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Abstract— Recent image quality assessment (IQA) methods
typically focus on predicting the mean opinion score (MOS)
of image quality, ignoring the image quality score distribution.
This distribution provides valuable information beyond the MOS,
including the standard deviation of opinion scores (SOS) and
opinion scores at different quality levels. This paper introduces
a novel no-reference IQA method that predicts the image quality
score distribution to estimate the MOS. The proposed method
consists of three modules: a visual feature extraction module,
a graph convolutional module, and a MOS prediction module.
In the visual feature extraction module, a convolutional neural
network is designed to extract both first- and second-order visual
features of images. The graph convolutional module employs
a graph convolutional network (GCN)-based mapper to map
these visual features to the image quality score distribution by
exploring correlations between quality labels. The MOS is then
derived from the predicted image quality score distribution in
the MOS prediction module. We are the first to jointly train
the method using both the MOS and the image quality score
distribution, enabling it to learn richer subjective information
and improve prediction performance. To address the lack of
the ground-truth image quality score distribution in some IQA
databases, we propose to use a SOS assumption to generate
a Gaussian-based image quality score distribution that better
reflects subjective perception. Additionally, we design appropriate
loss functions for training. Experimental results demonstrate that
our method effectively predicts both the image quality score
distribution and the MOS, outperforming most state-of-the-art
IQA methods.

Index Terms— Image quality assessment, image quality score
distribution, GCN-based mapper, SOS assumption, loss functions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

NE of the most significant areas of image processing
Oresearch is image quality assessment (IQA) [1], [2],
[3], [4]. Generally, IQA can be divided into subjective IQA
and objective IQA. Subjective IQA collects opinion scores
on image quality from a large number of subjects using
different quality labels. From these opinion scores, the mean
opinion score (MOS) is derived, providing a general measure
of perceptual image quality [5], [6], [7], [8], [9]. Furthermore,
some subjective [QA methods use the image quality score dis-
tribution, known as the distribution of opinion scores, to offer
a more comprehensive description of image quality [10],
[11]. Objective IQA quantitatively evaluates image quality
using mathematical models and algorithms. Depending on the
amount of reference image information used, objective IQA
methods are classified into fully-reference (FR) [12], [13],
reduced-reference (RR) [14], [15], [16], and no-reference (NR)
[17], [18], [19], [20], [21], [22] methods. NR IQA is partic-
ularly important due to the practical challenge of obtaining
reference images, making it a focal point of contemporary
research.

Conventional NR IQA methods extract handcrafted
low-level image features and utilize regression models to
predict image quality [23], [24], [25]. Recently, due to the
strong learning capacity of the convolutional neural network
(CNN), researchers have developed numerous CNN-based
methods that predict image quality by extracting high-level
visual features from images [26], [27], [28], [29], [30], [31].
Although notable advances have been made, most NR IQA
methods focus primarily on predicting the MOS, neglecting
the valuable information contained in the image quality score
distribution. This distribution provides not only the MOS but
also additional subjective information, such as the standard
deviation of opinion scores (SOS) and opinion scores at
different quality levels [10], [32], [33], [34]. The SOS reflects
the consistency or disagreement in quality perception, with a
smaller SOS suggesting more consistent and reliable quality
scores and a larger SOS indicating significant differences
in perception. Opinion scores at different quality levels can
provide a more comprehensive description of image quality.
Recently, several methods have been developed to predict the
image quality score distribution [10], [11], [35], [36], [37].
For example, Talebi et al. introduced NIMA to predict the
image quality score distribution [35]. Hosu et al. constructed
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(a) ‘Bird’.
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(b) The image quality score distribu-
tion of ‘Bird’

Fig. 1. An image and its image quality score distribution.

the largest authentically distorted IQA database and proposed
a method to predict the image quality score distribution [11].
Gao et al. used the alpha stable model to parameterize the
image quality score distribution [10], [38]. In this paper,
we propose a NR IQA method that extracts rich visual features
from the image to predict the image quality score distribution,
which is then used to calculate the MOS.

The international telecommunication union (ITU) recom-
mends that subjects assess image quality using a five-level
scale [39]. This scale comprises five quality labels: ‘Bad’,
‘Poor’, ‘Fair’, ‘Good’, and ‘Excellent’, representing a range
of image quality from low to high. These quality labels are
widely recognized and commonly used in subjective IQA [10],
[11], [40], [41] and have influenced the prediction performance
of objective IQA methods. We suggest that the image quality
score distribution is closely related to these quality labels. For
example, as shown in Fig. 1, the probability of ‘Excellent’ and
‘Good’ co-occurring to describe image quality is high, whereas
the probability of ‘Fair’ and ‘Excellent’ co-occurring is very
low. This indicates that quality labels are correlated rather
than independently used to describe image quality. Moreover,
we observe that different pairs of quality labels do not have
the same probability of co-occurring to describe image quality,
which reflects the image quality score distribution. Based on
this analysis, we propose a graph convolutional module to
map image features to the image quality score distribution
by capturing correlations between quality labels. This module
constructs a graph convolutional network (GCN) on quality
labels using features extracted by the GloVe model [42] and
designs an effective correlation matrix to guide information
propagation between nodes, enabling the GCN to learn the
correlations between quality labels. In this way, we construct
an interdependent GCN-based mapper [43]. By applying the
GCN-based mapper to image features, the proposed method
can predict the image quality score distribution and subse-
quently calculate the MOS.

To enhance the ability of our method to learn richer
subjective information and improve prediction performance,
we jointly train the proposed method using both the MOS and
the image quality score distribution. A significant challenge is
the lack of the ground-truth image quality score distribution
in some IQA databases. To address this issue and improve
the applicability of our method, we develop various methods
to generate the image quality score distribution and design
suitable loss functions for training. For IQA databases that
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provide the MOS and SOS of image quality, such as the
CSIQ [5], LIVE MD [40], LIVE Challenge [41], and CID2013
[44] databases, we directly generate the Gaussian-based image
quality score distribution using the provided MOS and SOS.
For IQA databases that provide only the MOS of image qual-
ity, such as the SPAQ [7] and VCLFER [45] databases, we first
calculate a specific SOS for each image based on the SOS
assumption [46] that accounts for consistency or disagreement
in quality perception. The calculated SOS aligns better with
subjective perception than directly assigning a uniform SOS
to all images [47]. We then use the calculated SOS and the
provided MOS to indirectly obtain the Gaussian-based image
quality score distribution.

In conclusion, this paper proposes a novel method for
predicting the image quality score distribution and subse-
quently calculating the MOS. The proposed method comprises
three modules: a visual feature extraction module, a graph
convolutional module, and a MOS prediction module. The
visual feature extraction module uses a CNN with a back-
bone network, a channel attention module (CAM), and global
pooling to extract image features. In the graph convolutional
module, a GCN-based mapper is designed to learn the map-
ping between image features and the image quality score
distribution. Finally, the MOS prediction module outputs both
the MOS and the image quality score distribution.

Here is a summary of the contributions made in this paper.

o We propose a novel NR IQA method that predicts both
the MOS and the image quality score distribution. This
method innovatively uses a GCN to learn the mapping
between image features and the image quality score
distribution by capturing the correlations between quality
labels.

o We propose training the method using both the MOS and
the image quality score distribution, allowing it to learn
richer subjective information and improve performance.
To address the issue of some IQA databases lacking the
ground-truth image quality score distribution, we intro-
duce a method for generating the Gaussian-based image
quality score distribution that better aligns with subjective
perception.

« We conduct extensive experiments that demonstrate the
superiority of the proposed method over state-of-the-
art IQA methods in predicting both the MOS of image
quality and the image quality score distribution.

The remaining sections of this paper are arranged as fol-
lows: In Section II, we introduce the proposed method in
detail. In Section III, we verify the effectiveness and feasi-
bility of the proposed method through extensive experiments.
Finally, in Section IV, we conclude the paper.

II. PROPOSED METHOD

This section introduces the proposed NR IQA method,
which includes a visual feature extraction module, a graph
convolutional module, and a MOS prediction module. The
framework of the method is shown in Fig. 2. In addition,
we propose training the method using both the MOS and
the image quality score distribution, with specifically designed
loss functions to enhance performance.
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Fig. 2. Framework of the proposed method. The blue background represents the visual feature extraction module, the yellow background indicates the graph
convolutional module, and the pink background illustrates the MOS prediction module and the training process (double-directional arrows). GAP means global
average pooling. GMP means global maximum pooling. GSP means global second-order pooling. Dotted lines in the first graph convolutional layer and solid
lines in the second graph convolutional layer indicate the correlations between quality labels. The blue circle with a black multiplication symbol indicates

that the extracted image features are processed by the GCN-based mapper.

A. Visual Feature Extraction Module

Due to subjective differences, individuals tend to focus on
different visual features of the same image. To better align
with human perception of image quality, representative image
features are extracted in the visual feature extraction module.
This module employs ResNet50 [48], a backbone network
renowned for its robust learning capabilities and superior
performance in visual tasks, to extract image features:

F = ResNet(I), (D

where I is the input image and F is the extracted image
features. It is important to note that ResNet50 used in this
paper excludes the final global average pooling (GAP) and
fully-connected (FC) layer. Therefore, F consists of the image
features extracted from the last convolutional layer of ResNet-
50. To emphasize significant image features, CAM [49] is
employed to assign greater weights to these features:

F =CAM(F), 2)

where F’ represents the channel-weighted features.

Subsequently, first- and second-order visual features are
extracted. First-order visual features are obtained using GAP
and global maximum pooling (GMP):

' ap = GAP(F), Fipp = GMP(F). 3)

Global pooling provides a comprehensive representation of
image features, which helps prevent overfitting and enhances
the consistency of feature maps [50]. Second-order visual
features, which have been shown to be effective in visual
recognition tasks [51], are extracted using global second-order

pooling (GSP) [52]:
Gsp = GSP(F). 4)

This multi-order feature extraction captures intricate rela-
tionships between features, providing a more comprehensive
representation of the image [53].

Finally, by concatenating ¥y ,p, Fg;,p, and Figp, the
comprehensive visual features of the image I are obtained:

F'=F;ap ®Fgyp ®Fgsp, ®)

where F” is the image features extracted by the visual feature
extraction module, and @ denotes the concatenation operation
along the feature channels.

B. Graph Convolutional Module

We design a graph convolutional module to map the
extracted image features to the image quality score distribution
by capturing the correlations between quality labels.

1) Label Feature Extraction: In subjective IQA, five quality
labels are commonly used to describe image quality: ‘Bad’,
‘Poor’, ‘Fair’, ‘Good’, and ‘Excellent’. These quality labels
guide subjects in assessing image quality. Although these
labels represent different levels of image quality, they are not
independent and often co-occurr to describe image quality.
To effectively capture and explore the correlations between
these quality labels, we first extract label features using
the GloVe model [42], which is a count-based statistical
word representation model. The extracted label features are
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as follows:

Lp = GloVe(bad), Lp = GloVe(poor),
L = GloVe(fair), Lg = GloVe(good),
LE = GloVe(excellent). (6)

2) Correlation Matrix: The GCN needs to propagate infor-
mation between nodes (labels) through a correlation matrix.
We construct an initial correlation matrix for the five qual-
ity labels in a data-driven manner. Specifically, in an IQA
database, we first calculate the number of times two labels
simultaneously describe the same image: M;;, where i, j €
{1,2,3,4,5} = {bad, poor, fair, good, excellent}. This compu-
tation results in the label co-occurrence matrix:

My My Mis
My My M3s

M= ) ) ) )
Ms,  Ms; Mss

Then, the conditional probability matrix can be written as:

Py P2 Pis
Py Py - P

pP=| . ) . R (®)
P51 Ps Pss

where P;; = P(jli) = M;;j/M; is the probability of label j
occurring when label i appears, in which M; is the number
of times label i occurs. A smaller value of P;; indicates a
weaker correlation between the two quality labels, while a
larger value indicates a stronger correlation. Then, the matrix
P is binarized [43], [54]:

- _]0, Pj<t
Azj_[l’ PijZT» (9)

where 7 is the threshold. Here, A = [A;;] € R is the binary
correlation matrix. Finally, we re-weight A and obtain the final
correlation matrix A = [A;;] € R [43], [54]:

%:impqwzﬁuﬁmﬂ{¢j
1—p, I =
where p is the weight.

3) GCN-Based Mapper: Using the constructed correlation
matrix, the GCN can learn the correlations among nodes
(labels) by propagating information between them. The GCN
is applied to map the label features (i.e. Eq. (6)) into an
interdependent mapper, which is then used on the extracted
image features. Specifically, the GCN consists of two graph
convolutional layers [55] and one LeakyReLU layer [56].
The first graph convolutional layer takes the label features
L =[Lp:;Lp; Lr;Ls; LE] € RN*P and the corresponding
correlation matrix A € RNV as inputs and learns new label
features £/ € RN*D' using a layer-wise propagation rule

f(" )

(10)

)

L = f(L,A), (11)

where N = 5 represents the number of labels, D represents
the dimension of the label features, and D’ represents the
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dimension of the new label features. The output £’ is then
input into a LeakyReLU layer:

L' = LeakyReLU(L). (12)

Finally, the second graph convolutional layer takes the label
features £’ and the correlation matrix A as inputs, generating
new label features £” € RVY*P" using the propagation rule
f(.v '):

L' =LA, (13)
where D" represents the dimension of the new label features,
which is equal to the dimension of F”. £” is the proposed
GCN-based mapper.

C. MOS Prediction Module

By applying the GCN-based mapper £” to the extracted
image features F”, we can predict the image quality score
distribution:

P={p1.pr . pn}=L"F". (14)
The MOS can be calculated as follows:
— N
MOS = >l p;. (15)

i=1

where [/; denotes the quality score assigned to the i-th quality
label.

D. Training and Loss Function

To enable our method to learn richer subjective information
and improve prediction performance, we train the proposed
method using both the MOS and the image quality score
distribution. The loss function designed in this paper consists
of a distribution-based loss function and a MOS-based loss
function.

1) Distribution-Based Loss Function: When designing the
distribution-based loss function, we consider three categories
of IQA databases. For IQA databases providing the image
quality score distribution, the distribution-based loss function
can be expressed as follows [57]:

(16)

k k
Loss; = %ZIZP:’ —Zﬁi|2,

where P = {p1, p2, - -
score distribution.

Previous works [35], [36] assumed that the ground-truth
image quality score distribution follows a Gaussian distribu-
tion. In this paper, we obtain the Gaussian-based image quality
score distribution for IQA databases that provide both the
MOS and the SOS:

1 —(s; —M0S)2
25052 i=1,2,..

o . ,
P = S0svan

, pn} is the ground-truth image quality

LN, A7
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Fig. 3.

Training methods. From left to right, the training methods are tailored for three types of IQA databases: those that provide the image quality score

distribution, those that provide the MOS and SOS, and those that provide only the MOS. The white background represents the process of training the method
using the distribution-based loss function. The gray background represents the process of training the method using the MOS-based loss function. Equations
are highlighted in blue text. Gray text indicates information that is not directly provided by the database but generated using the corresponding equations.

By substituting Eq. (17) into Eq. (16), we use the following
distribution-based loss function to train the method:

—(5; —MOS)2

N k
e 25082

Zy_l(sosx/_)—Zp,P

For IQA databases that provide only the MOS of
image quality, we use a SOS assumption to generate the
Gaussian-based image quality score distribution. Specifically,
we first calculate the SOS based on the SOS assumption [46]:

SOS? = a(—MOS? + (51 + sy)MOS — s1sv), (19)

where a is an empirical parameter, MOS is the ground-truth
MOS, and [s1,sx] represents the quality scale. Zeng et al. [47]
simulated the Gaussian-based image quality score distribu-
tion by assigning the same SOS to all images. However,
high-quality and low-quality images tend to have more con-
centrated subjective scores with smaller SOS values, while
medium-quality images have more dispersed subjective scores
with larger SOS values [46]. This may be because high-quality
images are usually clear and detailed, and low-quality images
are visibly damaged, making them easy to rate consistently.
However, medium-quality images have less distinct quality
features, resulting in larger SOS values. Eq. (19) reveals
that the SOS is smaller when the MOS is high or low and
larger when the MOS is in the middle range. Therefore,
the Gaussian-based image quality score distribution generated
from Eq. (19) is more aligned with subjective perception.

Then, the calculated SOS and the provided MOS are substi-
tuted into Egs. (17) and (16), the following distribution-based
loss function is used to train the method:

Loss; = (18)

—(5; —M0S)2
| Nk . > 5
¢ (a(—MOS2+(s| +sy)MOS—s 7))
Loss; = — E E
Nk | = /271 a(—MOS2+(s1 +sy)MOS—s155)
= 1=

2\ 2
) (20)

k
Y

i=1

2) MOS-Based Loss Function: All IQA databases pro-
vide the ground-truth MOS of image quality. Therefore, the
MOS-based loss function used in this paper is the norm-in-
norm loss with mean normalization [58]:

— — 2
L MOS — MOS,.ean MOS — MOS,iean
0SSy = i — ,
MOS;iax — MOSi MOS,,..x — MOS,,,in
3y

where MOS,,ican, MOS,,0x, and MOS,,;;,, are the mean, maxi-
mum, and minimum of ground-truth MOSs in a training batch.
Similarly, MOS, e, MOSmaX, and MOSmm are the mean,
maximum, and minimum of the predicted MOSs in a training
batch.

In this paper, the distribution-based loss function Loss; and
the MOS-based loss function Lossy are combined to train the
method:

| M | M
Loss = i Z Loss]' + oo Z Lossy',

m=1 m=1

(22)

where M is the training batch, Loss]" and Loss)' represent the
Loss; and Lossy of the m-th image in the training batch. The
parameter « is a constant greater than zero. Fig. 3 provides a
summary of the training methods developed for different IQA
databases. From left to right, the figure illustrates the training
methods designed for IQA databases that provide the image
quality score distribution, those that provide the MOS and SOS
of image quality, and those providing only the MOS of image
quality.

III. EXPERIMENTS

In the following section, we conduct experiments to verify
the feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed method.

A. Database

We select eight IQA databases to validate our method,
including the SJITU IQSD [10], KonlQ-10K (1024 x 768 pixel)
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TABLE I

INFORMATION ABOUT IQA DATABASES. ‘# DISTORTED’ IS THE NUMBER OF DISTORTED IMAGES.
‘# REFERENCE’ DENOTES THE NUMBER OF REFERENCE IMAGES

Category Database # Distorted  # Reference  Scenario Annotation Quality Scale a
First SITU IQSD 779 29 Synthetic Distribution [0,100] 0.1449
) KonIQ-10K 10073 Authentic Distribution 1,2,345 0.0907
B 61\ (6 I g6 300 " Synthetic'  'MOS'and SOS™ " [0,11 0.0656
Second LIVE MD 450 15 Synthetic ~ MOS and SOS [0,100] 0.1322
LIVE Challenge 1162 Authentic  MOS and SOS [0,100] 0.1841
CID2013 474 Authentic  MOS and SOS [0,100] 0.1649
W:l:h?l;(i 77777 VCLFER ~~ 552 T 23777 Synthetic. ] MOS o100 T -
SPAQ 11125 Authentic MOS [0,100]

[11], CSIQ [5], LIVE MD [40], LIVE Challenge [41],
CID2013 [44], SPAQ [7], and VCLFER [45] databases. These
databases are classified into three categories, and experiments
are conducted on each category to evaluate the performance of
our method. Information about these databases is summarized
in Table I.

1) Distribution: The first category of IQA databases pro-
vides complete subjective opinion scores for image quality,
known as the image quality score distribution. For example,
the SJITU IQSD [10] and KonIQ-10K [11] databases.

The SJTU IQSD database is developed from the renowned
LIVE database. It has 779 distorted images and 29 ref-
erence images, with distortion types including JPEG2000
(JP2K), JPEG, white noise (WN), Gaussian blur (Gblur), and
fast-fading Rayleigh (FF). The authors invited 206 subjects
to rate these 808 images on a quality scale of [0, 100]. After
screening, each image has 187 valid subjective opinion scores.
These scores are publicly available as the image quality score
distribution for each image.

The KonIQ-10K database is one of the largest authenti-
cally distorted IQA databases comprising 10,073 images. This
database collected 1.2 million reliable quality scores through
crowd-sourcing. The quality score is divided into five quality
levels, corresponding to scores of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, which
represent image quality from bad to excellent. In addition,
the authors have released the number of scores at each quality
level for each image, which constitutes the image quality score
distribution.

2) MOS and SOS: The second category of IQA databases
provides the MOS and SOS of image quality, such as the
CSIQ [5], LIVE MD [40], LIVE Challenge [41], and CID2013
[44] databases.

The CSIQ database has 866 distorted images and 30 ref-
erence images. The distortion types include JPEG, JPEG2K,
overall contrast reduction, additive Gaussian noise, and Gblur.
The differential MOS (DMOS) of this database was obtained
from approximately 5,000 opinion scores provided by 25 sub-
jects, with a value range of [0,1]. The SOS of image quality
is also available.

The LIVE MD database is a multiply distorted IQA
database. The database has a total of 450 distorted images
and 15 reference images, involving two types of multiple
distortions. The first type of multiple distortion is image
storage, where the image is first blurred and then compressed
by a JPEG encoder. The second type of multiple distortion

is the camera image acquisition process, where the image is
first blurred due to narrow depth of field or other defocus and
then corrupted by white Gaussian noise to simulate sensor
noise. The database provides both the MOS and SOS of image
quality.

The LIVE Challenge database has 1,162 authentically
distorted images captured from many different portable elec-
tronics. The authors utilized Amazon’s crowdsourcing system
to collect subjective opinion scores. Each image was viewed
and rated online by an average of 175 subjects on a continuous
quality scale of [0,100]. The MOS and SOS of image quality
from this subjective assessment are available.

The CID2013 database has 474 real photographic images
captured by different digital cameras. The authors invited a
total of 188 subjects to rate these images. Each image was
viewed and rated by an average of 30 subjects on a continuous
quality scale of [0,100]. The authors have released the MOS
and SOS of image quality.

3) MOS: The third category of IQA databases provides
only the MOS for image quality, such as the SPAQ [7] and
VCLFER [45] databases.

The SPAQ database is currently the largest authentically
distorted database, consisting of 11,125 images taken by
66 smartphones. The author invited over 600 subjects to rate
the quality of these images on a continuous quality scale of
[0, 100]. Only the MOS is provided.

The VCLFER database contains 575 images. Among these
images, 23 are reference images. This database has four
different types of distortions, including average white Gaussian
noise (AWGN), Gblur, JPEG2K, and JPEG. Each distortion
type has six quality levels. 118 subjects were required to
rate the quality of these images on a continuous quality
scale of [0,100]. The authors release only the MOS of image
quality.

B. Experimental Setup

We first calculate the value of a for the first and second
categories of IQA databases according to Eq. (19). The six
figures in Fig. 4 show scatter plots and fitted curves of MOS
and SOS? for the SJITU IQSD, KonIQ-10K, CSIQ, LIVE
MD, LIVE Challenge, and CID2013 databases, respectively.
As shown in Fig. 4, high-quality and low-quality images tend
to have smaller SOS values, while medium-quality images
have larger SOS values. From the fitted curve, the value
of a for each database is computed and summarized in the
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Scatter plots and fitted curves of MOS and SOS? for the SITU 1QSD, KonlQ-10K, CSIQ, LIVE MD, LIVE Challenge, and CID2013 databases.

Scatter points represent images, with the color from dark to light indicating an increase in the number of images. The red curves are fitted curves of MOS
and SOS? according to Eq. (19). s1, sy, and a for each database are shown above each figure.

TABLE I

PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED METHOD AND COMPETING METHODS FOR PREDICTING THE MOS OF IMAGE QUALITY ON THE FIRST
CATEGORY OF IQA DATABASES, i.e. SJTU IQSD AND KONIQ-10K DATABASES. THE BEST PERFORMANCES ARE IN BOLD

Method I SJITU 1QSD \ KonlIQ-10K
| SRCC | PLCC | RMSE | SRCC PLCC | RMSE
BRISQUE 0.8821 0.8857 9.8369 0.6976 0.7010 0.3941
NIQE 0.9225 0.9265 8.7210 0.6746 0.6731 0.4097
BMPRI 0.9200 0.9285 8.3407 0.4269 0.4246 0.5110
Kang 0.8926 0.9049 9.5157 0.5711 0.5071 0.4993
DIQaM-NR 0.9250 0.9414 8.2896 0.7901 0.7734 0.4201
WaDIQaM-NR 0.9159 0.9251 9.1380 0.8484 0.8452 0.3272
SGDNet 0.9159 0.9183 8.2631 0.8840 0.9028 0.2417
DBCNN 0.9349 0.9439 7.8040 0.8594 0.8787 0.2743
HyperIQA 0.9424 0.9502 7.2852 0.9040 0.9163 0.2250
UNIQUE 0.9584 0.9603 5.4269 0.8901 0.8942 0.2452
DACNN 0.9470 0.9538 6.5960 0.8956 0.9121 0.2309
GraphIQA 0.9312 0.9425 7.9065 0.8389 0.8609 0.3548
NIMA 0.9316 0.9444 7.2501 0.7803 0.7868 0.3428
Gao 0.9451 0.9567 6.3271 0.9045 0.9185 0.2185
StairlQA 0.9336 0.9518 6.2685 0.9053 0.9167 0.2070
TSNIQA 0.9077 0.9287 9.4351 0.8654 0.8337 0.3279
TOPIQ 0.9564 0.9621 5.3781 0.9068 0.9136 0.2119
Proposed 0.9622 0.9679 5.2706 0.9105 0.9247 0.2098

last column of Table I. The mean value of a across the
six IQA databases is 0.1304, which is set as the value of
a for the third category of IQA databases. By substituting
a = 0.1304 into Eq. (20), the Gaussian-based image quality
score distribution can be used for training on the third category

of IQA databases.

For the experiment,
The training set comprises 80% of the images, and the
test set consists of the remaining 20%. For databases with
synthetically distorted images, we partition them into training
and test sets based on reference images. To minimize bias

we randomly partition the database.

from the randomness of the partitioning, we repeat the above
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TABLE III

PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED METHOD AND COMPETING METHODS FOR PREDICTING THE MOS OF IMAGE QUALITY ON THE SECOND
CATEGORY OF IQA DATABASES, i.e. CSIQ, LIVE MD, LIVE CHALLENGE, AND CID2013 DATABASES. THE BEST PERFORMANCES ARE IN BOLD

Method I CSIQ \ LIVE MD \ LIVE Challenge \ CID2013
| SRcC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC
BRISQUE 0.7433 0.8014 0.8754 0.9009 0.5814 0.6039 0.5318 0.4791
NIQE 0.7722 0.8314 0.8969 0.9145 0.5803 0.5987 0.4813 0.4323
BMPRI 0.7343 0.7853 0.7837 0.8151 03724 03919 0.5293 0.5293
Kang 0.6561 0.7484 0.6455 0.7414 0.6612 0.6239 0.5254 0.5094
DIQaM-NR 0.8797 0.8868 0.9140 0.9319 0.5950 0.5936 0.7615 0.7528
WaDIQaM-NR 0.8222 0.7955 0.8982 0.8987 0.6544 0.6597 0.8357 0.8265
SGDNet 0.8250 0.8542 - - 0.8115 0.8475 0.8280 0.8390
DBCNN 0.9166 0.9288 0.9061 0.9222 0.8314 0.8545 0.8710 0.8850
HyperlQA 0.9206 09111 0.9500 09116 0.8453 0.8589 0.8937 0.9027
UNIQUE 09193 0.9316 0.8013 0.8269 0.8345 0.8507 0.9081 09125
DACNN 0.9085 0.9409 0.8750 0.9286 0.8485 0.8602 0.8891 0.8949
GraphlQA 0.9200 0.9304 0.9470 0.9332 0.8079 0.8335 0.8824 0.8743
NIMA 0.9126 0.9283 0.9100 0.9272 0.7811 0.8124 0.7543 0.7734
Gao 0.9075 0.9200 09181 0.9054 0.7706 0.8012 0.8292 0.8448
StairlQA 0.8302 0.8642 0.9207 0.9150 0.8460 0.8685 0.8686 0.8710
TSNIQA 0.9011 09145 0.8972 0.9405 0.8117 0.8167 0.8275 0.8449
TOPIQ 0.8888 0.9005 0.9039 0.9208 0.8494 0.8637 0.9025 0.9071
Proposed 0.9362 0.9429 0.9478 0.9431 0.8550 0.8731 0.9095 0.9211

TABLE IV

PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED METHOD AND SOME
COMPETING METHODS FOR PREDICTING THE MOS OF IMAGE QUAL-
ITY ON THE THIRD CATEGORY OF IQA DATABASES, i.e. SPAQ AND
VCLFER DATABASES. THE BEST PERFORMANCES
ARE IN BOLD

Motiod | SPAQ \ VCLFER
|| SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC
BRISQUE 0.7075 0.708 0.9092 0.9070
NIQE 0.7002 0.7010 0.8951 0.8904
BMPRI 0.6083 0.6110 0.8147 0.8215
DBCNN 0.8847 0.8892 0.8514 0.8101
HyperIQA 0.7528 0.7564 0.8571 0.7002
DACNN 0.8870 0.8912 0.9233 0.9156
GraphIQA 0.7690 0.7670 0.8229 0.7405
NIMA 0.7621 0.7666 0.9414 0.9410
Gao 0.9099 0.9131 0.9596 0.9542
StairlQA 0.9078 09113 0.9313 0.9324
TOPIQ 0.8991 0.9067 0.9481 0.9456
Proposed 0.9121 0.9175 0.9613 0.9596

partitioning procedure ten times and report the mean result.
More specifically, we train our method using the Adam opti-
mizer [59] with a learning rate of 10~%. During training and
testing, the image size is set to 448 x 448 pixels. The GloVe
model used in this paper is 50-dimensional. The training batch
size M is set to 8. The threshold 7 is 0.05. The parameter p
is set to 0.25, « is set to 2.5, and D’ is set to 512. ResNet50
is pre-trained on the ImageNet database [60].

C. Competing Method

We compare the performance of the proposed method
with some competing IQA methods for predicting the MOS
of image quality. The methods include BRISQUE [23],
NIQE [24], BMPRI [25], Kang et al. [61], (Wa)DIQaM-
N [62], SGDNet [63], DBCNN [64], HyperIQA [65],
UNIQUE [66], DACNN [27], GraphlQA [67], NIMA [35],

Gao et al. [37], StairlQA [68], TSNIQA [69], and TOPIQ [70].
TOPIQ can be employed as either a FR or NR IQA method.
To ensure a fair comparison, this paper evaluates the predic-
tion performance of TOPIQ solely as a NR IQA method.
We analyze the prediction performance using three criteria:
Spearman rank correlation coefficient (SRCC), Pearson linear
correlation coefficient (PLCC), and root mean squared error
(RMSE). Better prediction performance is indicated by higher
SRCC and PLCC (close to 1) and lower RMSE (close to
0). Additionally, we compare the performance of the pro-
posed method with some competing methods for predicting
the image quality score distribution, including NIMA [35],
Liu et al. [36], IQSD-Alpha [10], KonCept512 [11], and
Gao et al. [37]. We analyze the prediction performance using
the following three criteria: Jensen-Shannon distance (JSD),
earth mover’s distance (EMD), RMSE, intersection, and cosine
similarity. Higher intersection and cosine (closer to 1) indicate
better prediction performance, while lower JSD, EMD, and
RMSE (closer to 0) indicate better prediction performance.

D. Performance Comparison

We first compare the performance of the proposed method
with competing methods for predicting the MOS, as reported
in Tables II, IIl, and IV. Table II shows the performance
results for predicting the MOS of image quality on the SJITU
IQSD and KonlQ-10K databases. The results show that our
proposed method achieves the best prediction performance,
demonstrating its effectiveness in obtaining the MOS of image
quality by predicting the image quality score distribution.
Table III shows the performance for predicting the MOS of
image quality on the CSIQ, LIVE MD, LIVE Challenge, and
CID2013 databases, where our proposed method also achieves
the best prediction performance on most databases. Table IV
shows the performance results for predicting the MOS of
image quality on the SPAQ and VCLFER databases, where our
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TABLE V
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED METHOD AND COMPETING METHODS FOR PREDICTING THE IMAGE
QUALITY SCORE DISTRIBUTION. THE BEST PERFORMANCES ARE IN BOLD
Method I SJTU IQSD | KonIQ-10K
|| JSD | EMD | RMSE | Intersection | Cosine | JSD | EMD | RMSE | Intersection | Cosine
NIMA 0.0278 0.0742 0.0425 0.8436 0.9352 0.0415 0.0835 0.1087 0.8073 0.9267
Liu 0.0423 0.1641 0.0697 0.7032 0.8498 0.0214 0.0952 0.1045 0.7950 0.9167
1QSD-Alpha 0.0518 0.1034 0.0653 0.7215 0.8762 - - - - -
KonCept512 0.0743 0.1435 0.0623 0.7345 0.8724 0.0624 0.1074 0.1214 0.7747 0.9032
Gao 0.0239 0.0687 0.0651 0.8529 0.9507 0.0213 0.0604 0.0719 0.8687 0.9622
Proposed 0.0145 0.0601 0.0561 0.8873 0.9685 0.0201 0.0586 0.0693 0.8731 0.9645
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Fig. 5. Image quality score distribution and MOS predicted by our method. Blue represents the predicted results, and red represents the ground truth.

proposed method consistently outperforms the other methods.
Tables III and IV indicate that it is effective to obtain the
MOS of image quality by predicting the Gaussian-based image
quality score distribution.

In addition, we compare the performance of the proposed
method and competing methods in predicting the image quality
score distribution, as shown in Table V. The results indicate
that our method performs best in predicting the image quality
score distribution on the KonlQ-10K database and remains
highly competitive on the SITU IQSD database. In summary,
the proposed method demonstrates outstanding performance
in predicting both the MOS of image quality and the image
quality score distribution. Fig. 5 illustrates the predicted results
of the proposed method for three images from the KonlQ-
10K database, including the predicted image quality score
distribution and MOS. The predicted results (blue) are highly
consistent with the ground-truth image quality score distribu-
tions and MOSs (red).

E. Cross-Database Validation

Robustness is a crucial criterion for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of a method. In this subsection, we conduct
cross-database validations on the SJTU IQSD, KonlQ-10K,
CSIQ, CID2013, SPAQ, and VCLFER databases to test the
robustness of the proposed method and several competing
methods. Specifically, the method is trained on one database

and then tested on others to evaluate its performance in
predicting the MOS. The results are shown in Table VI.
When trained on the SJITU IQSD and CSIQ databases, the
proposed method achieves the best performance in predicting
the MOS on the KonlQ-10K database and shows competitive
performance on the VCLFER database. When trained on the
KonlQ-10K database, the proposed method achieves the best
performance in predicting the MOS on the SJTU IQSD and
SPAQ databases. When trained on the CID2013 database, the
proposed method achieves the best performance in predicting
the MOS on the SPAQ database and shows competitive
performance on the SJTU IQSD database. In conclusion,
the proposed method consistently outperforms most compet-
ing IQA methods across different databases, demonstrating
robustness in cross-database validations. This confirms the
effectiveness of our method.

F. Individual Distortions

The SJTU IQSD database is developed from the well-known
LIVE database. It contains 29 reference images and 779 dis-
torted images with distortion types including JP2K, JPEG,
WN, Gblur, and FF. We evaluate the proposed method and sev-
eral competing methods based on their prediction performance
for individual distortions within the SJTU IQSD database.
The results are shown in Table VII. From the table, it is
evident that for most distortion types, such as JPEG, WN,
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TABLE VI
CROSS-DATABASE VALIDATION.THE BEST PERFORMANCES ARE IN BOLD

Train [l SITU IQSD | CSIQ
Test [ KonlQ-10K \ VCLFER \ KonlQ-10K \ VCLFER
Method || SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC
BRISQUE 0.1294 0.0894 0.5426 0.5501 0.3034 0.2175 0.7686 0.7574
NIQE 0.0359 0.0364 0.5764 0.5867 0.3490 0.2530 0.7365 0.7404
BMPRI 0.1378 0.1092 0.5064 0.4792 0.1268 0.1112 0.5464 0.5243
Kang 0.4028 0.3948 0.6721 0.7382 0.3865 0.3793 0.7276 0.7149
DIQaM-NR 0.4257 0.4006 0.6631 0.6962 0.4258 0.4474 0.6650 0.6582
WaDIQaM-NR 0.5750 0.5600 0.7281 0.7131 0.3184 0.3018 0.6204 0.6113
DBCNN 0.5292 0.5700 0.7931 0.7962 0.3214 0.2918 0.7411 0.7169
HyperlQA 0.5784 0.6022 0.2374 0.2411 0.3096 0.3137 0.3409 0.3346
DACNN 0.5991 0.6164 0.8462 0.8542 0.3686 0.3667 0.6467 0.6345
GraphIQA 0.4904 0.5108 0.2533 0.2687 0.3605 0.3722 0.4090 0.3658
NIMA 0.4499 0.4481 0.8013 0.8268 0.3887 0.4024 0.5925 0.5873
Gao 0.6253 0.6811 0.8407 0.8572 0.2388 0.2213 0.8784 0.8683
Proposed 0.6504 0.6934 0.8446 0.8689 0.4934 0.5185 0.7938 0.7817
Train I KonIQ-10K \ CID2013
Test I SITU IQSD \ SPAQ \ SITU IQSD \ SPAQ
Method || SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC | SRCC | PLCC
BRISQUE 0.0371 0.0111 0.3398 0.3368 0.4112 0.3664 0.2674 0.2182
NIQE 0.6320 0.6147 0.3098 0.3081 0.3080 0.3557 0.1999 0.2107
BMPRI 0.3998 0.3703 0.3892 0.3782 0.2829 0.1858 0.4408 0.4413
Kang 0.3991 0.4245 0.4208 0.4513 0.1198 0.1044 0.4523 0.3945
DIQaM-NR 0.2980 0.2814 0.7921 0.8025 0.1680 0.1348 0.1644 0.2128
WaDIQaM-NR 0.5457 0.4468 0.7813 0.7982 0.2761 0.2084 0.2585 0.3003
DBCNN 0.6214 0.6431 0.8035 0.8190 0.6204 0.7216 0.4915 0.4542
HyperIQA 0.6043 0.5411 0.2398 0.2287 0.5704 0.5525 0.1755 0.1799
DACNN 0.5158 0.6287 0.8167 0.8267 0.4742 0.4681 0.4909 0.4923
GraphIQA 0.7005 0.6397 0.2083 0.2598 0.6002 0.4825 0.1263 0.1227
NIMA 0.6504 0.6157 0.7737 0.7513 0.2782 0.3024 0.4613 0.5247
Gao 0.6657 0.6420 0.8198 0.8245 0.6176 0.6609 0.6901 0.6893
Proposed 0.7251 0.7051 0.8649 0.8509 0.5577 0.5625 0.6918 0.6929
TABLE VII

PREDICTION PERFORMANCE OF THE PROPOSED METHOD AND COMPETING METHODS ON INDIVIDUAL DISTORTIONS IN THE SJTU IQSD DATABASE.
THE BEST PERFORMANCES ARE IN BOLD

M \ \ JP2K \ JPEG \ WN \ Gblur \ FF
ethod

\ \ SRCC \ PLCC SRCC \ PLCC \ SRCC \ PLCC SRCC \ PLCC SRCC PLCC
BRISQUE 0.8507 0.8578 0.8998 0.9254 0.9195 0.9584 0.8945 0.9206 0.7401 0.8002
NIQE 0.8663 0.8848 0.8692 0.9196 0.9261 0.9577 0.8650 0.8502 0.8060 0.8214
BMPRI 0.9026 0.9151 0.9044 0.9377 0.9388 0.9617 0.8719 0.8808 0.7867 0.8210
DBCNN 0.8116 0.8128 0.8473 0.8525 0.8207 0.8937 0.8507 0.8815 0.8325 0.8704
HyperIQA 0.9436 0.9459 0.9401 0.9557 0.9656 0.9713 0.9655 0.9666 0.9396 0.9505
DACNN 0.9436 0.9540 0.9477 0.9217 0.9701 0.9711 0.9645 0.9654 0.9206 0.9443
GraphIQA 0.9671 0.9716 0.9487 0.9564 0.9620 0.9650 0.9438 0.9480 0.9255 0.9268
NIMA 0.6184 0.6584 0.7021 0.8124 0.7838 0.8353 0.5708 0.6300 0.5392 0.6015
Gao 0.9518 0.9592 0.9451 0.9522 0.9454 0.9740 0.9530 0.9671 0.9386 0.9576
StairlQA 0.9419 0.9605 0.9485 0.9568 0.9560 0.9659 0.8992 0.9186 0.8806 0.9194
Proposed 0.9575 0.9617 0.9490 0.9574 0.9730 0.9741 0.9657 0.9691 0.9346 0.9369

and Gblur, the proposed method outperforms the competing
methods. For JP2K, our method achieves the second-best
prediction performance. In conclusion, the proposed method
demonstrates outstanding prediction performance for most
individual distortions.

G. Ablation Analysis

Next, ablation analyses are conducted to demonstrate the
impact and importance of different network structures in the
proposed method on prediction performance.

1) Backbone Network: In this paper, the pre-trained
ResNet50 is used as the backbone network of the visual

feature extraction module. To evaluate the impact of dif-
ferent backbone networks, we replace ResNet50 with other
pre-trained networks, including AlexNet [71], VGG16 [72],
MobileNet [73], DenseNet [74], ViT [75], and Swin-T [76].
We compare the prediction performance of these backbone
networks on the SITU IQSD database. The comparison results
are shown in Table VIII. From the table, it can be seen that
the proposed method achieves the best prediction performance
when ResNet50 is used as the backbone network.

2) First- and Second-Order Visual Features: After using
the backbone network to extract image features, we use GA P
and GM P to extract first-order visual features, while GSP
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TABLE VIII

IMPACT OF DIFFERENT BACKBONE NETWORKS ON THE PREDICTION PER-
FORMANCE OF THE PROPOSED METHOD. THE BEST PERFORMANCES
ARE IN BOLD

Backbone || SRCC | PLCC | RMSE
AlexNet 0.9169 0.9366 7.1303
VGGl16 0.9370 0.9500 6.3761
MobileNet 0.9458 0.9486 6.6044
DenseNet 0.9514 0.9587 5.7814
ViT 0.8914 0.9058 8.7250
Swin-T 0.9142 0.9310 7.5359
ResNet50 0.9622 0.9679 5.2706
TABLE IX

IMPACT OF USING GAP, GM P, AND GSP TO EXTRACT FIRST- AND
SECOND-ORDER VISUAL FEATURES ON THE PREDICTION PERFOR-
MANCE OF THE PROPOSED METHOD. THE BEST PERFORMANCES
ARE IN BOLD

Comparison Method | SRCC | PLCC | RMSE
GAP 0.9487 0.9582 5.8476

GMP 0.9404 0.9533 6.1024

GAP & GMP 0.9412 0.9489 6.3727
GSP 0.9414 0.9490 6.6445

GAP & GSP 0.9318 0.9409 6.8730
GMP & GSP 0.9314 0.9421 6.8236
GAP & GMP & GSP 0.9622 0.9679 5.2706

is used to extract second-order visual features. To evaluate
the impact of these extracted visual features on the predic-
tion performance of the proposed method, we construct six
comparison methods: The first comparison method uses GA P
to extract first-order visual features; the second comparison
method uses GM P to extract first-order visual features; the
third comparison method uses GAP and GMP to extract
first-order visual features; the fourth comparison method uses
only GSP to extract second-order visual features; the fifth
comparison method uses GAP and GSP to extract first- and
second-order visual features; the sixth comparison method
uses GM P and GSP to extract first- and second-order visual
features. The prediction performance of these six comparison
methods on the SJTU IQSD database is shown in Table IX.
The results indicate that the simultaneous use of GAP, GM P,
and GSP to extract first- and second-order visual features
can significantly improve the prediction performance of the
proposed method.

3) Graph Convolutional Module: A crucial component of
the proposed method is the graph convolutional module,
which is used to predict the image quality score distribution.
To investigate the importance of this module, we construct
a comparison method that replaces the graph convolutional
module with a FC layer for mapping image features to the
image quality score distribution. The results are shown in
Table X. From the table, it can be seen that the proposed
graph convolutional module can improve the performance of
the method in predicting the MOS of image quality.

4) Loss Function: This paper uses the image quality
score distribution and the MOS of image quality to train
the proposed method simultaneously. Accordingly, we design
a distribution-based loss function and a MOS-based loss
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TABLE X

IMPORTANCE OF THE GRAPH CONVOLUTIONAL MODULE FOR THE PRO-
POSED METHOD. THE BEST PERFORMANCES ARE IN BOLD

Method || SRCC | PLCC | RMSE

Without graph convolutional module 0.9440 0.9523 6.1812

With graph convolutional module 0.9622 0.9679 5.2706
TABLE XI

IMPACT OF THE DISTRIBUTION-BASED LOSS FUNCTION AND THE
MOS-BASED L0OSS FUNCTION ON THE PREDICTION PERFORMANCE OF
THE PROPOSED METHOD. THE BEST PERFORMANCES
ARE IN BOLD

Loss Function || SRCC | PLCC | RMSE
Distribution-based 0.9387 0.9494 6.4138
MOS-based 0.9555 0.9549 7.1690
Distribution-based & MOS-based 0.9622 0.9679 5.2706

function. To analyze the impact of these two loss functions
on the prediction performance, we construct two comparison
methods. The first method uses only the distribution-based loss
function for training, while the second method uses only the
MOS-based loss function. The comparison results are shown
in Table XI. The table shows that training the proposed method
using both the MOS and the image quality score distribution
effectively improves the prediction performance.

H. Parameter Analysis

1) a: To validate the effectiveness of the value of a, we train
the proposed method on the SJTU IQSD, KonlQ-10K, CSIQ,
LIVE MD, LIVE Challenge, and CID2013 databases using
both the distribution-based loss function from Eq. (20) and
the MOS-based loss function. The results are presented in
Table XII. These results suggest that, even with a fixed a =
0.1304, the proposed method maintains outstanding prediction
performance, demonstrating that this value is suitable for
various categories of IQA databases. In addition, Table XII
shows a relatively small decrease in prediction performance
across all databases compared to Tables II and III. This
indicates that using either the ground-truth image quality
score distribution or the ground-truth SOS to generate the
Gaussian-based image quality score distribution for training
improves the prediction performance of the method. Therefore,
we use the ground-truth image quality score distribution for
training on the SJTU IQSD and KonlQ-10K databases, while
utilizing the ground-truth SOS to generate the Gaussian-based
image quality score distribution for training on the CSIQ,
LIVE MD, LIVE Challenge, and CID2013 databases.

2) t: In this paper, t determines whether the correlation
between two quality labels is significant. A higher value of
T means that only correlations with very high conditional
probabilities are considered significant, while a lower value of
T allows more conditional probabilities to be considered sig-
nificantly correlated. We analyze the impact of different values
of t on the prediction performance of the proposed method
on the SJTU IQSD and KonlQ-10K databases, as shown
in Fig. 6 (a). This figure indicates that the SRCC for both
databases remains relatively stable across different values of 7,
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Fig. 6. Analysis of 7, «, and the dimension of the GloVe model on the SJITU IQSD and KonlQ-10K databases. (a) shows the prediction performance of

the proposed method with different . (b) shows the prediction performance of the proposed method with different «. (c) shows the prediction performance

of the proposed method with different dimensions of the GloVe model.

TABLE XII

PERFORMANCE OF THE PROPOSED METHOD FOR PREDICTING THE MOS
OF IMAGE QUALITY ON THE SJTU IQSD, KoNIQ-10K, CSIQ, LIVE
MD, LIVE CHALLENGE, AND CID2013 DATABASES USING
EQ. (20) WHEN a Is SET TO 0.1304

Database || SRCC | PLCC | RMSE
SJITU 1QSD 0.9583 | 0.9551 6.0127
KonlQ-10K 0.9063 | 0.9203 0.2145
CSIQ 0.9162 | 0.9348 0.0938
LIVE MD 0.9423 | 0.9450 5.9830
LIVE Challenge 0.8505 | 0.8715 9.6398

CID2013 0.9080 | 0.9191 10.1039

demonstrating that the method is robust to changes in 7. For
the SJTU IQSD database, the optimal value of t is around
0.05, where the highest SRCC is observed. As t exceeds 0.05,
the prediction performance decreases slightly. For the KonlQ-
10K database, there are minimal differences in prediction
performance when 7 is set to 0, 0.05, and 0.1. As t exceeds
0.1, the prediction performance decreases slightly. Taking all
factors into consideration, setting T to 0.05 may be beneficial
in achieving optimal prediction performance.

3) a: The hyper-parameter o represents the weight of the
MOS-based loss function. In this section, we analyze the
impact of different values of o on the prediction performance
of the proposed method on the SJTU IQSD and KonlQ-10K
databases. As shown in Fig. 6 (b), the prediction performance
on the KonlQ-10K database is more stable compared to that
on the SJTU IQSD database. This stability may be attributed
to the larger size of the KonlQ-10K database. When « is set to
2.5, the method achieves the best prediction performance on
both the SJITU IQSD and KonIQ-10K databases. Therefore,
we set the weight of the MOS-based loss function to 2.5.

4) Dimension of the GloVe Model: The GloVe model
used in this paper is 50-dimensional. In addition, the
authors in [42] provide 100-dimensional, 200-dimensional, and
300-dimensional GloVe models. In this section, we investigate
the impact of different dimensions of GloVe models on the
prediction performance of the proposed method on the SITU
IQSD and KonlQ-10K databases. The results are shown in
Fig. 6 (c). From the figure, it can be seen that the dimension

TABLE XIII

RUNNING TIME OF THE PROPOSED METHOD AND COMPETING METHODS.
‘TIME’ REFERS TO THE AVERAGE SECOND OF TESTING ON AN IMAGE

Method || Time (second/image)
BRISQUE 0.0152
NIQE 0.0082
BMPRI 0.1169
Kang 0.0602
DIQaM-NR 0.0645
WaDIQaM-NR 0.0606
SGDNet 0.1251
DBCNN 0.0970
HyperIQA 0.0308
DACNN 0.0629
GraphIQA 0.0319
NIMA 0.0268
Gao 0.1240
Proposed 0.1071

of the GloVe model has minimal impact on the prediction per-
formance of the proposed method. When the 50-dimensional
GloVe model is used, the prediction performance is the best.
Therefore, it is appropriate to use the 50-dimensional GloVe
model in this paper.

I. Running Time

In this section, we compare the running time of the proposed
method with that of competing methods. We select 100 images
from the SJTU IQSD database and resize them to 224 x
224 pixels. For network-based methods, we test the average
time using a computer with the NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090 GPU. For conventional methods, we test the average
running time using the computer with the CPU. The results
are shown in Table XIII. From the table, it is evident that
conventional methods, such as NIQE, have the fastest running
time, followed by BRISQUE. This advantage is likely due
to their simpler architectures and computations. In contrast,
most network-based methods have longer running times due to
their more complex architectures and computations. Although
the running time of our proposed method is not the shortest,
it remains competitive with several competing methods. Its
strong prediction performance makes it highly suitable for
practical use in IQA tasks.
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IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel NR IQA method that
predicts the MOS of image quality by leveraging the predicted
image quality score distribution. This method is divided into
three modules, including a visual feature extraction module,
a graph convolutional module, and a MOS prediction module.
First, we design a visual feature extraction module to extract
both first- and second-order visual features from the image.
Then, utilizing the correlations between quality labels, we con-
struct a GCN-based mapper. In the MOS prediction module,
this mapper is combined with the extracted image features
to predict the image quality score distribution, from which
the MOS can be derived. The proposed method is trained
jointly using the MOS and the image quality score distribution.
To address the lack of the ground-truth image quality score
distribution in some IQA databases, we introduce methods to
generate a Gaussian-based image quality score distribution that
aligns with subjective perception and design loss functions for
training. Experimental results validate the effectiveness of the
proposed method and demonstrate its superior performance
in predicting both the MOS of image quality and the image
quality score distribution compared to state-of-the-art IQA
methods.
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