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Abstract

Image deep features extracted by pre-trained networks are known to contain rich
and informative representations. In this paper, we present Deep Degradation Re-
sponse (DDR), a method to quantify changes in image deep features under varying
degradation conditions. Specifically, our approach facilitates flexible and adaptive
degradation, enabling the controlled synthesis of image degradation through text-
driven prompts. Extensive evaluations demonstrate the versatility of DDR as an
image descriptor, with strong correlations observed with key image attributes such
as complexity, colorfulness, sharpness, and overall quality. Moreover, we demon-
strate the efficacy of DDR across a spectrum of applications. It excels as a blind
image quality assessment metric, outperforming existing methodologies across
multiple datasets. Additionally, DDR serves as an effective unsupervised learn-
ing objective in image restoration tasks, yielding notable advancements in image
deblurring and single-image super-resolution. Our code will be made available.

1 Introduction

Deep features extracted by pre-trained neural networks are well-known for their capacity to encode
rich and informative representations [1–4]. Extensive research efforts have aimed to quantify the
information encoded within these deep features for use as image descriptors. For example, the
distance between deep features has been employed as a metric for image quality assessment (IQA)
in various studies [3, 5, 6]. Additionally, researchers have studied differences between images by
comparing the distributions [2, 7] or frequency components [8, 9] of their deep features. Moreover,
the statistical properties of deep features have been found to correlate with the style and texture of
images in prior works [6, 10]. Recent research has also highlighted that the internal dissimilarity
between deep features at different image scales can serve as a potent visual fingerprint [11].

This paper delves into an intriguing and unexplored property of image deep features: their response to
degradation. Specifically, when subjecting images with diverse content and textures to various types
of degradation, such as blur, noise, or JPEG compression, the deep features of these images exhibit
varying degrees of change. This phenomenon is illustrated in Fig. 1, where Gaussian Blur is applied
to images. The degrees of changes in feature space reflect the deep feature response to specific
degradation. As shown in Tab. 1, a strong correlation exists between this response and the quality
scores of blurred images. We validate that the response of deep features to degradation effectively
captures different image characteristics by varying the type of degradation. Therefore, we propose
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Figure 1: Example of Degradation Response Variations. We apply the same level of Gaussian
Blur to different images from the LIVEitw [14] dataset. x and xd denote the original and degraded
images, respectively. l(·, ·) is the LPIPS metric [3] between x and xd, which measures the extent of
changes in the feature space. The results demonstrate that images with different content and texture
characteristics exhibit varying degrees of change.

Metric SRCC

ILNIQE [15] 0.915
WaDIQaM [16] 0.938
BIECON [17] 0.956
HOSA [18] 0.954

DBCNN [19] 0.935
HyperIQA [20] 0.926

DDRblur 0.988

Table 1: Comparison of SRCC for blur
degradation on the LIVE [21] dataset.
DDRblur refers to the deep feature re-
sponse to blur obtained by manually syn-
thesizing degradation in the pixel domain.
DDRblur demonstrates highest correla-
tion with human opinion.

Figure 2: Distribution of DDR on the LIVEitw [14]
dataset. "Low", "optimal", and "high" refer to different
levels of handcrafted degradation applied in the pixel do-
main, while "adaptive" represents adaptively fusing text-
driven degradation in the feature domain. The DDR with
"optimal" and "adaptive" degradation achieve significantly
better performance on the BIQA task.

the Deep Degradation Response (DDR), which quantifies the response of image deep features to
specific degradation types, serving as a powerful and flexible image descriptor.

One straightforward approach to compute the DDR is to apply handcrafted degradation to the
image, extract degraded features from the degraded image, and then calculate the distance between
these degraded features and the features of the original image. However, as shown in Fig. 2,
adjusting the level of degradation applied to the image significantly affects the distribution of DDR.
Therefore, meticulous adjustment of the degradation level is crucial to achieve optimal performance
in various downstream tasks. To address this challenge, we propose a text-driven degradation fusing
strategy. Inspired by manifold data augmentation algorithms [12, 13], we adaptively fuse text features
representing specific degradation onto the original image features, resulting directly in degraded
features. By manipulating the text, we can effectively control the type of degradation fused to the
image features. This approach allows us to flexibly assess the response of image features to various
degradation types, thereby enhancing adaptability across different downstream tasks.

We evaluate the performance of our proposed DDR across multiple downstream tasks. Firstly, we
assess its effectiveness as an image quality descriptor on the blind image quality assessment (BIQA)
task, where DDR demonstrates superior performance compared to existing opinion-unaware BIQA
methods across various datasets. Secondly, we employ DDR as an unsupervised learning objective,
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training image restoration models specifically to maximize the DDR of the output image, which
includes tasks such as image deblurring and real-world single-image super-resolution. Incorporating
DDR as an external training objective consistently improves performance in both tasks, highlighting
the strength of DDR as a flexible and powerful image descriptor.

2 Related Works

Deep Feature Based Image Descriptors. Image descriptors aim to quantify fundamental character-
istics of images, such as texture [22], color [23, 24], complexity [25], and quality [26, 27]. With the
informative representations in deep features extracted by pre-trained networks, various efforts have
been made to develop image descriptors based on these features. Many existing descriptors regress
the deep features of an image to a score, training the model by minimizing the loss between these
predicted scores and the ground truth scores labeled by humans [25, 20, 28]. However, these methods
are somewhat inflexible for two reasons: (1) they rely on human-labeled opinion scores, and (2) they
are designed to evaluate fixed image characteristics. In this paper, we propose a flexible alternative
by measuring the degradation response of deep features.

Image Degradation Representation for Image Restoration. Various deep learning-based image
restoration methods leverage image degradation representation to enhance model performance [29–
32]. For instance, some methods utilize contrastive-based [29] and codebook-based [30] techniques to
encode various degradation types, enhancing the model’s robustness to unknown forms of degradation.
Moreover, other methods design degradation-aware modules to extract degradation representations
from images and guide the removal of degradation [31, 32]. However, these methods depend on
task-specific training. In contrast, the proposed DDR flexibly obtains representations for different
types of degradation, making it an effective image descriptor for various image restoration tasks.

Multimodal Vision Models. Recent advancements in multimodal vision models, achieved through
extensive training on paired image-text data [33–37], have significantly enhanced the capability of
these models to understand and describe image textures using natural language [38]. Researchers have
explored various methods to leverage this capability for modifying image texture attributes through
language guidance. For instance, in language-guided image style transfer [39, 40], natural language
descriptions are used to define the target texture style. Additionally, Moon et al. [12] introduced a
manifold data augmentation technique that integrates language-guided attributes into image features.
Building on these ideas, our work aims to adaptively fuse degradation information into image deep
features using language guidance, thereby facilitating the measurement of our proposed DDR.

3 Deep Degradation Response as Flexible Image Descriptor

3.1 Deep Degradation Response

We define the Deep Degradation Response (DDR) as the measure of change in image deep features
when specific types of degradation are introduced, which can be mathematically expressed as:

DDRd (i) = M (F ,Fd) , (1)

where d represents the type of degradation. M (·, ·) denotes a disparity metric, such as Ln distance or
cosine distance. F = Φv (i) represents the original image features extracted by a pre-trained network
Φv(·), while Fd denotes the degraded features.

The core of the proposed DDR lies in how to model Fd. A naive approach to this involves synthesizing
degradation in the pixel domain, i.e., generating degraded images. As shown in Fig. 3 (a), a
handcrafted degradation process is applied to the image, leading to the creation of a degraded image
id. The extent of degradation is controlled by the parameter ωd. Then a pre-trained visual encoder
Φv(·) is utilized to extract the features of id, generating degraded features. Therefore, the pixel space
degradation synthesizing process can be formulated as:

Fd = Φv (D (i, ωd)) , (2)

where D(·) denotes the handcrafted degradation synthesis process. However, as depicted in Fig. 2,
varying levels of degradation significantly affect DDR. For downstream tasks, it is imperative
to meticulously determine the optimal ωd for different manual processes. This not only poses a
substantial challenge but also diminishes the robustness of DDR as an image descriptor.
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Figure 3: The framework of our proposed DDR with two different degradation fusing methods.
(a) Synthesizing degradation with a handcrafted process in the pixel domain. (b) Fusing text-driven
degradation in the feature domain.

In this study, we propose a novel and efficient method for modeling Fd by synthesizing degradation in
the feature domain using text-driven prompts. Specifically, to construct the degradation representation,
we first design a pair of prompts: one describing an image with a specific type of degradation and the
other describing the same image without degradation. These prompts are then separately encoded
using the text encoder Φt(·) of CLIP [37], yielding text-driven degradation representations T −

d

and T +
d , respectively. We obtain the degradation direction in the feature space by calculating the

difference between these representations, as follows:
Td = T −

d − T +
d , (3)

where T −
d = Φt(P

−
d ) and T +

d = Φt(P
+
d ). P−

d and P+
d represent the degraded and clean prompts,

respectively. However, due to the gap between text and image modality within the feature space [41,
42] of the CLIP model, we cannot effectively obtain the degraded image feature by directly fusing
the features from different modalities. To address this challenge, we propose an adaptive degradation
adaptation strategy by ‘stylizing’ the text-driven degradation representation using the image feature.
Inspired by AdaIN [43], we propose to align the mean and variance of Td to match those of the image
feature, which can be formulated as follows:

T̂d = σ(F)

(
Td − µ(Td)

σ(Td)

)
+ µ(F), (4)

where T̂d denotes the adapted degradation representation. Finally, we fuse the image feature with T̂d,
and the feature space text-driven degradation process can be represented as:

Fd = F + T̂d. (5)

Our proposed degradation fusion method allows us to measure DDR across various types of degra-
dation simply by modifying the text prompt, eliminating the need for handcrafted design processes.
Additionally, our adaptation strategy enables the application of text-driven degradation to image fea-
tures without adjusting any hyper-parameters. As shown in Fig. 2, in the LIVEitw [14] dataset, DDR
with text-driven feature degradation method achieves a distribution similar to DDR with carefully
adjusted optimal degradation level, demonstrating the flexibility of our method.

3.2 DDR as a Flexible Image Descriptor

By modifying the degradation type, DDR can capture different characteristics in natural images.
We demonstrate this by measuring DDR with different degradation types across all images in the
LIVEitw [14] dataset. Specifically, we set five pairs of prompts, representing five types of degradation,
including color, noise, blur, exposure, and content. We employ a fixed prompt formatting for different
types of degradation, as follows:

P−
d = A {d−} photo with low-quality; P+

d = A {d+} photo with high-quality. (6)
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Figure 4: Images with high and low DDR to different degradation types. We measure DDR with
five types of degradation by setting their corresponding prompt pair. We observe that image with
lower DDR to a specific type of degradation is likely to obtain this degradation of a higher level.

Degradation Type Complexity [25] Colorfulness [23] Sharpness [44] Quality

color -0.223 0.757 0.715 0.790
noise -0.444 0.673 0.600 0.694
blur -0.206 0.612 0.732 0.756

exposure -0.435 0.684 0.699 0.770
content -0.357 0.612 0.561 0.642

Table 2: SRCC between DDR and image characteristics. With different types of degradation, DDR
exhibits varying degrees of correlation with each image characteristic.

For example, when the degradation type is blur, the d− and d+ are set as ‘blurry’ and ‘sharp’
respectively. The images with high and low DDR for each type of degradation are shown in Fig. 4.
We observe a negative correlation between the DDR and the level of degradation within the image.
For example, an image with a high DDR to content degradation retains clear content, while the
corresponding image with a low DDR exhibits unrecognizable content.

To further quantify the correlation between DDR and other image characteristics, we calculate the
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient (SRCC) between DDR and four types of image charac-
teristics. Specifically, we measure the complexity [25], colorfulness [23], and sharpness [44] of
images in the CSIQ [45] dataset. Additionally, we use the Mean Opinion Score (MOS) of each
image as its quality score. The results are presented in Tab. 2. It is interesting to note that there is a
negative correlation between the complexity of an image and DDR. This suggests that more complex
images are capable of enduring more degradation with a smaller degree of change in deep features.
Furthermore, the DDR to color and blur degradations show the highest correlation with colorfulness
and sharpness respectively. Overall, with different degradation types, DDR tends to emphasize
different image characteristics. Therefore, DDR shows promise as a versatile image descriptor for
diverse downstream tasks through simple prompt adjustments, including IQA and image restoration.

3.3 DDR as a Blind Image Quality Assessment Metric

DDR can function as an image quality descriptor. As shown in Tab. 2, there is a positive correlation
between the quality score and the DDR of the image. In cases where image quality is predominantly
affected by a specific degradation type, an image with a high DDR to this degradation would likely
obtain a higher quality. For instance, in Fig. 4, when the degradation type is blur, comparing the
image with a high DDR to the image with a low DDR, it is evident that the former exhibits a sharper
content with less blur. However, real-world images often feature a mix of degradations. To evaluate
image quality in such scenarios, we formulate a set of degradations denoted as D and compute the
mean DDR for each degradation in D. The blind image assessment metric based on DDR can thus be
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formulated as follows:

QDDR (i) =
1

|D|

d∑
d∈D

DDRd (i) . (7)

3.4 DDR as an Unsupervised Learning Objective

We can also utilize DDR as a learning objective in image restoration tasks, where the goal is to train a
deep learning-based restoration model to predict a clean image from a degraded one. This is achieved
by optimizing the restoration model to minimize the reconstruction loss function, which quantifies
the difference between the pixel values of the model’s output and the ground truth. In this work, we
demonstrate that incorporating DDR as an external unsupervised learning objective can improve the
optimization of the restoration models. Specifically, we measure the DDR of the model output and
aim to simultaneously minimize the reconstruction loss while maximizing the DDR. The learning
objective of the image restoration model is thus formulated as:

min
θ

(
Lrec (Rθ(i), igt)− λd

d∑
d∈D

DDRd (Rθ(i))

)
, (8)

where Rθ(·) is a restoration model parameterised by θ, and Lrec (·, ·) denotes the reconstruction loss,
λd is the weight of DDR in learning objective. Similarly, by adjusting the degradation prompt and
combining different types of degradation, we can tailor the approach to various restoration tasks.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Setting

To demonstrate the versatility and efficacy of DDR as an image descriptor, we conduct comprehensive
experiments covering (1) blind image quality assessment (BIQA) and (2) image restoration tasks,
including image deblurring and real-world image super-resolution.

Implementation Details. For different tasks, we tailor the degradation set D in Eq. 7 and Eq. 8 to fo-
cus on distinct image attributes. Specifically, in BIQA, we define D = {color,noise,blur, exposure}.
Meanwhile, for image restoration tasks, we set D = {color, content,blur}. In all experiments re-
lated to image restoration, we empirically set the weight of DDR in the learning objective in Eq. 8 as
λd = 2.0. We use the CLIP [37] ViT-B/32 model as the image feature extractor. Finally, we employ
the cosine distance to quantify the disparity between original and degraded image features.

Baseline Datasets. To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed DDR as an image quality descriptor,
we conduct extensive experiments on eight public IQA datasets, including CSIQ [45], TID2013 [46],
KADID [47], KonIQ [48], LIVE in-the-wild [14], LIVE [21], CID2013 [49], and SPAQ [50], which
encompass both synthetic and real-world degradation scenarios. For image deblurring, we train and
test the model using the GoPro dataset [51] and RealBlur dataset [52], respectively. The GoPro
dataset [51] consists of synthetic blurred images, while RealBlur [52] contains images with real-world
motion blur. For SISR, we combine two real-world datasets together for training and testing, including
the RealSR [53] and City100 [54] datasets.

Baseline Methods. For the BIQA task, we compare DDR with representative and state-of-the-art
opinion-unaware BIQA (OU-BIQA) methods, which do not require training with human-labeled
MOS. The compared methods include NIQE [26], QAC [55], PIQE [56], LPSI [57], ILNIQE [15],
diqIQ [58], SNP-NIQE [59], NPQI [60], and ContentSep [61]. Among all compared methods, DDR
is the only zero-shot method that does not require any training. For image restoration, we compare our
proposed method, as illustrated in Eq. 8, with a combination of reconstruction loss and feature domain
loss Lf (·, ·), which quantifies the distance between deep features extracted from images. Generally,
the reconstruction loss is combined with feature domain losses to enhance the overall quality of the
restored image, forming the learning objective of the restoration model Rθ(·) as follows:

min
θ

(Lrec (Rθ(i), igt) + λfLf (Rθ(i), igt)) , (9)

where λf is the weighting factor for Lf (·, ·). In all experiments on image restoration, we utilize
PSNR loss as the reconstruction loss. We consider four types of representative feature domain losses
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Blur GT PSNR +LPIPS

+CTX +PDL +FDL +DDR(ours)

Figure 5: Qualitative result on RealBlur [52] dataset. The training of model is supervised by
(1) reconstruction loss (PSNR) (2) reconstruction loss combined with feature domain loss, and (3)
reconstruction loss combined with DDR. The red area is cropped from different results and enlarged
for visual convenient. Appending DDR as an external self-supervised learning objective leads to
result with more natural texture and less artifacts.

Datasets NIQE QAC PIQE LPSI ILNIQE dipIQ SNP-NIQE NPQI ContentSep Ours

CSIQ 0.6191 0.4804 0.5120 0.5218 0.8045 0.5191 0.6090 0.6341 0.5871 0.8289
LIVE 0.9062 0.8683 0.8398 0.8181 0.8975 0.9378 0.9073 0.9108 0.7478 0.8793

TID2013 0.3106 0.3719 0.3636 0.3949 0.4938 0.4377 0.3329 0.2804 0.2530 0.5844
KADID 0.3779 0.2394 0.2372 0.1478 0.5406 0.2977 0.3719 0.3909 0.5060 0.5968
KonIQ 0.5300 0.3397 0.2452 0.2239 0.5057 0.2375 0.6284 0.6132 0.6401 0.6455

LIVEitw 0.4495 0.2258 0.2325 0.0832 0.4393 0.2089 0.4654 0.4752 0.5060 0.6613
CID2013 0.6589 0.0299 0.0448 0.3229 0.3062 0.3776 0.7159 0.7698 0.6116 0.8009

SPAQ 0.3105 0.4397 0.2317 0.0001 0.6959 0.2189 0.5402 0.5999 0.7084 0.7249

Table 3: Quantitative result of BIQA. Performance comparisons of different OU-BIQA models on
eight public datasets using SRCC. The top performer on each dataset is marked in bold.

for comparison, including LPIPS [3], CTX [2], PDL [7], and FDL [8]. To ensure a fair comparison,
we set λf = 0.1 for FDL [8] and λf = 1.0 for the other feature domain losses, ensuring that
the magnitudes of the different feature domain losses are in a similar range. To fully assess the
robustness of our proposed DDR across various architectural models, we conduct all image restoration
experiments using two representative image restoration models: NAFNet [62] and Restormer [63].
NAFNet [62] is a convolutional neural network (CNN)-based model, while Restormer [63] is a
Transformer [64]-based model. These models have demonstrated impressive performance in their
respective tasks and are widely recognized as representative models in recent years.

4.2 Blind Image Quality Assessment

Tab. 3 presents the results across all datasets. Our proposed DDR consistently outperforms all com-
peting methods on datasets with both synthetic [45–47] and in-the-wild [14, 49, 48, 50] degradation,
underscoring its robustness across diverse degradation types. Especially its substantial improvement
in SRCC on the LIVE in-the-wild dataset, rising from 0.5060 to 0.6613, showcasing the effectiveness
of DDR as an image quality descriptor for images with real-world degradation. Furthermore, compar-
ing the SRCC performance in Tab. 3 and Tab. 2, it is obvious that on the CSIQ dataset [45], DDRs
that integrate multiple types of degradation perform significantly better than DDRs that only focus
on a single type of degradation. This underscores the superiority of DDR as a more comprehensive
image quality descriptor simply by integrating multiple types of degradation.
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LR PSNR +LPIPS +DDR(ours)

Figure 6: Qualitative result on real-world SISR dataset [53, 54]. DDR leads to result with sharper
texture.

model loss
GoPro [51] RealBlur [52]

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

NAFNet

PSNR 33.1717 0.9482 30.6373 0.9038
PSNR + LPIPS [3] 33.1660 0.9481 30.7245 0.9044
PSNR + CTX [2] 32.7879 0.9436 30.4394 0.8985
PSNR + PDL [7] 32.9417 0.9463 30.6270 0.9039
PSNR + FDL [8] 32.8321 0.9420 30.1743 0.8864

PSNR + DDR(ours) 33.3427 0.9500 30.7982 0.9049

Restormer

PSNR 33.3398 0.9494 31.9816 0.9098
PSNR + LPIPS [3] 33.3717 0.9495 31.9639 0.9099
PSNR + CTX [2] 33.2834 0.9483 31.9893 0.9101
PSNR + PDL [7] 33.2905 0.9487 31.9900 0.9106
PSNR + FDL [8] 33.3560 0.9489 31.7673 0.9034

PSNR + DDR(ours) 33.4946 0.9513 32.1759 0.9121

Table 4: Quantitative result of image motion deblurring. Experiment is conducted on datasets with
synthetic [51] and real-world [52] blur respectively. The best results are marked in bold. Combining
proposed DDR with reconstruction loss leads to result with less degradation and higher fidelity. Our
proposed method demonstrates the robustness to model architecture and dataset.

4.3 Image Motion Deblurring

The objective of image deblurring is to restore a high-quality image with clear details. The quantitative
analysis in Tab. 4 illustrates that our proposed DDR surpasses all compared loss functions across
datasets with both synthetic and real-world blur. Compared to optimizing solely the PSNR loss, our
approach achieves a notable enhancement in PSNR, with an increase of at least 0.16 dB across all
models and datasets. These results suggest that maximizing the DDR of the predicted image results
in higher fidelity and reduced degradation. This is further evident in the qualitative results shown
in Fig. 5, where the PSNR loss alone produces blurry textures, and combining PSNR with feature
domain losses introduces noticeable artifacts. In contrast, incorporating DDR substantially reduces
artifacts, yielding predicted images with sharper and more natural textures.

4.4 Single Image Super Resolution

SISR is a task aimed at enhancing the resolution of a low-resolution image to match or surpass the
quality of a high-resolution counterpart. In our study, we evaluate our proposed DDR method against
state-of-the-art loss functions. Tab. 5 showcases the quantitative results on a real-world dataset by two
representative models (NAFNet and Restormer). Our findings reveal that our method outperforms all
competing methods in terms of PSNR. Particularly noteworthy is the improvement achieved with
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loss
NAFNet [62] Restormer [63]

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

PSNR 27.0856 0.8917 28.1491 0.8986
PSNR + LPIPS [3] 27.2835 0.8938 28.1221 0.8985
PSNR + CTX [2] 27.0985 0.8867 28.0933 0.8964
PSNR + PDL [7] 26.9467 0.8907 28.1413 0.8985
PSNR + FDL [8] 27.0263 0.8809 28.0746 0.8966

PSNR + DDR(ours) 27.3121 0.8923 28.1668 0.8990

Table 5: Quantitative result on real-world SISR dataset [53, 54].

D λd Backbone Adaptation PSNR SSIM

{blur, content} 2.0 ViT-B/32 ✓ 33.2080 0.9482
{color, content} 2.0 ViT-B/32 ✓ 33.2077 0.9483
{color,blur} 2.0 ViT-B/32 ✓ 33.2912 0.9492

{color,blur, content} 1.0 ViT-B/32 ✓ 33.3031 0.9494
{color,blur, content} 3.0 ViT-B/32 ✓ 33.3419 0.9495

{color,blur, content} 2.0 ViT-B/16 ✓ 33.1194 0.9467
{color,blur, content} 2.0 RN50x16 ✓ 33.2709 0.9490
{color,blur, content} 2.0 RN50x64 ✓ 33.1379 0.9472

{color,blur, content} 2.0 ViT-B/32 ✗ 33.0864 0.9469

{color,blur, content} 2.0 ViT-B/32 ✓ 33.3427 0.9500

Table 6: Ablation results on GoPro [51] dataset and NAFNet [62].

NAFNet, where the incorporation of DDR alongside the reconstruction loss elevates the PSNR from
27.08 to 27.31. Additionally, as depicted in Fig. 6, our method yields visual results with finer texture
compared to those optimized solely for PSNR or combined with LPIPS.

4.5 Ablation Study

For image deblurring, we conduct a series of ablation experiments on the NAFNet using the GoPro
dataset, with all results detailed in Table 6. Additionally, further results from ablation experiments
for blind image quality assessment are provided in the appendix. Firstly, we adjusted D to evaluate
the effect of the degradation set defined in Eq. 8. Notably, a decrease in performance is observed
when any type of degradation is removed, suggesting that combining multiple types of degradation
results in a more comprehensive image description.

Secondly, we investigate the effect of λd in Eq. 8. Minor fluctuations in performance are observed
when adjusting λd to 1.0 and 3.0, indicating the robustness of our method to this hyper-parameter.
Next, we explore the effect of the visual feature extractor. Increasing the scale of Φv in DDR does
not lead to improved performance, suggesting that a larger visual model may not necessarily enhance
the ability to understand low-level texture. Finally, we examine the impact of the adaptation strategy
in Eq. 4. A significant drop in performance is observed when the adaptation is removed, underscoring
the importance of this strategy in the calculation of DDR.

5 Conclusions

This paper introduces a flexible and powerful image descriptor, which measures the response of image
deep features to degradation. We propose a text-driven approach to adaptively fuse degradation into
image features. Experimental results demonstrate that DDR achieves state-of-the-art performance in
blind image quality assessment task, and optimizing DDR results in images with reduced distortion
and improved overall quality in image restoration tasks. We believe that DDR can facilitate a better
understanding and application of image deep features.

9



References
[1] Taimoor Tariq, Okan Tarhan Tursun, Munchurl Kim, and Piotr Didyk. Why are deep representations good

perceptual quality features? In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 445–461, 2020.

[2] Roey Mechrez, Itamar Talmi, and Lihi Zelnik-Manor. The contextual loss for image transformation with
non-aligned data. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 768–783, 2018.

[3] Richard Zhang, Phillip Isola, Alexei A Efros, Eli Shechtman, and Oliver Wang. The unreasonable
effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual metric. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 586–595, 2018.

[4] Assaf Shocher, Yossi Gandelsman, Inbar Mosseri, Michal Yarom, Michal Irani, William T Freeman, and
Tali Dekel. Semantic pyramid for image generation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 7457–7466, 2020.

[5] Justin Johnson, Alexandre Alahi, and Li Fei-Fei. Perceptual losses for real-time style transfer and
super-resolution. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 694–711, 2016.

[6] Keyan Ding, Kede Ma, Shiqi Wang, and Eero P Simoncelli. Image quality assessment: Unifying structure
and texture similarity. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 44:2567–2581,
2020.

[7] Mauricio Delbracio, Hossein Talebei, and Pevman Milanfar. Projected distribution loss for image enhance-
ment. In IEEE International Conference on Computational Photography, pages 1–12, 2021.

[8] Zhangkai Ni, Juncheng Wu, Zian Wang, Wenhan Yang, Hanli Wang, and Lin Ma. Misalignment-robust
frequency distribution loss for image transformation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.18192, 2024.

[9] Liming Jiang, Bo Dai, Wayne Wu, and Chen Change Loy. Focal frequency loss for image reconstruction
and synthesis. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pages
13919–13929, 2021.

[10] Leon A Gatys, Alexander S Ecker, and Matthias Bethge. Image style transfer using convolutional neural
networks. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 2414–2423, 2016.

[11] Idan Kligvasser, Tamar Shaham, Yuval Bahat, and Tomer Michaeli. Deep self-dissimilarities as powerful
visual fingerprints. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 34, pages 3939–3951,
2021.

[12] Moon Ye-Bin, Jisoo Kim, Hongyeob Kim, Kilho Son, and Tae-Hyun Oh. Textmania: Enriching visual
feature by text-driven manifold augmentation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 2526–2537, 2023.

[13] Vikas Verma, Alex Lamb, Christopher Beckham, Amir Najafi, Ioannis Mitliagkas, David Lopez-Paz, and
Yoshua Bengio. Manifold mixup: Better representations by interpolating hidden states. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6438–6447, 2019.

[14] Deepti Ghadiyaram and Alan C Bovik. Massive online crowdsourced study of subjective and objective
picture quality. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 25:372–387, 2015.

[15] Lin Zhang, Lei Zhang, and Alan C Bovik. A feature-enriched completely blind image quality evaluator.
IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 24:2579–2591, 2015.

[16] Sebastian Bosse, Dominique Maniry, Klaus-Robert Müller, Thomas Wiegand, and Wojciech Samek. Deep
neural networks for no-reference and full-reference image quality assessment. IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, 27:206–219, 2017.

[17] Jongyoo Kim and Sanghoon Lee. Fully deep blind image quality predictor. IEEE Journal of selected
topics in signal processing, 11:206–220, 2016.

[18] Jingtao Xu, Peng Ye, Qiaohong Li, Haiqing Du, Yong Liu, and David Doermann. Blind image quality
assessment based on high order statistics aggregation. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 25:
4444–4457, 2016.

[19] Weixia Zhang, Kede Ma, Jia Yan, Dexiang Deng, and Zhou Wang. Blind image quality assessment
using a deep bilinear convolutional neural network. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video
Technology, 30(1):36–47, 2018.

10



[20] Shaolin Su, Qingsen Yan, Yu Zhu, Cheng Zhang, Xin Ge, Jinqiu Sun, and Yanning Zhang. Blindly assess
image quality in the wild guided by a self-adaptive hyper network. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 3667–3676, 2020.

[21] Hamid R Sheikh, Muhammad F Sabir, and Alan C Bovik. A statistical evaluation of recent full reference
image quality assessment algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 15:3440–3451, 2006.

[22] Ruth Rosenholtz, Yuanzhen Li, and Lisa Nakano. Measuring visual clutter. Journal of Vision, 7:17–17,
2007.

[23] David Hasler and Sabine E Suesstrunk. Measuring colorfulness in natural images. In Human Vision and
Electronic Imaging VIII, volume 5007, pages 87–95, 2003.

[24] Martin Solli and Reiner Lenz. Color harmony for image indexing. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
International Conference on Computer Vision Workshops, pages 1885–1892. IEEE, 2009.

[25] Tinglei Feng, Yingjie Zhai, Jufeng Yang, Jie Liang, Deng-Ping Fan, Jing Zhang, Ling Shao, and Dacheng
Tao. Ic9600: a benchmark dataset for automatic image complexity assessment. IEEE Transactions on
Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 2022.

[26] Anish Mittal, Rajiv Soundararajan, and Alan C Bovik. Making a “completely blind” image quality analyzer.
IEEE Signal Processing Letters, 20:209–212, 2012.

[27] Jianyi Wang, Kelvin CK Chan, and Chen Change Loy. Exploring clip for assessing the look and feel of
images. In The AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 37, pages 2555–2563, 2023.

[28] Mengmeng Zhu, Guanqun Hou, Xinjia Chen, Jiaxing Xie, Haixian Lu, and Jun Che. Saliency-guided
transformer network combined with local embedding for no-reference image quality assessment. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 1953–1962,
2021.

[29] Boyun Li, Xiao Liu, Peng Hu, Zhongqin Wu, Jiancheng Lv, and Xi Peng. All-in-one image restoration
for unknown corruption. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 17452–17462, 2022.

[30] Vaishnav Potlapalli, Syed Waqas Zamir, Salman H Khan, and Fahad Shahbaz Khan. Promptir: Prompting
for all-in-one image restoration. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 36, 2024.

[31] Dasong Li, Yi Zhang, Ka Chun Cheung, Xiaogang Wang, Hongwei Qin, and Hongsheng Li. Learning
degradation representations for image deblurring. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages
736–753, 2022.

[32] Longguang Wang, Yingqian Wang, Xiaoyu Dong, Qingyu Xu, Jungang Yang, Wei An, and Yulan Guo.
Unsupervised degradation representation learning for blind super-resolution. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 10581–10590, 2021.

[33] Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Caiming Xiong, and Steven Hoi. Blip: Bootstrapping language-image pre-training
for unified vision-language understanding and generation. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pages 12888–12900, 2022.

[34] Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Silvio Savarese, and Steven Hoi. Blip-2: Bootstrapping language-image pre-training
with frozen image encoders and large language models. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 19730–19742, 2023.

[35] Jean-Baptiste Alayrac, Jeff Donahue, Pauline Luc, Antoine Miech, Iain Barr, Yana Hasson, Karel Lenc,
Arthur Mensch, Katherine Millican, Malcolm Reynolds, et al. Flamingo: a visual language model for
few-shot learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:23716–23736, 2022.

[36] Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae Lee. Visual instruction tuning. Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, 36, 2024.

[37] Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish
Sastry, Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. Learning transferable visual models from
natural language supervision. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 8748–8763, 2021.

[38] Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Erli Zhang, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, Annan Wang, Chunyi Li, Wenxiu
Sun, Qiong Yan, Guangtao Zhai, et al. Q-bench: A benchmark for general-purpose foundation models on
low-level vision. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.14181, 2023.

11



[39] Gihyun Kwon and Jong Chul Ye. Clipstyler: Image style transfer with a single text condition. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 18062–
18071, 2022.

[40] Tsu-Jui Fu, Xin Eric Wang, and William Yang Wang. Language-driven artistic style transfer. In European
Conference on Computer Vision, pages 717–734, 2022.

[41] Victor Weixin Liang, Yuhui Zhang, Yongchan Kwon, Serena Yeung, and James Y Zou. Mind the gap:
Understanding the modality gap in multi-modal contrastive representation learning. Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 35:17612–17625, 2022.

[42] Usha Bhalla, Alex Oesterling, Suraj Srinivas, Flavio P Calmon, and Himabindu Lakkaraju. Interpreting
clip with sparse linear concept embeddings (splice). arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.10376, 2024.

[43] Xun Huang and Serge Belongie. Arbitrary style transfer in real-time with adaptive instance normalization.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pages 1501–1510, 2017.

[44] Niranjan D Narvekar and Lina J Karam. An improved no-reference sharpness metric based on the
probability of blur detection. In Workshop on Video Processing and Quality Metrics, volume 6, 2010.

[45] Eric C Larson and Damon M Chandler. Most apparent distortion: full-reference image quality assessment
and the role of strategy. Journal of Electronic Imaging, 19:011006–011006, 2010.

[46] Nikolay Ponomarenko, Lina Jin, Oleg Ieremeiev, Vladimir Lukin, Karen Egiazarian, Jaakko Astola, Benoit
Vozel, Kacem Chehdi, Marco Carli, Federica Battisti, et al. Image database tid2013: Peculiarities, results
and perspectives. Signal Processing: Image Communication, 30:57–77, 2015.

[47] Hanhe Lin, Vlad Hosu, and Dietmar Saupe. Kadid-10k: A large-scale artificially distorted iqa database. In
International Conference on Quality of Multimedia Experience, pages 1–3. IEEE, 2019.

[48] Vlad Hosu, Hanhe Lin, Tamas Sziranyi, and Dietmar Saupe. Koniq-10k: An ecologically valid database for
deep learning of blind image quality assessment. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 29:4041–4056,
2020.

[49] Toni Virtanen, Mikko Nuutinen, Mikko Vaahteranoksa, Pirkko Oittinen, and Jukka Häkkinen. Cid2013: A
database for evaluating no-reference image quality assessment algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, 24:390–402, 2014.

[50] Yuming Fang, Hanwei Zhu, Yan Zeng, Kede Ma, and Zhou Wang. Perceptual quality assessment of
smartphone photography. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 3677–3686, 2020.

[51] Seungjun Nah, Tae Hyun Kim, and Kyoung Mu Lee. Deep multi-scale convolutional neural network for
dynamic scene deblurring. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, July 2017.

[52] Jaesung Rim, Haeyun Lee, Jucheol Won, and Sunghyun Cho. Real-world blur dataset for learning and
benchmarking deblurring algorithms. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 184–201, 2020.

[53] Jianrui Cai, Hui Zeng, Hongwei Yong, Zisheng Cao, and Lei Zhang. Toward real-world single image
super-resolution: A new benchmark and a new model. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision, 2019.

[54] Chang Chen, Zhiwei Xiong, Xinmei Tian, Zheng-Jun Zha, and Feng Wu. Camera lens super-resolution. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 1652–1660,
2019.

[55] Wufeng Xue, Lei Zhang, and Xuanqin Mou. Learning without human scores for blind image quality
assessment. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 995–1002, 2013.

[56] P Ganesan, BS Sathish, K Vasanth, M Vadivel, VG Sivakumar, and S Thulasiprasad. Color image quality
assessment based on full reference and blind image quality measures. In Innovations in Electronics and
Communication Engineering, pages 449–457, 2020.

[57] Qingbo Wu, Zhou Wang, and Hongliang Li. A highly efficient method for blind image quality assessment.
In IEEE International Conference on Image Processing, pages 339–343, 2015.

12



[58] Kede Ma, Wentao Liu, Tongliang Liu, Zhou Wang, and Dacheng Tao. dipiq: Blind image quality
assessment by learning-to-rank discriminable image pairs. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 26:
3951–3964, 2017.

[59] Yutao Liu, Ke Gu, Yongbing Zhang, Xiu Li, Guangtao Zhai, Debin Zhao, and Wen Gao. Unsupervised
blind image quality evaluation via statistical measurements of structure, naturalness, and perception. IEEE
Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, 30:929–943, 2019.

[60] Yutao Liu, Ke Gu, Xiu Li, and Yongbing Zhang. Blind image quality assessment by natural scene statistics
and perceptual characteristics. ACM Transactions on Multimedia Computing, Communications, and
Applications, 16:1–91, 2020.

[61] Yixuan Li, Peilin Chen, Hanwei Zhu, Keyan Ding, Leida Li, and Shiqi Wang. Deep shape-texture statistics
for completely blind image quality evaluation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.08107, 2024.

[62] Liangyu Chen, Xiaojie Chu, Xiangyu Zhang, and Jian Sun. Simple baselines for image restoration. In
European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 17–33, 2022.

[63] Syed Waqas Zamir, Aditya Arora, Salman Khan, Munawar Hayat, Fahad Shahbaz Khan, and Ming-Hsuan
Yang. Restormer: Efficient transformer for high-resolution image restoration. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 5728–5739, 2022.

[64] Alexey Dosovitskiy, Lucas Beyer, Alexander Kolesnikov, Dirk Weissenborn, Xiaohua Zhai, Thomas
Unterthiner, Mostafa Dehghani, Matthias Minderer, Georg Heigold, Sylvain Gelly, et al. An image is
worth 16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at scale. In International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2020.

[65] Zhou Wang, Alan C Bovik, Hamid R Sheikh, and Eero P Simoncelli. Image quality assessment: From
error visibility to structural similarity. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 13:600–612, 2004.

[66] Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter. Decoupled weight decay regularization. In International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2017.

[67] Karen Simonyan and Andrew Zisserman. Very deep convolutional networks for large-scale image recogni-
tion. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2015.

13



A Supplementary Material

A.1 Discussion and Limitations

In our proposed method, there are two limitations that will affect the performance. We will discuss
these limitations and provide possible solutions to them.

(a) The ability of the visual feature extractor to understand low-level degradation. We currently
employ the CLIP model’s visual feature extractor to facilitate text-driven degradation fusion.
These feature extractors may incline to focus on high-level information such as image
content, while their ability to understand low-level degradation may be limited. This could
impact the measurement of the degradation response. In future work, we hope to fine-tune
the feature extractor on tasks such as degradation classification or description, to enable it to
extract more fine-grained features related to degradation.

(b) The selection of degradation prompts for different downstream tasks. The suitable degrada-
tion prompts may vary for different downstream tasks. In future work, we hope to append
learnable tokens in the degradation prompts, and fine-tune these tokens to better adapt
our method to different tasks. Specifically, we can utilize the strategy such as adversarial
training, training DDR as a discriminator. This is an interesting and promising direction for
our further investigation.

A.2 Detailed Experiment Settings

A.2.1 Evaluation Metrics.

For BIQA, we select SRCC as evaluation metric to measure the correlation between predicted
quality score and human opinion. For image restoration, we choose PSNR and Structural Similarity
(SSIM) [65] as evaluation metrics to measure the fidelity and structure similarity of restored images,
respectively.

A.2.2 Training Settings

For all experiment on image restoration, we employ AdamW [66] optimizer and set the batch size as
4. We train NAFNet [62] and Restormer [63] for 200,000 and 300,000 steps respectively, following
their corresponding official settings. All experiments are conducted using one NVIDIA RTX 4090.
Each setting in image restoration costs about 20 to 30 hours for training.

A.2.3 Degraded and Positive Prompt Pairs

Full degraded and positive prompt pairs are shown in Tab. 7. We set each prompt following the format
in Eq. 6.

Figure 7: SRCC between DDR and statistics of deep features. Deep features are extracted from
different layers of pre-trained VGG [67] network.
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Degradation Type Degraded Prompt

color A unnatural color photo with low-quality.
noise A noise degraded photo with low-quality.
blur A blurry photo with low-quality.

exposure A unnatural exposure photo with low-quality.
content A bad content photo with low-quality.

Degradation Type Positive Prompt

color A real color photo with high-quality.
noise A clean photo with high-quality.
blur A sharp photo with high-quality.

exposure A natural exposure photo with high-quality.
content A clear content photo with high-quality.

Table 7: Degraded and Positive Prompts pairs in our experiment.

D Backbone Adaptation CSIQ TID2013 LIVEitw KonIQ

{color} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.7896 0.4872 0.5178 0.5745
{blur} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.7555 0.5061 0.6282 0.6028
{noise} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.6937 0.5022 0.4954 0.5804

{exposure} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.7695 0.5440 0.6312 0.5758
{blur,noise, exposure} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.8029 0.5841 0.6660 0.6390
{color,noise, exposure} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.8100 0.5917 0.6352 0.6379
{color,blur, exposure} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.8054 0.5446 0.6548 0.6229
{color,blur,noise} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.8157 0.5824 0.6399 0.6526

{color,blur,noise, exposure} ViT-B/32 ✗ 0.6074 0.4121 0.3437 0.4310

{color,blur,noise, exposure} ViT-B/16 ✓ 0.7841 0.6251 0.6888 0.6635
{color,blur,noise, exposure} ViT-B/32 ✓ 0.8289 0.5844 0.6613 0.6455
{color,blur,noise, exposure} RN50x16 ✓ 0.6500 0.5464 0.6607 0.6125
{color,blur,noise, exposure} RN50x64 ✓ 0.6162 0.5607 0.6703 0.6109

Table 8: Ablation results on blind image quality assessment.

A.3 Additional Experiment Results

Here we present additional experiment results. Firstly, statistics of deep features is known to be
correlated with multiple image characteristics such as texture and style [6, 10]. Therefore, it is
interesting to investigate the correlation between DDR and deep feature statistics. Specifically, we
extract features from five layers (Relu_1_1, Relu_2_1, Relu_3_1, Relu_4_1, and Relu_5_1) of pre-
trained VGG [67] network, and measure the mean and standard deviation of extracted features. Then,
we utilize SRCC to quantify the correlation between DDR and these statistics. The results are shown
in Fig. 7. We can observe that DDR to color degradation demonstrates similar correlation to statistics
of feature from every layers. While for exposure and blur degradation, DDR shows significant
higher correlation to mean and standard deviation of feature from Relu_1_1 than subsequent layers.
In contrast, for noise and content degradation, DDR shows higher correlation for Relu_1_1 and
Relu_5_1.

Secondly, we conduct ablation experiment on four BIQA datasets. As demonstrated in Tab. 8,
comparing with measuring DDR to single type of degradation, combining mutiple degradation types
leads to significant performance improvement. Furthermore, we can observe a performance boost by
utilizing degradation adaptation strategy, improving SRCC from 0.6074 to 0.8289 on CSIQ dataset.

Finally, we present additional qualitative results for image restoration tasks. Fig. 9 and Fig. 8 show
the results in image deblurring on the realBlur [52] dataset and GoPro [51] dataset respectively.
Moreover, the qualitative results in SISR on real-world dataset [53, 54] are demonstrated in Fig. 10.
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Figure 8: Qualitative result of image deblurring using the NAFNet [62] trained with GoPro [51]
dataset. The red area is cropped from different results and enlarged for visual convenient.
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Figure 9: Qualitative result of image deblurring using the NAFNet [62] trained with realBlur [52]
dataset. The red area is cropped from different results and enlarged for visual convenient.

LR PSNR +LPIPS +DDR(ours)

LR PSNR +LPIPS +DDR(ours)

Figure 10: Qualitative result of SISR using the NAFNet [62] trained with real-world SISR [53,
54] dataset. The red area is cropped from different results and enlarged for visual convenient.
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