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Figure 1: We explore the in-the-wild face video quality assessment problem for the first time. Concretely, we present FVQ-20K,
the first large-scale in-the-wild face video quality assessment dataset, which contains 20,000 face videos with (a) diverse
source video content, (b) various distortions in both spatial and temporal domains, (c) a variety of facial attributes, and (d)
high-quality MOS annotation for each video. Along with the FVQ-20K dataset, we propose FVQ-Rater, the first LMM-based
method elaborately designed for the face video quality assessment task as illustrated in (e).

ABSTRACT
Face video quality assessment (FVQA) deserves to be explored in
addition to general video quality assessment (VQA), as face videos
are the primary content on social media platforms and human
visual system (HVS) is particularly sensitive to human faces. How-
ever, FVQA is rarely explored due to the lack of large-scale FVQA
datasets. To fill this gap, we present the first large-scale in-the-wild
FVQA dataset, FVQ-20K, which contains 20,000 in-the-wild face
videos together with corresponding mean opinion score (MOS) an-
notations. Along with the FVQ-20K dataset, we further propose a
specialized FVQA method named FVQ-Rater to achieve human-
like rating and scoring for face video, which is the first attempt to
explore the potential of large multimodal models (LMMs) for the
FVQA task. Concretely, we elaborately extract multi-dimensional
features including spatial features, temporal features, and face-
specific features (i.e., portrait features and face embeddings) to
provide comprehensive visual information, and take advantage of
the LoRA-based instruction tuning technique to achieve quality-
specific fine-tuning, which shows superior performance on both
FVQ-20K and CFVQA datasets. Extensive experiments and com-
prehensive analysis demonstrate the significant potential of the
FVQ-20K dataset and FVQ-Rater method in promoting the devel-
opment of FVQA. The dataset will be released upon publication at:
https://github.com/wsj-sjtu/FVQ.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Computer vision; • Human-
centered computing → Visualization design and evaluation
methods.

KEYWORDS
Face video quality assessment, large multimodal model, dataset and
benchmark

1 INTRODUCTION
With the rapid development of network and video processing tech-
nologies, recent years have witnessed an explosion of social media
applications with countless video content. However, these videos
may suffer from various degradations caused by diverse acquisition
and transmission conditions, thus video quality assessment (VQA)
is becoming an increasingly popular topic in computer vision and
multimedia with numerous research works [14, 40, 70]. Compared
to general video content, face and portrait videos play an even
more significant role in the quality of experience (QoE), since the
human visual system (HVS) is particularly sensitive to human faces
and has specialized mechanisms for face processing. Analyzing and
measuring the quality of face videos can help monitor and optimize
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Table 1: Summary and comparison of popular VQA, FIQA, and FVQA datasets.

Dataset Year Task Type Total Data Unique Data Resolution Duration (s) Distortion Type Subjective Experiment Annotators

KoNViD-1k [21] 2017 VQA Generic 1,200 1,200 540p 8 In-the-wild Crowdsourced 642
LIVE-VQC [53] 2018 VQA Generic 585 585 240p-1080p 10 In-the-wild Crowdsourced 4,776
YouTube-UGC [64] 2019 VQA Generic 1,500 1,500 360p-4k 20 In-the-wild Crowdsourced -
LSVQ [70] 2021 VQA Generic 38,811 38,811 Diverse 5-12 In-the-wild Crowdsourced 6,284
FineVD [14] 2025 VQA Generic 6,104 6,104 Diverse 8 In-the-wild In-lab 22
GFIQA-20K [55] 2023 FIQA Face 20,000 20,000 512×512 - In-the-wild In-lab 13
PIQ23 [7] 2023 FIQA Face 5,116 5,116 Diverse - In-capture In-lab 30
GFIQA-40K [9] 2024 FIQA Face 39,312 39,312 512×512 - In-the-wild - 20
FIQA [37] 2024 FIQA Face 42,125 625 Diverse - Compression Crowdsourced 1,432
CFVQA [29] 2024 FVQA Face 3,240 135 512×512 5 Compression In-lab 32
FVQ-20K (Ours) 2025 FVQA Face 20,000 20,000 Diverse 5 In-the-wild In-lab 35

user experience at social media sites [14, 70], promote the develop-
ment of face-processing algorithms such as face video restoration,
super-resolution, and enhancement, and ensure high-quality train-
ing data for generative models [9, 55]. However, face video quality
assessment (FVQA) is rarely explored due to the absence of specific
large-scale face video quality assessment datasets.

Years of research on video quality assessment (VQA) have demon-
strated promising results [8, 31, 56, 57, 66–68, 71, 75] thanks to the
availability of various VQA datasets [14, 21, 40, 53, 64, 70]. However,
these VQA datasets are designed for general videos, making the
models devised on them less effective for face videos due to two
aspects: (1) human perception of face video quality may differ from
general video, as the HVS has specialized mechanisms for face pro-
cessing [18, 26, 55], which is overlooked in general VQA methods;
(2) face videos only account for a small fraction of general VQA
datasets, which limits the generalization ability of VQA methods to
face videos. In recent years, some works have explored the problem
of face image quality assessment from the aspects of either face
recognition [4, 5, 20, 46, 58] or perceptual quality [7, 9, 37, 55]. How-
ever, they focus solely on face images without considering temporal
distortions, making them less effective when directly applied to
face videos. Recently, CFVQA [29] has made the first attempt to
explore the compressed FVQA problem. However, the dataset only
contains 3,240 videos manually compressed from only 135 source
videos using six video compression algorithms, which is not only
limited in quantity and diversity but also fails to represent complex
degradations in real-world scenarios. These limitations severely
hinder the development of general FVQA algorithms.

To alleviate the absence of general face video quality assessment
datasets, we present FVQ-20K, the first large-scale in-the-wild face
video quality assessment dataset (see Figure 1 and Table 1). Con-
cretely, we collect face videos from both short-form video platform
TikTok [23] and traditional video platform YouTube [72] as shown
in Figure 1 (a). For TikTok videos, we first collect over 100,000
videos across 11 categories related to people, and then filter and
crop them to obtain 9,930 face videos, each with a fixed duration of
5 seconds. For YouTube videos, we integrate two public face video
datasets, i.e., CelebV-HQ [81] and CelebV-Text [73], and obtain a
total of 10,070 face videos by filtering out duplicate identities and
videos shorter than 5 seconds. After these steps, we obtain a rich

in-the-wild face video dataset with various degradations such as
blur, shaking, etc., as shown in Figure 1 (b), and diverse face at-
tributes [44, 50] including gender, age, race, and emotion as shown
in Figure 1 (c). Furthermore, we recruit 35 subjects from the univer-
sity to rate the videos, and a professional team of image processing
researchers is responsible for volunteer training and monitoring
the quality of the scores. As shown in Figure 1 (d), the FVQ-20K
dataset is equipped with high-quality mean opinion scores (MOSs)
to represent the perceptual quality of each face video.

Along with the FVQ-20K dataset, we propose a novel FVQA
method named FVQ-Rater to achieve human-like rating and scor-
ing of face videos, which enhances largemultimodal models (LMMs)
[10] with elaborate multi-dimensional features and incorporates
low-rank adaptation (LoRA) [22] technique for efficient instruction
tuning [35, 36]. Concretely, we utilize InternViT [10] and SlowFast
[15] to extract general spatial and temporal features of face videos
from key frames and entire video, respectively. Moreover, we also
extract two face-specific features: (1) portrait features, which are
extracted using InternViT [10] only from the portrait part of face
videos obtained by the background matting [34] technique, and (2)
face embeddings, which encode high-level facial features such as
geometric structure, appearance, relative positions of facial land-
marks, etc. [49]. All these features, along with text embeddings,
are integrated into a large language model (LLM) backbone for
quality-oriented response and rating/scoring. FVQ-Rater is trained
through two stages: quality aware pre-training and MOS-oriented
fine-tuning. In the first stage, we construct 16,000 question-answer
pairs related to the quality level of face videos, and train feature
projectors to align face quality-related features with the pre-trained
LLM [10]. In the second stage, we further fine-tune the vision en-
coder (i.e., InternViT), LLM backbone, and feature projectors to
achieve accurate MOS regression through the quality regression
module. The ViT and LLM are fine-tuned by incorporating LoRA
weights to their pre-trained weights. Extensive experiments demon-
strate the superiority of our specialized FVQA method, FVQ-Rater.

In summary, our main contributions are:

• We establish the first large-scale face video quality assess-
ment dataset, FVQ-20K, which contains 20,000 diverse face
videos with MOS annotations.
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• Based on the FVQ-20K dataset, we investigate and bench-
mark the performance of general-purpose VQA methods,
FIQA methods, and state-of-the-art LMM models on the face
video quality assessment task.

• We propose FVQ-Rater, a novel LMM-based FVQA method
that integrates spatial, temporal, and face-specific features,
and adopts the LoRA-based instruction tuning technique,
which is the first attempt to explore the potential of LMMs
for the FVQA task.

• Extensive experiments on both FVQ-20K andCFVQAdatasets
demonstrate the superiority of the proposed FVQ-Ratermethod.

2 RELATEDWORK
Face Quality Assessment. Face quality assessment contains face
image quality assessment (FIQA) and face video quality assessment
(FVQA). FIQA is an increasingly popular topic which can be divided
into two research areas [9, 55, 62], including biometric face image
quality assessment (BFIQA) [1, 2, 4, 5, 16, 20, 32, 41, 46, 58, 79]
and generic face image quality assessment (GFIQA) [7, 9, 24, 37,
55]. BFIQA aims at ensuring the quality of face images for the
face recognition systems [48]. Earlier BFIQA methods [1, 2, 16,
32] usually evaluate the face image quality through hand-crafted
features such as illumination, pose, facial expression, blur, occlusion,
etc. Recent deep learning-based methods measure the quality of
face images in a data-driven manner, utilizing either pre-trained
face recognition backbones [5, 41, 58] or human annotations [4, 79].
However, these methods do not focus on the perceptual quality
of face images. In contrast, GFIQA methods assess face images
from the perspective of human perceptual quality, which is an
emerging task [55]. Recently, impressive progress has been made
in GFIQA thanks to the availability of several face image quality
assessment datasets and advances in deep learning-based methods
[7, 9, 37, 55]. Despite the extensive progress in FIQA, FVQA remains
largely underexplored. The only work focusing on FVQA explores
the perceptual quality in face video compression scenarios [29]
by collecting a compressed face video assessment dataset termed
CFVQA. However, CFVQA only contains 3,240 videos manually
compressed from 135 source videos using six video compression
algorithms, which has limited quantity, diversity, and degradation
types. Moreover, the method FAVOR devised based on CFVQA [29]
is a full-reference (FR) VQA method, which is hard to be used in
real-world applications. To fill this gap, we construct the first large-
scale in-the-wild FVQA dataset, FVQ-20K, and propose the first
no-reference (NR) FVQA method, FVQ-Rater.
Video Quality Assessment. Video quality assessment (VQA) is
a long-standing problem with extensive research efforts and a va-
riety of publicly available datasets. VQA datasets can be catego-
rized into three types according to the source of distortions in
the videos, which includes captured VQA datasets [17, 45], UGC
VQA datasets (in-the-wild VQA datasets) [14, 21, 53, 64, 70], and
UGC+compression datasets [30, 40, 65, 74, 78]. However, all these
datasets are designed for general-purpose videos and include very
few face videos. VQA methods can be divided into two categories,
including traditional methods [25, 27, 42, 47, 59, 60, 80] and learning-
basedmethods [8, 31, 56, 57, 66–68, 71, 75]. Traditional methods gen-
erally use hand-crafted features and predict quality scores through

86.5286.52 85.9385.93 85.2785.27 82.68 82.68 80.9380.93

77.4377.43 73.9773.97 71.6871.68 66.8666.86 62.1262.12

57.6157.61 53.6253.62 46.1746.17 44.1744.17 41.5541.55

37.9337.93 33.5233.52 31.8531.85 31.8131.81 25.9825.98

15.0415.04 14.3414.34 14.4314.43 11.0011.00 6.7626.762

E
x
ce

ll
en

t
G

o
o
d

F
ai

r
P

o
o
r

B
ad

Figure 2: Sample video frames and correspondingMOSs from
five quality levels of the proposed FVQ-20K dataset. We en-
courage readers to zoom-in for details.
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Figure 3: The bar charts of the resolution distribution (Left)
and FPS distribution (Right) of the face videos in FVQ-20K.

regression algorithms such as support vector regression (SVR) [54],
which struggle to handle complex real-world distortions. In recent
years, learning-based methods have achieved superior performance
through a data-driven manner. However, all these methods focus
on general videos and do not consider human-specific features. In
contrast, the proposed FVQ-20K dataset and the FVQ-Rater method
are both specialized for face videos.

3 FVQ-20K DATASET
To address the scarcity of datasets and advance the progress of
FVQA, we present FVQ-20K, the first large-scale in-the-wild face
video quality assessment dataset as shown in Table 1, which con-
tains 20,000 diverse face videos with high-quality MOS annotations.
In this section, we introduce the dataset construction pipeline in-
cluding face video collection (Section A.1), subjective study (Section
3.2), and subjective data processing (Section 3.3). The comprehen-
sive analysis of the FVQ-20K dataset is detailed in Section 3.4.
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Figure 5: The MOS distributions in terms of different face attributes: (a) gender, (b) race, (c) age, and (d) emotion.

3.1 Face Video Collection
Themain principle of the video collection process is to gather a wide
range of face videos that encompass diverse and comprehensive
in-the-wild distortions. To this end, we collect face videos from two
popular social media platforms, i.e., a short-form video platform
TikTok [23] and a traditional video platform YouTube [72].

For the TikTok [23] part, we select 11 categories of video con-
tent where people appear most frequently, including relationship,
beauty care, family, lipsync, society, shows, singing & dancing, out-
fit, sports, comedy, and drama, and download a total of 100,212
videos from these categories. Then, we filter out videos that do
not contain faces and crop the face regions from the remaining
videos to 5-second face videos through the commonly used face
and landmark detection models [6, 77]. As a result, we obtain a
total of 9,930 face videos from TikTok.

As for the YouTube [72] part, since there are many publicly
available portrait video datasets for other face-related tasks, we
directly integrate and filter two recent datasets to construct the
face video portion of our dataset. Specifically, we merge the CelebV-
HQ [81] dataset and the CelebV-Text [73] dataset, and obtain a
total of 104,218 face videos. Then we eliminate duplicate identities
and uniform videos to 5 seconds to construct our final dataset.
Eventually, we obtain a total of 10,070 face videos from YouTube,
which also span a variety of categories, as shown in Figure 1 (a).

3.2 Subjective Study
To ensure the quality of subjective study results, we recruit 35
college students as subjects instead of crowdsourcing, and conduct
the experiment following the recommendation of ITU-BT.500 [51].

Considering the large scale of our dataset, we randomly divide
the 20,000 videos into 40 batches to carry out the experiment. For
each video, subjects are asked to rate the perceptual quality on a
scale of 0 to 5, where the intervals 0–1, 1–2, 2–3, 3–4, and 4–5 cor-
respond to bad, poor, fair, good, and excellent, respectively. Before
the formal experiments, we train all the subjects by explaining the

detailed rating criteria and numerous examples from each qual-
ity level. After the training session, we conduct a testing session
with 15 face videos to evaluate whether the subjects are sufficiently
trained. Only the subjects who pass the testing session are allowed
to take part in the formal rating experiments. During the rating
process, after completing each batch of data, we perform the subject
rejection procedure [51] on each batch and exclude any subject iden-
tified as an outlier from participating in subsequent experiments.
Please refer to the Sup. Mat. for more details.

3.3 Subjective Data Processing
We first perform outlier detection and subject rejection on all the
20,000 videos based on the guidelines provided by ITU-BT.500 [51].
As a result, no subjects are rejected, and about 3.05% of the subjec-
tive scores are identified as outliers and are subsequently removed.
The remaining valid subjective scores are then converted into Z-
scores by:

𝑧𝑖 𝑗 =
𝑟𝑖 𝑗 − 𝜇𝑖

𝜎𝑖
, (1)

where 𝑟𝑖 𝑗 is the raw score rated by the 𝑖-th subject to the 𝑗-th face
video, 𝜇𝑖 and 𝜎𝑖 represent the mean score and standard deviation
given by subject 𝑖 , respectively. Subsequently, Z-scores are linearly
scaled to the range of [0, 100], assuming that the Z-scores of a
subject follow a standard Gaussian distribution [29, 52] within the
range of [−3, +3]:

𝑧′𝑖 𝑗 =
100(𝑧𝑖 𝑗 + 3)

6
. (2)

Finally, the rescaled Z-scores 𝑧′
𝑖 𝑗

are averaged over subjects to
obtain the mean opinion scores (MOSs):

MOS𝑗 =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑧′𝑖 𝑗 , (3)

where 𝑗 represents the 𝑗-th video, and 𝑁 is the number of subjects.
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Figure 6: Overview of our FVQ-Rater method. Given face video and text prompt, FVQ-Rater first extracts multi-dimensional
features through the vision encoder, face encoder, and temporal encoder, and then projects the features into the LLM input
space through four different projectors. The feature embeddings are then combined with text embeddings and fed into the
pre-trained LLM for further processing. The output features of the LLM are decoded to text output or partially fed into the
quality regression module to predict the quality score. FVQ-Rater is trained in two stages: quality-aware pre-training via quality
levels described in textual form and MOS-oriented LoRA fine-tuning using quality scores.

3.4 Data Analysis
In this section, we provide comprehensive analyses of the proposed
FVQ-20K dataset in terms of both face videos and their correspond-
ing scores. First of all, some demo frames and their MOSs are shown
in Figure 2. Please also refer to the Sup. Mat. for more demos. The
MOS distribution of the entire FVQ-20K dataset is shown in Figure
1 (d), which spans a wide range. It is obvious that videos with more
severe distortions tend to receive lower scores. The face videos
in the FVQ-20K dataset are as 5-second square videos, while the
resolution, encoding format, and frames per second (FPS) remain
unchanged to ensure the save quality as the original in-the-wild
videos. The resolution and FPS distributions of all the face videos
are shown in Figure 3, which exhibit great diversity.

Beyond resolution and FPS, the content of the face videos is
also highly diverse, not only in terms of the platforms they orig-
inate from but also in terms of the facial attributes captured in
the videos. As shown in Figure 1 (a) and (c), the face videos in the
FVQ-20K dataset come from up to 11 + 9 = 20 categories on TikTok
[23] and YouTube [72], and the faces in the videos show a wide
diversity in gender, race, age, and emotion. To this end, we further
analyze the MOS distribution under each category based on the
aforementioned classification criteria. The MOS distributions for
two online video platforms, eleven TikTok video categories, and
nine YouTube categories are shown in Figure 4. It can be observed
that the overall quality of face videos from YouTube is higher than
those from TikTok. The MOS distributions vary across different
video content categories, particularly the beauty care content in
TikTok videos and film & animation content in YouTube videos,
which also demonstrates the diversity of our dataset. Similarly, we
visualize the MOS distributions for different genders, races, ages,
and emotions in Figure 5. It can be observed that the MOS distri-
butions across different genders, races, and emotions are generally
similar, indicating that our MOSs are well-focused on face video

quality and are not affected by other subjective preferences. When
it comes to different age groups, the MOS distribution of face videos
featuring individuals over the age of 60 differs from that of other
age groups, and the overall quality is also relatively lower.

4 FVQ-RATER METHOD
Along with the FVQ-20K dataset, we further propose FVQ-Rater,
a novel LMM-based method specifically designed for the FVQA
task. As shown in Figure 6, FVQ-Rater takes face video and user
prompt as input, and outputs the quality level and quality score of
the face video. The architecture and training strategy of FVQ-Rater
are detailed in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2, respectively.

4.1 Architecture
Spatial Feature Extraction. The spatial features are extracted
from the key frames of the input face video through a vision encoder.
Specifically, we sample one frame per second from the input face
video 𝑽 based on its FPS, resulting in a total of 5 key frames 𝑉𝑘
for each video. Then, we utilize a pre-trained vision transformer
(ViT), i.e., InternViT [10], as the vision encoder E𝐼 . To align the
extracted spatial features with the input space of the pre-trained
large language model (LLM), we adopt a 2-layer MLP projector P𝑆

to map the spatial features into the textual embedding space. The
full process can be formulated as:

𝐹𝑠 = P𝑆 (E𝐼 (𝑉𝑘 )), (4)

where 𝐹𝑠 is the projected spatial features compatible with the LLM
input space.
Temporal Feature Extraction. Considering that the spatial fea-
tures extracted from sparse frames fail to capture complete tempo-
ral information, we extract temporal features from the continuous
video frames. Specifically, we utilize the pre-trained SlowFast net-
work E𝑇 as our temporal encoder to extract temporal features from
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Table 2: Quality score prediction performance of state-of-the-art methods on the proposed FVQ-20K dataset (including its
TikTok and YouTube subsets) and the CFVQA [29] dataset. ♥, ♠, ⃝, ♥, ♦, and ♣ denote traditional VQA methods, learning-based
VQA methods, BFIQA method, GFIQA method, LMM-based methods, and FVQA method, respectively. * and †indicate models
trained and fine-tuned on the corresponding datasets, respectively. Note that FAVOR [29] is a full-reference method and is not
applicable to the in-the-wild FVQ-20K dataset. The best and runner-up performances are bold and underlined, respectively.

Dataset Our FVQ-20K (TikTok) Our FVQ-20K (YouTube) Our FVQ-20K CFVQA

Method / Metric SRCC↑ PLCC↑ KRCC↑ SRCC↑ PLCC↑ KRCC↑ SRCC↑ PLCC↑ KRCC↑ SRCC↑ PLCC↑ KRCC↑
♥ RAPIQUE [60] 0.6657 0.7126 0.4842 0.6442 0.6709 0.4577 0.6720 0.7065 0.4865 0.5636 0.5600 0.3876
♥ VIDEVAL [59] 0.8310 0.8422 0.6456 0.7275 0.7180 0.5352 0.7994 0.8028 0.6124 0.5058 0.5208 0.3473
♠ VSFA [28]* 0.8992 0.9032 0.7245 0.8878 0.8896 0.7069 0.9040 0.9080 0.7319 0.9166 0.9092 0.7391
♠ GSTVQA [8]* 0.9032 0.9068 0.7296 0.8979 0.9012 0.7200 0.8975 0.9048 0.7233 0.9451 0.9546 0.7920
♠ SimpleVQA [56]* 0.8361 0.8212 0.6381 0.8708 0.8662 0.6790 0.8763 0.8604 0.6843 0.7583 0.7578 0.5510
♠ FastVQA [66]* 0.9013 0.8970 0.7281 0.8793 0.8817 0.6970 0.8977 0.8993 0.7229 0.9461 0.9581 0.7973
♠ Dover [67]* 0.9145 0.9114 0.7430 0.8928 0.8909 0.7100 0.9124 0.9097 0.7407 0.9568 0.9588 0.8157
♠ KSVQE [40]* 0.9230 0.9159 0.7589 0.9063 0.8991 0.7307 0.9244 0.9188 0.7600 0.9510 0.9516 0.8015
⃝ SDD-FIQA [46]* 0.7578 0.7678 0.5619 0.6805 0.7093 0.4941 0.7537 0.7696 0.5604 0.3214 0.3247 0.2258
♥ DSL-FIQA [9]* 0.9235 0.9250 0.7592 0.9079 0.9101 0.7350 0.9243 0.9269 0.7620 0.5857 0.5959 0.4262
♦ Video-LLaVA-7B [33] 0.1338 0.1463 0.0989 0.0667 0.0950 0.0494 0.0766 0.0968 0.0565 0.0783 0.0613 0.0583
♦ VideoLLaMA2-7B [11] 0.0265 0.0332 0.0206 0.0974 0.0136 0.0764 0.0936 0.0358 0.0731 0.1408 0.1459 0.1107
♦ VideoLLaMA3-7B [76] 0.0762 0.0209 0.0548 0.1618 0.0043 0.1180 0.1158 0.0047 0.0838 0.1356 0.0373 0.0982
♦ Qwen2-VL-7B [61] 0.1679 0.0013 0.1266 0.1389 0.1339 0.1042 0.0073 0.0190 0.0029 0.0128 0.0460 0.0078
♦ Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct [61] 0.4262 0.2631 0.3282 0.2037 0.2214 0.1526 0.3783 0.2705 0.2875 0.3259 0.3935 0.2508
♦ Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct [3] 0.3519 0.2915 0.2710 0.2092 0.1155 0.1664 0.3071 0.2219 0.2398 0.0271 0.0142 0.0227
♦ Deepseek-VL-7B-Chat [39] 0.0156 0.0440 0.0115 0.1830 0.0877 0.1322 0.1304 0.0819 0.0938 0.0887 0.0251 0.0657
♦ InternVL2.5-8B [10] 0.0777 0.1446 0.0401 0.0120 0.0622 0.0163 0.0589 0.1410 0.0284 0.0149 0.1835 0.0080
♦ InternVL2.5-8B-MPO [63] 0.4304 0.3637 0.3414 0.1008 0.0479 0.0617 0.1040 0.0493 0.0988 0.2831 0.1858 0.2165
♦ Q-Align [69] 0.8712 0.8686 0.6916 0.8582 0.8609 0.6726 0.8715 0.8716 0.6921 0.6890 0.6522 0.4962
♦ Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct [61]† 0.8923 0.8866 0.7235 0.8856 0.8849 0.7127 0.9015 0.8984 0.7353 0.9367 0.9363 0.7795
♦ Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct [3]† 0.9042 0.9045 0.7429 0.8939 0.8957 0.7242 0.9122 0.9115 0.7525 0.9274 0.9302 0.7632
♦ InternVL2.5-8B [10]† 0.9019 0.8936 0.7404 0.8944 0.8825 0.7291 0.9090 0.9011 0.7511 0.8933 0.8903 0.7178
♦ InternVL2.5-8B-MPO [63]† 0.8789 0.8293 0.7212 0.8175 0.6628 0.6695 0.8545 0.7634 0.7095 0.8510 0.8047 0.6725
♣ FAVOR [29]* N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.9060 0.9229 0.7248
FVQ-Rater (Ours)* 0.9326 0.9334 0.7786 0.9297 0.9279 0.7717 0.9388 0.9382 0.7887 0.9679 0.9717 0.8423

the entire video 𝑉 . A 2-layer MLP projector P𝑇 is also adopted to
project the temporal features to the LLM input space:

𝐹𝑡 = P𝑇 (E𝑇 (𝑉 )), (5)

where 𝐹𝑡 is the projected temporal features compatible with the
LLM input space.
Face-Specific Feature Extraction. To better align with human
perception of face videos, we further design two types of face-
specific features inspired by the mechanisms of the human visual
system: (1) portrait features extracted from the foreground portrait
video, and (2) face embeddings that encode high-level facial features.

The portrait features are extracted from the key frames of the
portrait video through the same vision encoder E𝐼 employed for
the spatial features. Specifically, the portrait video is obtained by
separating the foreground from the background using a state-of-
the-art video matting method [34]. Similar to the original video, we
sample 5 key frames from the portrait video and feed them into the
vision encoder to extract features only for people, which simulates
the special sensitivity of the human visual system to people in the
scene. A 2-layer MLP projector P𝑃 is also employed to project the
portrait features into the input embedding space of the LLM. The
complete process is formulated as:

𝐹𝑝 = P𝑃 (E𝐼 (M(𝑉𝑘 ))), (6)

whereM denotes the pre-trained matting network, and 𝐹𝑝 is the
projected portrait features compatible with the LLM input space.

The face embeddings are extracted from the key frames of the
original face video using a face encoder. Specifically, we uniformly
sample 10 key frames 𝑉𝑓 from the input video and then extract
face embeddings from these frames using a pre-trained face recog-
nition network, FaceNet [49]. The face embeddings encode high-
level identity-related facial features such as geometric structure,
appearance, relative positions of facial landmarks, which provide
meaningful cues for the FVQA task, particularly in determining
whether the facial structures encounter degradation and whether
temporal distortions led to such degradation. Such face embeddings
also simulate the human visual system’s ability to perceive, abstract,
and distinguish facial identities, which helps achieve human-like
quality perception. Similarly, a 2-layer MLP projector P𝐹 is also
employed to align the face embeddings with the LLM input space:

𝐹𝑓 = P𝐹 (E𝐹 (𝑉𝑓 )), (7)

where E𝐹 refers to the pre-trained FaceNet [49], and 𝐹𝑓 is the
projected face embeddings compatible with the LLM input space.
Feature Fusion via LLM. The aforementioned four types of fea-
tures, combined with text embeddings, are fed into a pre-trained
LLM for multimodal feature fusion and reasoning to support two
downstream tasks: (1) quality-aware question answering, and (2)
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quality score prediction. Concretely, user prompt and feature place-
holder tokens are converted into textual embeddings through a
text tokenizer and an embedding layer. The embeddings at the
placeholder token position are then replaced with the extracted
features 𝐹𝑠 , 𝐹𝑡 , 𝐹𝑝 , and 𝐹𝑓 . Subsequently, we use InternLM2.5 [10]
as the pre-trained LMM, which takes the embeddings as input and
outputs processed features for downstream tasks. The LLM output
features, i.e., the last hidden status of the LLM transformers, are
decoded to the text output through the text decoder. Moreover,
the quality-related part of the LLM output features is fed into the
quality regression module to predict the MOS value. The quality
regression module is built upon a 5-layer MLP with ReLU activation
[43] after each layer.

4.2 Training
The FVQ-Rater is trained in two stages to achieve better perfor-
mance on the quality-related tasks.
Stage I: Quality-Aware Pre-training. To align multiple features
extracted from the input face video with the pre-trained LLM, and
let LMM understand the quality assessment task, we train the pro-
jectors P𝑆 , P𝑇 , P𝑃 , and P𝐹 using (face video, question, answer)
triplets and cross entropy loss, while keeping the vision encoder
and LLM frozen. The question-answer pairs are in the form of:
“Question: Please evaluate the quality of this video. Answer: The
video quality is excellent." The projectors P𝑆 and P𝑃 are initialized
using the pre-trained MLP projector of InternVL2.5 [10], and other
projectors are initialized randomly. Through the quality-aware pre-
training, the pre-trained LLM gains a better understanding of the
multimodal input features and becomes more effective at extracting
quality-related information from them.
Stage II: MOS-Oriented LoRA Fine-tuning. To achieve an accu-
rate quality score regression, we further train the quality regression
module, and fine-tune the pre-trained projectors, vision encoder,
and LLM. Specifically, we use the L1 loss between the predicted
quality score and the ground truth MOS to supervise the training
process. The regression module is randomly initialized, while other
modules are pre-trained. Besides, the vision encoder and LLM are
fine-tuned using the LoRA technique [22], which updates the pre-
trained weight matrix𝑾 ∈ R𝑑×𝑘 by modeling the weight change
with a low-rank decomposition Δ𝑾 = 𝑩𝑨, where 𝑩 ∈ R𝑑×𝑟 and
𝑨 ∈ R𝑟×𝑘 are the trainable parameter matrices, and 𝑟 ≪ {𝑑, 𝑘} for
efficiency. Then the model output 𝒚 can be formulated as:

𝒚 =𝑾𝒙 + Δ𝑾𝒙 =𝑾𝒙 + 𝑩𝑨𝒙, (8)

where 𝒙 denotes the model input. Through the fine-tuning process,
FVQ-Rater is able to predict quality scores for the input face videos.

5 EXPERIMENTS
5.1 Implementation Details
Evaluation Datasets. To the best of our knowledge, there are only
two face video quality assessment datasets: CFVQA [29] and our
newly proposed FVQ-20K. We use both datasets in our experiments.
Both datasets are randomly split into training, validation, and test
sets with a ratio of 80% : 5% : 15%. Concretely, CFVQA dataset
contains 3,240 videos, which is divided into 2,592 for training, 161

Table 3: Quality level classification performance of state-of-
the-art LMMs and LMM-based VQAmethods on the proposed
FVQ-20K dataset (including its TikTok and YouTube subsets)
and the CFVQA [29] dataset. †indicate models fine-tuned on
the corresponding datasets. The best and runner-up perfor-
mances are bold and underlined, respectively.

Method / Dataset FVQ-20K
(TikTok)

FVQ-20K
(YouTube) FVQ-20K CFVQA

Video-LLaVA-7B [33] 3.290% 6.290% 4.800% 3.290%
VideoLLaMA2-7B [11] 23.09% 35.70% 29.43% 32.85%
VideoLLaMA3-7B [76] 25.03% 43.25% 34.20% 28.54%
Qwen2-VL-7B [61] 14.77% 21.19% 18.00% 11.91%
Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct [61] 34.70% 48.54% 41.67% 27.31%
Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct [3] 15.77% 38.08% 27.00% 24.23%
Deepseek-VL-7B-Chat [39] 43.22% 36.62% 39.90% 34.50%
InternVL2.5-8B [10] 45.84% 52.32% 49.10% 30.80%
InternVL2.5-8B-MPO [63] 34.56% 41.52% 38.07% 24.02%
Q-Align [69] 14.30% 20.26% 17.30% 9.450%
Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct [61]† 76.31% 74.70% 75.50% 81.72%
Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct [3]† 79.19% 78.61% 78.90% 79.88%
InternVL2.5-8B [10]† 78.79% 79.34% 79.07% 78.03%
InternVL2.5-8B-MPO [63]† 76.85% 76.89% 76.87% 77.41%
FVQ-Rater (Ours) 80.94% 81.06% 81.00% 86.86%

Table 4: Cross-dataset evaluation results. The models are
trained on FVQ-20K and tested on CFVQA [29], or vice versa.
The best performances are bold.

Dataset FVQ-20K→ CFVQA CFVQA → FVQ-20K

Method / Metric SRCC↑ PLCC↑ KRCC↑ SRCC↑ PLCC↑ KRCC↑
SimpleVQA [56] 0.7374 0.7527 0.5353 0.3309 0.3498 0.2275
FastVQA [66] 0.6359 0.6263 0.4610 0.1041 0.1028 0.0706
Dover [67] 0.6974 0.6866 0.5061 0.7638 0.7601 0.5678
KSVQE [40] 0.7742 0.7736 0.5714 0.8096 0.8098 0.6145
DSL-FIQA [9] 0.4096 0.4406 0.2881 0.6372 0.6599 0.4644
FVQ-Rater (Ours) 0.8081 0.7972 0.6061 0.8429 0.8401 0.6554

for validation, and 487 for testing. FVQ-20K contains 20,000 videos,
with 16,000 for training, 1,000 for validation, and 3,000 for testing.
Training Details of FVQ-Rater.We use the pre-trained InternViT
and InternLM2.5 from InternVL2.5-8B [10] as our vision encoder
and LLM, respectively. The projectors P𝑆 and P𝑃 are initialized
from the pre-trained MLP projector of InternVL2.5-8B [10], while
other projectors and the quality regression module are randomly
initialized. All the face video frames are resized to 448 × 448 for
model input. The LoRA [22] rank is set to 8 for both vision encoder
and LLM. We train 2 epochs for each of the two stages (stage I and
stage II) with a batch size of 8. The whole training process takes
about 1 day on 2 NVIDIA A6000 GPUs (48G). Please refer to the
Sup. Mat. for more details.
Baseline Methods. Since there is no method specialized for the
face video quality assessment (FVQA) task, we investigate and
benchmark the state-of-the-art methods of three areas including
FVQ, FIQA, and LMM on the FVQA task. The performance of the
proposed FVQ-Rater is also evaluated by comparing with these
methods: (1) general-purpose VQA methods: RAPIQUE [60], VIDE-
VAL [59], VSFA [28], GSTVQA [8], SimpleVQA [56], FastVQA [66],
Dover [67], and KSVQE [40]; (2) FIQAmethods: SDD-FIQA [46] and
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Table 5: Ablation study of FVQ-Rater on our FVQ-20K dataset and the CFVQA [29] dataset.

Feature & Strategy FVQ-20K CFVQA

Spatial Portrait FaceNet Temporal LLM LoRA ViT LoRA Pretrain SRCC PLCC KRCC SRCC PLCC KRCC

✓ 0.9132 0.9144 0.7449 0.9528 0.9501 0.8086
✓ ✓ 0.9170 0.9182 0.7520 0.9563 0.9558 0.8182
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9283 0.9241 0.7707 0.9650 0.9648 0.8387
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9296 0.9267 0.7730 0.9650 0.9669 0.8347
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9367 0.9345 0.7849 0.9666 0.9674 0.8390
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9377 0.9370 0.7869 0.9668 0.9701 0.8395
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.9388 0.9382 0.7887 0.9679 0.9717 0.8423

DSL-FIQA [9]; (3) LMM-based methods: Video-LLaVA [33], Vide-
oLLaMA2 [11], VideoLLaMA3 [76], Qwen2-VL [61], Qwen2.5-VL
[3], Deepseek-VL [39], InternVL2.5 [10], and Q-Align [69].
Evaluation Metrics.We use Spearman’s Rank Correlation coeffi-
cient (SRCC), Pearson Linear Correlation Coefficient (PLCC), and
Kendall’s Rank Correlation Coefficient (KRCC) to evaluate the con-
sistency between predicted quality scores and ground-truth MOSs.
In addition, accuracy is used to evaluate the quality level prediction.

5.2 Performance Evaluation
Comparisonwith state-of-the-artmethods.Wefirst benchmark
the performance of state-of-the-art VQA methods, FIQA methods,
and LMM models on the FVQA task as shown in Table 2. We report
the performance on the FVQ-20K dataset (including its TikTok [23]
and YouTube [72] subsets) and the CFVQA [29] dataset. It can be
observed that pre-trained LMMs and most VQA methods perform
poorly on the FVQA task, except for very recent methods such
as Dover [67], KSVQE [40] and DSL-FIQA [9], which achieve ac-
ceptable performance. The proposed FVQ-Rater method achieves
the best performance across all the datasets. These results indicate
that considering both temporal information and face-specific fea-
tures can further improve the performance of FVQA compared to
considering only temporal information or face-specific features. It
is worth mentioning that our FVQ-Rater is the first no-reference
method specialized for the FVQA task, which even outperforms
the existing state-of-the-art full-reference FVQA method FAVOR
[29] as shown in the last two rows of Table 2. Furthermore, both
the superior performance of our FVQ-Rater and the promising per-
formance of the fine-tuned LMMs highlight the great potential of
LMMs in the quality assessment tasks.

Considering that in some practical scenarios, we only need ap-
proximate quality levels rather than precise quality scores of face
videos, we also report the quality level classification accuracy of the
state-of-the-art LMM-based methods and the proposed FVQ-Rater
method in Table 3. Our FVQ-Rater achieves the highest quality level
accuracy across all the subsets of FVQ-20K dataset and the CFVQA
[29] dataset, demonstrating its superior and robust performance not
only in quality score regression but also in quality level prediction.
Cross-dataset Evaluation. To evaluate the generalization ability
of the proposed FVQ-Rater method, we also conduct two cross-
dataset evaluations: (1) training on the training set of FVQ-20K
and testing on the test set of CFVQA [29], and (2) training on the
training set of CFVQA [29] and testing on the test set of FVQ-20K.
As shown in Table 4, our FVQ-Rater method achieves superior

performance in both experimental settings, highlighting the strong
generalization ability of our method.

5.3 Ablation Study
To validate the effectiveness of each component of our FVQ-Rater
method, we conduct ablation studies on both FVQ-20K and CFVQA
datasets as shown in Table 5.
Effectiveness of LoRA Fine-tuning.We first conduct ablation
studies to evaluate the effectiveness of using LoRA [22] to fine-tune
the pre-trained LLM and ViT (vision encoder). As shown in the first
three rows of Table 5, compared to the baseline model that only
trains the projector P𝑆 , LoRA fine-tuning of both LLM and ViT
improves the performance of our model.
Effectiveness of Quality-aware Pre-training. Then, we validate
the effectiveness of the Stage I in our two-stage training framework,
i.e., pre-training the projector using texts that describe the quality
level of face videos. As shown in the third and fourth rows of Table
5, quality-aware pre-training helps the model better understand the
quality assessment task, thus improving its performance in quality
score regression.
Effectiveness ofMulti-dimensional Features. Finally, we demon-
strate the effectiveness of the proposed face-specific features (i.e.,
portrait features and face embeddings) and temporal features. Note
that spatial features are necessary for the quality assessment task,
and thus are included in all of our experiments. The last four rows
of Table 5 show that the performance of our model improves with
the addition of each feature, which highlights the importance of
introducing temporal features and face-specific features to the face
video quality assessment task.

6 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we explore the in-the-wild face video quality assess-
ment problem for the first time. Specifically, we collect the first
large-scale FVQA dataset, FVQ-20K, which contains 20,000 face
videos with MOS annotations. Along with the FVQ-20K dataset,
we propose the first LMM-based FVQA method, FVQ-Rater, which
takes advantage of multi-dimensional features including spatial
features, temporal features, portrait features, and achieves quality-
related rating and scoring through the LoRA-based instruction tun-
ing technique. Extensive experiments on both FVQ-20K and CFVQA
datasets demonstrate the superiority of our FVQ-Rater method. We
hope that the proposed FVQ-20K dataset, FVQA benchmarks, and
FVQ-Rater method will promote in-depth research works on face
video quality assessment.
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Supplementary Material
In the supplementary document, we provide more details about

the proposed FVQ-20K dataset and FVQ-Rater method in Section A
and Section B, respectively.

A MORE DETAILS OF THE FVQ-20K DATASET
A.1 Face Video Collection
The face videos in the FVQ-20K dataset are collected from two
popular social media platforms, i.e., TikTok [23] and YouTube [72].

For the TikTok [23] part, we select 11 categories of video con-
tent where people appear most frequently, including relationship,
beauty care, family, lipsync, society, shows, singing & dancing, out-
fit, sports, comedy, and drama, and download a total of 100,212
videos from these categories. Then, we filter out videos that do not
contain faces and crop the face regions from the remaining videos
to 5-second face videos through the commonly used face and land-
mark detection models [6, 77]. Specifically, we use MTCNN [77]
to detect the bounding box of each facial region and add a margin
around the bounding box to crop the original video into square face
videos. If no bounding box is detected during the entire video, the
video is filtered out. Otherwise, we use face-alignment [6] to detect
68 facial landmarks of each frame after the bounding box is detected
to make sure the face is in the bounding box. If the detected facial
landmark is out of bounding box and the obtained face video is less
than 5 seconds, then we re-detect the bounding box and repeat the
steps above until we accumulate a total of 5 seconds of face video
or the original video ends. As a result, we obtain a total of 9,930
face videos from TikTok.

As for the YouTube [72] part, since there are many publicly
available portrait video datasets for other face-related tasks, we
directly integrate and filter two recent datasets to construct the face
video portion of our dataset. Specifically, we merge the CelebV-HQ
[81] dataset and the CelebV-Text [73] dataset, and obtain a total of
104,218 face videos. Then we eliminate duplicate identities by sim-
ply retaining only one video from multiple videos that come from
the same YouTube ID. Subsequently, we filter out videos shorter
than 5 seconds and trim longer ones to 5 seconds to construct our
final dataset. Eventually, we obtain a total of 10,070 face videos
from YouTube. In addition, we retrieve the category of each video
based on its YouTube ID. The result shows that face videos from
YouTube also span a variety of categories, including people & blogs,
entertainment, film & animation, education & technology, travel &
outdoor, music, news, sports, and comedy.

A.2 Subjective Study
The subjective study is conducted following the recommendation of
ITU-BT.500 [51]. A total of 35 subjects participate in the experiment.

Considering the large scale of our dataset, we divide the videos
into small batches to conduct the experiment. Concretely, all 20,000
face videos are randomly shuffled and divided into 40 batches, with
each batch containing 500 videos. Each video is played directly with
the consistent video player to avoid the quality impact of manual
decoding. Each subject is required to take a break after completing
a batch of experiment, and each subject is limited to a maximum

of two batches per half day to avoid inaccurate scoring caused by
subject’s excessive fatigue.

For each video, subjects are asked to rate the perceptual quality
on a scale of 0 to 5, where the intervals 0–1, 1–2, 2–3, 3–4, and 4–5
correspond to bad, poor, fair, good, and excellent, respectively. Be-
fore the formal experiments, we train all the subjects by explaining
the detailed rating criteria (see Table A) and numerous examples
from each quality level. After the training session, we conduct a
testing session with 15 face videos to evaluate whether the sub-
jects are sufficiently trained. Only the subjects who pass the testing
session are allowed to take part in the formal rating experiments.
During the rating process, after completing each batch of data, we
perform the subject rejection procedure [51] on each batch and
exclude any subject identified as an outlier from participating in
subsequent experiments.

The subjective experiments are conducted on the graphical user
interface (GUI) shown in Figure C. The face videos are played in full
screen. And the scoring interface only appears after each video has
finished playing. The subjects are asked to use a slider to rate the
video from 0 to 5, with 0 representing the worst and 5 representing
the best. The resolution of the slider is 0.1. The subjects can freely
replay or pause the video for details.

A.3 Subjective Data Processing
To ensure the quality of the data, we first conduct outlier detection
and subject rejection before converting the raw scores to Z-scores.
Concretely, we first calculate the kurtosis of the raw score for each
video to determine whether the distribution is Gaussian or non-
Gaussian. For the Gaussian cases, a raw score is considered an
outlier if it lies beyond 2 standard deviations from the mean score
of the corresponding video. For the non-Gaussian cases, a score
is regarded as an outlier if it falls outside

√
20 standard deviations

from the mean score. Finally, subjects with more than 5% outlier
scores are excluded.

A.4 Data Analysis
We first show the variety of in-the-wild distortions present in the
proposed FVQ-20K dataset in Figure A. It can be observed that there
are various distortions existed in the in-the-wild face videos, which
demonstrates the significance of exploring the face video quality
assessment (FVQA) problem.

We then show more demo frames of the face videos in the pro-
posed FVQ-20K dataset, covering a variety of genders, races, ages,
and emotions. As shown in Figure B, our dataset contains a large
variety of face videos with diverse face attributes.

Next, we plot the distribution of the brightness, colorfulness,
contrast, and sharpness features of the face videos in our FVQ-
20K dataset, as shown in Figure E. It can be observed that all the
four low-level features span a wide range of values, indicating the
inherent feature diversity of our dataset. Specifically, we calculate
the features for each video frame and then average them to obtain
the features of the whole video. The brightness is estimated by the
mean intensity of the V channel in the HSV color space. Contrast
is measured as the standard deviation of pixel intensities in the
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(e) Luminance Distortion

(a) Blur (b) Noise

(c) Color Distortion (d) Artifact

(f) Temporal Problem

Figure A: Illustration of diverse in-the-wild distortions in the proposed FVQ-20K dataset, including (a) blur, (b) noise, (c) color
distortion, (d) artifact, (e) luminance distortion, and (f) temporal problems such as motion blur, camera shake, and illumination
variation. We encourage readers to zoom-in for details.

Table A: The rating criteria of the subjective study.

Quality score range (quality level) Rating criteria

4-5 (Excellent) The video quality is excellent, presenting a clear and well-defined portrait. The lighting is
natural and balanced. The camera and human motions are stable.

3-4 (Good) The video quality is good, which is slightly worse or has a few minor problems compared to the
“excellent" one. For example, the video exhibits slightly reduced clarity and minor shakiness,
however, the overall quality remains very high.

2-3 (Fair) The video quality is moderate, with minor issues such as mild blurriness, shakiness, and unnat-
ural colors. Nonetheless, the overall quality remains acceptable.

1-2 (Poor) The video quality is relatively poor, with noticeable issues including significant color distortion,
blurriness, low lighting conditions, and camera instability.

0-1 (Bad) The video quality is extremely poor, exhibiting severe distortion that significantly impacts the
overall visual presentation.

grayscale version of the video. Colorfulness is computed based on
the differences between the red (R), green (G), and blue (B) channels,
which can be formulated as:

Colorfulness =
√︃
𝜎2rg + 𝜎2yb + 0.3 ×

√︃
𝜇2rg + 𝜇2yb, (9)

where 𝜎rg, 𝜎yb, 𝜇rg, 𝜇yb denote the standard deviations and means
of the rg and yb components, respectively. Specifically, rg and yb
represent red-green (rg) and yellow-blue (yb) differences:

rg = |𝑅 −𝐺 |, yb = |0.5 × (𝑅 +𝐺) − 𝐵 | . (10)

Sharpness is computed based on the gradient magnitude of the
grayscale image using the Sobel operator, which can be formulated
as:

Sharpness = log
(
1 +mean

(√︃
𝐺2
𝑥 +𝐺2

𝑦

))
, (11)

where 𝐺𝑥 and 𝐺𝑦 are the image gradients along the x and y direc-
tions, respectively.

Moreover, we plot the MOS distributions under the five quality
levels, including excellent, good, fair, poor, and bad, as shown in
Figure D. It can be observed that the face videos in our FVQ-20K
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Male Female

Gender Race

White Black Asian Indian Others

Age

0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60

Emotion

Fear Neutral Surprise Disgust Happy Angry Sad

Figure B: Sample video frames from different genders, races, ages, and emotions in the proposed FVQ-20K dataset. We encourage
readers to zoom-in for details.
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Replay

Next

Previous

Figure C: Illustration of the GUI used in the subjective study.
Videos are played in full screen during the experiment. The
resolution of the slider is 0.1.

Figure D: TheMOS distribution under different quality levels
including excellent, good, fair, poor, and bad.

dataset cover a diverse perceptual quality range, and the MOS
distribution under each quality level exhibits characteristics close
to a normal distribution.

In addition, as a supplement to Figure 4 and Figure 5 in the main
paper, we also plot the histograms and kernel density curves of
the MOS distributions under different video content sources and
face attributes in Figure F and Figure G. In Figure F, it can be ob-
served that the MOS distribution of face videos from YouTube [72]
is kind of different from that of TikTok [23] videos, and the overall
quality of face videos from YouTube is higher than those from Tik-
Tok, which indicates that videos from different platforms (such as
short-form video platform TikTok and traditional video platform
YouTube) exhibit distinct inherent distortions and quality problems.
The MOS distributions are similar but vary across different video
content categories. For example, the beauty care and lipsync con-
tents in TikTok videos exhibit higher overall quality, whereas the
singing & dancing videos show lower quality due to the motion
blur caused by dancing. The traditional video platform YouTube ex-
hibits a higher quality compared to the short-form video platform,
especially the travel & outdoor content. By incorporating content
from both types of video platforms, our FVQ-20K dataset achieves
a more comprehensive coverage of in-the-wild face videos.

B MORE DETAILS OF THE FVQ-RATER
METHOD

B.1 Network Architecture
The extracted spatial, temporal, and face-specific features are pro-
jected into the LLM input embedding space via four distinct pro-
jectors, enabling their effective injection into the pre-trained LLM.
The projectors are built upon the 2-layer multi-Layer perceptron
(MLP), with each contains a layer normalization, a fully connected
layer, a GELU [19] activation function, and a fully connected layer
in sequence. The input and output feature dimensions of the projec-
tors depend on the extracted feature dimension and the LLM input
feature dimension. Specifically, the input dimensions of the projec-
tors P𝑆 , P𝑇 , P𝑃 , and P𝐹 are 4096, 2304, 4096, and 128, respectively.
And the LLM input feature dimension is 4096.

The quality regression module is built upon a 5-layer MLP with
ReLU activation after each layer. The MLP takes 4096-dimensional
features as input, and outputs 1-dimensional quality scores. The
output dimensions of the fully connection layers in the MLP are
1024, 256, 64, 16, and 1, respectively.

B.2 Loss Functions
We utilize the cross entropy loss to supervise the text token predic-
tion in the quality-aware pre-training stage (stage I), which can be
formulated as:

L𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐼 = − 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

log

(
exp(𝑧𝑖,𝑦𝑖 )∑𝐶
𝑘=1 exp(𝑧𝑖,𝑘 )

)
, (12)

where 𝑧𝑖,𝑐 is the logit for the 𝑐-th class of the 𝑖-th sample, 𝑦𝑖 is the
ground truth class index, and 𝑁 is the number of samples in one
training batch.

In theMOS-oriented LoRA fine-tuning stage (stage II), we use the
L1 loss between the predicted quality score 𝑠𝑖 and the ground truth
𝑠𝑖 MOS to supervise the training process, which can be formulated
as:

L𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐼𝐼 =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑠𝑖 − 𝑠𝑖 | , (13)

where 𝑁 denotes the number of samples in one training batch.

B.3 Implementation Details
The proposed FVQ-Rater is trained on 2 NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPUs
(48G) and flash-attention [12, 13] is used to save the GPU mem-
ory. We train our model using the AdamW optimizer [38] with
𝛽 = (0.9, 0.999). The learning rate is initially set to 1e-6, gradually
increased to 4e-5 for warming up, and then gradually decreased to
2e-9 throughout the training process.
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(a) Brightness (b) Colorfulness (c) Contrast (d) Sharpness

Figure E: The low-level feature distributions of the proposed FVQ-20K dataset, including (a) brightness, (b) colorfulness, (c)
contrast, and (d) sharpness.

TikTok YouTube

Beauty Care Comedy Drama RelationshipFamily OutfitLipsync Singing & DancingShows Society Sports

People & Blogs Entertainment Travel & OutdoorSports Music Education & Technology News Film & Animation Comedy

Different categories of TikTok videos

Different categories of YouTube videos

Figure F: The MOS distribution histograms and kernel density curves under different social media platforms (i.e., TikTok and
YouTube) and corresponding video content categories.

Gender

Male Female

Race

White Black Asian Indian Others

Age

Emotion

0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60

Fear Neutral Surprise Disgust Happy Angry Sad

Figure G: The MOS distribution histograms and kernel density curves under different face attributes, including gender, race,
age, and emotion.


	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 FVQ-20K Dataset
	3.1 Face Video Collection
	3.2 Subjective Study
	3.3 Subjective Data Processing
	3.4 Data Analysis

	4 FVQ-Rater Method
	4.1 Architecture
	4.2 Training

	5 Experiments
	5.1 Implementation Details
	5.2 Performance Evaluation
	5.3 Ablation Study

	6 Conclusion
	References
	A More Details of the FVQ-20K Dataset
	A.1 Face Video Collection
	A.2 Subjective Study
	A.3 Subjective Data Processing
	A.4 Data Analysis

	B More Details of the FVQ-Rater Method
	B.1 Network Architecture
	B.2 Loss Functions
	B.3 Implementation Details


