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Abstract

Superpixel algorithms grouping pixels with similar color
and other low-level properties are increasingly used for pre-
processing in image segmentation. In recent years, a fo-
cus has been placed on developing geometric superpixel
methods that facilitate the extraction and analysis of geo-
metric image features. Diagram-based superpixel methods
are important among the geometric methods as they gener-
ate compact and sparsely representable superpixels. Intro-
ducing generalized balanced power diagrams to the field of
superpixels, we propose a diagram method called Power-
SLIC. Power-SLIC is the first geometric superpixel method
to generate piecewise quadratic boundaries. Its speed,
competitive with fast state-of-the-art methods, is unprece-
dented for diagram approaches. Extensive computational
experiments show that Power-SLIC outperforms existing di-
agram approaches in boundary recall, under segmentation
error, achievable segmentation accuracy, and compression
quality. Moreover Power-SLIC is robust to Gaussian noise.

1. Introduction
Superpixels are small, non-overlapping groups of con-

nected, perceptually homogeneous pixels. Since its intro-
duction by Ren and Malik in 2003 [32], superpixel genera-
tion has become an important pre-processing step in many
imaging applications such as object localization [19], multi-
class segmentation [20], optical flow [30], body model es-
timation [31], object tracking [41], depth estimation [42],
and image denoising [28].

Superpixels reduce the number of inputs for subse-
quent algorithms and provide meaningful image represen-
tations from which application-relevant parameters can be

extracted. It is commonly desirable that superpixels adhere
well to object boundaries, are quickly generated, and com-
pact [2, 5, 35].

Figure 1. Superpixel segmentation using Power-SLIC with 900,
600, and 300 superpixels.

Traditionally, superpixel algorithms are pixel-based be-
cause they operate on the pixel level, generating regions de-
limited by sets of pixels. Such pixel-level superpixel rep-
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resentations can often approximate small details and ad-
here well to boundaries. However, they are generally non-
compact and free of higher-level geometric information.

Addressing this aspect, recent studies [3, 6, 15, 22, 27],
have focused on developing geometric superpixel methods.
These methods partition the image into small, preferably
size-controllable, geometric objects, e.g., polygonal cells.
As these objects ‘live’ in the continuous world, they pro-
vide a resolution-independent superpixel representation and
facilitate geometric manipulations, feature extractions, and
other higher-level geometric post-processing tasks. The
applicative potential of geometric superpixel methods has
been demonstrated for diverse computer vision tasks such
as object contouring [6, 27], image vectorization [12], im-
age compression [17,27], and segmentations of scenes con-
taining man-made environments or other strong geometric
signatures [15].

Many pixel methods, e.g., [2,25,26,39], employ Voronoi
diagrams as intermediate structure, but they depart from it
to better control the sizes and shapes of the superpixels. In
constrast, the geometric methods Varane [14, 15] and, most
recently, ECCPD [27] return diagram cells as superpixels
that are compact and sparsely representable. However, both
of these diagram approaches employ time-consuming post-
optimization to control the superpixel sizes and shapes. Mo-
tivated by unifying and extending the diagram approaches,
we propose a novel method, called Power-SLIC, which han-
dles non-linear boundaries and brings the speed of state-of-
the-art pixel methods to the geometric world.

1.1. Technical Contribution

The main technical contribution of our work is that we
bridge the gap between pixel and geometric superpixel
methods by utilizing the following three techniques: (i) a
deep connection between constrained clustering and dia-
grams from [8] (see Theorem 1) to control the diagram cell
sizes, (ii) the heuristic [36] based on this, and (iii) SLIC’s
initialization & assignment step.

Contribution to the geometric world: A diagram
method that, for the first time, has a speed similar to
fast pixel-based methods and that outperforms existing
approaches in boundary recall, under segmentation error,
achievable segmentation accuracy, and compression qual-
ity. To our knowledge, this is the first geometric approach
capable of generating non-linear superpixel boundaries.

Contribution to the pixel world: A fast and noise-
robust method that clusters pixels into superpixels but pro-
vides the benefits of diagram approaches such as providing
sparse geometric superpixel representations by diagrams,
facilitating geometric image operations, and providing rela-
tively compact and regular superpixels at the same time.

1.2. Related Works

We briefly review superpixel algorithms classified into
two groups: pixel methods and geometric methods. For a
comprehensive evaluation see [35, 40].

Pixel methods Many popular state-of-the-art superpixel
generation methods are pixel-based. A large number
of pixel methods, such as SLIC [2], VCells [39], Tur-
boPixel [23], and SEEDS [38], employ clustering algo-
rithms refining the clusterings until a convergence criterion
is satisfied. SLIC, and variants such as SLIC0 [1], SNIC [3],
Manifold-SLIC [25], and Intrinsic Manifold-SLIC [26], are
particularly popular due to their simplicity and high perfor-
mance.

Other algorithms, such as ERS [24] and Normalized
Cuts [32], formulate the superpixel generation task as an
optimization problem on a graph structure.

It has been noted several times (e.g., in [7, 33, 35]) that
the performance of superpixel algorithms degrades severely
as noise levels increase. To address this issue, [13] proposes
a Mahalanobis-based k-means variant (NR-SLIC). The Ma-
halanobis distance is also used in [5] and [11], which in-
troduce a Gaussian mixture model (GMMSP) and a uni-
modular Gaussian generative model, respectively. Gaus-
sian mixture models based on Bayesian or Normal-Inverse
Wishart priors for the covariances are given in [18, 37].
Common to these approaches is that they consider Maha-
lanobis distances for both the pixels’ spatial and color com-
ponents. Their clusterings in 5D can be viewed as result-
ing from five-dimensional generalized balanced power dia-
grams (GBPDs) [4]. As projections from 5D into 2D, their
spatial cell boundaries are, however, rather irregular; see
GMMSP and NR-SLIC in Fig. 5. Our approach utilizes
the Mahalanobis distance only for the spatial components
of the pixels, resulting, as we will demonstrate, in two-
dimensional GBPDs with smooth, quadratic cell bound-
aries.

Geometric methods Geometric methods (also known as
resolution-independent or polygonal decomposition meth-
ods) aim at extracting continuous parameter representations
of the superpixel boundaries.

The algorithm from [15], referred to as Varane [14],
partitions the image into convex polygonal superpixels by
building Voronoi diagrams that conform to preliminarily de-
tected line segments. The color values inside these Voronoi
cells can be approximated; for example, [12] proposes an
approximation by polynomials. More general than Voronoi
diagram cells, ECCPD from [27] proposes to segment im-
ages into power diagram cells. The algorithm iterates be-
tween updates of sites and weights and applies an edge-
alignment optimization step.



Meshes of convex polygonal cells that are guaranteed
to have no small angles are generated in [17]. An im-
proved method is given in [22]. The algorithms SNIC and
SNICPOLY from [3] produce superpixels with piecewise
linear boundaries. KIPPI from [6] uses a kinetic approach
that extends line segments until they meet each other. KIPPI
can generate polygons of different sizes, avoiding overseg-
mentations of large uniform areas, but it does not allow ex-
plicit control over the number of superpixels. A Delaunay
Point Process (DPP), which segments images into triangular
patches, is proposed in [16].

Noticeably, many algorithms compute an intermediate
diagram structure. Diagrams are returned as final superpixel
segmentation only in Varane and ECCPD. Therfore, we re-
fer to them as diagram approaches. They return Voronoi
and power diagrams, respectively, which have linear bound-
aries. In contrast, our diagram class of GBPDs contains
the latter diagram classes as subclasses. Boundaries can be
quadratic, but the cell convexity may be lost.

2. Overview of our Approach
We borrow the initialization & assignment step from

SLIC (Simple Linear Iterative Clustering) [2] to obtain
possibly non-connected groups of pixels, which typically
have a high boundary adherence but fuzzy boundaries. In
contrast to SLIC’s post-processing, which guarantees con-
nected superpixels, we compute a generalized balanced
power diagram (GBPD) based on the spatial Mahalanobis
distance determined for every previously obtained group of
pixels. The cells of the GBPD will ultimately be the result-
ing superpixels. As the computation of GBPDs can be time-
consuming, we approximate it to achieve a competitive run-
ning time. A high-level visualization of Power-SLIC is il-
lustrated in Fig. 2.

Figure 2. Main steps of Power-SLIC: (1) Perform SLIC’s initial-
ization & assignment step. (2) Extract diagram parameters from
the assignment yielding a geometric representation of the super-
pixels. (3) Assign each pixel to its containing diagram cell (yield-
ing a pixel representation of the superpixels).

SLIC’s assignment phase ideally suits our purposes, as
it constructs a five-dimensional Voronoi diagram, a special
case of a GBPD, with linear boundaries. Our approach aims
at approximating and regularizing this 5D structure by a
GBPD with quadratic cell boundaries in the two spatial di-
mensions.

3. SLIC’s Initialization & Assignment Phase
SLIC [2] is seen as one of the most popular and widely

used methods for superpixel generation. Given a color im-
age of N pixels, SLIC clusters the pixels within the five-
dimensional space (xp, lp), with xp denoting the spatial po-
sition of pixel p (a two-dimensional vector) and lp its color
(a three-dimensional vector) in the CIELAB color space.
The algorithm is divided into an initialization & assignment
and a post-processing phase. The latter phase ensures con-
nectivity by reassigning near-by superpixels. As we do not
make use of this phase, we omit a description.

Initialization & Assignment SLIC takes as its input two
arguments k and m, with k specifying the targeted number
of superpixels and m denoting a compactness parameter.
Throughout this paper, we use m = 10 as this is SLIC’s
default value. Initially, SLIC samples cluster centers with
spatial positions from a square grid spaced h =

√
N/k pix-

els apart. Subsequently, pixels are assigned to their closest
cluster center. However only local assignments of pixels ly-
ing within a 2h×2h spatial window around a cluster center
are considered to improve performance. Proximity is mea-
sured by a weighted Euclidean distance. The second param-
eter, m, determines the weight of the Euclidean distance in
the color space. For a pixel p and a center c, the squared
distance d2 is given by:

d2(p, c) = ‖xp − xc‖22 +
h2

m2
· ‖lp − lc‖22. (1)

As in traditional k-means, the centers are updated as the
centroids of the updated clusters, and the process is iterated
until some stopping criterion is fulfilled.

4. Generalized Balanced Power Diagrams
Generalized balanced power diagrams (GBPDs) [4] gen-

eralize the concept of power diagrams, which themselves
generalize the famous Voronoi diagrams. Here, we are
given a set of k distinct sites S = {s1, . . . , sk} ⊆ Rd. Each
site is equipped with a local ellipsoidal norm defined by a
positive definite symmetric matrix Ai ∈ Rd×d. The norm
‖·‖Ai is defined as ‖x‖Ai :=

√
x>Aix for x ∈ Rd, i ∈ [k].

Moreover, let µ1, . . . µk be scalars serving as additional bal-
ancing parameters.

For every i ∈ [k], the generalized balanced power dia-
gram cell is defined as:

Pi := {x ∈ Rd : ‖x− si‖2Ai
+ µi

≤ ‖x− sl‖2Al
+ µl, ∀l ∈ [k]}.

(2)

We call the k-tuple of cells (P1, . . . , Pk) a generalized bal-
anced power diagram (GBPD). Throughout this paper, we



consider only two-dimensional GBPDs, although our ap-
proach canonically extends to images and GBPDs in arbi-
trary dimensions.

Further, we remark that we obtain power diagrams in the
special case in which each A1, ..., Ak are the identity ma-
trix. If additionally µ1 = · · · = µk, we obtain Voronoi
diagrams.

5. Optimal Power-SLIC and Power-SLIC
Given the assignment L computed by SLIC’s initializa-

tion & assignment phase, we propose computing the fol-
lowing statistics for each label i in L: the spatial cen-
ter xci , the spatial covariance matrix Σi ∈ R2×2, and the
area κi of each possibly non-connected component Ci =
{xp : L(p) = i}. From this we compute a GBPD with
sites si = xci and matrices Ai = Σ−1

i , such that the area
of its cells Pi equals or approximates κi, i ∈ [k]. The
cells P1, . . . , Pk of the GBPD will be the resulting super-
pixels.

Optimal Power-SLIC We first present an algorithm to
compute GBPDs as described above. As in [4], we can
achieve this by exploiting a strong relation between con-
strained clustering and (anisotropic) power diagrams shown
in [8] (see also [9]). We consider the following linear pro-
gram:

min

k∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

ξij‖xpj − si‖2Ai

s.t.
k∑
i=1

ξij = 1, j ∈ [N ],

n∑
j=1

ξij = κi, i ∈ [k],

ξij ≥ 0, i ∈ [k], j ∈ [N ].

(P)

Its dual is given by:

max

N∑
j=1

ηj −
k∑
i=1

κiµi

s.t. ηj ≤ ‖xpj − si‖2Ai
+ µi, i ∈ [k], j ∈ [N ].

(D)
The problem modeled by (P) is the balanced least-

squares assignment problem. The task is to assign xpj to
sites in such a way that precisely κi of them are assigned to
site si, for each i ∈ [k], while the sum of squared distances
of the assigned xpj to their assigned sites, measured via the
norm || · ||Ai , is minimized. As the constraint matrix of the
problem is totally unimodular, there will be a binary opti-
mal solution to (P), i.e., in this solution, ξ∗ij is either 0 or 1
where ξ∗ij = 1 if, and only if, xpj is assigned to site si.

Optimal solutions to (P) can be characterized in terms
of GBPDs. To state this precisely, we apply the following
notion: a diagram is said to induce a binary assignment if,
and only if, all xpj assigned to the same cluster lie in the
same diagram cell.

Theorem 1 (Special case of [10]) A balanced assignment
is a basic solution of the linear program (P) if and only if
there exists a parameter vector µ ∈ Rk such that the GBPD
with parameters (Ai, si, µi), i ∈ [k], induces this binary
assignment. Moreover, with a solution (µ∗, η∗) of Eq. (D)
that fulfills strict complementary slackness, we can choose
µ = µ∗.

Hence, when optimally assigning pixels to superpixel
centers, i.e., for si = xci , superpixel areas prescribed to
equal κi, and distance matrices Ai = Σ−1

i , the resulting
superpixels can be characterized by cells of a GBPD. More-
over, the diagram parameters are extracted from the dual so-
lution and yield a low-dimensional, resolution-independent
representation of the superpixels (an algebraic representa-
tion of the boundary between two neighboring cells is pro-
vided by the quadratic equation that results from changing
the respective inequality relation in Eq. (2) to an equality
relation).

In terms of computational complexity, we remark
that (P) has Nk variables and 2N + k constraints. The lin-
ear program can, however, be solved in O(N3) using the
Hungarian method, for example. In our evaluation, we use
the dual simplex of Gurobi [21]. To improve performance,
we apply a locality assumption similar to SLIC by adding
only those variables ξij for which pj lies within a regional
window of the center ci. To ensure that every pixel is as-
signed, we choose this window to be the smallest bounding
box of Ci. The resulting algorithm, called Optimal Power-
SLIC, is summarized in Algorithm 3.

We found that building the model takes up most of the
time, while solving the model usually requires less than 10 s
per image. This suggests that more significant speed-ups
can be achieved by avoiding Gurobi calls, e.g., by using a
more specialized and adapted solver, such as min-cost flow.

Power-SLIC To match the SLIC linear running time, we
now introduce a heuristic version of Optimal Power-SLIC,
which we call Power-SLIC. The main ideas are rooted in
two key observations.

First, we observe that most of the computation time
in Optimal Power-SLIC is spent on computing µ1, . . . , µk
while the sites and norm matrices of the diagram are essen-
tially readily available. To effect a significant speed-up, we
replace the computation of the optimal µi with an estima-
tion. The idea is to think of µi as a scaling factor and esti-
mate it such that the ellipsoid given by the inverse covari-
ance matrix Ai = Σ−1 has an area equal to κi. Thus, we



Data: Image, targeted number k of superpixels.
Result: Assignment, GBPD.
Run SLIC’s initialization & assignment phase with
parameters k and m = 10 to obtain assignment L.

for each pixel label i in L do
Compute spatial center xci , covariance

matrix Σi, and area κi of Ci.
for each pixel pj inside of Ci’s smallest
bounding box do

Generate the variable ξij of (P).
Solve (P) for si = xci to retrieve both primal ξ∗ij ,

and dual solution µ∗i , η
∗
j , i ∈ [k], j ∈ [N ].

Set µ = (µ∗1, . . . , µ
∗
k).

return assignment (computed from the ξ∗ij) and
diagram parameters (Σ−1

i , xci , µi), i ∈ [k].

Algorithm 3. Optimal Power-SLIC.

want to choose µi such that Area(‖x‖2
Σ−1

i

+ µi ≤ 0) = κi

which is equivalent to Area(‖x‖2
Σ−1

i

≤ −µi) = κi.

Since the area of such an ellipsoid is given by
π
√
µ2
i det Σi, we solve κi = π

√
µ2
i det Σi for µi and

choose the appropriate solution for which −µi > 0, hence

− µi =
κi

π
√

det(Σi)
. (3)

Our evaluation will show that this choice provides a very
good compromise between speed and boundary adherence.
(For a use of Eq. (3) in a materials science context,
see [36].)

The second observation relates to the fact that the su-
perpixel statistics can be extracted efficiently from the fi-
nal SLIC assignment iteration without requiring any addi-
tional passes over the image data. While this is also true
for Optimal Power-SLIC, it becomes particularly relevant
with fast implementations of Power-SLIC. In fact, the spa-
tial centers xc1 , . . . , xck can be obtained after the final SLIC
iteration simply by projecting c1, . . . , ck into the spatial im-
age space by dropping their color components. The spatial
covariance matrices Σ1, . . . ,Σk, can be computed together
with the centers within the final iteration of the SLIC as-
signment, using a single pass algorithm for the variance.

With these parameters, Power-SLIC computes a final as-
signment that aims at assigning each pixel pj to its closest
spatial center xci , i ∈ [k]. Distances are measured in terms
of ||xpj−xci ||2Σ−1

i

+µi. As in SLIC, we consider only those
pixels lying in a 2h× 2h window around the cluster center
for the final assignment. In a cleaning step, the still unas-
signed pixels are assigned to its containing diagram cell.
In our experiments, this cleaning step was hardly ever re-
quired. Thus, not even a naive implementation would affect

Data: Image, targeted number k of superpixels.
Result: Assignment, GBPD.
Run SLIC’s initialization & assignment phase with
parameters k and m = 10 to obtain spatial centers
xci and spatial covariance matrices Σi, i ∈ [k].

Compute µi using Eq. (3).
Set L(pj) = −1 and D(pj) =∞ for each pixel pj .
for each cluster i ∈ [k] do

for each pixel pj in a spatial 2h× 2h window
around xci do

if ‖xpj − xci‖2Σ−1
i

+ µi < D(pj) then
Set D(pj) = ‖xpj − xci‖2Σ−1

i

+ µi.

Set L(pj) = i.
for each pixel pj with L(pj) = −1 do

Determine cell Pi of the GBPD containing pj
and set L(pj) = i.

return L and diagram parameters (Σ−1
i , xci , µi),

i ∈ [k].

Algorithm 4. Power-SLIC.

the practical running time. A summary of Power-SLIC is
given in Algorithm 4.

Theorem 2 Power-SLIC runs in O(N).

PROOF SLIC’s initialization & assignment phase runs
in O(N), the computation of the diagram parameters is on
the fly, and the diagram cell computation for obtaining the
superpixels is essentially one additional assignment itera-
tion with a modified distance measure. Thus, we obtain an
overall running time of O(N), which is independent of the
number of superpixels k.

6. Evaluation
In this section, we compare Power-SLIC and Optimal

Power-SLIC on the Berkeley Segmentation Data Set 500
(BSDS500) [29] with the state-of-the-art superpixel algo-
rithms SLIC [2], SLIC0 [1], NR-SLIC [13]), GMMSP [5]),
Varane [15], ECCPD [27], KIPPI [6], ERS [24], SNIC [3],
and SEEDS [38].

Quantitive Evaluation For our quantitive evaluation, we
compute boundary recall, undersegmentation error, achiev-
able segmentation accuracy, and compactness for k num-
ber of superpixels between 300 and 2,000. Additionally,
we report the running times and peak signal-to-noise ratios
for image compression for various k. Finally, we measure
the noise robustness by considering the trade-off between
boundary recall and compactness.

Boundary recall (BR) measures the percentage of de-
tected ground truth boundary pixels. With Tp and Fp de-



Figure 5. Top: Quantitative comparison of multiple superpixel algorithms. Bottom: Noise robustness of multiple superpixel algorithms
and k = 600. Here, no results are shown for Varane and KIPPI because the superpixels could not be obtained for noisy images.

noting the number of true positives and false negatives, re-
spectively, BR is defined as BR = Tp/(Tp+Fn). In practice,
we follow [2] and classify a ground truth boundary pixel
as a true positive if its spatial two-neighborhood contains
a superpixel boundary pixel. Accordingly, Fp equals the
number of superpixel boundary pixels not in a spatial two-
neighborhood of a ground truth boundary pixel.

We also compute the undersegmentation error (USE),
which increases when different ground truth regions are
grouped into the same superpixel. With G denoting the set
of segments in the ground truth and S denoting the set of
superpixels, USE can be defined as:

USE =
1∑

G∈G |G|

(∑
S∈S

∑
G∈G

min(|S ∩G|, |S \G|)

)
.

(4)
The achievable segmentation accuracy (ASA) provides

an upper bound on the best obtainable segmentation accu-
racy of the image when segmenting on the superpixel level.
It is defined as

ASA =

∑
S∈S maxG∈G |S ∩G|∑

G∈G |G|
. (5)

To evaluate compactness, we compute the compactness
of the superpixels as introduced in [34]. Let bi and κi de-
note the ith superpixel’s total number of boundary pixels
and area. With Qi the iso-perimetric quotient, compactness
(CO) is defined as:

Qi =
4πκi
b2i

, CO =

k∑
i=1

Qi
κi
N
. (6)

Compactness essentially measures the similarity of the su-
perpixels to a disc.

Figure 5 provides a comparison among the superpixels
algorithms. First, note that the algorithms Varane, EC-
CPD, and (Optimal) Power-SLIC are the only algorithms
that compute a low-dimensional diagram representation of
the superpixels. As these superpixels are diagram cells, they
result in high compactness values.

While Power-SLIC generates slightly less compact su-
perpixels than Varane and ECCPD, it outperforms the dia-
gram approaches in BR, USE, and ASA for any number k
of superpixels. Remarkably, Power-SLIC’s performance in
these categories falls into the range achieved by pixel meth-
ods.

Pixel methods are often highly sensitive to changing im-
age conditions and can fail when small amounts of noise are
present in the image. For example, looking at GMMSP in
Fig. 6 its superpixel segmentation degenerates quiet consid-
erably if noise is added: The algorithm identifies too many
image boundaries, and almost all pixels are identified as
boundaries. While this results in a high boundary recall by
definition, the segmentation deteriorates and the compact-
ness value decreases significantly. It is therefore reasonable
to penalize the measures BR, ASA, USE for a decreasing
compactness value; see [27], which also relates the mea-
sures to the compactness value. Let COσ denote the com-
pactness value for the noise level σ2. Similarly, we denote
by BRσ , ASAσ , USEσ the measures at noise level σ2. We



k=500 k=1,000 k=1,500 k=2,000

Time
(in s)

Varane 2.549 10.191 18.620 47.022
ECCPD 28.703 96.408 149.929 171.321
Power-SLIC 0.070 0.074 0.078 0.080

PSNR
Varane 29.667 29.998 30.271 30.318
ECCPD 29.716 30.101 30.369 30.259
Power-SLIC 30.201 30.578 30.840 31.027

Table 1. Top: Running times on a laptop with an Intel Core i7
5600U processor. Bottom: Peak signal-to-noise ratios.

define

BRCOσ = BRσ ·
COσ
CO0

, ASACOσ = ASAσ ·
COσ
CO0

,

USECOσ = USEσ ·
CO0

COσ
.

In other words, we consider the compactness relatively to
the compactness for noise-free images so that the measures
do not depend on the compactness of the superpixel seg-
mentation for noise-free images. For a perfectly noise-
robust superpixel algorithm, we expect the measures to be
constant and therefore independent of σ. Figure 5 summa-
rizes the results for k = 600 (a similar behavior is observed
for other typical values of k). We observe that NR-SLIC,
an algorithm specifically designed for noisy images, per-
forms best overall. On the other hand, those algorithms with
very high boundary recall on clean images tend to deterio-
rate quickly, even for small amounts of noise (σ2 < 0.01),
mainly because they detect too many “image boundaries”
in the noisy cases (see also Fig. 6). Power-SLIC and EC-
CPD are relatively robust to noise, and their performance
decreases only slightly with increasing noise.

We now focus on two aspects of the diagram approaches.
First, we measure computational speed, a bottleneck of di-
agram methods so far. Second, we assess the compression
quality achieved by the highly sparsely-encoded superpixel
segmentation provided by diagrams.

Timings are shown in Tab. 1. Power-SLIC is several or-
ders of magnitude faster than the other diagram approaches
and its running time increases only slightly with k.

As mentioned above, diagram approaches are particu-
larly suited to provide sparse image encodings on which
one can base subsequent higher-level computer vision tasks
or employ them for image compression [27]. Using Power-
SLIC, for instance, one can represent and store an image by
specifying 9k (floating point) parameters: for each super-
pixel, two for its cell site, three for covariance matrix, one
for the size parameter, and three for the average color.

Following papers such as [27], we evaluate the quality
of the generated sparse image representation by reporting
the peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) between the original
and compressed image. With xpj and x̂pj denoting the color

Diagram Fast Compact Noise-Robust

Power-SLIC X X X X
Varane X - X -
ECCPD X - X X
ERS - X - -
SNIC - X X -
GMMSP - X - -
SLIC - X - -
MSLIC - X - -
NR-SLIC - X - X
SLIC0 - X X X
KIPPI - X - -
SEEDS - X - -

Table 2. Qualitative comparison of multiple superpixel algorithms.

value of the j-th pixel in the original and compressed image,
respectively. the PSNR is defined as

MSE =
1

3N

N∑
j=1

‖xpj − x̂pj‖22, (7)

PSNR = 10 · log10

(
2552

MSE

)
. (8)

Larger PSNR values indicate a better quality of the com-
pressed image. The resulting PSNR values for the
BSDS500 dataset are shown in Tab. 1. In all cases, Power-
SLIC gives the highest PSNR values despite having the
smallest running times. It seems that the anisotropic di-
agram structure, involving quadratic boundaries, allows
Power-SLIC to improve on Varane and ECCPD, both of
which use less flexible diagram classes.

Qualitative Evaluation Table 2 provides a qualitative
comparison of multiple superpixel algorithms. (Algorithms
are classified as ‘diagram-based,’ ‘fast,’ ‘noise-robust,’ and
‘compact’ if their superpixels are described by diagram
cells, their average running times for k = 500 are below 1s,
all their plots in Fig. 5 are close to horizontal lines, and
their plots are in the top of the two groups for compactness
in Fig. 5.) Figure 6 gives a qualitative comparison of ten
superpixel algorithms for varying levels of noise.

A comparison of the post-processing steps of Power-
SLIC and SLIC is given in Fig. 7. Although Power-
SLIC uses SLIC’s clustering approach, it is notable that
the superpixels are fundamentally different due to the post-
processing step. This difference can be seen by comparing
the results with the second column of Fig. 7, which depicts
the clustering result of SLIC without any post-processing.
Only the local post-processing by SLIC shown in the third
column creates a reasonable segmentation, which deterio-
rates for more extensive noise levels. In contrast, Power-
SLIC optimizes more globally and returns a diagram repre-
sentation. At the same time, this approach acts as a regular-
izer for high noise levels.
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Figure 6. Visual comparison of five superpixel algorithms for various levels of noise (k = 700).

Figure 7. Algorithms applied to an image with three levels of noise σ2 ∈ {0, 0.001, 0.1} and k = 700. Left to right: original image, SLIC
before post-processing, SLIC, and Power-SLIC.

7. Conclusion

We presented a new superpixel algorithm, called Power-
SLIC, whose superpixels are described by cells of dia-
grams. Using GBPDs, the quadratic boundaries appear to
provide enough flexibility to capture complex image bound-
aries, while providing sufficient regularization to obtain
very compact superpixels. This results in a high level of
robustness under varying levels of additive white Gaussian

noise. Additionally, Power-SLIC matches the running times
of SLIC in theory and practice. Power-SLIC’s added bene-
fit of being resolution-independent can be used to speed up
superpixel generation for larger images, as a full segmen-
tation can be computed on a low-resolution version of the
image.
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