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Abstract. In the last years we witness a dramatic growth of research focused on
semantic image understanding. Indeed, without understanding image content
successful accomplishment of any image-processing task is simply incredible.
Up to the recent times, the ultimate need for such understanding has been met
by the knowledge that a domain expert or a vision system supervisor have
contributed to every image-processing application. The advent of the Internet
has drastically changed this situation. Internet sources of visual information are
diffused and dispersed over the whole Web, so the duty of information content
discovery and evaluation must be relegated now to an image understanding
agent (a machine or a computer program) capable to perform image content
assessment at a remote image location. Development of Content Based Image
Retrieval (CBIR) techniques was a right move in a right direction, launched
about ten years ago. Unfortunately, very little progress has been made since
then. The reason for this can be seen in a rank of long lasting misconceptions
that CBIR designers are continuing to adhere to. I hope, my arguments will help
them to change their minds.

1 Introduction

There is a widespread assumption that we owe the current uprise of the interest in
image semantics to the unprecedented success of the Internet and World Wide Web
deployment, which made huge amounts of information (including lots of visual
information) easily accessible and affordable over the entire world. Certainly, this
assertion is not correct. Understanding image information content was always
considered a crucially important prerequisite for any image-processing task. Any
successful accomplishment of such a task cannot be even imagined without high-level
knowledge mediation, or in other words, without understanding image semantics and
specific meaning of its constituting parts.

The “place” of image understanding in the whole frame of image information
processing was set up more than 25 years ago by the classical works of Treisman [1],
Marr [2], and Biederman [3]. Treisman’s bottom-up/top-down processing paradigm is
regarded as the most recognized incarnation of the idea. According to it, processing of
image information content is assumed to be an interaction and an interplay of two
inversely directed image processing streams. One is an unsupervised, bottom-up
directed process of initial image information pieces discovery and localization (the



so-called low-level processing stream). The other is a supervised, top-down directed
process, which conveys the rules and the knowledge needed to guide the linking and
binding of the disjoint low-level information pieces into perceptually meaningful
image objects. That is the high-level processing stream associated with image
understanding and cognitive image perception.

While the idea of low-level processing from the very beginning was obvious and
intuitively appealing (therefore, even today the mainstream of image processing is
occupied mainly with low-level pixel-oriented computations), the essence of
high-level processing was always obscure, mysterious, and undefined. The paradigm
said nothing about the roots of high-level knowledge origination or about the way it
has to be incorporated into the introductory low-level processing. Until now,
however, the problem was usually bypassed by capitalizing on the expert domain
knowledge, adapted to each and every application case. It is not surprising, therefore,
that the whole realm of image processing has been (and continues to be) fragmented
and segmented according to high-level knowledge competence of the domain experts.
For this reason we have today: medical imaging, aerospace imaging, infrared,
biologic, underwater, geophysics, remote sensing, microscopy, radar, biomedical,
X-ray, and so on “imagings”.

The advent of the Internet, with huge volumes of information (including various
forms of visual information) scattered over the web, raised an urgent demand for
more general means of image semantics recovery, capable to handle visual
information in a human-like intelligent manner and at remote image locations.
However, deprived of any reasonable sources of the needed high-level knowledge,
(and trapped by the tenets of bottom-up/top-down image processing paradigm),
computer vision designers are forced to proceed only in one possible direction — to try
to derive the high-level knowledge from the available low-level information pieces.

Some theoretical works in biological and computer vision have been done in order
to support and to justify this enterprise. Two approaches are prevalent: chaotic
attractors approach ([4], [5], [6], [7], [8]), and saliency attention map approach ([9],
[10], [11], [12]). Both presume a Shannon-like sense of information, (which is indeed
natural for a low-level bottom-up image processing arrangement). Both are
computationally expensive. Both definitely violate the basic assumption about the
principal role of high-level knowledge in bottom-up low-level processing. But the
pressure from Internet providers and users is so high, the lack of other possibilities to
reach the needed information is so desperate that no other options are left to CBIR
designers. Therefore, all contemporary CBIR developments are continuing to move
forward without bothering themselves about the lack of common sense or a firm
theoretical justification for their keen and inexhaustible efforts.

2 The haste is devil’s accommodation

As it was already mentioned above, the urgent need to handle images on the Web in a
human-like intelligent manner, while the duties of this management are delegated to
an autonomously performing remote agent, has inspired a wave of extensive research
and development activities known as CBIR developments. The wave is lasting about a



decade long time period. A palpable uprise in the activities has happened since the
work got the auspice of the EU IST Programme. A series of excellent follow up
reports, depicting the state-of-the-art and the progress made at different program
stages, have been regularly published during this time, [13], [14], [15], [16], [17],
[18], [19], [20], [21]. There is no need, thus, to repeat and to scrutinize again their
accounts. Much more interesting would be to take the bulk of this matter and to use it
in order to analyze and to understand the reasons for a suspiciously long delay in
achieving the enterprise final goals.

A repeating motif that crowns almost every one of the above mentioned reports is:
Despite the efforts and hard work invested in CBIR development, “more work needs
to be done in order to be able to automatically extract objective semantics from Web
pages, which would allow the retrieval of images on the basis of high-level concepts”,
([16], page 61).

It seems that the phrase in the quotation marks already contains the clue for the
above raised question. We mean a specific part of the phrase: “to automatically
extract objective semantics”. We will ignore for a while the doubtful definition
“objective semantics” (usually, semantics is considered to be subjective). We will
concentrate on the expression “semantics extraction”, which explicitly and implicitly
present in everyone of the reports just mentioned above, as well as in many other
published documents relevant to the subject. This expression reliably represents the
general way of thinking dominating today the field of content-based image retrieval
research and development. According to it, content-based image retrieval philosophy
unconditionally assumes that image semantics can be extracted from a given image
(in one way or another), despite all known and well-recognized difficulties, [52].

Logically, what follows from this is: semantics can be extracted from an image only
if it belongs to it, that is, if it is an image property, (resident, present, native to an
image).

But this is not true! This contradicts all theories (e.g., Hermann von Helmholtz [22])
and even common sense asserts, which claim that images get their semantic meaning
as a result of an act of image interpretation. Who carries out this interpretation? The
answer can be only one: the human observer who watches the image. Nobody else can
do this instead. What follows from this immediately, is that semantics is an
exceptionally human’s property. It is human’s duty and undeniable privilege to
provide the image with its semantics.

This changes the situation radically.

Certainly, I am not the first who paid attention to this peculiarity — to the best of my
knowledge, it was Santini et al [23] who coined the notion: images are endowed with
their semantics. Recently, Hudelot et al [24] have reinvented and reiterated this
definition. However, the rest of the research community continues to adhere to the
faulty assumption that semantics is an inherent property of an image and thus can be
extracted from it or otherwise treated as a built-in property of image data.

Changing the minds and accepting a different point of view will definitely shake up
the CBIR design philosophy. From now on, it should be tied and rooted in the
neurobiological and neurophysiological studies of human brain, not in pure
mathematical and statistical analyses. We will continue to scrutinize the possible
implications of this shake up, but before that we would like to examine the rest of the
basic assumption underpinning the CBIR designs today.



What we have in mind is the classical formula that the high-level image semantics
has to be derived from the available low-level information features. A glance on a list
of some representative references will confirm that I do not exaggerate the ubiquity of
this attitude in the contemporary CBIR designs, [25], [26], [27], [28]. (Please,
remember that these are examples that emphasize only a specific low-level-to—
high-level processing passage. The bulk of the evidence is in the regular reports
already mentioned above).

A hidden logical inconsistency can be revealed also in this assumption: in their
everyday lives people percept the observable objects always as a whole. Semantics is
granted to an object always in its entirety, not to its low-level components or features.
For a long time, evidence accumulated from psychophysical studies has shown that
people can analyze complex visual scenes in extremely short time intervals, lower
than 100ms. At such short times only imprecise and coarse-scale representations
could be taken into account, any analysis of fine-scale low-level image features is
simply impossible, [29], [30].

It will be interesting to recall that an “opposition” to the low-level bottom-up
processing (which has always inspired the CBIR designs) has come into being almost
simultaneously with the inauguration of the bottom-up processing idea. Navon’s
“forest before the trees” hypothesis [31] and Chen’s “global-to-local topological
model” of perceptual organization [32] (published, respectively, in 1977 and 1982)
have declared almost 30 years ago that “global topological perception is prior to the
perception of other featural properties” [33]. The problem is that all these important
insights have happened in biological vision research, while computer vision
developers are indifferent to such trinkets.

Now, I have some difficulties to explain why the concept of the Semantic Gap, so
widespread and popular among CBIR developers, is the next faulty item in my list of
CBIR design misconceptions. In the light of what was already said above, it seems to
me that the semantic gap simply does not exist. Definitely, I would be in trouble if I
would have to point out where is the semantic gap between the moon of Alabama and
the famous Brecht/Weill’s song about it. So, I will leave this theme undeveloped, and
will shift to the next section of our discussion.

3 Thetimeisrapeto change your minds

David Marr was the first who has approached vision as an information processing
computational process. Although in the late 70s it seemed to him that vision system
computations are engaged only with low-level processing. In [34] he writes: “In the
early steps of the analysis of an image, the representations used depend more on what
it is possible to compute from an image than on what is ultimately desirable”.

I appreciate Marr’s insights, which have ruled computer vision development almost
for 30 years, but I would like (I dare) to propose a different view on the subject.
Considering visual information processing, I would like to propose the following
definition of the notion “visual image information”: Image information is comprised
(like all other forms of information) of two parts. The first is the meaningless physical
(objective) information, which is a description of visible data structures discernable in



an image. The second — is a human produced interpretation of this information. That
means, a high-level description of the meaning of the physical information present in
an image, which essentially is the image semantics.

I came across the problems of visual information treatment about five years ago.
Some results of my investigation are already published, [35], [36]. Some results I am
trying to push now. Taking the proposed definition as a start point, I would like to
embark on a more reasonable CBIR design approach.

3.1 Physical information representation

How biological vision systems acquire and process their input information I have
learned quite late, when I had already developed my own approach to the entangled
and intriguing problem of image information content discovery and evaluation. I
looked for some justifications for my results, and was pleased to find out that such
justifications are indeed existent. It was really surprising, because my solution was far
away from biology. In my research, I was inspired by the insights of Solomonoft’s
Inference Theory, Chaitin’s Algorithmic Information Theory, and Kolmogorov’s
Complexity Theory, [35]. Capitalizing on them, I have developed my own way to
handle image information content initially represented as raw image data. In simple
words my approach looks as follows:

Kolmogorov has combined the theory of computation and a combinatorial approach
to information theory in a proposal for an objective and absolute definition of the
information contained in an individual finite object. (Contrary to the Shannon’s
definition, which gives an integrated, averaged over the whole signal ensemble
measure of the contained information.) Following Kolmogorov’s insights, I have
proposed to define the information content of an image as a set of descriptions of the
visible image data structures. The Kolmogorov’s theory prescribes that such
descriptions must be created in a hierarchical and recursive manner. That is, starting
with a most generalized and simplified description of image structure, the process has
to proceed in a top-down manner to the lower description levels where more and more
fine information details can be further elaborated.

A practical algorithm, implementing this idea, has been devised, and its schema is
depicted in the Figure 1. As it follows from the schema, to get the introductory
generalization, the input image is initially squeezed to a small size of approximately
100 pixels. The rules of this shrinking operation are very simple and fast: four
non-overlapping neighbour pixels in an image at level L are averaged and the result is
assigned to a pixel in a higher (L+1)-level image. Then, at the top of the shrinking
pyramid, the image is segmented, and each segmented region is labeled. Since the
image size at the top is significantly reduced and since in the course of the bottom-up
image squeezing a severe data averaging is attained, the image
segmentation/classification procedure does not demand special computational
resources. Any well-known segmentation methodology will suffice. We use our own
proprietary technique that is based on a low-level (local) information content
evaluation and consequent merging of zone borders, [35], but this is not obligatory.

From this point on, the top-down processing path is commenced. At each level, the
two previously defined maps (average region intensity map and the associated label
map) are expanded to the size of an image at the nearest lower level. Since the regions



at different hierarchical levels do not exhibit significant changes in their characteristic
intensity, the majority of newly assigned pixels are determined in a sufficiently
correct manner. Only pixels at region borders and seeds of newly emerging regions
may significantly deviate from the assigned values. Taking the corresponding
current-level image as a reference (the left-side unprocessed raw image), these pixels
can be easily detected and subjected to a refinement cycle. In such a manner, the
process is subsequently repeated at all descending levels until the
segmentation/classification of the original input image is successfully accomplished.
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. . \ Top level object descriptors
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Fig. 1. The Schema of the approach

At every processing level, every image sub-region (just recovered or an inherited
one) is registered in the objects’ appearance list, which is the third constituting part of
the proposed schema. The registered object-region parameters are the available
simplified object’s attributes, such as size, center-of-mass position, average object
intensity and hierarchical and topological relationship within and between the objects
(“sub-part of...”, “at the left of...”, etc.). They are sparse, general, and yet specific
enough to capture the object’s characteristic features in a variety of descriptive forms.
This way, a generalized and a simplified description of representative image
structures is conserved and carefully recreated at each processing level. Thus, a very
effective and optimal (in the sense of the number of recovered sub-region) image
segmentation methodology is devised and developed.

What is absolutely clear, is that image information revealed in such a manner refers
only to the objective visible image data structures discernable in the image. (That is
why I call it “physical information”). It is absolutely independent and dissociated
from any high-level semantic knowledge about the image. That opens a unique



opportunity to reconsider the way in which we have previously approached image
semantics and to try to treat it in a proper separated and independent manner.

3.2 Semantic knowledge base r epresentation

As we have already defined earlier, image physical information is interpreted by a
human observer in accordance with his previous knowledge about the things in the
surrounding world. This knowledge, accumulated in human’s head during his entire
life span, is usually called human’s world ontology. Various aspects of ontology
design, use, and amelioration are now a hot topic of the ongoing research in the field
of knowledge representation and management. Classical publications related to the
subject are well known, [37], [38], [39]. CBIR designers are also deeply involved in
attempts to incorporate ontology-based approaches into CBIR architectures, [40],
[41], [42], [43], [44], [45], [46], [47], [48]. That is only a partial list, the real outcome
is much more extensive. Therefore again, I will not review here the available
publications. Since the basic philosophy of the existing approaches and my are so
different, I would like to concentrate on the consequences, which follow from such a
difference.

First of all, my aim is to resolve the problems of a computer-based remote agent
performing autonomously on the Web and expected to interpret (to understand)
previously unseen images. For this reason, the agent must be provided with a replica
of human ontology, which will facilitate these agent attempts (to endow images on the
Web with their semantics). However, being placed in such general and unconstrained
conditions, even a human will be unable to fulfill such duties. Even humans are often
limited in their knowledge, and perform well only in known and familiar
surroundings. Why that should be different for an artificial creature? Our agent, thus,
has to be provided (at least at the beginning) with a very restricted set of partial
ontologies, which will cover only a limited number of encountered situations. The
widespread trend to cover an extended spectrum of image categories looks to me
absolutely unrealistic.

Even the restricted knowledge, which is required for agent’s functioning, is initially
not in its disposal. This knowledge must be appropriately picked up, processed,
encoded, arranged and finally in one way or another “shared” (as ontology people call
this) between the agent and its supervisors. The agent itself is unable to carry out such
tasks. Therefore, it is the designer’s duty and the designer’s (or system supervisor, or
agent’s copartner) responsibility to make all these tasks to be accomplished. That,
certainly, contradicts the general trend of other ontology systems designs, which
presume that systems must be apt to learn and to adapt themselves independently to
the changing environment (e.g., new images belonging to different knowledge
domains). Obviously, I deny the need for such qualities. I think that the widespread
requirement for machine learning capabilities is strongly exaggerated. After all,
humans are acquiring their knowledge not in a machine learning fashion, but in a
declarative and instructive manner. The knowledge is transferred from a parent to a
child, from a teacher to a student, from an instructor to a trainee only in a declarative
supervised manner. Recently, it has been discovered that that is not an exceptionally
human trait, animals also transfer knowledge between them in a teacher-pupil fashion
[49]. So, why it should be different in our case? As a good teacher, which provides



his students with deliberately prepared reference material, agent’s supervisor,
appropriating the agent for a new task, must provide it with a new suitable ontology.

In this regard, a question of a suitable learning language or, more specifically, a
question of a language that would best fit the purposes of ontology creation comes
into consideration. Today, ontology designers prevalently adhere to the so-called
Declarative Language, a sort of a formal language suitable for machine information
exchange and machine reasoning. I am not sure that that is good choice for us.
Humans in their practice of intercommunication and knowledge exchange (including
various levels of education and learning) manage pretty well with their natural
language. Of course, this language is not so well formalized, it is fuzzy and imprecise,
but usually we don’t feel any inconvenience with this. The natural language extremely
well serves our needs in communications, knowledge sharing and exchange, learning,
reasoning, and problem solving. Anthropomorphous goals of our agent (that has to
endow images with their semantics) assume that its knowledge base (supporting and
enabling such activity) should also be a human like machinery. That is, the ontology
descriptions to be used must be implemented in a natural language.

After all, semantics is an encoded and memorized experience gained in course of
human interaction with the surrounding world. Semantics understanding is a recall to
this memory in attempt to find a suitable similar situation to capitalize on it in further
reasoning and action planning. If we agree that the memorized descriptions could be
implemented in words of a natural language, than ontological descriptions that we are
speaking about can be seen as a set of narrative chronics (to take account for a time
dimension, usually imprudently lost, when we are dealing with images). The
equivalent of the human’s Long Term Memory, where the ontology descriptions are
to be memorized, can be seen then as a large file system, known to us and familiar
from memory organization in contemporary computers. May be, an analogue with
Object-oriented Programming Environment will be even more appropriate. In any
case, this way of ontology description creation and handling looks more natural than
the currently used approaches.

3.3 How an image can get its semantics

As we just defined above, semantics is an encoded and memorized description of
human’s experience gained as a result of human interaction with the surrounding
world. It is not known for sure, but it is quite possible that human’s ontology
descriptions are realized as narrative compositions of natural language words. In the
previous sub-section we have drawn a parallel between a linguistic description and an
ontological description, commonly used today in knowledge representation and
management. [ would like to continue and to extend this analogy. Linguistic labels for
image objects can be seen as equivalents to concept classes, and object sub-parts as
equivalents to concept sub-classes. In the regular ontology descriptions, classes as
well as subclasses, are usually augmented with attributes, which depict some physical
properties of the conceptualized entities represented by a given class (or a sub-class).
Now we must to recall how a raw image is initially preprocessed in our proposed
approach, (see sub-section 3.1). The physical image information is represented finally
as a hierarchical description list of visually distinguishable image sub-regions. One
can easily see a striking similarity between the hierarchical description of image



sub-regions and the hierarchy of class/sub-class attributes in a scene-related ontology.
It is now the designer’s duty and responsibility to establish the similarity measures
and rules linking between equivalent image objects and their labels. Obviously, all
this must be done manually, as a part of the explicit declarative knowledge transfer
(learning) mode, announced as the principal modus operandi of our system.

In such a way, an agent can now label the image objects. That is, initially endow
them with their semantics. This is only the first step in an image semantics recovery
procedure. Having image objects labeled, further, more complex semantic
descriptions can be derived now, climbing on the linguistic ontology ladder, and thus
pawing a way to a more advanced textual image annotation.

Performing this partial goal, it must be remembered that topological interrelations
between image parts (objects) and their subparts (sub-objects), information about
coarse/fine parts configurations is critically important for the accomplishment of
image semantics endowment, [29], [33], [S1]. In this regard, it must be especially
emphasized that the proposed physical information representation scheme
(sub-section 3.1) provides unprecedented opportunities for exploiting such topological
attributes in course of image objects identification (recognition) and subsequent
labeling. All these topological relations can be easily depicted and manually linked to
the agent’s scene ontology.

4 Some concluding remarks

In this paper, I have presented an uncommon image understanding and image
semantics recovery approach, which today is a vexed topic in many image-handling
related research and development enterprises.

I posit that the traditional bottom-up/top-down approach does not hold more. That
physical image information can be extracted from an image in an unsupervised
top-down manner independent from any high-level knowledge about image content.
What follows from this is that high-level concepts are not involved in low-level image
processing, and any semantic gap between them does not exist. Semantics is not a
property of an image, it is a property of a human observer that watches the image. The
observer proceeds image semantics in accordance with his knowledge about the
things in the outer world. This knowledge is usually called the ontology of the world.
A visual robot or an agent can operate like a human, endowing images with
semantics. To enable such activity, it must be furnished with a replica of a human
ontology. The latter has not be entirely full (as in humans), but it must be modular,
concise, and specific enough about user’s view on the particular task in hand. Such a
replica can not be achieved in a usual machine-learning fashion, but it must be
step-by-step developed and delivered to the agent’s disposal by the agent’s human
supervisor. Such peculiarities sometimes blur the comprehension of the things
proposed in this approach. I hope I was lucky this time to make my point clear
enough.
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