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Abstract—Assessing the artness of Al-generated images contin-
ues to be a challenge within the realm of image generation. Most
existing metrics cannot be used to perform instance-level and
reference-free artness evaluation. This paper presents ArtScore,
a metric designed to evaluate the degree to which an image resem-
bles authentic artworks by artists (or conversely photographs),
thereby offering a novel approach to artness assessment. We
first blend pre-trained models for photo and artwork genera-
tion, resulting in a series of mixed models. Subsequently, we
utilize these mixed models to generate images exhibiting varying
degrees of artness with pseudo-annotations. Each photorealistic
image has a corresponding artistic counterpart and a series of
interpolated images that range from realistic to artistic. This
dataset is then employed to train a neural network that learns to
estimate quantized artness levels of arbitrary images. Extensive
experiments reveal that the artness levels predicted by ArtScore
align more closely with human artistic evaluation than existing
evaluation metrics, such as Gram loss and ArtFID.

Index Terms—Artistic image evaluation, neural style transfer
(NST), generative adversarial network (GAN), deep neural net-
work.

I. INTRODUCTION

MAGE generation is receiving increasing attention in the

field of computer vision. Neural style transfer (NST) [1]-
[4], generative adversarial networks (GANs) [5]-[8], and dif-
fusion models [9]-[11] are three common frameworks that
generate images. Significant advances have been made in
improving the quality of image generation. However, how to
automatically assess the artness of Al-generated images has
not been well-explored.

Metrics such as Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM)
[12], Inception Score (IS) [13], Fréchet Inception Distance
(FID) [14], Content Loss [1], ArtFID [15], and Gram Loss [1]
are widely used by image generation algorithms to measure
the quality of their results. However, none of the existing
metrics can be used to perform instance-level and reference-
free artness evaluation. FID and IS are usually used to assess
the overall quality of the Al-generated images, which are
not specially designed for artness evaluation and thus are
inaccurate in artness measurement. SSIM and Content Loss
are usually used to measure how much content semantics
can be preserved in photo-to-art translation, which cannot be
used to measure the artness similarity when the contents of
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two images are different. Gram Loss is used to calculate
the artistic distance between the generated image and the
real image that is used as the reference when performing
style transfer, which has a limited application of image style
transfer where the target real artwork is required to perform the
artness evaluation. Similar to FID [14], ArtFID can evaluate
the distance between the distributions of the generated and
real artworks, which may be inaccurate when the number
of generated images or the compared real artwork dataset is
limited, making instance-level artness evaluation difficult.

To overcome the lack of automatic artness evaluation metric,
subjective evaluation based on a carefully designed user study
is widely adopted by existing works [4], [16]-[20]. However,
human evaluation could be expensive in terms of both time
and effort, difficult to reproduce, and might be biased if
the number of the collected user responses are not large
enough. Therefore, it is desired to have an objective metric
that can automatically measure the artness of the algorithm-
generated images and is well aligned with the subjective
human evaluation. A proper evaluation metric is of critical
importance for image generation algorithms. First, it enables
fair and qualitative comparison between different algorithms,
thus can encourage competition and drive the development of
better algorithms. Second, such a metric could be directly used
to guide the image generation process to make the generated
image have better quality and fidelity.

To that end, we propose a new metric to evaluate the artness
level of Al-generated images, which is named ArtScore.
ArtScore is implemented as a neural network, which allows
both instance-level and reference-free artness evaluation. To
develop the ArtScore model, we first build an interpolated
artness dataset and then train a neural network on the newly
built dataset to regress the pseudo-annotated artness levels.
The whole process can be divided into three steps: StyleGAN
Adaptation, Interpolated Image Generation, and ArtScore
Training (Fig. 1). Annotating the artness score of images by
humans is very expensive and requires extensive expertise.
The first two steps aim to generate a pseudo-annotated dataset
to avoid the expensive and time-consuming human annota-
tion [21], where images in our collected dataset exhibit varying
levels of artness, with each photorealistic image possessing a
corresponding artistic counterpart and a range of interpolated
images spanning from photorealistic to artistic.

Starting from a pre-trained StyleGAN2 [7] model with
photorealistic style, we first train a model with fine-art painting
style through transfer learning, where we use FreezeG [22] and
few-shot adaptation [23] as two transfer learning protocols.
FreezeG freezes the early layers of the generator and tunes
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Fig. 1. The proposed framework consists of three steps: 1) StyleGAN transfer, 2) interpolated image generation, and 3) ArtScore training. The first two steps
generate a large dataset containing images with varying levels of artness. The third step learns to distinguish different levels of artness from the developed

dataset.

the later convolutional modules, which empirically yields good
results for corresponding domains. The few-shot method can
produce different StyleGAN models with varied artistic styles,
leading to more diverse artistic images. For the transfer learn-
ing with the few-shot setting, examples to guide the model
transfer are representative paintings from different artistic
styles and are acquired by artistic style clustering.

Next, we generate a pseudo-annotated artness dataset with
varied levels of artness. Based on the pre-trained StyleGAN
models with photorealistic style and the adapted model with
artistic style, we linearly interpolate [24] photorealistic and
artistic models to get StyleGAN models that can generate
images with varying levels of artness. By tuning the inter-
polation weight between the base model and the adapted
model, we can control the level of artness of the mixed
model, allowing us to generate images with same structures
but different levels of artness using the same latent input.
We project the photorealistic images from FFHQ [25], LSUN
horse [26], and LHQ [27] datasets into the latent space of the
pre-trained StyleGAN models [7] and generate images with
varying artness levels by using the interpolated StyleGAN
models from photo to art.

We train a neural network (ArtScore) to predict how close
an image is to real artwork, which can vary based on subjective
interpretations and criteria. However, it is challenging to define
a fixed absolute artness ground truth in model training. There-
fore, we train the model with a learn-to-rank objective [28]
instead of regressing the absolute artness level of the interpo-
lated images, where the model is trained to rank the relative
artness of a given image sequence. The learn-to-rank loss
term avoids the need for fixed absolute artness ground truth
but can still learn effective artness scores. To further improve
the model’s robustness during inference, we introduce a novel
augmentation strategy. During training, an image in a sequence
is randomly replaced with an image from another sequence
with the same relative artness rank but different content and
style. This scenario helps the model to compare the artness
of less related images. Our ablation study demonstrates that
using learn-to-rank loss terms produces better results than
regressing fixed artness levels, and the cross-sequence random
swap augmentation further enhances the model performance.

We evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed metric at both
the instance level and algorithm level, demonstrating that the
artness level measured by ArtScore is better aligned with

the human evaluation. Our experiment also shows that using
ArtScore together with other image quality assessment metrics
can produce a more accurate image artness ranking, which
cannot be achieved by other metrics without ArtScore.
Additionally, we conduct an ablation study to evaluate the
effectiveness and necessity of our framework design.

In summary, our contributions are three folds:

« We develop a large dataset that facilitates effective learn-
ing of the proposed artness metric, without relying on any
human annotation which can be expensive and require
expertise.

o We propose ArtScore, which can quantitatively evaluate
how well a generated image resembles fine-art paintings.
It is a neural network trained with an effective learn-to-
rank objective. To the best of our knowledge, ArtScore is
the first method that can achieve reference-free instance-
level artness evaluation.

o We empirically demonstrate that ArtScore aligns better
with human evaluation than existing metrics and can be
used to better evaluate neural style transfer algorithms
quantitatively when combined with other existing metrics.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Image Generation Frameworks

Image generation has gained significant interest in recent
years. Neural Style Transfer (NST) is a prominent method that
transfers artistic style from a style image to a content image.
[1] introduces an iterative algorithm to optimize gram loss and
content loss. [29] and [30] introduce feed-forward networks
for specific style approximation. Subsequent techniques allow
multiple styles per model [31], [32], and universal style
transfer methods [2], [3], [33], [34]. Generative Adversarial
Networks (GANSs) represent another popular approach, which
involves two competing neural networks - a generator and
a discriminator. Various advanced and domain-specific GAN
variations have been utilized for image generation, such as
CAN [6], StyleGAN [35], and CycleGAN [8], which achieves
impressive results in generating convincing fake artwork im-
ages. The diffusion model [9] is a recently proposed frame-
work with notable potential. It involves creating a series
of progressively noisier versions of the original images and
learning to denoise them iteratively. DALL-E 2 [10], sta-
ble diffusion [11], MultiDiffusion [36], and RAPHAEL [37]
are text-to-image generation methods based on the diffusion
model. To train the ArtScore model, we develop a dataset
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with StyleGAN2 models. In our experiments, to evaluate the
trained model, we use various NST methods and StyleGAN
to generate images for evaluation.

B. Image Generation Evaluation

Several metrics have been proposed to evaluate the gen-
erated images based on specific dimensions. Inception Score
(IS) [13] and Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [14] are
based on the image set feature distribution. IS compares the
conditional label distribution to the marginal distribution of the
generated images to reflect quality and diversity. FID measures
the distance between the deep feature distributions of the gen-
erated and real image sets. Structural Similarity Index Measure
(SSIM) [12] and Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity
(LPIPS) [38] are based on the comparison of two images.
SSIM measures the similarity between the generated and real
images on the pixel level, considering luminance, contrast, and
structure. LPIPS calculates the average 12 distance between the
patch-level feature representations. Content Loss [1] and Gram
Loss [1] are commonly used metrics in NST research [2], [17],
[39], [40]. Content Loss measures the preservation of content
between the transferred image and the content reference based
on MSE of their feature maps. Gram Loss measures the style
matching between the stylized image and the style reference,
based on the MSE of the gram matrices of their feature
maps. Deception Rate [41] and ArtFID [15] utilize pre-trained
stylistic classifiers trained on art painting datasets to improve
style representation. Deception Rate measures the proportion
of stylized images that an artist classification network assigns
to the artist whose artwork was used for stylization. ArtFID
incorporates both content and style by computing the LPIPS
distance between the content reference and the stylized image
for content preservation, and the FID between the style refer-
ence image set and the stylized image set for style matching
(ArtFID_Style). The resulting evaluation metric is computed as
ArtFID = (1+LPIPS)-(1+ ArtFID_Style). To evaluate
the effectiveness of our proposed ArtScore, we compare it
against commonly used metrics in artness evaluation.

C. StyleGAN Inversion and Transfer

Latent space projection is a widely used technique in
StyleGAN [35] to attribute a given image. It involves finding a
matching latent code for a given image with the generator; so
that when feeding the latent code back into the generator, it can
produce an image that closely matches the given target image.
This technique is useful to control attributes of the generated
image in image editing [42]. [7] explored an optimization-
based method for latent space projection, where the generator
is fixed while the latent code is optimized to minimize the
LPIPS between the generated image and the given target.

Transfer learning has been employed to adapt pre-trained
StyleGAN models to new styles [23], [43], [44], enabling the
training of high-quality generators with limited examples. The
transferred generator closely relates to the source generator: by
linearly interpolating between their weights, network interpo-
lation allows for an approximate interpolation between the two
learned styles [24]. [45] demonstrates that by fusing different
layers, one can control the structural and stylized visual effects
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Fig. 2. We use (a) FreezeG and (b) a few-shot adaptation method to adapt
the photorealistic StyleGAN to artistic styles. In the FreezeG setting (a), we
fine-tune the photorealistic model using the entire art painting dataset while
freezing the early convolution layers. In the few-shot adaptation setting (b),
we cluster the art paintings by their styles and sample representative paintings
to fine-tune the entire photorealistic model using only a few representative
examples.

of the fused generator to resemble either the source or the
transferred model.

We use StyleGAN transfer and interpolation to derive gen-
erators with varied artness levels, and use StyleGAN inversion
to retrieve latent codes for real images as the input for these
generators to synthesize the training dataset.

D. Learning to Rank

Learning to rank (LTR) [46] aims to sort a list of ob-
jects based on a scoring model. It is commonly used in
various applications such as recommendation systems and
information retrieval. During the training process, the scoring
model learns to predict scores for a list of input objects by
minimizing a ranking loss function. LTR methods differ in
how they consider objects in the loss function. Compared with
pointwise and pairwise approaches, which transfer ranking
into regression on a single object or classification on object
pairs, the listwise approach such as ListMLE [28] takes the
whole list as input, which better considers the relative position
information [28], [47] and leads to better experimental results.
The proposed ArtScore is trained based on the optimization
of a listwise LTR objective.

III. METHOD

Fig. 1 shows the whole process to compute ArtScore.
We first use transfer learning procedures to adapt the pre-
trained photorealistic StyleGAN models to the artistic style.
Next, we blend pre-trained StyleGAN models for photo and
artwork generation and use the blended model to generate a
dataset exhibiting varying levels of artness, where the model
interpolation ratios are used as the pseudo annotations of the
artness level. Finally, we train a neural network to measure
the artness of images based on a learn-to-rank objective. This
section introduces the details of each step.

A. StyleGAN Transfer

We adapt pre-trained StyleGAN2 [7] models from the pho-
torealistic style to the artistic style through transfer learning.
Given the same latent code in the latent space of StyleGAN,
the original pre-trained model and the transferred model
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Fig. 3. StyleGAN model interpolation and interpolated image generation.
We linearly interpolate the low-level convolution layers of photorealistic and
artistic StyleGAN models. Real photos and artworks are projected into the
latent space of respective models to retrieve latent codes. These codes are
used as the input of the interpolated models to generate sequences of images
with varied levels of artness.
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Fig. 4. Effect of fusing all blocks (top) or the last blocks (bottom) of the
photorealistic and artistic models. Note that the structure of the horse is better
preserved if we only fuse the low-level layers.

generate photorealistic and artistic images, respectively, where
both images have the same content. We perform the transfer
learning on StyleGAN models pre-trained on FFHQ [25],
LSUN horse [26], and LHQ [27] datasets because they are
popular genres in art paintings. Paintings corresponding to
these domains are collected from the WikiART [48] dataset
and used to transfer the models. We explore two transfer
learning methods: FreezeG [22] and few-shot adaptation [23]
(see Fig. 2).

FreezeG freezes early layers of the generator and tunes
the last generator blocks, which can preserve the latent code
structure intact while transferring the StyleGAN into an artistic
style. The few-shot method needs a few examples to transfer
the photorealistic generator into an artistic style, where we can
control the transferred model by using artworks with a certain
artistic style as examples. By switching the example images,
we adapt the same photorealistic model into different artistic
models that produce distinct styles, leading to more diverse
artistic images. Representative paintings from different artistic
styles are selected via clustering for this purpose. Specifically,
we adopt the Gram matrix [1] (stacked into a 1-d vector) as
the style representation and use the K-Means algorithm for
clustering. Paintings closest to the cluster centers are used as
representatives of the cluster to adapt the photorealistic model.
We perform the few-shot StyleGAN model transfer on all
clusters, resulting in one pre-trained photorealistic StyleGAN
model with corresponding artistic models in different artistic
styles.

B. Pseudo-Annotated Dataset Generation

This subsection introduces how we use the photorealistic
and artistic StyleGAN models to synthesize a variety of
images, including photorealistic images, artistic images, and
intermediate images between the two styles with varying
artness levels, as shown in Fig. 3. We first interpolate net-
work parameters of the photorealistic and artistic StyleGAN

TABLE I
SUMMARY OF THE GENERATED PSEUDO-ANNOTATED ARTNESS DATASET.
‘WE PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF SEQUENCES CONTAINING EITHER REAL
PAINTINGS OR REAL PHOTOS FOR EACH DOMAIN. EACH SEQUENCE
CONSISTS OF 12 IMAGES WITH THE SAME CONTENT AND DIFFERENT
STYLES THAT INTERPOLATE BETWEEN THE PHOTOREALISTIC AND
ARTISTIC STYLES.

Domain Painting Seq Photo Seq Total Seq
Face 17,436 17,436 34,872
Horse 8,808 8,808 17,616
Landscape 45,627 45,627 91,254
All 71,871 71,871 143,742

models [24] to derive mixed models that generate interpolated
images between real and art styles. The parameters of the
interpolated model are a weighted average of the photorealistic
model and artistic model:

0l =(1-a)-0F +a- 08, (1)

?

where 6, 6F, and 6 are the parameters of the i*" convo-
Iutional layer of the interpolated, photorealistic, and artistic
models, respectively. « is the interpolation weight to control
the desired artness level, which also serves as the pseudo-
annotation.

Next, we project a set of real paintings and photos to the
latent space of the corresponding StyleGAN models in the
artistic and photorealistic domains, respectively. We use the
StyleGAN inversion algorithm introduced by [49]. For the
artistic StyleGAN models produced by the few-shot transfer
learning method, we project the paintings that are used as
examples for StyleGAN transfer.

Finally, based on the interpolated StyleGAN models and
retrieved latent codes, we use StyleGAN models with varying
levels of artness to generate images with pseudo artness labels.
The process starts with a real painting or photo that serves as
the ground truth of most or least artness, respectively. Next, we
generate a series of images from the original input (i.e., real
painting or photo) while transitioning smoothly to the other
style. Given the same latent code, the interpolated StyleGAN
models will generate images with the same semantic content
but varying artness levels. As shown in Fig. 4. This is achieved
by only fusing the last 6 convolutional layers while keeping
the parameters of the previous layers intact.

C. Model Training

This subsection shows how to train a neural network on
the pseudo-annotated dataset to develop the ArtScore model.
Directly regressing the pseudo artness label with the corre-
sponding image as the input does not achieve satisfying results.
The reason is that different real artworks may exhibit different
artness levels. However, in our collected pseudo-annotated
dataset, all the real artworks have the same artness level, which
may confuse the network in training, leading to compromised
accuracy. To this end, we adopt a learn-to-rank scheme to
train a neural network to predict the relative ranking of images
rather than fixed absolute artness levels. Given an interpolated
image sequence x = {x1,---,z,} and the corresponding
artness levels y = {y1, - ,yn}, the objective is to learn a
model f that can output artness scores that are close to the
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ground-truth ranking. To achieve this, we use the ListMLE
loss, which is defined as

L(f;x,y) = —log P(y|x; f), 2)
where
exp(f(zy-1(:)))
P(ylx; f) = sz o ) 3)

Here, y~!(i) denotes the index of image in the i-th position
of y, so f(xy-1¢;) represents the model output score of
the i-th ranked unage in the given sequence. To help the
model compare the artness between images with different
contents and styles, we introduced a random cross-sequence
swap augmentation during training, where an image in a
sequence (i.e., the image sequence generated by StyleGAN
model interpolation) is randomly replaced with an image from
another sequence with the same relative artness rank but
different content and style. Our experiments find that the learn-
to-rank method can achieve better results than the intuitive
regression framework, and the random swap augmentation en-
hances the model’s robustness during inference and improves
its performance.

IV. EXPERIMENT

An effective evaluation metric should closely align with
human judgment [15], [38], [50]. To validate the efficacy of
our framework, we compare the artness level produced by
ArtScore with other metrics on a human-annotated artness
dataset. The results demonstrate that the proposed ArtScore
aligns better with the human measurements in terms of the
artness. Using ArtScore with other image quality assessment
metrics together achieves more accurate and comprehensive
Al-generated image quality evaluation.

A. Implementation Details

Dataset. WikiART [48] is a large-scale dataset of over 80k
unique paintings with detailed metadata on artists, styles, and
genres. We collect a set of art paintings including art faces,
art horse paintings, and landscape paintings from the WikiART
dataset to perform the transfer learning on pre-trained Style-
GAN?2 [7] models from photorealistic style to artistic style. For
the art face domain, we leverage an available and preprocessed
dataset [51]. To collect art horse paintings, we retrieved 2, 000
paintings from WikiART whose CLIP [52] embeddings had
the closest cosine similarity to the CLIP embedding of the
prompt “this is a horse painting”, as well as all paintings
with the keyword “horse” in the accompanying metadata (i.e.,
genre, name, description, and tags). We manually exclude false
positive horse paintings. For the landscape painting domain,
we use all paintings belonging to the “landscape” genre in
WikiART. In total, we collect 5,812 art faces, 2,936 horse
paintings, and 15,209 landscape paintings.

StyleGAN Transfer Learning. We use two settings to transfer
the pre-trained photorealistic StyleGAN2 models to the artistic
models. In the first setting, we use FreezeG technique, which
fixes the early layers of the generator and fine-tunes the last
generator blocks. We determine which layers to fuse through
hyperparameter tuning, and our experiments show that tuning

only the last 5 or 6 blocks or the entire model produces
visually pleasing results. For this method, we use a learning
rate of 0.0002, a batch size of 16, and a total of 10,000
training iterations, and use all collected paintings belonging
to the corresponding domains for adaptation. In the second
setting, we use the few-shot adaptation method. First, we
cluster the paintings using K-Means based on their artistic
styles represented by the Gram matrices. We set the number
of clusters to 20, which approximates the number of unique
artistic styles in the dataset. For each cluster, we select 10
paintings that are closest to the cluster center as representatives
and use them to adapt the photorealistic model. We perform
the few-shot StyleGAN model transfer on all 20 clusters using
a learning rate of 0.0002, a batch size of 4, and a total of
5,000 training iterations. We keep all other hyperparameters
the same as the official implementations.

Interpolated Image Generation. We use the interpolation
parameter « to control the level of artness in the generated
images, which ranges from 0.0 to 1.0 in increments of 0.1.
This results in 12 images per sequence, including one real
photo or one painting, and 11 interpolated images with varying
degrees of artness. Table I shows the statistics of the developed
datasets.

ArtScore Training. We use a ResNet50 pre-trained on Im-
ageNet as the backbone of the proposed ArtScore, with the
fully connected layer replaced by a three-layer MLP with
a hidden layer of size 768 and an output layer of size 1.
We use the AdamW optimizer [53] with a learning rate of
le—4 to optimize the ListMLE loss [28]. The batch size
is set to 16 sequences (i.e., 192 images). The dropout rate
is set to 0.5 to prevent over-fitting. Apart from the random
swap augmentation, commonly used augmentations including
random flipping and rotation are applied to the training images.
The dataset is randomly split into training, validation, and test
sets with a ratio of 0.8, 0.1, and 0.1. We train the model for 10
epochs and save the model parameters when the model reaches
the lowest loss on the validation set as the final evaluator,
which reaches an NDCG score of 0.965 on the test set.

B. Quantitative Consistency with Human Evaluation

[15] systematically compared the effects of the photo-to-art
style transfer of 13 different NST algorithms through a large-
scale user study. We adopt the user study score presented in
their paper as the oracle measurement of the quality of these
algorithms in generating artwork. We then evaluate how our
proposed ArtScore and other existing metrics align with the
human evaluation by measuring Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficient [54]. Following the experimental setup in [15], we
generate 50,000 512 x 512 style transfer images for 12 style
transfer methods from the literature [1], [2], [19], [33], [55]-
[62] using the same pairs of content and style references.
We exclude one method [63] due to insufficient implementa-
tion details. Content images are sampled from the Places365
dataset [64] and the COCO dataset [65]. Style images are
sampled from the WikiART [48] dataset. We compute three
different sets of metrics: (1) content preservation metrics
including LPIPS, Content Loss, SSIM, and L2 distance, cal-
culated using the stylized images and the content references;



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON MULTIMEDIA, VOL. X, 2024

TABLE II
THE CORRELATION BETWEEN THE RANKING INDUCED BY THE USER
STUDY CONDUCTED IN [15] AND THE RANKING INDUCED BY ARTSCORE
AND OTHER METRICS BASED ON THE RANK AGGREGATION METHOD
GIVEN BY EQ. 4. FOR THE ARTFID METRIC, WE REPORT THE RESULT
IN [15](PAPER), AND THE RE-IMPLEMENTED RESULT USING THE
STYLIZED IMAGES GENERATED IN OUR EXPERIMENTS (REP). THE
HIGHEST CORRELATION IS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD, AND THE SECOND
HIGHEST IS UNDERLINED.

Aspects Metrics Spearman’s p 1 p-value |
Artness ArtScore 0.6364 0.0261
Gram Loss -0.3286 0.2969

Style ArtFID_Style 0.6504 0.0220
+ArtScore 0.7549 (+0.1045) 0.0045

LPIPS 0.4126 0.1826
+ArtScore 0.7138 (+0.3012) 0.0091

Content Loss (CL) 0.4755 0.1182

Content +ArtScore 0.5835 (+0.1080) 0.0464
SSIM 0.5315 0.0754

+ArtScore 0.5965 (+0.0650) 0.0406
L2 0.2837 0.3715

+ArtScore 0.5298 (+0.2461) 0.0764

ArtFIDoo (paper) 0.9301* 0.0000*

ArtFIDoo 0.7063 0.0102

+ArtScore 0.7790 (+0.0727) 0.0028
ArtFID_Style+LPIPS 0.6714 0.0168

+ArtScore 0.7552 (+0.0489) 0.0045

Style+Content ArtFID_Style+CL 0.7874 0.0024
+ArtScore 0.8196 (+0.0322) 0.0011
ArtFID_Style+SSIM 0.8120 0.0013

+ArtScore 0.7719 (-0.0401) 0.0033
ArtFID_Style+L2 0.6843 0.0141

+ArtScore 0.7356 (+0.0513) 0.0064

(2) style matching metrics including ArtFID_Style (i.e., the
style measure used in the ArtFID metric) and Gram Loss,
calculated using the stylized images and the style references;
(3) artness metric based on the proposed ArtScore, which does
not require any references. To obtain an aggregated ArtScore
metric for an algorithm, we first calculate the artness score for
each stylized image using the trained ArtScore, then pass the
scores through a sigmoid function and calculate their average.
Therefore, the final ArtScore for an algorithm is normalized
to a range between O and 1, with a higher score indicating
that an algorithm is more capable of generating images that
resemble fine-art paintings.

To measure the alignment of metrics and their combinations
with human evaluation scores, we calculate Spearman’s p
correlation coefficient, and the results are presented in Table II
and Fig. 5. For a single metric, we can calculate the correlation
directly, while for multiple metrics, we explore three methods
for combining them.

Rank. We denote M; as the i-th metric and Alg; as the j-th
algorithm. We calculate the rank of each algorithm Alg; based
on each metric M;, which is denoted as R;;. The overall rank
R; of algorithm Alg; is then defined as:

n

R; =Y R 4)

where 7 is the total number of nlletrics used. R; is then used
as the aggregated score for calculating the correlation.

Add. Here, we first normalize the metric values between O
and 1 and make them smaller-the-better form, denoted by
My orm. We denote My opm;; as the j-th algorithm’s value
on i-th normalized metric. VYF then use

Aj = ZMnormij (5)
=1

i=
to combine the normalized metrics to obtain an aggregated
score.

Add, w/o ArtScore
W Add, w/ArtScore

Rank, w/o ArtScore
M Rank, w/ ArtScore

Multiply, w/o ArtScore
M Multiply, w/ ArtScore

0.80

0.70
0.60
0.50
ArtFIDoo ArtFID_Style ArtFID_Style ArtFID_Style ArtFID_Style
+LPIPS +Content Loss +SSIM +L2
Fig. 5. The correlation between the user study rankings from [15] and

rankings induced by content preservation and style matching metrics, both
with and without our proposed ArtScore metric. We tested three aggregation
methods denoted by Eq. 4, Eq. 5, and Eq. 6. Lighter shades represent results
without ArtScore, while darker shades represent results with ArtScore. In
general, incorporating ArtScore consistently improves the accuracy of image
artness ranking across all aggregation methods.

Multiply. Here we also use normalized metric values and use
n
M’ul] = H(l + Mnormij) (6)
i=1
to combine the normalized metrics. This is the formula used in
ArtFID to combine LPIPS and ArtFID_Style metrics, ensuring
a fair comparison.

As Table II shows, when a single metric is used to evaluate
style transfer algorithms, ArtScore and ArtFID_Style exhibit
a significant correlation with human judgment and perform
better than content-related metrics. This could be because
both metrics are based on models trained on large-scale
art painting datasets and have abundant priors about artistic
styles. As shown in Table II and Fig. 5, when combined
with other metrics, ArtScore is proved to be effective in
improving the correlation with human judgments under dif-
ferent aggregation settings. Specifically, combining the rank
induced by ArtScore with LPIPS yields a higher correlation
coefficient than the strong baseline ArtFID, which consists of
LPIPS and ArtFID_Style. Moreover, combining ArtScore with
ArtFID further improves the correlation. These results show
that ArtScore can accurately and quantitatively evaluate the
quality of images generated by style transfer methods.

Interestingly, we observe that the Gram Loss metric exhibits
a negative correlation with human evaluation scores, and
incorporating it into combinations with other metrics would
reduce the correlation. This suggests that Gram Loss may
not be aligned well with human artistic evaluation. A similar
pattern is shown in previous research [17], [39], [40], where
methods with lower Gram Loss did not necessarily result in
better preference or style preservation in human evaluation
studies.

C. User Study

We conduct a user study to evaluate the consistency be-
tween our proposed ArtScore and existing metrics with human
artistic evaluation at the instance level. Participants were
presented with pairs of images and asked to select which one
more closely resembled fine-art paintings. The comparisons
included three different scenarios: pairs of images generated
with the same, different, or no style-content references. We
use the same 12 style transfer methods as in the algorithm-
level experiments to produce art images with the same or
different references and utilize a pre-trained StyleGAN3 [66]
to synthesize art images unconditionally.
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ArtScore

Neural Style Transfer

E i 0
! StyleGAN3

Fig. 6. Qualitative comparisons on images that are conditionally generated (with neural style transfer algorithms) and unconditionally generated (with
StyleGAN3). A primary difference between images with low and high ArtScore values is that high-score images tend to resemble fine-art paintings more
closely. This can be observed in more structured composition, more delicate brushstrokes, and fewer artifacts.

TABLE III
WE EVALUATE THE ALIGNMENT OF EACH METRIC WITH HUMAN ARTISTIC
JUDGMENTS BY USING THE RATE AT WHICH ITS ARTNESS COMPARISON
RESULTS MATCH THOSE OF HUMANS. THE PROPOSED ARTSCORE
ACHIEVES THE BEST RESULT. WE USE THE MCNEMAR TEST TO EXAMINE
THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE ARTSCORE AND OTHER METRICS IN
ARTISTIC EVALUATION.

Comparision Metrics Accuracy x2 p-value

ArtScore 0.6433 - -
NST with Gram 0.4503 21.1250 0.0000
same style LPIPS 0.5848 2.5423 0.1108
and content Content 0.5819 2.5478 0.1105
references SSIM 0.6053 1.0992 0.2944
L2 0.5731 3.7786 0.0519

ArtScore 0.5639 - -
NST with Gram 0.4511 5.9225 0.0149
different style LPIPS 0.5301 0.5378 0.4633
and content Content 0.4361 8.6429 0.0033
references SSIM 0.4699 4.8403 0.0278
L2 0.5226 0.8547 0.3552

StyleGAN3 ArtScore 0.6426 - -

To ensure the reliability of the data, an attention check
question is included in the user study. Each participant is given
a total of 46 questions, consisting of 15 pairs of images for
each of the three types of comparisons (same, different, and
no style-content references), as well as the attention check
question. We remove responses that do not pass the attention
check. We also exclude pairs of images where an equal number
of participants preferred one image over the other to avoid any
controversial responses.

To evaluate the consistency of each metric with human
artistic evaluation, we use the artness comparison results from
human evaluation as the reference standard. We then calculate
an accuracy score for each metric based on its induced
comparison results. We also conduct a McNemar test [67] to
determine the statistical significance of differences between
our ArtScore and other metrics in terms of their consistency
with human artistic evaluation. In this comparison, we exclude
ArtFID, as it is based on the deep feature distribution of
generated and real artworks and cannot handle instance-level
comparison when only limited images are provided.

The results, shown in Table III, indicate that ArtScore is
more consistent with human judgment than other metrics when
comparing artworks generated with style transfer methods.
Notably, ArtScore performs significantly better than Gram
Loss, Content Loss, and SSIM when the compared images

are based on different style-content references. This is in line
with our findings in the algorithm-level experiments. Other
metrics cannot be directly used to compare the artness of
different images, and could be inaccurate in the task of artistic
evaluation. Content Loss, SSIM, LPIPS, and L2 measure
content preservation based on deep feature or pixel values.
Although they could to some extent measure how structural
the composition of the generated image is by comparing
it with real photo references, they completely ignore the
style information. Therefore, they were not able to capture
this important aspect for artistic evaluation, such as how
the brushstrokes resemble fine-art. Gram Loss, on the other
hand, only measures the stylistic and completely ignores the
contents. For example, it could ignore artifacts that distort
the content, which would otherwise detract from the fine-art
feel of the piece. Moreover, when comparing unconditionally
generated images, all other metrics would not work as they
cannot be derived without paired reference. ArtScore, on the
other hand, remains consistent with human judgments in this
scenario.

For each metric, the accuracy score drops when comparing
images with different style-content references. We hypothesize
that this is because the task of artistic judgment becomes
more difficult and subjective when the compared images are
less similar and consistent, even for humans: the ratio of the
controversial pairs to all pairs increases from 8.47% to 12.03%
when the references for compared images become different.

Interestingly, we notice the performance of Gram Loss is
no better than random guess, which again suggests that Gram
Loss may not be well aligned with human artistic evaluation.

D. Qualitative Analysis

We conduct a qualitative analysis to gain insights into
the differences between generated images with high and low
ArtScore. The results are presented in Fig. 6. We use images
generated in the quantitative experiments and sample examples
with varied ArtScore. In the examples generated with NST,
we observe that images with high ArtScore tended to have a
clearer and more natural structure (e.g., the roof in (a), the
people in (b), (c), and the truck in (f)) with fewer introduced
artifacts (as seen (d) and (f)). In the examples generated
with StyleGAN3, we observe that high-score images tended
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TABLE IV
THE ABLATION EXPERIMENT ON INSTANCE-LEVEL EVALUATION. WE
SHOW THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ARTNESS EVALUATOR WHEN 1) USING
ONLY A SINGLE DOMAIN OF IMAGES DURING TRAINING, 2) REPLACING
THE LEARN-TO-RANK OBJECTIVE WITH THE MEAN SQUARED ERROR LOSS
DURING TRAINING, AND 3) REMOVING RANDOM SWAP ARGUMENTATION
DURING TRAINING. THE BEST PERFORMANCE IS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD,
AND THE SECOND BEST IS UNDERLINED.

TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDY ON ALGORITHM-LEVEL EVALUATION: EXAMINING THE
INFLUENCE OF SEQUENCE LENGTH AND DATASET SIZE. WE PRESENT THE
PERFORMANCE OF ARTSCORE TRAINED WITH TWO VARIATIONS: 1)
DECREASED SEQUENCE LENGTH, REPRESENTING COARSER-LEVEL
INTERPOLATION BETWEEN ART AND REAL STYLES (UPPER), AND 2)
SUBSET OF THE DEVELOPED DATASET, REPRESENTING FEWER SEQUENCES
DURING TRAINING (BOTTOM). THE RIGHT-MOST COLUMN INDICATES THE

Accuracy SETUP WE USED IN THE MAIN RESULT.
Metrics NST NST StyleGAN3 Seq Length 4 6 8 10 12
same ref diff ref no ref MSE Loss 0.4056 | 0.4406 | 0.5245 | 0.5385 | 0.559%4
ArtScore 0.6433 0.5639 0.6426 ListMLE Loss 0.5175 | 0.5734 | 0.6084 | 0.6364 | 0.6364
only Face 0.5205 0.5188 0.4729 . _
only Horse 0.5463 0.5150 0.5054 Train Set Ratio 20% | 40% | 60% | 80% | 100%
only Landscape 0.5877 0.5564 0.5884 MSE Loss 0.3916 0.5035 0.5175 0.5385 0.5594
w/o random swap 0.3536 0.5414 0.6245 ately aligned, as it does not require alignment in the training
TABLE V data as long as there is at least one horse in the image. In

THE ABLATION EXPERIMENT ON ALGORITHM-LEVEL EVALUATION. WE

SHOW THE PERFORMANCE OF ARTSCORE WHEN USED ALONE (ABOVE)

AND WHEN USED WITH ARTFID_STYLE AND CONTENT LOSS METRICS

(BELOW). THE BEST PERFORMANCE IS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD, AND THE
SECOND BEST IS UNDERLINED.

Metrics Spearman’s p-value |
pT
ArtScore 0.6364 0.0261
only Face 0.4336 0.1591
only Horse 0.5455 0.0666
only Landscape 0.5594 0.0586
MSE Loss 0.5594 0.0586
w/o random swap 0.5734 0.0513
ArtScore 0.8196 0.0011
only Face 0.7860 0.0024
only Horse +ArtFID_Style 0.7951 0.0020
only Landscape +Content Loss 0.8000 0.0018
MSE Loss 0.8000 0.0018
w/o random swap 0.8163 0.0012

to have more details ((i) and (j)), a harmonious structure
((h) and (j)), and delicate brushstrokes ((g) and (k)). As
a result, high-score images more closely resembled fine-art
paintings. These observations demonstrate that the proposed
ArtScore effectively captures the qualities of Al-generated
images associated with fine art, such as clarity, naturalness,
and harmony.

E. Ablation

The ablation experiment results are reported in Tables IV,
V, and VI. When evaluating the effectiveness of combining
ArtScore with other metrics, we adopt the ArtFID_Style and
Content Loss as additional metrics and adopt ranking-based
aggregation, as this combination yields the highest correlation
as shown in Table II.

Using only a single domain. We evaluate the performance of
ArtScore by training it solely on image sequences belonging
to the face, horse, or landscape domain. Compared to using
the full dataset, this setting results in a significant drop
in performance, highlighting the importance of training the
artness evaluator on multiple domains of artwork. This allows
the model to learn from a diverse dataset with varying contents
and styles. Interestingly, we observe that the face domain
yielded the worst result, followed by the horse domain, while
the landscape domain resulted in the best performance. We
hypothesize that this may be because of the levels of alignment
in each domain. The face domain is highly aligned, given
that both the source and transferred generators are trained on
preprocessed and aligned data. The horse domain is moder-

contrast, the landscape domain is the least aligned, unlike the
object constraint in the horse domain or the position constraint
in the face domain. Therefore, we hypothesize that a mixed
requirement for alignment is more natural in the context of
real paintings, as painters may not always set such constraints
when creating their works. Overall, combining these domains

yields the best results.

Using a Coarser Level of Interpolation. In the main result,
we vary the interpolation parameter o from 0.0 to 1.0 in
increments of 0.1, resulting in 12 images per sequence, includ-
ing one real image and 11 interpolated images with varying
degrees of artness. We explore variants of pseudo-annotated
datasets with fewer images per sequence by varying «, which
represents coarser differences between art and real styles. As
shown in Table VI, longer sequence lengths generally benefit
correlation performance. This aligns with our motivation to
train ArtScore to distinguish fine-grained differences in the
developed dataset, thereby enhancing its robustness during
inference.

Using Fewer Sequences. We train ArtScore with only a
subset of the developed dataset. As depicted in Table VI, the
model benefits when trained with more sequences. A more
comprehensive and diverse training set enhances the model’s
generalizability and improves performance on unseen images
during inference.

Replacing the learn-to-rank objective. We replace the
ListMLE loss with the MSE loss to train ArtScore. The
model is then optimized to output an accurate value of the
pseudo ranking for the input image sequences. Our evaluation
results (Table IV, V) demonstrate that ListMLE outperforms
MSE in both instance- and algorithm-level evaluations, across
various conditions such as sequence length and training set
size (Table VI). With the MSE loss, the model is encouraged
to give the same scores for images with the same ranking
in their respective sequences, even though their ground-truth
artness could vary. This additional constraint could hamper the

learning process.
Removing random swap argumentation. We remove the

data augmentation of random swap between different se-
quences when training the artness evaluator. Similarly, we
observe a drop in performance. This experiment shows the
effectiveness of random swap augmentation, which can pro-
vide a scenario where ArtScore needs to compare the artness
between images with different contents and styles, making it
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more robust during inference.
V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we present a novel metric named ArtScore
for evaluating the quality of Al-generated images based on
their similarity to fine-art paintings. Our framework, which
includes StyleGAN adaptation, interpolation image generation,
and ArtScore training, allows for the automatic labeling of
artness levels, thus enabling fair and quantitative comparisons
between different algorithms. Our experiments demonstrate
that the proposed ArtScore aligns better with human artistic
judgment than all existing metrics. Furthermore, combining
ArtScore with selected existing metrics provides a highly
accurate assessment of the overall quality of the generated
images. Used alone or in combination, ArtScore provides
a valuable tool for researchers and artists in the field of
image generation. We hope that our work will contribute to
the advancement of the field by inspiring more research in
developing reliable metrics for artistic evaluation.

In future work, we aim to further develop ArtScore by
incorporating it into the training or generation process of
image generative models as a loss term. For example, ArtScore
can be used as a guidance function [68] for diffusion model
sampling and to regularize diffusion model training [69],
leading to results more closely resembling fine-art paintings.
While our focus primarily aligns with Al researchers, we
acknowledge that artists and art researchers might have more
nuanced perspectives on the concept of “artness.” Currently,
no dataset provides such annotations, and gathering data from
experts presents challenges due to cost, diversity, and the
subjectivity inherent in artistic judgment. Consequently, we
used automatic methods and user studies to evaluate artness,
following common practices in related research. In future
work, we aim to integrate insights from experts through case
studies to enrich our understanding of artness.
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