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A Lightweight Model for Perceptual Image
Compression via Implicit Priors

Hao Wei, Yanhui Zhou, Yiwen Jia, Chenyang Ge, Saeed Anwar, and Ajmal Mian

Abstract—Perceptual image compression has shown strong
potential for producing visually appealing results at low bitrates,
surpassing classical standards and pixel-wise distortion-oriented
neural methods. However, existing methods typically improve
compression performance by incorporating explicit semantic
priors, such as segmentation maps and textual features, into
the encoder or decoder, which increases model complexity by
adding parameters and floating-point operations. This limits
the model’s practicality, as image compression often occurs on
resource-limited mobile devices. To alleviate this problem, we pro-
pose a lightweight perceptual Image Compression method using
Implicit Semantic Priors (ICISP). We first develop an enhanced
visual state space block that exploits local and global spatial
dependencies to reduce redundancy. Since different frequency
information contributes unequally to compression, we develop a
frequency decomposition modulation block to adaptively preserve
or reduce the low-frequency and high-frequency information.
We establish the above blocks as the main modules of the
encoder-decoder, and to further improve the perceptual quality
of the reconstructed images, we develop a semantic-informed
discriminator that uses implicit semantic priors from a pretrained
DINOV2 encoder. Experiments on popular benchmarks show that
our method achieves competitive compression performance and
has significantly fewer network parameters and floating point
operations than the existing state-of-the-art. We will release the
code and trained models.

Index Terms—Perceptual image compression, visual state space
model, frequency decomposition, implicit semantic priors.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE volume of image data is rapidly increasing, with

images often captured and stored on low-power devices
like smartphones, tablets, cameras, and Internet of Things
devices. Efficient on-device compression and decompression
algorithms are crucial for storage, transmission, and visualiza-
tion.

Classical standards such as JPEG [1]], BPG [2], and VVC [3]]
are widely used, but their block-wise processing often leads
to artifacts, such as blockiness and blurriness, particularly at
low bitrates.
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Fig. 1. Visual comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the Kodak dataset
shows that the proposed method achieves better reconstruction at lower bitrates
with a well-preserved detailed door structure. Zoom in for the best view.

Based on the variational auto-encoder (VAE) framework,
many neural image compression methods using convolutional
neural networks (CNN) [4], [3] have been proposed. However,
the local convolution operation limits their ability to cap-
ture long-range spatial dependencies, resulting in suboptimal
compression performance. To alleviate this problem, several
transformer-based image compression methods have been in-
troduced. Transformers can effectively handle long contexts
and outperform CNN-based approaches [6], [[7]], [8]. However,
the quadratic computational complexity of self-attention in
transformers limits their efficiency, and these methods often
produce blurry results at low bitrates.

Motivated by generative adversarial networks (GAN) [9],
some works design the decoder as a generator and introduce
discriminators to help the compression network produce vi-
sually sharp results [10], [11], [12]. However, without appro-
priate priors, vanilla GAN-based methods often require huge
models, especially at the decoder, which limits their practical
use on memory- and power-constrained portable devices. For
example, the decoder of the HiFiC method [11] has 156.8
million parameters.

Several techniques have since improved perceptual com-
pression performance by incorporating explicit semantic pri-
ors, such as semantic segmentation maps and textual
descriptions [14], [15]. However, adding semantic priors to
the encoding or decoding process often results in large models
with high computational complexity. For instance, the TACO
method [15], which uses text guidance, has 72.15 million
parameters in its encoder and 7.34 million in its decoder,



with a total of 328.9G FLOPs. Therefore, in this paper, we
explore a lightweight perceptual compression method that
incorporates semantic priors without increasing the complexity
of the encoder or decoder.

Inspired by the success of state space models that effectively
capture the global context [16]], [17], we first develop an
enhanced visual state space block (EVSSB) to fully capture the
local and the global spatial dependencies together. Since the
contribution of information in images at different frequencies
is not equal for compression, we further develop a frequency
decomposition modulation block (FDMB) that adaptively se-
lects the low/high-frequency information to be preserved or
reduced. We integrate the proposed EVSSB and FDMB into
the encoder and decoder of the proposed compression network,
which can generate a compact feature representation, thus
facilitating effective compression.

To further enhance the perceptual quality of the recon-
structed images at low bitrates, we develop an effective
semantic-informed discriminator that uses implicit semantic
priors from the pretrained DINOv2 encoder [18]]. Unlike ex-
isting prior-guided image compression methods, which embed
explicit semantic priors in the encoder/decoder [13[, [15]]
leading to increased model size and computational complexity,
we embed implicit model priors in the discriminator to cleverly
avoid increasing the parameters and computational complexity
of our encoder and decoder. Fig. [I] shows that our method is
able to produce more realistic results at lower bitrates than
other comparison methods. To summarize our contributions,
We propose:

o A lightweight model for image compression based on
implicit semantic priors without adding extra parameters
to the encoder or the decoder.

e An enhanced visual state space block (EVSSB) to cap-
ture both local and global spatial dependencies compre-
hensively, while a frequency decomposition modulation
block (FDMB) that adaptively selects which low- and
high-frequency information to retain or discard during
compression.

o A semantic-informed discriminator using implicit seman-
tic priors from the DINOv2 encoder to assist the com-
pression network in semantically rich texture generation
at low bitrates.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The related
works are summarized in Section [l Section [Tl describes the
details of the proposed method. The experimental results and
analysis are presented in Section [[V] Finally, we conclude our
work in Section [Vl

II. RELATED WORKS
A. Distortion-oriented Compression Methods

Deep learning has been extensively used for lossy image
compression. Ballé et al. proposed the first end-to-end CNN-
based method and then improved it using VAE architecture
and hyperprior model [4]], [S]. Minnen et al. introduced context
modeling for more accurate entropy coding and utilized pixel-
cnn [[19]] for context prediction [20]. Subsequently, Generalized
divisive normalization [21]] is able to enhance non-linearity due

to its ability to model the local joint statistics of natural im-
ages. Furthermore, various innovative methods aim to improve
the interaction between high-frequency and low-frequency
features, for example, using octave convolution [22], dynamic
frequency filter [23] or wavelet transform [24]. Moreover, the
attention mechanism is also widely used in learned image
compression [25]], [26]. Recently, the Transformer has been
successfully applied to many low-level vision tasks [27] due to
its non-local modeling capability, motivating many researchers
to explore Transformer-based compression methods. Some
works directly use the Swin Transformer [28] for image
compression [6], [26]. In [7], a parallel Transformer-CNN
mixture block is proposed, combining the local modeling
ability of CNNs with the non-local modeling ability of trans-
formers. Li et al. [8] proposed a frequency-aware transformer
that computes self-attention based on different window sizes.
However, these methods struggle with efficient attention com-
putation due to the quadratic computational complexity of
transformers. To strike a better balance between compression
performance and efficiency, a visual state space model-based
compression method is proposed in [29], leveraging the long-
range dependency capture and efficiency of state space models.
However, only using the 2D selective scanning process breaks
dependencies between spatially local tokens.

B. Perceptual Learned Compression Methods

Perception-oriented image compression methods have re-
cently gained popularity for producing realistic reconstructions
at low bitrates. As a pioneering work, HiFiC is proposed,
a GAN-based model demonstrating impressive compression
performance at low bitrates [11]. Muckley et al. [30] im-
proved a non-binary discriminator conditioned on quantized
local image representation. Korber et al. [31] further adopted
human-annotated semantic labels instead of codebook indices
for discriminator. Jia et al. performed compression in the
generative latent space [32f], inspired by VQGAN [33]], [34].
Akbari et al. [[13] used the semantic segmentation maps as
prior to guide the encoding and decoding process. In [14],
text semantic information was introduced as prior to assist
GAN-based perceptual image compression. Subsequent works
have started to use the diffusion model to achieve more
realistic reconstructions [33]], [36]]. In [37]], Yang et al. used the
diffusion model as a decoder conditioned on the compressed
latent features. In [38]], the compressed sketch and text de-
scriptions were used as conditions for pre-trained diffusion
models. Ma et al. [36] designed an end-to-end decoder to
transmit privileged information, which can help correct the
sampling process of the diffusion-based decoder. Kuang et
al. [39] developed a diffusion-based post-processing network
for detailed representation learning. However, diffusion is
a computationally expensive process that is unsuitable for
resource-constrained devices.

From the above-mentioned methods, we note that using
explicit semantic priors, for example, semantic segmentation
maps [13] and textual descriptions [15], can assist perceptual
image compression. However, using explicit semantic priors
to guide the encoding and decoding significantly increases the
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Fig. 2. Comparison of perceptual learned compression methods. (a)
HiFiC [11]. (b) DSLLIC using the explicit semantic segmentation map [13].
(c) TGIC [14] using text as a guide. (d) Proposed method utilizing implicit
semantic priors. Here, s, et, and e represent the segmentation map genera-
tion, text encoder, and semantic priors generation, respectively.

computational burden and memory requirements. To alleviate
this, we develop a lightweight perceptual image compression
method that explores the rich implicit semantic priors from
pretrained encoders to aid compression without increasing the
computational complexity of the encoder or the decoder.

III. METHODOLOGY
A. Preliminary

As shown in Fig. Pfa), the input image x is encoded
into the latent y using the analysis transform g,. Then y
is quantized to ¥ and losslessly compressed into a bitstream
using entropy coding, such as arithmetic coding. Finally, the
synthesis transform ¢, reconstructs the image X. The whole
process is formulated as:

y:ga(x)ay:Q(Y)vizgs(y)v (D

where ((-) is the quantization operation. To further capture
the spatial dependencies in ¥, the hyper analysis transform
h, is used to obtain the coded variables z, which are further
quantized to get their discrete version Z. Following this, the
hyper synthesis transform h, taking as input Z aims to estimate
the parameters for the conditional probability distribution pg/s.
To improve the perceptual quality of the reconstructed image
X, the discriminator d is introduced to constrain the perceptual
consistency between X and the input x using adversarial
training.

Subsequent works [13]], [14] have further advanced percep-
tual image compression by leveraging informative semantic
priors. For example, Akbari et al. (Fig. [2(b)) used the explicit
semantic segmentation map as a guide for encoding and
decoding, while Jiang et al. (Fig. 2Jc)) employed text to assist
compression. In contrast, we propose an efficient perceptual
image compression framework that utilizes implicit semantic
priors, integrating them into the discriminator. This approach
helps the decoder to generate fine-grained semantic details
while avoiding unnecessary computational complexity in the
codec (see Fig. [2[d)).

B. Proposed Method

Recall that our goal is to design an efficient perceptual
image compression method that uses implicit semantic priors
as a guide without adding computational complexity to the
codec. To this end, we first develop an enhanced visual state
space block to efficiently capture the local and non-local
spatial dependencies for redundancy reduction. We further
design a frequency decomposition modulation block to adap-
tively select the information to preserve or eliminate from
a frequency perspective. We integrate the above blocks into
the encoder and decoder of the compression network, and to
further improve the perceptual quality of the reconstructed
images, we propose a semantic-informed discriminator that
uses the implicit semantic priors extracted from the pre-
trained encoder. Specifically, an adaptive feature fusion block
is proposed to generate the effective condition based on
implicit semantic priors and quantized latent features from
the compressor. The conditioned features are then used to
modulate the intermediate features of the discriminator via the
proposed dynamic spatial feature transform, which improves
the discriminative power and further facilitates the semantic
texture generation of the compression network at low bitrates.
Fig. [3| provides an overview of the proposed method. Below,
we describe the individual modules of the method in detail.

C. Enhanced Visual State Space Block

Capturing spatial dependencies is crucial for image com-
pression. Recent works use CNNs, transformers, or a com-
bination of both to explore spatial relationships for reduc-
ing redundant information [26], [6], [[7]. However, the local
receptive fields of convolutions limit the model’s feature
representation, while the computational cost of dot-product
attention is substantial, especially for high-resolution images.
In contrast, we propose an enhanced visual state space block
(EVSSB), motivated by the VMamba [17]], to fully explore the
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Fig. 3. Architecture overview. The proposed compression model uses residual block with stride (RBS), residual block upsampling (RBU), and residual state
space module (RSSM) to build the nonlinear transforms (gq, ha, hs and gs). The proposed semantic-informed discriminator exploits the semantic priors
extracted from the DINOv2 encoder, which facilitates the semantic texture generation of the compression model at low bitrates. Details of the EVSSB and
FDMB are in Fig. E| and El whereas details of the AFFB and DSFT are in Fig. |§l The RBS, RBU, and channel-wise entropy model are adapted from [25].
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Fig. 4. Network details of the proposed EVSSB.

spatial relationships of the features, both locally and globally.
Unlike [29], we emphasize the local modeling branch in the
proposed EVSSB to capture the spatial relationships between
neighboring pixels.

Specifically, given the features H, we first apply a 1x1
convolution to aggregate the pixel-wise cross-channel context
and the 3x3 depth-wise convolution to extract the channel-
wise spatial contexts H. Then, we extract the global and local
features independently in parallel by:

I:Iglobal = ]:global(ﬁ% Hiocal = Fiocal(H), 2

where Fiopai(-) and Fioeqi(+) is implemented by the 2D selec-
tive scan module [17] and two successive 3x3 convolutions,
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Fig. 5. Network details of the proposed FDMB.

Visual State
Space Model

respectively. Meanwhile, we introduce the gating branch to
generate the gating parameters P as:

P = S(F. 0 (H)), 3)

where S(-) is SiLU activation and F.%!(-) denotes a 1x1

convolution. Finally, we obtain the enhanced features H by:
I:I = ‘Fcloil,lv (fln(ﬁglobal + ﬁlocal) ® P), (4)

where Fy,,(-) denotes the layer normalization, and ® denotes
the element-wise multiplication operation. The detailed net-
work of the proposed EVSSB is shown in Fig. {4

D. Frequency Decomposition Modulation Block

Note that EVSSB captures local and global dependencies
in the spatial domain without accounting for the image’s
structures and details. It is well known that the contributions
of these information types to image compression are not equal.
For instance, compression models produce smooth results



at low bitrates by relying on low-frequency information to
reconstruct overall structures, while recovering fine details at
high bitrates, which require more high-frequency information.
Inspired by this observation, we propose a frequency de-
composition modulation block (FDMB), which adaptively
selects the information to preserve or eliminate. As shown
in Fig. 5] given the features E, we first adopt a regular feed-
forward network to process each pixel location independently
as:
E = F b (G(Fih (), )
where G(-) denotes the GeLU activation. We then apply
the Haar transform to decompose the intermediate fea-

tures E into the low-frequency Epr and high-frequency
{ELH,EHL,EHH components, which are further modu-
lated by two separate visual state space models (VSSM). Note
that the VSSM is implemented by disabling the Fjyeq(-) of
the EVSSB. Finally, we use the inverse Haar transform to
reconstruct the features E. The entire process is formulated
as:

ELL, {ELH, EHL7EHH} = H(E),
BE=H Y (F,(ELL), Fo (C(ELn, Exn, Enn))),

where F,(-) denotes the VSSM, C(-) is the channel-wise
concatenation operation, and H(-) and ' (-) denote the Haar
transform and its inverse version, respectively.

(6)

E. Semantic-informed Discriminator

To enable the compression network to generate fine-
grained, semantic-related textures at low bitrates, we propose
a semantic-informed discriminator that fully leverages implicit
semantic priors from a pretrained vision model. This approach
addresses three key aspects: 1) How to extract semantic
features from images? 2) How to effectively fuse the semantic
information and the latent §? 3) How to incorporate the fused
features as conditions into the discriminator?
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Fig. 6. Network details of the proposed AFFB and DSFT.

1) Semantic extraction: Pretrained vision models, leverag-
ing large-scale datasets [40], have proven their potential across
many vision tasks, including segmentation [41] and genera-
tion [42]]. Therefore, we resort to the DINOv2 model, which
excels in semantic-related tasks [43]]. Specifically, we apply the

DINOV2 encoder to the original image x for semantic-aware
feature extraction as:

Fsp = Nsp(x)a (7)

where N, () is the frozen pretrained DINOv2 encoder and
Fp are semantic features.

2) Adaptive feature fusion: Motivated by [44], we propose
an adaptive feature fusion block (AFFB) to adaptively fuse
the semantic features and the latent, as shown in Fig. Eka).
Specifically, given the semantic features Fsp and the latent y,
we first apply a convolution layer to each independently as:

Fy = Foomn(¥),
where Fy and Fg, are enhanced latent and semantic features,
respectively, with the same dimension. We then combine them
using element-wise summation, followed by global adaptive
average pooling to generate channel-wise statistics s. Next,
a 1x1 convolution compresses these statistics into compact
features S with a squeezing factor of 2. Following this, two
parallel convolutions expand S, and a softmax function is
applied to obtain attention vectors A; and As,. Finally, the

fused features F. are generated through adaptive aggregation
as:

Fep = F3 (Fep). (8)

conv

Fc :Al ®Fy+A2®Fsp (9)

3) Dynamic spatial feature transform: To integrate the
fused features into the discriminator, we use Spatial Feature
Transform (SFT) [45)], which generates affine transformation
parameters to modulate the discriminator’s intermediate fea-
tures. As shown in Fig. [ given the discriminator features Fq
with the channel dimension of C, we first split Fg into two
independent parts (F}¢, FS¢) along the channel dimension
using the ratio y. We then apply several convolutions to
condition F. and obtain the affine transformation parameters
(a, B). Finally, the feature modulation process is formulated
as:

Fipp =Cla®@F5+ B8, F5%),c=vx C,  (10)

where C(-) denotes the channel-wise concatenation operation.
To further improve the discriminative ability of our discrim-
inator, we propose a dynamic spatial feature transform using
the multiple values of ~:
;)4
Foser = FobCe(w PR} ) ab

=1

where {w,»}?:1 are learnable parameters (see Fig. Ekb)).

F. Two-stage Training

We adopt the two-stage training strategy for the proposed
method. In the first stage, the discriminator is disabled, and the
compression model is trained for rate-distortion optimization.
The loss function for this stage is defined as:

Estage[ = R(S’) + R(i) + k- 'Z)(X7 )A()

where R(Z), R(¥) denote the bitrates of latent Z and y,
respectively. D(x,X) represents the distortion loss computed
using MSE. The parameter k is set to 0.0067. In the second
stage, we fine-tune the compression model by introducing the

(12)



proposed semantic-informed discriminator to balance the rate-
distortion-perception tradeoff. The supervision includes the
rate loss R, distortion loss D, perceptual loss Ly, [46], style
loss Lgty [470], and adversarial loss Lyq, [12], as follows:

Lstage]] = )\'R+k1'D+k2'Lper+k3'£sty+k4'£adva (13)

where the rate loss and distortion loss are equal to @]); The
perceptual loss L., is defined as:

Lper = (&) = $(x)]l2,

where () denotes pretrained VGG network; The style loss
Lty is expressed as:

Lsty = |G X)) = G((x))[1,

where G(-) is the Gram matrix of the given features; The
adversarial loss L4, is defined as:

Eadv = *E[‘Fd(ﬁay7x)]7

(14)

15)

(16)

where Fg4(-) is the proposed semantic-informed discriminator.
The parameters {\, k1, ko, k3, k4} are given in Section [[V-A3

To constrain the proposed discriminator, we apply the hinge
loss as:

Ed = *E[p(*lﬁ*]‘}(X,j’,X)}*]E[p(*l*‘/—"d(f(,}_ﬂx)], (17)
where p(-) is the ReLU function.

IV. EXPERIMENTS
A. Settings and Datasets

1) Dataset: We train the proposed ICISP on the LSDIR
dataset [48]], which contains 84,991 high-quality images. After
training, we evaluate our method on the widely used datasets,
including the Kodak dataset [49], the CLIC2020 dataset [S0],
and the DIV2K dataset [51]. The Kodak dataset consists of
24 natural images with a resolution of 768x512, while the
CLIC2020 dataset contains 428 images with resolutions up to
2000x 1000 pixels. The DIV2K dataset includes 100 images
with 2K resolution.

2) Evaluation Metrics: We measure bitrates in bits per
pixel (bpp) and evaluate the reconstruction visual quality using
perceptual metrics: LPIPS [46] and DISTS [52] for reference,
and FID [53] and KID [54] for non-reference evaluation.
Additionally, we use PSNR and MS-SSIM [53]] as reference
metrics to assess distortion. Note that we do not include the
FID/KID values comparison for the Kodak dataset, as its small
size prevents the computation of FID/KID based on 299x299
patches, as required by MS-ILLM [30].

3) Implementation Details: The proposed method is trained
on a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU. During
training, we apply random cropping to the images, setting
the spatial size of 256x256, with a batch size of 8. In
the first stage, the compression model is trained for 120
epochs using the Adam optimizer with Eq.(I2) and an initial
learning rate of 10~%. The learning rate is reduced by half
at epochs 110 and 115. In the second stage, we fine-tune
the compression model using Eq.(I3) and train the semantic-
informed discriminator from scratch for 50 epochs. The Adam
optimizer is used for both the compression network and the

discriminator with learning rates of 10~*. For the compression
network, the learning rate is halved at epochs 40 and 45,
while for the discriminator, it is halved at epochs 30 and
40. In Eq.@]), the hyperparameters &y, ko, k3 and k4 are
empirically set to 0.0004, 5, 2000 and 0.8, respectively. The
value of A is selected from {1,1.5,2.5,5,7.5}. In addition,
for the compression model, we set the intermediate features
{01, CQ, 03, C4, C5, Oﬁ} as {64, 64, 64, 320, 64, 192}.

B. Comparisons with State-of-the-Art Methods

We compare the proposed method with ten compression
methods including traditional codecs (VIM [3] and BPG [2]),
distortion-oriented codecs (TCM [7]], FTIC [8], and WeCon-
vene [24]]), and perceptual compression methods (HiFiC [L1],
MRIC [56], MS-ILLM [30], CDC [37], and TACO [13]).

1) Main results: Fig. [/| shows quantitative comparisons
on the benchmark datasets. As shown, the proposed ICISP
outperforms traditional codecs and distortion-oriented methods
in all perceptual metrics. When compared to other perceptual
compression methods, our approach achieves the lowest LPIPS
and comparable FID/KID values. While trailing MS-ILLM in
DISTS, our method is much lighter, with significantly fewer
parameters and FLOPs (see Table E]) In addition, it is observed
that our method does not outperform in rate-distortion perfor-
mance, as indicated by the PSNR/MS-SSIM metrics. This is
because, during training with Eq. (I3), we prioritize the rate-
perceptual tradeoff and do not explicitly optimize for distortion
minimization, as we use a much smaller hyperparameter for
the distortion loss compared to the perceptual loss.

Fig. [§] presents the results of the visual comparison. The
competing methods produce either overly smooth or unrealistic
results, whereas our method delivers more realistic results
with texture detail at lower bitrates, successfully preserving
the structural details of the building.

2) Complexity comparisons: We further compare the model
complexity of the proposed method and state-of-the-art meth-
ods in terms of parameters, FLOPs, and inference time. As
shown in Table I, our ICISP has the fewest parameters and
the lowest FLOPs. Moreover, although CDC offers the fastest
encoding, it requires more time for decoding due to its iterative
denoising steps. In contrast, our method achieves the second-
best performance against other methods regarding inference
time.

C. Analysis and Discussion

1) Effectiveness of EVSSB: The proposed EVSSB is used
to explore the local and non-local spatial relationships for
redundancy reduction. To demonstrate the effectiveness of
EVSSB, we remove EVSSB from the proposed method and
use VSSM by default. We train this baseline using the same
experimental setting as ours for a fair comparison.

Table [T shows the quantitative results on the Kodak dataset.
Using the EVSSB produces better results with smaller BD-rate
value [57]], achieving 6.72% and 0.2% rate reduction in terms
of PSNR and LPIPS, respectively, compared to the method
without using the EVSSB (see comparisons of “VSSM+FFN”
and “EVSSB+FFN”). The visual comparisons in Fig. [9(b)
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Fig. 7. Quantitative comparisons on the benchmark datasets. Lower FID/KID/LPIPS/DISTS and higher PSNR/MS-SSIM values are desirable as well as low
bpp (bits per pixel). The parameters (M)/FLOPs (G) values are provided in the figures, with FLOPs calculated based on a 768x512 image patch. Zoom in

for best view.

and (c) further demonstrate that using the proposed EVSSB
facilitates image compression, where the lighthouse and sky
are well reconstructed with fewer artifacts.

2) Effect of FDMB: The proposed FDMB separates the
low-frequency and high-frequency features, which are gated
by separate VSSMs to adaptively decide whether to preserve
or eliminate information. To evaluate whether FDMB can con-
tribute to image compression, we replace the FDMB with the
vanilla feed-forward network (FFN) and retrain the baseline
model from scratch. Table [l shows that using the FDMB

generates better results in terms of BD-rate, where the values
are 9.27% (PSNR) and 2.19% (LPIPS) lower than the method
using the FDMB (“EVSSB+FFN” vs. “EVSSB+FDMB”) .

In addition, we evaluate the effect of frequency decompo-
sition in the FDMB. For this purpose, we further remove
the Haar transform and its inverse version and use only
the VSSM. As shown in Table [l utilizing the frequency
decomposition can achieve better compression results, where
the BD-rate is 4.27% lower than the method without frequency
decomposition (see comparisons of “EVSSB+VSSM” and
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Fig. 8. Visual comparisons on the DIV2K dataset (846.png). Best values are in bold font. Please zoom in for best view.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF MODEL COMPLEXITY, EVALUATED ON THE KODAK DATASET. THE INFERENCE TIME IS TESTED ON A MACHINE WITH A SINGLE
NVIDIA GEFORCE RTX 3090 GPU. THE BD-RATE IS COMPUTED BASED ON THE LPIPS-BPP CURVE. BEST AND SECOND-BEST PERFORMANCES ARE
HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY. THE SYMBOL T DENOTES THE PROPOSED HEAVY MODEL.

Inference time (ms)

Methods Parameters (M) FLOPs (G) Encoding Decoding Average BD-rate (%)J
WeConvene 107.15 904.56 296.67 246.79 271.73 149.78
TCM [7] 45.18 211.37 163.90 135.65 149.78 156.27
FTIC 70.96 245.46 - - - 136.18
HiFiC [11]) 181.57 383.48 444.24 1041.22 742.73 85.93
MRIC [36] 89.65 820.03 2096.72 1206.17 1651.45 89.41
MS-ILLM [30] 181.48 383.48 90.11 100.85 95.48 51.09
CDC [37] 53.89 806.57 32.77 444491 2238.84 46.26
TACO [13] 101.75 328.85 115.65 105.62 110.64 64.58
ICISP (Ours) 29.26 114.08 100.13 104.79 102.46 0
TABLE 11

EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH COMPONENT IN THE PROPOSED COMPRESSION
MODEL, EVALUATED ON THE KODAK DATASET. THE BD-RATE IS
COMPUTED ON THE PSNR-BPP AND LPIPS-BPP CURVE.

BD-rate (%)J

Methods  —poNg—pipg~ Parameters (M) FLOPs (G) (a) Original image (b) w/o EVSSB  (c) w/ EVSSB
VSSM+FFN 1599 2.39 25.99 6291 Fig. 9. Effectiveness of EVSSB. The [LPIPS@Bitrates] of (b) and (c) are
EVSSB+FFN 927 2.19 27.48 105.90 [0.4280@0.1363bpp] and [0.4230@0.1345bpp]. Zoom in for best view.

EVSSB+VSSM 427 230 2774 109.31 : : PP : : PPl :
EVSSB+FDMB 0 0 29.26 114.08

bitrates.
3) Impact of implicit priors: Our goal is to exploit the
“EVSSB+FDMB”). Fig. also demonstrates that using the implicit semantic priors in the pretrained DINOv2 model to
FDMB can yield better reconstruction results; for example, the facilitate the semantic texture generation of the compression
hand of the sculpture and the ball are well restored at lower model at low bitrates. To verify its effectiveness, we remove



(a) Original image (b) w/o FDMB (c) w/ FDMB
Fig. 10. Effectiveness of FDMB. The [LPIPS @Bitrates] of (b) and (c) are

[0.3856@0.1573bpp] and [0.3750@0.1514bpp]. Zoom in for best view.

—e— w/o implicit priors
—e— w/ implicit priors

—— w/o implicit priors
0.22 —— w/ implicit priors 0.08
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bpp bpp

Fig. 11. Ablation studies of the implicit priors. Lower LPIPS/DISTS indicate
better performance.

the implicit priors and retrain the proposed method. As shown
in Fig. [T1} we find that using the implicit priors can bring
a performance gain, especially at the low bitrates. Fig. [I2]
also indicates that using the implicit priors generates better
visual results, where the structure of the sails and boat rails
are reconstructed at lower bitrates.

4) Effectiveness of AFFB and DSFT: The proposed AFFB
aims to fuse the refined latent ¥ and semantic features F),
for effective condition generation. To validate its effectiveness,
we use the concatenation operation followed by convolutions
instead and train the proposed method using the same exper-
imental settings for a fair comparison. As shown in Fig. [I3]
we find that using AFFB can bring performance gains, where

(a) Original image

(b) wlo IP (c) w/ IP

Fig. 12. Effectiveness of implicit priors (IP for short). The [LPIPS @Bitrates]
of (b) and (c) are [0.2121@0.1033bpp] and [0.2004@0.1008bpp]. Zoom in
for best view.

0.24 —— w/o AFFB w/ DSFT —— w/o AFFB w/ DSFT
—— w/ AFFB w/ SFT —— w/ AFFB w/ SFT
0.22 —— w/ AFFB w/ DSFT 0.08 —— w/ AFFB w/ DSFT

0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40
bpp bpp

Fig. 13. Effectiveness of AFFB and DSFT.
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(a) w/o implicit priors (b) w/ implicit priors

Fig. 14. The t-SNE visualization of features in the discriminator without
and with implicit priors.

the LPIPS/DISTS values are smaller than the method without
using AFFB (see red curves vs. green curves)

In addition, we further validate the effectiveness of DSFT,
which is proposed to effectively incorporate the condition into
the proposed semantic-informed discriminator. We use the SFT
used in [43] by default. Fig. [I3] demonstrates that using DSFT
results in performance improvements, as evidenced by the
smaller LPIPS/DISTS values compared to the method with
SFT (red curves vs. blue curves).

5) Visualization features of semantic-informed discrimi-
nator: To verify whether the proposed semantic-informed
discriminator is able to discriminate semantics, we use the
t-SNE [538] to visualize the features of the discriminator.
Specifically, we select six classes from ImageNet [40], where
each class has 50 images, and feed them into the discriminator
without and with implicit priors. As shown in Fig. T4} we find
that using the implicit priors can help the semantic features
to cluster better. This indicates that the proposed semantic-
informed discriminator can show better discriminative ability
in different semantics, thus facilitating the compression model
to generate semantic texture details at low bitrates.

6) Comparison with standard nonlinear transforms: We
compare the proposed RSSM-based transform with three rep-
resentative nonlinear transforms, including the CNN-based [53]],
the Swin Transformer-based [6] (SwinT for short), and the
Mamba-based transform [29]. For fair comparisons, we make
these methods have the same network parameters as our
method. As shown in Table our method achieves the
bitrate savings of 80.36%, 39.90%, and 29.45% compared to
the CNN-based, SwinT-based, and Mamba-based transforms



TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH OTHER NONLINEAR TRANSFORMS, EVALUATED ON
THE KODAK DATASET. THE BD-RATE IS COMPUTED ON THE PSNR-BPP
AND LPIPS-BPP CURVE.

BD-rate (%)|

Methods Parameters (M)  FLOPs (G)

PSNR  LPIPS
CNN-based 80.36 9.28 29.43 150.36
SwinT-based 39.90 7.36 29.41 115.81
Mamba-based ~ 29.45 19.99 29.28 66.44
RSSM-based 0 0 29.26 114.08

(d) Mamba-based [29]]

(e) RSSM-based (proposed)

Fig. 15. Visual comparisons of different nonlinear transforms on the
Kodak dataset. The [LPIPS @Bitrates] of (b)-(e) are [0.4319@0.1964bpp],
[0.4155@0.1980bpp], [0.4070@0.2053bpp] and [0.4107@0.1775bpp]. Zoom
in for best view.

in terms of PSNR, respectively. Fig. [T3] also shows that the
RSSM-based transform can produce better results at lower
bitrates with clearer characters.

7) Robustness to different pretrained vision models: To test
the robustness of the proposed semantic-informed discrimina-
tor, we also resort to the large vision-language model CLIP
[39], which has powerful representation capabilities suitable
for semantic extraction. Specifically, we replace the DINOv2
encoder with the pre-trained CLIP model and retrain the
proposed method under experimental conditions. As shown
in Fig. [T6] we find that using the CLIP model for implicit
semantic priors generation is able to achieve promising results,
which further demonstrates the flexibility and robustness of the
proposed method.

8) Model complexity comparison on images with different
resolutions: We compare the proposed ICISP with other
perceptual image compression methods regarding model com-

—— w/o implicit priors
—— w/ implicit priors (Using CLIP)
—— w/ implicit priors (Using DINOv2) 0.08

—— w/o implicit priors
—— w/ implicit priors (Using CLIP)
—— w/ implicit priors (Using DINOv2)

0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40
bpp bpp

Fig. 16. Robustness to different pretrained vision models for implicit semantic
priors generation. Lower LPIPS/DISTS indicate better performance.

plexity using images with different resolutions. As shown in
Table our method achieves the lowest FLOPs compared
to other approaches, mainly when the image resolution is
2048x2048. In this case, our method reduces FLOPs by
80.79% compared to TACO [15]].

Moreover, in terms of inference time, our method demon-
strates the second-best performance evaluated on low-
resolution images and comparable performance on both
10241024 and 2048x2048 resolutions. We attribute this to
the fact that the 2D selective scan module in the EVSSB and
FDMB is time-consuming due to its scanning operation along
the four directions [[17]]. Future work will focus on optimizing
this module to reduce inference time.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a lightweight perceptual image
compression method using implicit semantic priors. We de-
veloped an enhanced visual state space block to fully capture
the local and global dependencies and proposed a frequency
decomposition modulation block to adaptively decide which
low-frequency and high-frequency information to preserve
or eliminate independently. The above two components help
the compression network to achieve a compact feature rep-
resentation. Furthermore, we proposed a semantic-informed
discriminator that uses the implicit semantic priors from a
pretrained DINOv2 encoder, which helps the compression
network to generate semantic texture details at low bitrates.
Experimental results demonstrate that the proposed method,
with lower model complexity, achieves performance that is
either better or comparable to state-of-the-art approaches.
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