. 107893,
2021.

[55] M. Stefanini, M. Cornia, L. Baraldi, S. Cascianelli, G. Fiameni,
and R. Cucchiara, “From show to tell: a survey on deep learning-
based image captioning,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and
Machine Intelligence, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 539–559, 2022.

[56] L. Liebel and M. Körner, “Auxiliary tasks in multi-task learning,”
arXiv, 2018.

[57] T. Yu, S. Kumar, A. Gupta, S. Levine, K. Hausman, and C. Finn,
“Gradient surgery for multi-task learning,” in Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2020, pp. 5824–5836.

[58] C. Lyle, M. Rowland, G. Ostrovski, and W. Dabney, “On the effect
of auxiliary tasks on representation dynamics,” in International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (ICAIS). PMLR,
2021, pp. 1–9.

[59] B. Shi, J. Hoffman, K. Saenko, T. Darrell, and H. Xu, “Auxiliary task
reweighting for minimum-data learning,” in Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2020, pp. 7148–7160.

[60] S. Liu, A. Davison, and E. Johns, “Self-supervised generalisation
with meta auxiliary learning,” in Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2019, pp. 148–160.

[61] X. Lin, H. Baweja, G. Kantor, and D. Held, “Adaptive auxiliary
task weighting for reinforcement learning,” in Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2019, pp. 148–160.

[62] Y. Du, W. M. Czarnecki, S. M. Jayakumar, M. Farajtabar, R. Pas-
canu, and B. Lakshminarayanan, “Adapting auxiliary losses using
gradient similarity,” arXiv, 2018.

[63] J. Deng, W. Dong, R. Socher, L.-J. Li, K. Li, and L. Fei-Fei, “Im-
agenet: A large-scale hierarchical image database,” in Proceedings
of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
(CVPR), 2009, pp. 248–255.

[64] D. Zhang, H. Zhang, J. Tang, X.-S. Hua, and Q. Sun, “Self-
regulation for semantic segmentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), 2021, pp. 6953–
6963.

[65] R. Azad, M. Asadi Aghbolaghi, M. Fathy, and S. Escalera, “Atten-
tion deeplabv3+: Multi-level context attention mechanism for skin
lesion segmentation,” in Proceedings of the European Conference on
Computer Vision (ECCV), 2020, pp. 251–266.

[66] C. Wang, X. Lv, M. Shao, Y. Qian, and Y. Zhang, “A novel fuzzy
hierarchical fusion attention convolution neural network for med-
ical image super-resolution reconstruction,” Information Sciences,
vol. 622, pp. 424–436, 2023.

[67] Z. Zhou, M. M. Rahman Siddiquee, N. Tajbakhsh, and J. Liang,
“Unet++: A nested u-net architecture for medical image seg-
mentation,” in Medical Image Computing and Computer Assisted
Intervention (MICCAI), 2018, pp. 3–11.

[68] A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury, G. Chanan,
T. Killeen, Z. Lin, N. Gimelshein, L. Antiga et al., “Pytorch:
An imperative style, high-performance deep learning library,” in
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2019,
pp. 7148–7160.

[69] D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, “Adam: A method for stochastic optimiza-
tion,” arXiv, 2014.

[70] J.-J. Huang and P. L. Dragotti, “Winnet: Wavelet-inspired invertible
network for image denoising,” IEEE Transactions on Image Process-
ing, vol. 31, pp. 4377–4392, 2022.

[71] P. Behjati, P. Rodriguez, C. Fernández, I. Hupont, A. Mehri,
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