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Quality assessment, which evaluates the visual quality level of multimedia experiences, has garnered significant
attention from researchers and has evolved substantially through dedicated efforts. Before the advent of large
models, quality assessment typically relied on small expert models tailored for specific tasks. While these
smaller models are effective at handling their designated tasks and predicting quality levels, they often lack
explainability and robustness. With the advancement of large models, which align more closely with human
cognitive and perceptual processes, many researchers are now leveraging the prior knowledge embedded in
these large models for quality assessment tasks. This emergence of quality assessment within the context of
large models motivates us to provide a comprehensive review focusing on two key aspects: 1) the assessment
of large models, and 2) the role of large models in assessment tasks. We begin by reflecting on the historical
development of quality assessment. Subsequently, we move to detailed discussions of related works concerning
quality assessment in the era of large models. Finally, we offer insights into the future progression and potential
pathways for quality assessment in this new era. We hope this survey will enable a rapid understanding of the
development of quality assessment in the era of large models and inspire further advancements in the field.
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1 Introduction

Thanks to the rising demand for high-quality multimedia consumption and an enhanced Quality
of Experience (QoE), specialized quality assessment tools have been developed to predict the
quality levels of various media types. These tools are instrumental in improving a wide range of
applications, including low-level enhancements (such as dehazing, brightening, and denoising), as
well as compression/transmission systems, and 3D scanning and reconstruction processes. Quality
assessment serves as a guiding light, directing the optimization of numerous algorithms, which
is crucial and fundamental for both academic and industry. Specifically, quality assessment can
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Fig. 1. lllustration of the quality assessment development of pre-large-model era and in-large-model era.

be divided into subjective quality assessment and objective quality. Subjective assessment is often
regarded as the most reliable and accurate method because the human visual system (HVS) is the
ultimate recipient of visual signals in most visual communication systems. However, subjective
testing is time-consuming and costly, and it cannot be directly integrated as an optimization metric
in practical systems. Objective quality assessment methods, which are typically designed or trained
using data from subjective assessments, can automatically predict visual quality. These methods
are ideal for timely evaluation and optimization of system performance.

In the era before large models, quality assessment typically focuses on specific domains such
as image quality assessment (IQA), aesthetic quality assessment (AQA), video quality assessment
(VQA), and 3D quality assessment (3DQA). IQA deals with traditional technical distortions like noise,
blur, and compression artifacts. AQA evaluates the artistic and compositional elements of images,
assessing factors such as color harmony, balance, and emotional impact. VQA addresses temporal
issues in video streams, including frame rate, resolution, and motion artifacts, to ensure smooth
and clear playback. Meanwhile, 3DQA focuses on the visual quality of 3D models, including point
clouds, voxels, and meshes, evaluating aspects like texture, resolution, and structural accuracy. These
specialized assessments help optimize multimedia content across various platforms and devices.
Many researchers employ small expert models based on handcrafted features with support vector
regression (SVR), convolution neural networks, or transformers to deal with quality assessment
tasks. These expert models are typically trained and validated using databases specific to particular
domains. However, they often lack the ability to adapt directly to other domains and provide scores
without accompanying explanations.

In the era of large models, we can leverage large language models (LLMs) and large multi-modal
models (LMMs) to provide detailed descriptions of quality information and answer questions
related to the quality of multimedia content. This approach enhances the explainability of quality
assessments. Additionally, the rise of Al-generated content (AIGC) necessitates robust quality
assessment tools to monitor and enhance generation quality. Consequently, numerous new quality
assessment benchmarks and methods have been developed to evaluate the multimedia outputs of
these large models. For instance, various multi-modal benchmarks have been introduced to assess
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the text response quality of LMMs, and many quality assessment methods are now focusing on
predicting quality in a unified manner, rather than being confined to specific domains. Considering
the significant changes in the quality assessment field, there is a pressing need for a comprehensive
and updated survey. This survey would provide a better top-down understanding of the history,
current state-of-the-art, and future trends in the field. Our survey is constructed on the core
question:

How to evaluate large models and how to utilize large models as evaluators?

As limited by pages, we confine our survey pool to encompass only papers that are considered
important in the corresponding field. Specifically as shown in Fig. 1, our survey is organized as
follows:

(1) We begin by reflecting on the development of quality assessment before the advent of large
models, offering a comprehensive comparison with the developments during the large-model
era.

(2) We summarize the advancements in large multi-modal models (LMMs) and the correspond-
ing multi-modal benchmarks. Additionally, we explore the emerging focus areas and the
developmental psychology behind quality assessment for Al-generated content (AIGC).

(3) We review the methods of using large models as evaluators, discussing the differences and
relationships among various techniques.

2 Quality Assessment in the Pre-Large-Model Era

In this section, we explore the landscape of quality assessment before the integration of large
models. We will examine the methodologies (Image/Aesthetic/Video/3D Quality) as well as classic
datasets (shown in Table 1) traditionally employed, the limitations of these earlier approaches, and
how they laid the groundwork for the development and necessity of large model frameworks.

2.1 Image Quality Assessment

Image quality assessment (IQA) aims at predicting the technical visual quality of images, which
consistently attracts considerable attention [21]. Wang et al. [195] discuss the limitations of error
sensitivity-based frameworks in IQA. Despite these challenges, researchers continue to develop
objective metrics to predict perceived quality. Sheikh et al. [163] conduct a comprehensive subjective
quality study with 779 distorted images to benchmark future research. Wang et al. [194] focus on
computational models for predicting perceptual quality, detail leading algorithms, and propose
new research directions. Moorthy et al. [132, 133] introduce visual importance pooling strategies
and construct blind IQA indices using natural scene statistics, evaluated on the LIVE database.
Researchers explore various approaches to enhance IQA, including measuring image sharpness in
the frequency domain [37], utilizing relative gradient statistics and Adaboosting neural networks for
blind IQA [48, 109], and employing deep learning for distortion-generic blind IQA [14]. Mohammadi
et al. [131] provide an overview of quality assessment methods for conventional and emerging
technologies like HDR and 3D images. Zhai et al. [233] emphasize the importance of perceptual
quality assessment in visual communication systems.

Recent studies develop IQA methods focusing on more diverse image content, such as deep
learning-based approaches for VR images [82] and blind 360-degree IQA using multi-channel
convolutional neural networks [172]. Research on smartphone photography [47] and face image
quality [158], including perceptual full-reference tasks [31] and unsupervised techniques [31],
remains significant. Advancements in no-reference IQA include multiscale feature representation
[31, 245], multi-dimension attention networks [31, 119, 120, 246], and CNN [19] via object detection.
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Table 1. Brief comparison of the quality assessment databases in the Pre-Large-Model Era.
Dataset | Year | Scale | Content | Task
Quality assessment for Images' ' '

"LIVE[162] [ 2004 779 | Compressed, blurred, and noisy images | Traditional image quality assessment
TID2008 [147] 2008 | 1,700 17 different types of distorted images Full Reference Visual Quality Assessment
TID2013 [146] 2013 | 3,000 24 different types of distorted images Full Reference Visual Quality Assessment
KADID-10K [103] 2019 | 10,125 24 different types of distorted images Weakly-supervised image quality assessment
MDID2013 [56] 2013 | 324 Compressed, blurred, and noisy images Image quality assessment for multiple distortions
MDID2016 [175] 2016 | 1,600 | Images subject to random types and degrees of distortion Image quality assessment for multiple distortions
DHQ [126] 2019 | 1750 Dehazed images of real scenes Dehazed image quality assessment
SHRQ [127] 2019 | 600 Synthetic hazy images Dehazed image quality assessment
DIBR [16] 2011 84 Depth image-based rendering Synthetic view quality assessment
SIQAD [216] 2014 | 980 7 Commonly distorted screen content images Screen image quality assessment
SCIQ [137] 2017 | 1800 9 Commonly distorted screen content images Screen image quality assessment
CCT [125] 2019 | 1320 | Natural scene, computer-generated, screen content images Unified blind image quality assessment
KonIQ-10k [65] 2018 | 10,073 | Images from public multimedia dataset YECC100m [178] | Quality Assessment of authentically distorted Images
CGIQA [247] 2023 | 6000 Games, movies with in-the-wild distortion Quality assessment for computer graphics images
Quality assessment for Aesthetic

CAVA[134] [ 2012| 255530 | Images and metadata from theweb | Improve performance on preference tasks
CUHK-PQ [121] 2011 | 17,613 7 different types of photo content Content-based photo quality assessment
AADB [85] 2016 | 10,000 Photographic images on the web Ranking the aesthetics of images
PCCD [23] 2017 | 4,235 Images from professional photographers Assess photo aesthetics and photographic techniques
DPC-Captions [75] 2019 | 154,384 Images labeled with 5 aesthetic attributes Aesthetic attributes assessment of images
TAD66K [60] 2022 | 66,327 Images of 47 themes Theme-oriented image aesthetic quality assessment
ICAA17K [59] 2023 | 17,726 Images covering 30 color combinations Image color aesthetics assessment
SPAQ [47] 2020 | 11,125 Images taken by 66 smartphones Perceived quality of smartphone photography
PARA [220] 2022 | 31,220 Images with wealthy annotations Personalized image aesthetics assessment
Quality assessment for Videos

"LIVE-VQA [160] | 2008 | 160 |  Videos of natural scenes with 4 types of distortions | Full-reference video quality assessment
CSIQ [184] 2014 | 228 Videos with 6 types of distortions Full-reference video quality assessment
CVD2014 [139] 2014 | 234 234 videos recorded using 78 different cameras Quality assessment of video captured by cameras
LIVE-Qualcomm [53] | 2016 | 208 Videos with 6 common in-capture distortions Mobile in-capture video quality assessment
KoNViD-1K [64] 2017 | 1200 Public-domain video sequences from YFCC100m [178] Unified video quality assessment
LIVE-VQC [167] 2018 585 videos of unique content, captured by users Quality assessment of real world videos
YouTube-UGC [193] 2019 | 1380 Videos covering popular categories like Gaming, Sports Quality assessment of user generated videos
LSVQ [225] 2021 | 39075 Real-world distorted videos and video patches Quality assessment of user generated videos
LIVE-NFLX-I [12] 2017 112 Videos with highly diverse and contemporary content Quality-of-experience assessment of streaming
LIVE-NFLX-II [11] 2018 588 Videos with different bitrate and network conditions Quality-of-experience assessment of streaming
WaterlooSQoE-III [45] | 2018 450 Videos with diverse distortions, network conditions Quality-of-experience assessment of streaming
WaterlooSQoE-IV [44] | 2019 | 1,450 Streaming videos generated from different setups Quality-of-experience assessment of streaming
TaoLive [256] 2022 | 3,762 Videos collected in real live streaming scenarios Quality assessment of live streaming video
OAVQAD [272] 2023 | 375 Distorted omnidirectional audio-visual sequences Omnidirectional audio-visual quality assessment
THQA [266] 2024 | 800 Al-generated talking head videos Generative digital human visual quality assessment
Quality assessment for 3D Contents

"GPCD[4,7] [ 2017 | 40 | Colodesspointclouds | Colorless Point Cloud Quality Assessment
RG-PCD [6] 2018 24 Colorless point clouds Colorless Point Cloud Quality Assessment
VsenseVVDB [231] 2019 32 Compressed volumetric videos Volumetric video quality assessment
IRPC [72] 2020 108 Point clouds under different rendering, coding solutions Point cloud quality assessment
WPC [110] 2021 740 3 different types of distorted point clouds Colorful Point Cloud Quality Assessment
WPC2.0 [111] 2021 400 Video-based compressed point clouds Reduced-Reference Point cloud Quality Assessment
SJTU-PCQA [218] 2020 | 420 6 different types of distorted point clouds Colorful Point Cloud Quality Assessment
LS-PCQA [116] 2023 | 1080 31 different types of distorted point clouds No-Reference Point cloud Quality Assessment
BASICS [3] 2023 | 1494 Static point clouds Point cloud Visual Quality Assessment
CMDM [136] 2020 80 Humans, Animals, Statues Colored Mesh Quality Assessment
TMOQA [135] 2023 | 3,000 Statues, Animals, Daily objects Textured Mesh Quality Assessment
DHH-QA [259] 2023 | 1540 Scanned 3D human heads 3D Digital human quality assessment
DDHOQA [258] 2023 | 800 Dynamic 3D digital human 3D Digital human quality assessment
SJTU-H3D [250] 2023 | 1120 Static digital human 3D Digital human quality assessment
6G-DHOQA [262] 2024 | 400 Digital twin dynamic characters Quality of Service for 3D Streaming in 6G Network

Overall, the literature on IQA highlights ongoing efforts to improve accuracy and reliability,
employing both traditional and advanced techniques to address the associated challenges.

2.2 Aesthetic Quality Assessment

Research on aesthetic quality assessment traditionally focuses on general photo sets without specific
content considerations. Li et al. [91] shift this focus to consumer photos with faces, while Jin et
al. [76] develop methods for learning artistic portrait lighting templates, emphasizing Haar-like
local lighting contrast features. Su et al. [170] propose an aesthetic modeling method for scenic
photographs, covering both implicit and explicit features through a learning process. In the realm
of CNNs, Kao et al. [79] and Dong et al. [42] explore CNNs for aesthetic quality assessment. Kao
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et al. treat it as a regression problem [79], and Dong et al. focus on understanding photo quality
[42]. Lienhard et al. [102] predict aesthetic quality scores of facial images by computing features
related to technical aspects. Building on these foundations, Kao et al. propose a hierarchical CNN
framework, demonstrating superior performance [78], and later incorporate semantic information
into aesthetic assessments [77].

Personalized algorithms for aesthetic assessment are introduced by Park et al. [144], aiming to
increase user satisfaction. Jin et al. predict aesthetic score distributions using CNNs for a nuanced
approach [74] and later introduce Aesthetic Attributes Assessment with the DPC-Captions dataset
[75]. Wu et al. develop a method using deep convolutional neural networks (DCNNs) for predicting
product design awards [212]. Kim et al. explore subjectivity in aesthetic quality assessment using a
large-scale database [83]. Kuang et al. present a deep multimodality learning approach for UAV video
aesthetic assessment [87]. Wang et al. propose a multidimensional aesthetic quality assessment
method for mobile game images, focusing on fineness, color harmony, and overall quality [190]. Jin
et al. introduce a new aesthetic mixed dataset and train a meta-reweighting network to address
image aesthetic quality evaluation challenges [73]. Wu et al. introduce the PEAR framework,
combining aesthetic rating and image reconstruction [205]. Chambe et al. highlight the use of deep
learning in assessing professional photograph aesthetics using the AVA dataset [22]. These studies
underscore the diversity of approaches in aesthetic quality assessment across various domains.

2.3 Video Quality Assessment

Video quality assessment (VQA) is essential in diverse image and video processing applications,
such as compression, communication, printing, analysis, registration, restoration, and enhancement
[35, 101, 240]. Wang et al. [197] propose a new approach for designing VQA metrics, emphasizing
structural distortion as a measure of perceived visual distortion. Seshadrinathan et al. [159] intro-
duce a quality metric for video sequences that incorporates motion information, highlighting the
significance of motion in VQA. Advancements in VQA methodologies increasingly integrate models
of human visual perception. For instance, Wang et al. [196] suggest using a statistical model of
human visual speed perception in VQA frameworks. Zhai et al. [232] expand VQA across multiple
dimensions, assessing video quality across different spatial and temporal resolutions. Ninassi et
al. [138] develop a perceptual full-reference VQA metric evaluating temporal distortions at eye
fixation levels, emphasizing the importance of temporal variations in spatial visual distortions.
Vu et al. [185] introduce a spatiotemporal most-apparent-distortion model that considers motion
artifacts to estimate motion-based distortion in videos. Wu et al. [201, 202, 206] employ fragment
sampling to improve the efficiency of VQA models. Zhou et al. [41, 265] carry out a VQA model
for exposure correction evaluation, further enhancing the adaptability of VQA methods.

Subjective evaluations remain crucial in VQA algorithm assessment. Seshadrinathan et al. [160]
conduct a study with human observers on distorted video sequences, leading to the creation
of the LIVE Video Quality Database. Chikkerur et al. [32] propose a classification scheme for
objective VQA methods based on whether they consider natural visual or human visual system
characteristics. Recent advancements include display device-adapted video quality-of-experience
assessments. Rehman et al. [154] introduce SSIMplus, a full-reference measure predicting real-time
perceptual video quality based on human visual system behaviors, video content characteristics,
display device properties, and viewing conditions. Bampis et al. [10] develop reduced-reference
models like SpEED-QA, which efficiently compute perceptually relevant quality features using
local spatial operations on image frames and frame differences.
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Fig. 2. lllustration of the typical process of assessing large models.

2.4 3D Quality Assessment

3D quality assessment (3DQA) has become increasingly popular with the advent of virtual reality
(VR), augmented reality (AR), and the metaverse [267]. Alexiou et al. [5] observe a rising interest
in point clouds, leading to the development of objective quality metrics. Su et al. [169] advance
this field by creating a comprehensive 3D point cloud database for subjective user studies, thereby
facilitating future research. Diniz et al. [39] introduce a quality metric based on multiple distances
between reference and test point clouds, adapting the LBP descriptor for non-uniform point
distributions. Recent advancements in machine learning and deep learning have significantly
impacted 3DQA. Lu et al. [117] propose an assessment method based on vision tasks to evaluate
machine perception of point cloud quality. Liu et al. [237] develop PQA-Net, a no-reference point
cloud quality assessment model utilizing multi-view projection. Zhang et al. [237] further develop
MS-GraphSIM, a multiscale model that considers geometric and color features to accurately predict
human perception. Additionally, Zhang et al. [242, 243] create a no-reference metric for colored
3D models, including point clouds and meshes. Javaheri et al. [237] propose a point-to-distribution
metric that outperforms existing metrics.

To address domain adaptation challenges, Yang et al. [219] present a no-reference assessment
approach using natural images as the source domain and point clouds as the target domain.
Zhang et al. explore different modalities to predict point cloud quality from rendered images or
videos [46, 238, 251, 261]. Furthermore, Zhang et al. [244] propose MM-PCQA, a multi-modal
learning approach that combines 2D texture and semantic information with 3D geometry distortion
sensitivity. More recently, attention is directed toward the efficiency of 3DQA with advancements
like those proposed by Zhang et al. [248, 249]. Additional works focus on 3D digital human
quality assessment [25, 257, 260]. Overall, the literature on 3DQA showcases a broad spectrum of
approaches, from traditional metrics to advanced deep learning models, all aiming to accurately
evaluate the quality of 3D models.

3 Assessment of Large Models

Assessment is crucial in the realm of large models, particularly for Large Multi-modal Models
(LMMs) designed to tackle multi-modal challenges and engage with users. Evaluating LMMs
is complex due to the diverse aspects of assessment and the lack of a standardized evaluation
framework. Consequently, numerous multi-modal benchmarks have been introduced to assess
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both general and specific capabilities through various validation strategies. Despite these efforts,
identifying an optimal solution remains an ongoing challenge. Additionally, the emergence of
text-to-image/video and image-to-image generative large models has led to the creation of diverse
visual Al-generated content (AIGC). Unlike traditional multimedia, visual AIGC content presents
unique quality challenges, such as text alignment, generative-specific distortions, and unnaturalness.
Addressing these issues necessitates the development of innovative quality assessment methods. In
this section, we first provide an overview of the development of large multi-modal models. Next, we
examine multi-modal benchmarks, with a particular focus on their ability-related aspects. Finally,
we discuss the evaluation methods for visual AIGC.

3.1 Large Muli-modal Models

Large language models (LLMs) such as GPT-4 [140], T5 [34], and LLaMA [180] demonstrate remark-
able linguistic proficiency across general human knowledge domains. These models extend their
capabilities to multimodal tasks by incorporating visual inputs through CLIP [150] and additional
adaptation modules, as seen in large multimodal models (LMMs) [36, 51, 90, 108, 235]. Specifically,
OpenFlamingo [8] integrates gated cross-attention dense blocks into the pretrained language
encoder layers. InstructBLIP [36] builds on BLIP-2 [96] by adding vision-language instruction
tuning. To advance open-source LMMs, numerous projects utilize GPT-4 [140] for generating data
to fine-tune vision-language models, exemplified by the LLaVA series [106-108]. To effectively
benchmark the diverse and rapidly developed LMMs, it is essential to employ robust assessment
approaches. These methods should not only highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the models
but also guide the direction for future improvements. Such evaluations are crucial for understanding
and enhancing the capabilities of LMMs in various applications.

3.2 Multi-modal Benchmarks

A comprehensive comparison of mainstream benchmarks is presented in Table 2. These multimodal
benchmarks facilitate the quality assessment of LMMs through a structured approach. The process
begins with defining evaluation criteria, followed by the collection of relevant instances. Subse-
quently, either human annotators or other LLMs assist in annotating the data. This is followed by
crafting specific prompts (multiple-choice questions, visual questions, multi-round dialogue) designed
to elicit responses from LMMs. Finally, a detailed analysis is conducted on the gathered responses
to assess the effectiveness and accuracy of the LMMs.

(1) Assessment for image understanding capabilities. Image understanding traditionally
includes tasks such as classification, detection, and identification. Early multi-modal bench-
marks primarily address fundamental aspects of image comprehension, such as captioning
significant elements and responding to simple queries [2, 26, 54]. However, these datasets
mainly focus on extracting knowledge contained within the images themselves. To evaluate
large models effectively, it becomes essential to test external knowledge. This includes recog-
nizing well-known figures and comprehending specialized terms that necessitate a global
understanding. The OK-VQA benchmark [124] is introduced to fill this gap by offering a
variety of visual questions that rely on external knowledge and require intricate reasoning.
With the rapid advancements in large models, particularly in interactive capabilities, new
multi-modal benchmarks have been introduced. These benchmarks [161, 222, 229] challenge
the models with open-ended questions that demand comprehensive, thoughtful responses to
foster deeper discussions and analysis. Despite these developments, evaluating the responses
of large models to open-ended questions remains a formidable challenge. OwlEval [222]
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employs manual evaluation metrics to measure the quality of responses across various mod-
els. Additionally, some benchmarks utilize established NLP metrics like BLEU-4 [143] and
CIDEr [183] to evaluate answers against set correct responses. The effectiveness of generative
models, particularly GPT [140], has been highlighted in recent research [114, 208], which
shows improved evaluation outcomes that align more closely with human judgment. More
recent benchmarks [68, 208, 253, 254] have adopted multiple-choice formats. This shift offers
advantages such as easier annotation and the straightforward transformation of visual ques-
tions and image captions into multiple-choice questions. Closed-answer formats enhance the
accuracy of output assessments from large models and simplify the derivation of performance
statistics based on question correctness. In addition, the focus of benchmarks has evolved
from simple to complex, from general to specific, and from coarse-grained to fine-grained.
This progression signifies a move towards more detailed and specialized evaluations of large
models.

(2) Assessment for video understanding capabilities. The multi-modal benchmarks for
video understanding are still evolving. SEED-Bench [88] focuses on temporal understanding,
encompassing action recognition, action prediction, and procedure understanding. MVBench
[99] extends these capabilities by evaluating the temporal comprehension of LMMs across 20
challenging video tasks, introducing a novel static-to-dynamic task generation method and
utilizing automatic conversion of public video annotations into multiple-choice questions
for fair and efficient assessment. Video-MME [50] further explores LMM capabilities in
video processing, offering a variety of video types across six visual domains and durations
ranging from seconds to an hour. MLVU [264] tackles the challenges in evaluating long video
understanding by extending video lengths, incorporating diverse video genres such as movies
and surveillance footage, and developing varied evaluation tasks to comprehensively assess
LMMs’ performance in long-video understanding.

(3) Assessment for science-related capabilities. Multi-modal benchmarks designed to eval-
uate science-related capabilities require LMMs to accurately comprehend science content
depicted in images and understand relevant scientific terminology. MathVista [118] and
Math-Vision [188] assess the math reasoning abilities of LMMs through a collection of high-
quality mathematical problems set in visual contexts from real math competitions, which
cover a range of mathematical disciplines and difficulty levels. More recently, MMMU [230]
has been developed to include 11.5K meticulously curated multimodal questions derived
from college exams, quizzes, and textbooks. These questions span six core disciplines: Art &
Design, Business, Science, Health & Medicine, Humanities & Social Science, and Technology
& Engineering, providing a comprehensive scope for evaluating the academic understanding
capabilities of LMMs.

(4) Assessment for hallucination-aware capabilities. When investigating LMMs, researchers
have noted a significant language bias, where the models’ reliance on language priors often
overshadows the visual context. To address this, RAVIE [105] and HallusionBench [57] have
been introduced to perform quantitative analyses of the models’ response tendencies, logical
consistency, and various failure modes related to hallucinations. These benchmarks aim to
assess and mitigate the imbalance between language and visual processing in LMMs.

(5) Assessment for 3D understanding capabilities. The area of 3D understanding is gaining
traction to enhance the decision-making capabilities of autonomous agents. Yet, current 3D
datasets and methodologies are often constrained to narrow applications. To broaden this
scope, LAMM-Bench [224] and M3DBench [100] have been introduced to evaluate large
models’ proficiency in interpreting multimodal 3D content, thereby paving the way for LMMs
to act as generalists in a wider array of 3D tasks.
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Table 2. Brief comparison of the multi-modal benchmarks. The scale is recorded as the size of the valid
instances in the test set, if applicable.

Dataset Evaluation Dimensions

Assessment for image uriderstahding cﬁpabilities

‘ Year ‘ Scale ‘ Format ‘

COCO Caption [26] 2015 | 40K Image captions Image caption ability with common understanding
VQA v2 [54] 2017 | 453K Visual questions Visual question answering ability with common understanding
Nocaps [2] 2019 | 10.6K Image captions Image caption ability with common understanding
OK-VQA [124] 2019 | 14K Visual questions Visual question answering ability with open knowledge
OwlEval [222] 2023 82 Open-ended questions Multiple image understanding capabilities

MME [49] 2023 | 1,097 Yes-or-no questions Perception and cognition abilities

MMBench [114] 2023 | 3,000 | Multiple-choice questions Multiple bilingual multi-modal capabilities
MM-Vet [229] 2023 | 200 Open-ended questions Integrated capabilities for complicated tasks

Tiny LVLM-eHub [161] | 2023 | 2,100 Open-ended questions Multiple multi-modal capabilities

DEMON [98] 2023 | 18.2K Task instructions Demonstrative instruction understanding
MagnifierBench [89] 2023 | 283 Visual questions Detecting minute details in high resolution images
Q-Bench [208] 2023 | 3,489 | Multiple-choice questions Low-level perception, description, and assessment abilities
Aes-Bench [68] 2023 | 2,800 | Multiple-choice questions Image aesthetic perception and understanding
BenchLMM [18] 2023 | 2,880 Visual questions Robustness against different image styles
Q-Bench* [254] 2024 | 2,499 | Multiple-choice questions Low-level perception comparison abilities
MLLM-Bench [52] 2024 | 420 Visual questions Multiple multi-modal capabilities

A-Bench [253] 2024 | 2,864 | Multiple-choice questions Abilities of evaluating Al-generated Images
GenAI-Bench [104] 2024 | 1,600 Visual questions Visual-language alignment judging ability

Assessment for video understanding capabilities

SEED-Bench [88] 2023 | 19K | Multiple-choice questions Comprehension for both the image and video modality
MVBench [99] 2023 | 4,000 | Multiple-choice questions Multi-modal video understanding ability
Video-MME [50] 2024 | 2,700 | Multiple-choice questions Comprehensive video analysis abilities

MLVU [264] 2024 | 2,593 Mixed questions Long video understanding capabilities

Assessment for science-related capabiliti

MathVista [118] 2023 | 6,141 Math problems Mathematical reasoning abilities in visual contexts
MMMU [230] 2023 | 11.5K Visual questions College-level subject knowledge and deliberate reasoning abilities
Math-Vision [188] 2024 | 3,040 Math problems Mathematical reasoning abilities in visual contexts

Assessment for hallucination-aware capabilities

GRAVIE [105]
HallusionBench [57]

2023
2024

Open-ended questions
Visual questions

Hallucination and instruction following abilities
Image-context reasoning ability for hallucination

Assessment for 3D understanding capa

LAMM-Bench [224]
M3DBench [100]

2023
2023

bilities
2D/3D vision questions
Task instructions

2D/3D vision abilities
Multiple 3D understanding capabilities

3.3 Visual AIGC Evaluation

One look is worth a thousand words. Drawing inspiration from this timeless proverb, numerous
researchers have concentrated their efforts on developing text-to-image/video (T2I/V) models that
vividly translate textual descriptions into visual representations.

3.3.1 T2l/V Mdoels Development. Notable innovations such as AlignDRAW [123] and text-conditional
GAN [153] have pioneered unique architectural approaches to image synthesis. The field has seen
further advancements with the introduction of stable diffusion models [155, 156], significantly
pushing the boundaries of T2I technology. On the commercial side, major companies are utilizing
extensive datasets to develop and deploy highly effective T2I large models, including DALL-E
[151], Midjourney [62], and Parti [228], among others. More recently, many efforts have been
put into developing text-to-video large models. Extending pre-trained T2I models with temporal
components is a standard method. CogVideo [63], built on CogView2 [38], introduces a multi-
frame-rate hierarchical approach to better synchronize text-video sequences. Make-a-video [166]
incorporates efficient spatial-temporal modules into a diffusion-based T2I architecture, specifically
DALLE-2 [152]. VideoFusion [122] similarly utilizes DALLE-2 and implements a segmented diffu-
sion method. A series of models including LVDM [61], Text2Video-Zero [81], Tune-A-Video [213],
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Table 3. Brief comparison of quality assessment datasets for visual AIGC.

Dataset | Year | Scale | Ratings | Models | Quality Assessment Aspects
Quality assessment for AIGIs ‘ ‘ ‘

" DiffusionDB [198] | 2022 | 14M | Nome | 1 | 1 Nome
HPS [214] 2023 98.8K 98.8K 1 Human preference
ImageReward [215] 2023 136.9K 136.9K 3 Human preference
Pick-A-Pic [84] 2023 500K 500K 6 Human preference
AGIQA-1K [239] 2023 1,080 23.7K 2 Overall perceptual quality
AGIQA-3K [95] 2023 2,982 125K 6 Perceptual quality and text alignment
AIGCIQA2023 [186] 2023 2,400 48K 6 Perceptual quality, authenticity and correspondence
AGIN [30] 2023 6,049 181K 18 Overall naturalness
AIGIQA-20K [92] 2024 20K 420K 15 Perceptual quality and text alignment
AIGCOIQA2024 [217] 2024 300 6,000 5 Perceptual quality, comfortability, and text alignment
CMC-Bench [94] 2024 58K 160K 6 Ultra-low bitrates compression quality
Quality assessment for AIGVs

" Chivilevaetal. [33] | 2023 | 1005 | 482K | 5 | Perceptual quality and text alignment
EvalCrafter [113] 2023 3,500 8,647 7 Perceptual quality, text alignment, and temporal quality
FETV [115] 2023 2,476 29.7K 3 Perceptual quality, text alignment, and temporal quality
VBench [69] 2023 6,984 - 4 Video quality and consistency
T2VQA-DB [86] 2024 10K 540K 9 Peceprual quality and text alignment
GAIA [29] 2024 9,180 971K 18 Video action quality

AnimateDiff [58], Video LDM [15], MagicVideo[263], ModelScope [187], and VidRD [55], draw from
the advancements of stable diffusion [155] in video creation. Show-1 [234] merges pixel-based and
latent-based approaches within video diffusion models. LaVie [192] modifies the core transformer
block to accommodate spatial-temporal dynamics. Recently, OpenAl introduced Sora [17], an
impressive T2V model capable of producing 60-second high-fidelity videos, setting a new direction
in T2V technology.

3.3.2  Quality assessment datasets for visual AIGC. To tackle the challenge of quality assessment
for visual AIGC, many quality assessment datasets have been proposed during the last two years.
A brief illustration of these datasets is shown in Table 3.

(1) Quality assessment datasets for Al-generated images (AIGI): In recent years, multiple
AIGI datasets have been introduced. The DiffusionDB [198] dataset is launched as the inau-
gural large-scale text-to-image prompt dataset, comprising 14 million AIGIs created by stable
diffusion based on real user prompts and hyperparameters. The HPS [214] dataset gathers
98,807 AIGIs generated in the Stable Foundation Discord channel, accompanied by 25,205
selections made by humans. ImageReward [215] offers a dataset with 137k prompt-image
pairings derived from DiffusionDB, where each pair is evaluated on three criteria: overall
rating, image-text alignment, and fidelity. The Pick-A-Pic [84] dataset features over 500,000
instances and 35,000 unique prompts, with each instance comprising a prompt, two generated
AIGIs, and a preference label. The AGIQA-1K [239], AGIQA-3K [95], and AIGCIQA2023 [186]
datasets include 1,080, 2,982, and 2,400 AIGIs respectively. Specifically, the AGIQA-1K dataset
first proposes the three most important evaluation dimensions for AIGIs: technical quality,
aesthetic quality, and text alignment. The AGIN [30] dataset assembles 6,049 AIGIs and
performs an extensive subjective study to ascertain human perspectives on overall natu-
ralness. More recently, the AIGIQA-20K [92] dataset has been released, featuring 20,000
AIGIs generated by 15 prominent T2I models, with MOSs obtained from 21 evaluators. To
tackle the challenge of omnidirectional image quality assessment in VR/AR environment,
the AIGCOIQA2024 [217] dataset conducts comprehensive benchmarks by generating 300
images from 5 AIGC models using 25 text prompts, assessing human visual preferences in
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terms of quality, comfortability, and correspondence, and evaluating state-of-the-art IQA
models’ performance on this database. CMC-Bench [94] proposes to evaluate the cooperative
performance of Image-to-Text and Text-to-Image models for ultra-low bitrate image com-
pression, demonstrating that some model combinations outperform advanced visual codecs
and highlighting areas for further optimization in LMMs.

(2) Quality assessment datasets for Al-generated videos (AIGV): In contrast to AIGI
datasets, there are fewer AIGV datasets. Chivileva et al. [33] introduce a dataset comprising
1,005 videos generated by five T2V models, with 24 users participating in a subjective study.
EvalCrafter [113] develops a dataset for user study from 500 prompts using five T2V models,
resulting in a total of 2,500 AIGVs. Similarly, the FETV [115] dataset employs 619 prompts
and four T2V models, with three users for annotation. VBench [69] is more extensive, en-
compassing approximately 1,700 prompts and four T2V models. To expand the scale, the
T2VQA-DB [86] dataset has been proposed, featuring 10,000 AIGVs produced by nine different
T2V models, with 27 subjects engaged in collecting the MOSs. More recently, the GAIA [29]
dataset has been carried out to focus on the action quality of the generated videos. It’s worth
mentioning the first competition track on AIGI/AIGV quality assessment has been held by
NTIRE 2024 Quality Assessment for AI-Generated Content - Track 1/2: Image/Video [112].

3.3.3  Quality assessment methods for visual AIGC. To be candid, the development of quality
assessment methods for visual AIGC has lagged significantly behind the needs of AIGC technology.
Researchers continue to struggle with accurately evaluating the quality of visual AIGC outputs.
Initially, popular metrics for T2I/V generation such as Inception Score (IS) [157], Frechet Video
Distance (FVD) [182], and CLIP Similarity (CLIPSim) [200], are found inadequate in reflecting
actual user preferences. IS, which employs the Inception Network [176], generates a distribution
that intends to capture image/video quality and diversity but has been criticized for its imprecision.
FVD measures the similarity between the feature distributions of generated videos and natural
videos using I3D features [20], with a lower FVD indicating a more natural-looking video. However,
obtaining a suitable natural video for comparison is often impractical. CLIPSim leverages the CLIP
model [148] to assess the alignment between the original text and the generated video content but
falls short by neglecting temporal information and overall perceptual video quality.

To address these shortcomings, many researchers have reverted to traditional IQA methods. These
traditional approaches, which evaluate technical distortions such as noise, blur, and semantic con-
tent, have provided partial solutions for AIGC evaluation in terms of technical quality. Recognizing
the unique challenges of visual AIGC content, several IQA models have been specifically developed
for AIGIs. Notably, HPS [214] and PickScore [84] use CLIP-based [149] models to mimic human
preferences for generated images. ImageReward [215] employs a BLIP-based [97] architecture to
predict image quality. Furthermore, the capability of LMMs is being explored to enhance AIGC
evaluation tasks. Q-bench [208] is the first to investigate LMMs’ performance in assessing visual
quality. Subsequent studies such as those by Wu et al. [209-211, 252] have introduced training
procedures to utilize LMMs for IQA tasks. Additionally, Q-Refine [93] is a quality-enhanced refiner
designed to guide the refining processes in T2I models. Wang et al. [189] have further employed
the coherence and semantic content discernment capabilities of LMMs to aid in the evaluation
process. The details of these models are discussed in Section 4.

Similarly, for the AIGV evaluation aspects, the traditional VQA methods are used to predict
the spatial and temporal quality of the generated AIGVs. Although these methods are capable of
solving the specific dimension, they still can not satisfy the AIGV evaluation since the evaluation
is conducted comprehensively from many aspects. Then there are several works targeting the VQA
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tasks of AIGVs. VBench [69] and EvalCrafter [113] build benchmarks for AIGVs by designing multi-
dimensional metrics. MaxVQA [207] and FETV [115] propose separate metrics for the assessment
of video-text alignment and video fidelity, while T2VQA [86] handles the features from the two
dimensions as a whole. We believe the development of the VQA model for AIGV will certainly
benefit the generation of high-quality videos.

4 Large Models in Assessment Roles

Considering the impressive capabilities of large models in visual understanding, it is logical to
leverage them as evaluators for both traditional IQA/VQA tasks and emerging AIGC evaluation tasks.
The benefits are clear: large models can interact with users and respond to quality-related inquiries,
enhancing the scope and flexibility of assessments. However, a significant challenge arises because
these models primarily produce textual outputs, whereas many specific tasks require quantifiable
scores. The textual responses generated by these models can be ambiguous and lack the precision
needed for definitive evaluations. Researchers have developed numerous innovative methods to
employ large models as evaluators, which can broadly be categorized into two main strategies: 1)
Prompt-driven Evaluation: This involves designing specific prompts that encourage large models
to directly generate desired outcomes. By carefully crafting the input prompts, researchers can
guide the models to produce outputs that align closely with evaluation objectives. 2) Feature-based
Assessment: This strategy entails using large models to extract features that are indicative of quality.
Once these quality-aware features are obtained, they can be used to perform regression analyses
to quantitatively assess the quality of the content. These strategies showcase the flexibility and
potential of large models in automating and enhancing content evaluation processes.

4.1 Prompt-driven Evaluation

Considering the various prompt techniques developed in the natural language processing (NLP) field,
such as in-context learning [40], standard prompting [165], and chain-of-thought reasoning [191,
199], it is common to adapt these methods to engage large models in quality assessment tasks.

4.1.1 Single-stimulus Prompt-driven Evaluation. When evaluating single images, the prompt used
for large models can be direct and straightforward. Q-Bench [208] offers a simple example of how
to craft prompts for articulating the quality attributes of single images, as demonstrated in the
sample provided below:

-User: Assume that you are an expert in quality assessment. Please describe the quality, aesthetics,
and other low-level appearance of the image |[<IMAGE>| in detail. Then give the final quality rating
based on your previous description.

-Response: [The content of quality description] + [Quality Rating].

This prompt endows large models with a specific role and divides the quality assessment into
two parts: quality description and final rating. The quality description enables large models to
thoroughly examine the images, forming the foundation for the subsequent rating. X-iqe [27]
further utilizes the chain-of-thought approach by breaking down the quality prompt into multiple
rounds of quality-aware dialogue. This sequence encompasses fidelity evaluation—alignment
evaluation—aesthetic evaluation and follows the prompt order from image description—task-
specific analysis—scoring. Here we present the sample chain-of-thought prompt for multi-dialogue
quality assessment:

-User: Assume that you are an expert in quality assessment. Please describe the quality, aesthetics,
and other low-level appearance of the image |<IMAGE>| in detail.

-Response: [The content of quality description].

-User: Based on your description, how is the (specific-quality-dimension) of this image?
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-Response: [Fine-grained analysis of (specific-quality-dimension)].

-User: Give the rating of (specific-quality-dimension) and overall perceptual quality of the image.

-Response: [Quality Rating for (specific-quality-dimension) and overall perceptual quality].
The single-stimulus evaluation is simple and scalable, directly showcasing the quality understanding
of large models, and can be easily adapted to many application scenarios. Promisingly, the single-
stimulus prompt-driven evaluation is considered a leading candidate for future explainable no-
reference quality assessment tasks.

4.1.2  Multiple-stimulus Prompt-driven Evaluation. In some scenarios, pairwise or listwise compar-
isons are essential for determining superior image quality [221, 239, 241]. To address this, several
researchers have developed specialized prompt systems for multiple-stimulus, prompt-driven evalu-
ations. For example, 2AFC-LMMs [270] assess the IQA capabilities of LMMs using a two-alternative
forced choice method. This approach involves devising coarse-to-fine pairing rules and employing
maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimation [181] to convert pairwise preferences of different LMMs
into global ranking scores. The pairwise comparison sample is illustrated as follows:
-User: Assume that you are an expert in quality assessment.
This is the first image: [<IMAGE1>|.
This is the second image: [<IMAGE2>|.
Which image has better visual quality?
-Response: The first/second image.
It’s worth noting that in the prompt sample provided, it is crucial to specify which image is the first
and which is the second. Without this clarification, LMMs may not be able to distinguish between
the first and second images. Additionally, Wu et al. utilize MAP estimation under Thurstone’s
Case V assumption [179] to efficiently aggregate pairwise rankings and propose a novel method to
gather partial rankings by presenting a set of images to LMMs for simultaneous ranking.

4.2 Feature-based Assessment

4.2.1 Assessment by CLIP. CLIP [149] represents an early breakthrough in large models that
align image and text modalities, though it lacks advanced reasoning and deep understanding.
However, it is capable of aligning images with corresponding quality levels, which has spurred
numerous quality assessment initiatives using CLIP and other pretrained vision-language models.
ZEN-IQA [130] utilizes carefully constructed prompt pairs and triplets, enhancing the intuitiveness
and interpretability of the evaluation process. QA-CLIP [142] introduces a fine-grained quality-level
stratification strategy and a two-stage training model, optimizing both text and image encoders
to improve the accuracy of quality assessments across a wide range of levels. Miyata et al. [129]
employ a pre-trained vision-language model with a prompt pairing strategy using multiple antonym-
prompt pairs to accurately estimate and elucidate the perceptual quality of images. LIQE [236]
capitalizes on auxiliary knowledge from scene classification and distortion type identification
through vision-language correspondence, automatically optimizing model parameter sharing and
loss weighting to bolster performance across various IQA datasets. PromptIQA [28] adapts to
diverse IQA requirements without fine-tuning by leveraging a sequence of Image-Score Pairs (ISP) as
prompts for targeted predictions and training on a mixed dataset with innovative data augmentation
strategies. Pan et al.[141] improve semantic analysis by deploying a dual-prompt scheme and a
multi-layer prompt structure in the visual branch to enhance adaptability and performance in image
quality assessment, achieving robust and accurate results across diverse datasets. Wang et al.[189]
augment traditional deep neural network-based IQA models with semantically informed guidance
and a mixture of experts structure to dynamically integrate semantic and quality-aware features,
significantly enhancing the assessment of Al-Generated images with superior generalization
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Table 4. Performance of LMMs under the zero-shot setting on traditional quality assessment datasets, in
comparison with NIQE and CLIP-ViT-Large-14 (the visual backbone of most LMMs). All the LMM models are
tested with the Q-Bench [208] softmax-based strategy. Metrics are SRCC/PLCC. Best in bold.

_DatasetType | ________ Inthewld _______ | ___ Generated ___| Authentic | e
Model / Dataset KONiQ-10k SPAQ LIVE-FB  LIVE-itw | CGIQA-6K AGIQA-3K | KADID-10K
NIQE [128] 0.32/0.38 0.69/0.67  0.21/0.29  0.48/0.45 | 0.08/0.06 0.56/0.52 0.37/0.43 0.39/0.40
CLIP-ViT-Large-14 [149] 0.47/0.51 0.39/0.39  0.22/0.24  0.31/0.31 | 0.29/0.29 0.44/0.46 0.38/0.39 0.35/0.37

InfiMM (Zephyr-7B) [177] | 051/0.55  0.62/0.63 027/030 055/0.58 | 023/0.25  0.71/0.77 | 0.47/045 | 0.48/050
Emuz2-Chat (LLaMA-33B) [171] 0.66/0.71  0.71/0.70  0.36/0.3¢  0.60/0.61 | 0.22/0.27 0.76/0.75 0.84/0.79 | 0.59/0.60
Fuyu-8B (Persimmon-8B) [13] 0.12/0.12 0.13/0.18  0.16/0.13  0.23/0.18 | 0.12/0.12 0.37/0.32 0.10/0.09 0.17/0.16
BakLLava (Mistral-7B) [168] 0.39/0.39 0.41/0.40  0.23/0.22  0.34/0.34 | 0.18/0.21 0.54/0.56 0.34/0.36 0.35/0.35
mPLUG-OwI2 (LLaMA-7B) [223] 0.20/0.25 0.59/0.61  0.22/0.29  0.29/0.34 | -0.02/-0.03  0.47/0.49 0.54/0.55 0.33/0.36

LLaVA-v1.5 (Vicuna-v1.5-7B) [106] 0.46/0.46 0.44/0.47  0.31/0.32  0.34/0.36 | 0.32/0.33  0.67/0.74 0.42/0.44 0.42/0.45
LLaVA-v1.5 (Vicuna-v1.5-13B) [106] | 0.45/0.46 0.56/0.58  0.31/0.34  0.45/0.48 | 0.29/0.30 0.66/0.75 0.39/0.40 0.44/0.47

InternLM-VL (InternLM) [235] 0.56/0.62  0.73/0.75 0.36/0.42 0.61/0.68 | 0.24/0.27 0.73/0.78 0.55/0.57 0.54/0.58
IDEFICS-Instruct (LLaMA-7B) [71] 0.38/0.40 0.47/0.48  0.24/0.24  0.41/0.43 | 0.24/0.23 0.56/0.62 0.37/0.37 0.38/0.40
Qwen-VL (QwenLM) [9] 0.47/0.55 0.68/0.67  0.30/0.34  0.50/0.53 | 0.27/0.28 0.62/0.69 0.49/0.49 0.48/0.51
Shikra (Vicuna-7B) [24] 0.31/0.31 0.32/0.34  0.24/0.24  0.32/0.34 | 0.20/0.20 0.64/0.66 0.32/0.33 0.34/0.35
Otter-v1 (MPT-7B) [90] 0.41/0.41 0.44/0.44  0.14/0.14 -0.01/0.02 | 0.25/0.26 0.48/0.48 0.56/0.58 0.32/0.33
Kosmos-2 [145] 0.26/0.28 0.64/0.64  0.20/0.20  0.36/0.37 | 0.21/0.23 0.49/0.49 0.36/0.37 0.36/0.37
InstructBLIP (Flan-T5-XL) [36] 0.33/0.36 0.58/0.60  0.25/0.27  0.11/0.11 | 0.17/0.19 0.38/0.40 0.21/0.18 0.29/0.30
InstructBLIP (Vicuna-7B) [36] 0.36/0.44 0.68/0.69  0.20/0.28  0.25/0.37 | 0.26/0.30 0.63/0.66 0.34/0.38 0.39/0.45
Visual GLM-6B (GLM-6B) [43] 0.25/0.23 0.50/0.51  0.15/0.15  0.11/0.12 | 0.21/0.18 0.34/0.35 0.13/0.13 0.24/0.24
mPLUG-Owl (LLaMA-7B) [222] 0.41/0.43 0.63/0.64  0.24/0.27  0.44/0.49 | 0.15/0.18 0.69/0.71 0.47/0.49 0.43/0.46
LLaMA-Adapter-V2 [51] 0.35/0.36 0.46/0.51  0.28/0.33  0.30/0.36 | 0.26/0.27 0.60/0.67 0.41/0.43 0.38/0.42
LLaVA-v1 (Vicuna-13B) [108] 0.46/0.46 0.44/0.46  0.26/0.28  0.40/0.42 | 0.21/0.24 0.63/0.68 0.35/0.37 0.39/0.42
MiniGPT-4 (Vicuna-13B) [269] 0.24/0.26 0.24/0.25  0.17/0.18  0.34/0.34 | 0.25/0.25 0.57/0.59 0.24/0.23 0.29/0.30

capabilities. Finally, QualiCLIP [1] utilizes a CLIP-based self-supervised, opinion-unaware method
that employs a quality-aware image-text alignment strategy, training on synthetically degraded
images aligned with quality-related antonym text prompts to produce representations that correlate
with image quality.

Apart from IQA, vision-language models have been effectively utilized in diverse tasks such as
IAA, VQA, and 3DQA. VILA [80] leverages pre-trained image-text encoder-decoder models with
image-comment pairs and a lightweight rank-based adapter for efficient adaptation, achieving
powerful zero-shot capabilities in aesthetic tasks by learning from user comments instead of
human-labeled scores. AesCLIP [164] enhances IAA by using a multi-attribute contrastive learning
framework based on CLIP, which classifies aesthetic comments into attribute categories and
learns attribute-aware representations to address the domain shift from general visual perceptions
to specific aesthetic criteria. Hou et al. [66] introduce a transparent deep learning framework
for TAA that develops Tag-based Content Descriptors (TCDs), utilizing human-readable tags to
explicitly describe image content, thus enhancing model interpretability and significantly improving
assessment accuracy. BVQI [203, 204] and its localized version, BVQI-Local, employ the Semantic
Affinity Quality Index (SAQI) methodology using CLIP to assess video quality by evaluating semantic
content affinity with textual prompts, significantly outperforming traditional zero-shot indices
by integrating low-level metrics and optimizing fine-tuning schemes for enhanced generalization.
DHOQA [250] predicts the quality levels of digital humans by leveraging semantic and distortion
features extracted from projections and geometry features from mesh structures, with the assistance
of NIQE and CLIP. Zhang et al. [262] propose the use of pre-trained vision-language models in the
transmission systems of digital twins under a 6G environment, showcasing the broad applicability
and potential of these models in cutting-edge technology scenarios.
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4.2.2 Zero-shot Assessment by LMMs. The Q-series [208, 252] introduces an innovative approach
to employing LMMs as evaluators under zero-shot setting, presenting significant advancements
that merit a comprehensive examination. Specifically, Q-Bench [208] identifies a key challenge:
LMMs often struggle to produce sufficiently quantifiable outputs, whether instructed to provide
direct textual ratings or numerical values. To address this issue, Q-Bench innovates by extracting
the softmax-pooled results from the logits of the two most frequently predicted tokens (good and
poor) as outlined in the model’s response template. This approach not only aligns more closely with
human judgment but also provides a more quantifiable measure of quality compared to the direct
token outputs typically generated by LMMs. The softmax-based strategy developed by Q-Bench has
proven to be highly effective, better correlating with human perceptions and effectively bridging
the gap between emerging LMMs and traditional IQA tasks. This method also serves as a robust
benchmark for evaluating the zero-shot performance of LMMs in quality assessment tasks.

By highlighting the performance of LMMs in Table 4 under this new strategy, we can swiftly
gauge and enhance the quality assessment capabilities of current models. Primarily, it is observed
that the majority of LMMs significantly outperform NIQE in non-natural circumstances (CGI,
AIGC, artificial distortions), demonstrating their potential as general-purpose evaluators across a
broader range of low-level appearances. Additionally, even without explicit alignment with human
opinions during training, the top-performing LMM outperforms CLIP-ViT-Large-14 by a substantial
margin (25%). These results indicate that, although most MLLMs still utilize CLIP as visual encoders,
their robust capabilities in language decoding significantly enhance their performance in visual
quality assessment, even without specific training. Q-Boost [252] further expand the token set
from {good < poor} (positive <> neutral <> negative) to a more fine-grained token set {good + high
+ fine &> average + medium + acceptable <> poor + low + bad} (positive <> neutral < negative). By
incorporating the neural tone and expanding the synonym words, Q-Boost significantly improves
the performance of LMMs on zero-shot quality assessment tasks.

4.2.3  Quality-Infused LMM Assessment. Relying only on the inherent knowledge within LMMs
for quality assessment tasks has proven inadequate. In response, researchers have developed
several innovative strategies to infuse quality-aware knowledge into LMMs, thereby achieving
state-of-the-art performance in quality assessment. Q-Instruct [209] enhances the perceptual
capabilities of LMMs by introducing a large-scale, description-rich dataset. Q-Align [210] collects a
multi-modal dataset to facilitate quality alignment, successfully reformatting traditional quality
assessment datasets into text-labeled ones, thus fine-tuning LMMs to become effective evaluators
with impressive performance and generalization capabilities. Co-instruct [211] amasses a large-scale
multi-modal dataset annotated by GPT-4v, supporting the pretraining of LMMs in comparative
settings such as pairwise choices and listwise rankings, enabling LMMs to handle open-ended
quality comparison questions and provide necessary rationale. DepictQA [227] leverages LMMs
to deliver detailed, language-driven evaluations that outperform score-based methods, closely
mirroring human reasoning through a hierarchical task framework and diverse training data
sources. DepictQA-Wild [226] addresses the shortcomings of existing methods by covering a
broader range of IQA tasks, enhancing dataset quality, maintaining image resolution, and estimating
confidence scores. Visualcritic [70] is engineered to reflect human-like perception of visual quality,
offering both quantitative Mean Opinion Score measurements and qualitative evaluations with
detailed explanations. Aesexpert [67] constructs expert-level aesthetic foundational models by
assembling a rich corpus of aesthetic critique datasets, aligning LMMs with human aesthetic
perceptions. UNIAA [268] introduces a cost-effective approach to transform existing datasets into
unified, high-quality visual instruction tuning data, developing an expert-level aesthetics LMM.
LMM-PCQA [255] extends the application of LMMs to point cloud quality assessment (PCQA)
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by converting PCQA datasets into question-answer instructional pairs and deducing point cloud
quality from cube-like projections. Compare2Score [271] utilizes large multimodal training and an
innovative soft comparison method to convert relative image quality comparisons into a continuous,
precise quality score, significantly surpassing existing models across various datasets. More recently,
Sun et al. [173, 174] utilize the feature map from the last hidden layer of large models to tackle the
challenge of both no-reference video quality assessment and portrait image quality assessment.

5 Conclusion and Future Outlook

In this survey, we explore the evolution and current state of quality assessment in the era of large
models, emphasizing the critical roles of large multimodal models (LMMs) and large language
models (LLMs). These models have significantly advanced our ability to assess and enhance the
quality of multimedia content across various dimensions such as images, videos, and 3D content.
Our review meticulously details several key points: 1) the shift from traditional quality assessment
methods to advanced techniques that leverage large models, 2) the nuanced evaluation of these
large models, and 3) the utilization of large models as evaluators themselves. Through an in-
depth examination of multimodal benchmarks, we identify both the strengths and limitations of
current models and outline the essential capabilities that these models need to develop further. The
integration of LMMs has not only improved the precision and efficiency of quality assessments
but also provided a closer alignment with human judgment, enabling the handling of complex,
multimodal tasks that were previously challenging.

Looking forward, the field of quality assessment is poised for transformative advancements with
the potential integration of even more sophisticated Al technologies. To summarize the future key
points of quality assessment, we give the anticipated developments as follows:

(1) Refined Benchmarks: We advocate for an evolution of benchmarks from broad-based ap-
proaches to more detailed and streamlined standards. It is crucial to collaboratively establish
a universally accepted benchmarking standard to address the challenges posed by the rapid
advancement of large models effectively.

(2) Enhanced Multimodal Integration: Future advancements are likely to concentrate on deeper
and more seamless integration of various modalities—text, image, video, and audio—to enable
a more holistic and context-aware assessment of quality.

(3) Ethical Considerations and Bias Mitigation: Given the inherent subjectivity in quality assess-
ment, increasing focus on ethical considerations and bias mitigation is essential. Ensuring that
Al-driven quality assessment tools are developed and used ethically will become increasingly
important, which includes addressing potential biases in Al models and the training data
used for these systems.

These directions highlight the necessity for continuous innovation and vigilance as we further
integrate Al into quality assessment processes.

References

[1] Lorenzo Agnolucci, Leonardo Galteri, and Marco Bertini. 2024. Quality-Aware Image-Text Alignment for Real-World
Image Quality Assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.11176 (2024).

[2] Harsh Agrawal, Karan Desai, Yufei Wang, Xinlei Chen, Rishabh Jain, Mark Johnson, Dhruv Batra, Devi Parikh, Stefan
Lee, and Peter Anderson. 2019. nocaps: novel object captioning at scale. In ICCV.

[3] Ali Ak, Emin Zerman, Maurice Quach, Aladine Chetouani, Aljosa Smolic, Giuseppe Valenzise, and Patrick Le Callet.
2024. BASICS: Broad Quality Assessment of Static Point Clouds in a Compression Scenario. IEEE Transactions on
Multimedia (2024).

[4] Evangelos Alexiou and Touradj Ebrahimi. 2017. On the performance of metrics to predict quality in point cloud
representations. In Applications of Digital Image Processing XL, Vol. 10396. SPIE, 282-297.

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.



Quality Assessment in the Era of Large Models: A Survey 111:17

[5] Evangelos Alexiou and Touradj Ebrahimi. 2018. Point cloud quality assessment metric based on angular similarity. In
2018 IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME). IEEE, 1-6.

[6] Evangelos Alexiou, Touradj Ebrahimi, Marco V Bernardo, Manuela Pereira, Antonio Pinheiro, Luis A Da Silva Cruz,
Carlos Duarte, Lovorka Gotal Dmitrovic, Emil Dumic, Dragan Matkovics, et al. 2018. Point cloud subjective evaluation
methodology based on 2D rendering. In 2018 Tenth international conference on quality of multimedia experience
(QoMEX). IEEE, 1-6.

[7] Evangelos Alexiou, Evgeniy Upenik, and Touradj Ebrahimi. 2017. Towards subjective quality assessment of point
cloud imaging in augmented reality. In 2017 IEEE 19th International Workshop on Multimedia Signal Processing (MMSP).
IEEE, 1-6.

[8] Anas Awadalla, Irena Gao, Josh Gardner, Jack Hessel, Yusuf Hanafy, Wanrong Zhu, Kalyani Marathe, Yonatan Bitton,
Samir Gadre, Shiori Sagawa, et al. 2023. Openflamingo: An open-source framework for training large autoregressive
vision-language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.01390 (2023).

[9] Jinze Bai, Shuai Bai, Shusheng Yang, Shijie Wang, Sinan Tan, Peng Wang, Junyang Lin, Chang Zhou, and Jingren Zhou.

2023. Qwen-VL: A Versatile Vision-Language Model for Understanding, Localization, Text Reading, and Beyond.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.12966 (2023).

Christos G Bampis, Praful Gupta, Rajiv Soundararajan, and Alan C Bovik. 2017. SpEED-QA: Spatial efficient entropic

differencing for image and video quality. IEEE signal processing letters 24, 9 (2017), 1333-1337.

Christos G Bampis, Zhi Li, Ioannis Katsavounidis, Te-Yuan Huang, Chaitanya Ekanadham, and Alan C Bovik. 2021.

Towards perceptually optimized adaptive video streaming-a realistic quality of experience database. IEEE Transactions

on Image Processing 30 (2021), 5182-5197.

[12] Christos George Bampis, Zhi Li, Anush Krishna Moorthy, Ioannis Katsavounidis, Anne Aaron, and Alan Conrad
Bovik. 2017. Study of temporal effects on subjective video quality of experience. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing
26, 11 (2017), 5217-5231.

[13] Rohan Bavishi, Erich Elsen, Curtis Hawthorne, Maxwell Nye, Augustus Odena, Arushi Somani, and Sagnak Tasirlar.
2023. Introducing our Multimodal Models. https://www.adept.ai/blog/fuyu-8b

[14] Simone Bianco, Luigi Celona, Paolo Napoletano, and Raimondo Schettini. 2018. On the use of deep learning for blind
image quality assessment. Signal, Image and Video Processing 12 (2018), 355-362.

[15] Andreas Blattmann, Robin Rombach, Huan Ling, Tim Dockhorn, Seung Wook Kim, Sanja Fidler, and Karsten Kreis.
2023. Align your latents: High-resolution video synthesis with latent diffusion models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 22563-22575.

[16] Emilie Bosc, Romuald Pepion, Patrick Le Callet, Martin Koppel, Patrick Ndjiki-Nya, Muriel Pressigout, and Luce
Morin. 2011. Towards a new quality metric for 3-D synthesized view assessment. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in
Signal Processing 5, 7 (2011), 1332-1343.

[17] Tim Brooks, Bill Peebles, Connor Homes, Will DePue, Yufei Guo, Li Jing, David Schnurr, Joe Taylor, Troy Luhman,
Eric Luhman, Clarence Wing Yin Ng, Ricky Wang, and Aditya Ramesh. 2024. Video generation models as world
simulators. (2024). https://openai.com/research/video-generation-models-as-world-simulators

[18] Rizhao Cai, Zirui Song, Dayan Guan, Zhenhao Chen, Xing Luo, Chenyu Yi, and Alex Kot. 2023. BenchLMM:
Benchmarking cross-style visual capability of large multimodal models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.02896 (2023).

[19] Jingchao Cao, Wenhui Wu, Ran Wang, and Sam Kwong. 2022. No-reference image quality assessment by using
convolutional neural networks via object detection. International Journal of Machine Learning and Cybernetics 13, 11
(2022), 3543-3554.

[20] Joao Carreira and Andrew Zisserman. 2017. Quo vadis, action recognition? a new model and the kinetics dataset. In

proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 6299-6308.

Nicolas Chahine, Marcos V Conde, Daniela Carfora, Gabriel Pacianotto, Benoit Pochon, Sira Ferradans, Radu Timofte,

Zhichao Duan, Xinrui Xu, Yipo Huang, et al. 2024. Deep portrait quality assessment. a NTIRE 2024 challenge survey.

In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 6732-6744.

[22] Mathieu Chambe, Rémi Cozot, and Olivier Le Meur. 2022. Deep learning for assessing the aesthetics of professional
photographs. Computer Animation and Virtual Worlds 33, 6 (2022), e2105.

[23] Kuang-Yu Chang, Kung-Hung Lu, and Chu-Song Chen. 2017. Aesthetic critiques generation for photos. In Proceedings
of the IEEE international conference on computer vision. 3514-3523.

[24] Keqin Chen, Zhao Zhang, Weili Zeng, Richong Zhang, Feng Zhu, and Rui Zhao. 2023. Shikra: Unleashing Multimodal
LLM’s Referential Dialogue Magic. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.15195 (2023).

[25] Shi Chen, Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Sun, and Xiongkuo Min. 2023. A no-reference quality assessment metric
for dynamic 3D digital human. Displays 80 (2023), 102540.

[26] Xinlei Chen, Hao Fang, Tsung-Yi Lin, Ramakrishna Vedantam, Saurabh Gupta, Piotr Dollar, and C. Lawrence Zitnick.
2015. Microsoft COCO Captions: Data Collection and Evaluation Server. arXiv:1504.00325 [cs.CV]

(10

=

(11

—

[21

—

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://www.adept.ai/blog/fuyu-8b
https://openai.com/research/video-generation-models-as-world-simulators
https://arxiv.org/abs/1504.00325

111:18 Zhang et al.

[27] Yixiong Chen, Li Liu, and Chris Ding. 2023. X-iqe: explainable image quality evaluation for text-to-image generation
with visual large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.10843 (2023).

[28] Zewen Chen, Haina Qin, Juan Wang, Chunfeng Yuan, Bing Li, Weiming Hu, and Liang Wang. 2024. PromptIQA:

Boosting the Performance and Generalization for No-Reference Image Quality Assessment via Prompts. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2403.04993 (2024).

Zijian Chen, Wei Sun, Yuan Tian, Jun Jia, Zicheng Zhang, Jiarui Wang, Ru Huang, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai,

and Wenjun Zhang. 2024. GAIA: Rethinking Action Quality Assessment for AI-Generated Videos. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2406.06087 (2024).

Zijian Chen, Wei Sun, Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Jun Jia, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, and Wenjun Zhang. 2023.

Exploring the Naturalness of AI-Generated Images. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.05476 (2023).

[31] Manri Cheon, Sung-Jun Yoon, Byungyeon Kang, and Junwoo Lee. 2021. Perceptual image quality assessment with
transformers. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. 433-442.

[32] Shyamprasad Chikkerur, Vijay Sundaram, Martin Reisslein, and Lina J Karam. 2011. Objective video quality assessment

methods: A classification, review, and performance comparison. IEEE transactions on broadcasting 57, 2 (2011), 165-182.

Iya Chivileva, Philip Lynch, Tomas E Ward, and Alan F Smeaton. 2023. Measuring the Quality of Text-to-Video Model

Outputs: Metrics and Dataset. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.08009 (2023).

[34] Hyung Won Chung, Le Hou, Shayne Longpre, Barret Zoph, Yi Tay, William Fedus, Eric Li, Xuezhi Wang, Mostafa

Dehghani, Siddhartha Brahma, Albert Webson, Shixiang Shane Gu, Zhuyun Dai, Mirac Suzgun, Xinyun Chen,

Aakanksha Chowdhery, Sharan Narang, Gaurav Mishra, Adams Yu, Vincent Zhao, Yanping Huang, Andrew Dai,

Hongkun Yu, Slav Petrov, Ed H. Chi, Jeff Dean, Jacob Devlin, Adam Roberts, Denny Zhou, Quoc V. Le, and Jason Wei.

2022. Scaling Instruction-Finetuned Language Models. https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.11416

Marcos V Conde, Saman Zadtootaghaj, Nabajeet Barman, Radu Timofte, Chenlong He, Qi Zheng, Ruoxi Zhu,

Zhengzhong Tu, Haigiang Wang, Xiangguang Chen, et al. 2024. AIS 2024 challenge on video quality assessment

of user-generated content: Methods and results. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and

Pattern Recognition. 5826-5837.

Wenliang Dai, Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Anthony Meng Huat Tiong, Junqi Zhao, Weisheng Wang, Boyang Li, Pascale

Fung, and Steven Hoi. 2023. InstructBLIP: Towards General-purpose Vision-Language Models with Instruction

Tuning. arXiv:2305.06500 [cs.CV]

Kanjar De and V Masilamani. 2013. Image sharpness measure for blurred images in frequency domain. Procedia

Engineering 64 (2013), 149-158.

Ming Ding, Wendi Zheng, Wenyi Hong, and Jie Tang. 2022. Cogview2: Faster and better text-to-image generation via

hierarchical transformers. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 35 (2022), 16890-16902.

Rafael Diniz, Pedro Garcia Freitas, and Mylene CQ Farias. 2020. Multi-distance point cloud quality assessment. In

2020 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). IEEE, 3443-3447.

Qingxiu Dong, Lei Li, Damai Dai, Ce Zheng, Zhiyong Wu, Baobao Chang, Xu Sun, Jingjing Xu, and Zhifang Sui. 2022.

A survey on in-context learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.00234 (2022).

Yunlong Dong, Xiaohong Liu, Yixuan Gao, Xunchu Zhou, Tao Tan, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Light-vqa: A multi-

dimensional quality assessment model for low-light video enhancement. In Proceedings of the 31st ACM International

Conference on Multimedia. 1088-1097.

Zhe Dong, Xu Shen, Hougqiang Li, and Xinmei Tian. 2015. Photo quality assessment with DCNN that understands

image well. In MultiMedia Modeling: 21st International Conference, MMM 2015, Sydney, NSW, Australia, January 5-7,

2015, Proceedings, Part II 21. Springer, 524-535.

Zhengxiao Du, Yujie Qian, Xiao Liu, Ming Ding, Jiezhong Qiu, Zhilin Yang, and Jie Tang. 2022. GLM: General

Language Model Pretraining with Autoregressive Blank Infilling. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the

Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers). 320-335.

Zhengfang Duanmu, Wentao Liu, Zhuoran Li, Diqi Chen, Zhou Wang, Yizhou Wang, and Wen Gao. 2020. The

Waterloo Streaming Quality-of-Experience Database-IV. IEEE Dataport (2020).

Zhengfang Duanmu, Abdul Rehman, and Zhou Wang. 2018. A quality-of-experience database for adaptive video

streaming. IEEE Transactions on Broadcasting 64, 2 (2018), 474-487.

Yu Fan, Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Ning Liu, Quan Zhou, Jun He, Qiyuan Wang, and Guangtao Zhai.

2022. A no-reference quality assessment metric for point cloud based on captured video sequences. In 2022 IEEE 24th

International Workshop on Multimedia Signal Processing (MMSP). IEEE, 1-5.

Yuming Fang, Hanwei Zhu, Yan Zeng, Kede Ma, and Zhou Wang. 2020. Perceptual Quality Assessment of Smartphone

Photography. In CVPR.

Yoav Freund and Robert E Schapire. 1997. A decision-theoretic generalization of on-line learning and an application

to boosting. Journal of computer and system sciences 55, 1 (1997), 119-139.

[29

[

(30

=

(33

[t

(35

—

(36

—

(37

—

(38

=

(39

—

[40

=

[41

—

(42

—

[43

=

(44

=

[45

—

(46

—

(47

—

(48

[}

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.11416
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.06500

Quality Assessment in the Era of Large Models: A Survey 111:19

[49] Chaoyou Fu, Peixian Chen, Yunhang Shen, Yulei Qin, Mengdan Zhang, Xu Lin, Zhenyu Qiu, Wei Lin, Jinrui Yang,
Xiawu Zheng, Ke Li, Xing Sun, and Rongrong Ji. 2023. MME: A Comprehensive Evaluation Benchmark for Multimodal
Large Language Models. arXiv:2306.13394 [cs.CV]

[50] Chaoyou Fu, Yuhan Dai, Yondong Luo, Lei Li, Shuhuai Ren, Renrui Zhang, Zihan Wang, Chenyu Zhou, Yunhang Shen,
Mengdan Zhang, et al. 2024. Video-MME: The First-Ever Comprehensive Evaluation Benchmark of Multi-modal
LLMs in Video Analysis. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.21075 (2024).

[51] Peng Gao, Jiaming Han, Renrui Zhang, Ziyi Lin, Shijie Geng, Aojun Zhou, Wei Zhang, Pan Lu, Conghui He, Xiangyu
Yue, Hongsheng Li, and Yu Qiao. 2023. LLaMA-Adapter V2: Parameter-Efficient Visual Instruction Model. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2304.15010 (2023).

[52] Wentao Ge, Shunian Chen, Guiming Chen, Junying Chen, Zhihong Chen, Shuo Yan, Chenghao Zhu, Ziyue Lin, Wenya
Xie, Xidong Wang, et al. 2023. Mllm-bench, evaluating multi-modal llms using gpt-4v. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.13951
(2023).

[53] Deepti Ghadiyaram, Janice Pan, Alan C. Bovik, Anush Krishna Moorthy, Prasanjit Panda, and Kai-Chieh Yang. 2018.
In-Capture Mobile Video Distortions: A Study of Subjective Behavior and Objective Algorithms. IEEE TCSVT 28, 9
(2018), 2061-2077.

[54] Yash Goyal, Tejas Khot, Douglas Summers-Stay, Dhruv Batra, and Devi Parikh. 2017. Making the v in vqa matter:
Elevating the role of image understanding in visual question answering. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on
computer vision and pattern recognition. 6904-6913.

[55] Jiaxi Gu, Shicong Wang, Haoyu Zhao, Tianyi Lu, Xing Zhang, Zuxuan Wu, Songcen Xu, Wei Zhang, Yu-Gang Jiang,
and Hang Xu. 2023. Reuse and diffuse: Iterative denoising for text-to-video generation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.03549
(2023).

[56] Ke Gu, Guangtao Zhai, Xiaokang Yang, and Wenjun Zhang. 2014. Hybrid no-reference quality metric for singly and
multiply distorted images. IEEE Transactions on Broadcasting 60, 3 (2014), 555-567.

[57] Tianrui Guan, Fuxiao Liu, Xiyang Wu, Ruiqi Xian, Zongxia Li, Xiaoyu Liu, Xijun Wang, Lichang Chen, Furong Huang,
Yaser Yacoob, et al. 2024. HallusionBench: an advanced diagnostic suite for entangled language hallucination and
visual illusion in large vision-language models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition. 14375-14385.

[58] Yuwei Guo, Ceyuan Yang, Anyi Rao, Yaohui Wang, Yu Qiao, Dahua Lin, and Bo Dai. 2023. Animatediff: Animate your
personalized text-to-image diffusion models without specific tuning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.04725 (2023).

[59] Shuai He, Anlong Ming, Yaqi Li, Jinyuan Sun, ShunTian Zheng, and Huadong Ma. 2023. Thinking image color
aesthetics assessment: Models, datasets and benchmarks. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision. 21838-21847.

[60] Shuai He, Yongchang Zhang, Rui Xie, Dongxiang Jiang, and Anlong Ming. 2022. Rethinking Image Aesthetics
Assessment: Models, Datasets and Benchmarks.. In [JCAL 942-943.

[61] Yingging He, Tianyu Yang, Yong Zhang, Ying Shan, and Qifeng Chen. 2022. Latent video diffusion models for
high-fidelity video generation with arbitrary lengths. arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.13221 (2022).

[62] David Holz. 2023. Midjourney. https://www.midjourney.com.

[63] Wenyi Hong, Ming Ding, Wendi Zheng, Xinghan Liu, and Jie Tang. 2022. Cogvideo: Large-scale pretraining for
text-to-video generation via transformers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.15868 (2022).

[64] Vlad Hosu, Franz Hahn, Mohsen Jenadeleh, Hanhe Lin, Hui Men, Tamas Sziranyi, Shujun Li, and Dietmar Saupe.
2017. The Konstanz natural video database (KoNViD-1k). In QoMEX. 1-6.

[65] Vlad Hosu, Hanhe Lin, Tamas Sziranyi, and Dietmar Saupe. 2020. KonIQ-10k: An Ecologically Valid Database for
Deep Learning of Blind Image Quality Assessment. IEEE TIP 29 (2020), 4041-4056.

[66] Jingwen Hou, Weisi Lin, Yuming Fang, Haoning Wu, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, and Weide Liu. 2023. Towards
Transparent Deep Image Aesthetics Assessment with Tag-based Content Descriptors. IEEE TIP (2023).

[67] Yipo Huang, Xiangfei Sheng, Zhichao Yang, Quan Yuan, Zhichao Duan, Pengfei Chen, Leida Li, Weisi Lin, and
Guangming Shi. 2024. AesExpert: Towards Multi-modality Foundation Model for Image Aesthetics Perception. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2404.09624 (2024).

[68] Yipo Huang, Quan Yuan, Xiangfei Sheng, Zhichao Yang, Haoning Wu, Pengfei Chen, Yuzhe Yang, Leida Li, and Weisi
Lin. 2024. AesBench: An Expert Benchmark for Multimodal Large Language Models on Image Aesthetics Perception.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.08276 (2024).

[69] Ziqi Huang, Yinan He, Jiashuo Yu, Fan Zhang, Chenyang Si, Yuming Jiang, Yuanhan Zhang, Tianxing Wu, Qingyang

Jin, Nattapol Chanpaisit, Yaohui Wang, Xinyuan Chen, Limin Wang, Dahua Lin, Yu Qiao, and Ziwei Liu. 2024. VBench:

Comprehensive Benchmark Suite for Video Generative Models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer

Vision and Pattern Recognition.

Zhipeng Huang, Zhizheng Zhang, Yiting Lu, Zheng-Jun Zha, Zhibo Chen, and Baining Guo. 2024. VisualCritic:

Making LMMs Perceive Visual Quality Like Humans. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.12806 (2024).

[70

-

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.13394
https://www.midjourney.com

111:20 Zhang et al.

[71] Huggingface. 2023. Introducing IDEFICS: An Open Reproduction of State-of-the-Art Visual Language Model.
https://huggingface.co/blog/idefics

Alireza Javaheri, Catarina Brites, Fernando Pereira, and Joao Ascenso. 2020. Point cloud rendering after coding:
Impacts on subjective and objective quality. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia 23 (2020), 4049-4064.

[73] Xin Jin, Hao Lou, Heng Huang, Xinning Li, Xiaodong Li, Shuai Cui, Xiaokun Zhang, and Xigiao Li. 2022. Pseudo-
labeling and meta reweighting learning for image aesthetic quality assessment. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent
Transportation Systems 23, 12 (2022), 25226-25235.

Xin Jin, Le Wu, Xiaodong Li, Siyu Chen, Siwei Peng, Jingying Chi, Shiming Ge, Chenggen Song, and Geng Zhao.

(72

—

(74

flanr)

2018. Predicting aesthetic score distribution through cumulative jensen-shannon divergence. In Proceedings of the
AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Vol. 32.

Xin Jin, Le Wu, Geng Zhao, Xiaodong Li, Xiaokun Zhang, Shiming Ge, Dongging Zou, Bin Zhou, and Xinghui Zhou.
2019. Aesthetic attributes assessment of images. In Proceedings of the 27th ACM international conference on multimedia.
311-319.

Xin Jin, Mingtian Zhao, Xiaowu Chen, Qinping Zhao, and Song-Chun Zhu. 2010. Learning artistic lighting template
from portrait photographs. In Computer Vision—-ECCV 2010: 11th European Conference on Computer Vision, Heraklion,
Crete, Greece, September 5-11, 2010, Proceedings, Part IV 11. Springer, 101-114.

Yueying Kao, Ran He, and Kaiqi Huang. 2017. Deep aesthetic quality assessment with semantic information. IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing 26, 3 (2017), 1482-1495.

Yueying Kao, Kaiqi Huang, and Steve Maybank. 2016. Hierarchical aesthetic quality assessment using deep convolu-
tional neural networks. Signal Processing: Image Communication 47 (2016), 500-510.

(75

=

(76

=

(77

—

(78

=

[79

—

Yueying Kao, Chong Wang, and Kaiqi Huang. 2015. Visual aesthetic quality assessment with a regression model. In

2015 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). IEEE, 1583-1587.

Junjie Ke, Keren Ye, Jiahui Yu, Yonghui Wu, Peyman Milanfar, and Feng Yang. 2023. Vila: Learning image aesthetics

from user comments with vision-language pretraining. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision

and Pattern Recognition. 10041-10051.

Levon Khachatryan, Andranik Movsisyan, Vahram Tadevosyan, Roberto Henschel, Zhangyang Wang, Shant

Navasardyan, and Humphrey Shi. 2023. Text2video-zero: Text-to-image diffusion models are zero-shot video genera-

tors. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision. 15954-15964.

[82] Hak Gu Kim, Heoun-Taek Lim, and Yong Man Ro. 2019. Deep virtual reality image quality assessment with human
perception guider for omnidirectional image. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 30, 4
(2019), 917-928

[83] Won-Hee Kim, Jun-Ho Choi, and Jong-Seok Lee. 2018. Objectivity and subjectivity in aesthetic quality assessment of
digital photographs. IEEE Transactions on Affective Computing 11, 3 (2018), 493-506.

[84] Yuval Kirstain, Adam Polyak, Uriel Singer, Shahbuland Matiana, Joe Penna, and Omer Levy. 2024. Pick-a-pic: An
open dataset of user preferences for text-to-image generation. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 36
(2024).

[85] Shu Kong, Xiaohui Shen, Zhe Lin, Radomir Mech, and Charless Fowlkes. 2016. Photo Aesthetics Ranking Network
with Attributes and Content Adaptation. In ECCV.

[86] Tengchuan Kou, Xiacohong Liu, Zicheng Zhang, Chunyi Li, Haoning Wu, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, and Ning Liu.
2024. Subjective-Aligned Dateset and Metric for Text-to-Video Quality Assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.11956
(2024).

[87] Qi Kuang, Xin Jin, Qinping Zhao, and Bin Zhou. 2019. Deep multimodality learning for UAV video aesthetic quality
assessment. [EEE Transactions on Multimedia 22, 10 (2019), 2623-2634.

[88] Bohao Li, Rui Wang, Guangzhi Wang, Yuying Ge, Yixiao Ge, and Ying Shan. 2023. SEED-Bench: Benchmarking
Multimodal LLMs with Generative Comprehension. arXiv:2307.16125 [cs.CL]

[89] Bo Li, Peiyuan Zhang, Jingkang Yang, Yuanhan Zhang, Fanyi Pu, and Ziwei Liu. 2023. Otterhd: A high-resolution
multi-modality model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.04219 (2023).

[90] Bo Li, Yuanhan Zhang, Liangyu Chen, Jinghao Wang, Jingkang Yang, and Ziwei Liu. 2023. Otter: A Multi-Modal
Model with In-Context Instruction Tuning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.03726 (2023).

[91] Congcong Li, Andrew Gallagher, Alexander C Loui, and Tsuhan Chen. 2010. Aesthetic quality assessment of consumer
photos with faces. In 2010 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing. IEEE, 3221-3224.

[92] Chunyi Li, Tengchuan Kou, Yixuan Gao, Yuqin Cao, Wei Sun, Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Zhichao Zhang, Haoning

Wu, Weixia Zhang, Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. AIGIQA-20K: A Large Database for

Al-Generated Image Quality Assessment. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern

Recognition Workshops.

Chunyi Li, Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Hongkun Hao, Kaiwei Zhang, Lei Bai, Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, Weisi

Lin, and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. Q-Refine: A Perceptual Quality Refiner for Al-Generated Image. arXiv preprint

(80

=

(81

—

[93

—_

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://huggingface.co/blog/idefics
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.16125

Quality Assessment in the Era of Large Models: A Survey 111:21

[94

[95

flanr)

—

[96]

[97]

[98

[99

[100

[101

[102
[103
[104
[105

[106
[107

[108
[109

[110

[111

[112

[113

[114

[115

[116

]

—

-

]

= O = =

—

—

=

]

—

=

=

=

—

arXiv:2401.01117 (2024).

Chunyi Li, Xiele Wu, Haoning Wu, Donghui Feng, Zicheng Zhang, Guo Lu, Xiongkuo Min, Xiachong Liu, Guangtao
Zhai, and Weisi Lin. 2024. CMC-Bench: Towards a New Paradigm of Visual Signal Compression. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2406.09356 (2024).

Chunyi Li, Zicheng Zhang, Haoning Wu, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Xiaohong Liu, Guangtao Zhai, and Weisi Lin. 2023.
Agiqa-3k: An open database for ai-generated image quality assessment. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for
Video Technology (2023).

Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Silvio Savarese, and Steven Hoi. 2023. Blip-2: Bootstrapping language-image pre-training
with frozen image encoders and large language models. In International conference on machine learning. PMLR,
19730-19742.

Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Caiming Xiong, and Steven Hoi. 2022. Blip: Bootstrapping language-image pre-training
for unified vision-language understanding and generation. In International conference on machine learning. PMLR,
12888-12900.

Juncheng Li, Kaihang Pan, Zhiqi Ge, Minghe Gao, Wei Ji, Wenqiao Zhang, Tat-Seng Chua, Siliang Tang, Hanwang
Zhang, and Yueting Zhuang. 2023. Fine-tuning multimodal llms to follow zero-shot demonstrative instructions. In
The Twelfth International Conference on Learning Representations.

Kunchang Li, Yali Wang, Yinan He, Yizhuo Li, Yi Wang, Yi Liu, Zun Wang, Jilan Xu, Guo Chen, Ping Luo, et al. 2024.
Mvbench: A comprehensive multi-modal video understanding benchmark. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 22195-22206.

Mingsheng Li, Xin Chen, Chi Zhang, Sijin Chen, Hongyuan Zhu, Fukun Yin, Gang Yu, and Tao Chen. 2023. M3DBench:
Let’s Instruct Large Models with Multi-modal 3D Prompts. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.10763 (2023).

Xin Li, Kun Yuan, Yajing Pei, Yiting Lu, Ming Sun, Chao Zhou, Zhibo Chen, Radu Timofte, Wei Sun, Haoning Wu,
et al. 2024. NTIRE 2024 challenge on short-form UGC video quality assessment: Methods and results. In Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 6415-6431.

Arnaud Lienhard, Patricia Ladret, and Alice Caplier. 2015. Low level features for quality assessment of facial images.
In International conference on computer vision theory and applications, Vol. 2. SciTePress, 545-552.

Hanhe Lin, Vlad Hosu, and Dietmar Saupe. 2019. KADID-10k: A Large-scale Artificially Distorted IQA Database. In
QoMEX. 1-3.

Zhiqiu Lin, Deepak Pathak, Baiqi Li, Jiayao Li, Xide Xia, Graham Neubig, Pengchuan Zhang, and Deva Ramanan.
2024. Evaluating Text-to-Visual Generation with Image-to-Text Generation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.01291 (2024).
Fuxiao Liu, Kevin Lin, Linjie Li, Jianfeng Wang, Yaser Yacoob, and Lijuan Wang. 2023. Mitigating hallucination in large
multi-modal models via robust instruction tuning. In The Twelfth International Conference on Learning Representations.
Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Yuheng Li, and Yong Jae Lee. 2023. Improved Baselines with Visual Instruction Tuning.
Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Yuheng Li, Bo Li, Yuanhan Zhang, Sheng Shen, and Yong Jae Lee. 2024. LLaVA-NeXT:
Improved reasoning, OCR, and world knowledge. https://llava-vl.github.io/blog/2024-01-30-1lava-next/

Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae Lee. 2023. Visual Instruction Tuning.

Lixiong Liu, Yi Hua, Qingjie Zhao, Hua Huang, and Alan Conrad Bovik. 2016. Blind image quality assessment by
relative gradient statistics and adaboosting neural network. Signal Processing: Image Communication 40 (2016), 1-15.
Qi Liu, Honglei Su, Zhengfang Duanmu, Wentao Liu, and Zhou Wang. 2022. Perceptual quality assessment of colored
3D point clouds. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics (2022).

Qi Liu, Hui Yuan, Raouf Hamzaoui, Honglei Su, Junhui Hou, and Huan Yang. 2021. Reduced reference perceptual
quality model with application to rate control for video-based point cloud compression. IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing 30 (2021), 6623-6636.

Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, Chunyi Li, Tengchuan Kou, Wei Sun, Haoning Wu, Yixuan Gao, Yuqin
Cao, Zicheng Zhang, et al. 2024. NTIRE 2024 Quality Assessment of AI-Generated Content Challenge. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2404.16687 (2024).

Yaofang Liu, Xiaodong Cun, Xuebo Liu, Xintao Wang, Yong Zhang, Haoxin Chen, Yang Liu, Tieyong Zeng, Raymond
Chan, and Ying Shan. 2023. Evalcrafter: Benchmarking and evaluating large video generation models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2310.11440 (2023).

Yuan Liu, Haodong Duan, Yuanhan Zhang, Bo Li, Songyang Zhang, Wangbo Zhao, Yike Yuan, Jiagi Wang, Conghui
He, Ziwei Liu, Kai Chen, and Dahua Lin. 2023. MMBench: Is Your Multi-modal Model an All-around Player?
arXiv:2307.06281 [cs.CV]

Yuanxin Liu, Lei Li, Shuhuai Ren, Rundong Gao, Shicheng Li, Sishuo Chen, Xu Sun, and Lu Hou. 2024. Fetv: A
benchmark for fine-grained evaluation of open-domain text-to-video generation. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 36 (2024).

Yipeng Liu, Qi Yang, Yiling Xu, and Le Yang. 2023. Point cloud quality assessment: Dataset construction and learning-
based no-reference metric. ACM Transactions on Multimedia Computing, Communications and Applications 19, 2s

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://llava-vl.github.io/blog/2024-01-30-llava-next/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.06281

111:22 Zhang et al.

(2023), 1-26.

[117] Jiapeng Lu, Linyao Gao, Wenjie Zhu, and Yiling Xu. 2020. Machine perception point cloud quality assessment via
vision tasks. In 2020 International Conference on 3D Immersion (IC3D). IEEE, 1-7.

[118] Pan Lu, Hritik Bansal, Tony Xia, Jiacheng Liu, Chunyuan Li, Hannaneh Hajishirzi, Hao Cheng, Kai-Wei Chang,
Michel Galley, and Jianfeng Gao. 2023. Mathvista: Evaluating mathematical reasoning of foundation models in visual
contexts. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.02255 (2023).

[119] Wei Lu, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Wenhan Zhu, Quan Zhou, Jun He, Qiyuan Wang, Zicheng Zhang, Tao Wang, and
Guangtao Zhai. 2022. Deep neural network for blind visual quality assessment of 4K content. IEEE Transactions on
Broadcasting 69, 2 (2022), 406—421.

[120] Wei Lu, Wei Sun, Wenhan Zhu, Xiongkuo Min, Zicheng Zhang, Tao Wang, and Guangtao Zhai. 2021. A cnn-based
quality assessment method for pseudo 4k contents. In International Forum on Digital TV and Wireless Multimedia
Communications. Springer, 164-176.

[121] Wei Luo, Xiaogang Wang, and Xiaoou Tang. 2011. Content-based photo quality assessment. In 2011 international
conference on computer vision. IEEE, 2206-2213.

[122] Zhengxiong Luo, Dayou Chen, Yingya Zhang, Yan Huang, Liang Wang, Yujun Shen, Deli Zhao, Jingren Zhou, and
Tieniu Tan. 2023. VideoFusion: Decomposed Diffusion Models for High-Quality Video Generation. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 10209-10218.

[123] Elman Mansimov, Emilio Parisotto, Jimmy Lei Ba, and Ruslan Salakhutdinov. 2015. Generating images from captions

with attention. arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.02793 (2015).

Kenneth Marino, Mohammad Rastegari, Ali Farhadi, and Roozbeh Mottaghi. 2019. OK-VQA: A Visual Question

Answering Benchmark Requiring External Knowledge. In Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition

(CVPR).

[125] Xiongkuo Min, Kede Ma, Ke Gu, Guangtao Zhai, Zhou Wang, and Weisi Lin. 2017. Unified blind quality assessment
of compressed natural, graphic, and screen content images. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 26, 11 (2017),
5462-5474.

[126] Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, Ke Gu, Xiaokang Yang, and Xinping Guan. 2018. Objective quality evaluation of
dehazed images. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems 20, 8 (2018), 2879-2892.

[127] Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, Ke Gu, Yucheng Zhu, Jiantao Zhou, Guodong Guo, Xiaokang Yang, Xinping Guan, and
Wenjun Zhang. 2019. Quality evaluation of image dehazing methods using synthetic hazy images. IEEE Transactions
on Multimedia 21, 9 (2019), 2319-2333.

[128] Anish Mittal, Rajiv Soundararajan, and Alan C. Bovik. 2013. Making a “Completely Blind” Image Quality Analyzer.
IEEE Signal Processing Letters 20, 3 (2013), 209-212.

[129] Takamichi Miyata. 2023. Interpretable Image Quality Assessment via CLIP with Multiple Antonym-Prompt Pairs. In
2023 IEEE 13th International Conference on Consumer Electronics-Berlin (ICCE-Berlin). IEEE, 39-40.

[130] Takamichi Miyata. 2024. ZEN-IQA: Zero-Shot Explainable and No-Reference Image Quality Assessment With Vision
Language Model. IEEE Access 12 (2024), 70973-70983.

[131] Pedram Mohammadi, Abbas Ebrahimi-Moghadam, and Shahram Shirani. 2014. Subjective and objective quality
assessment of image: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:1406.7799 (2014).

[132] Anush Krishna Moorthy and Alan Conrad Bovik. 2009. Visual importance pooling for image quality assessment.
IEEE journal of selected topics in signal processing 3, 2 (2009), 193-201.

[133] Anush Krishna Moorthy and Alan Conrad Bovik. 2010. A two-step framework for constructing blind image quality
indices. IEEE Signal processing letters 17, 5 (2010), 513-516.

[134] Naila Murray, Luca Marchesotti, and Florent Perronnin. 2012. AVA: A large-scale database for aesthetic visual analysis.
In CVPR. 2408-2415.

[135] Yana Nehmé, Johanna Delanoy, Florent Dupont, Jean-Philippe Farrugia, Patrick Le Callet, and Guillaume Lavoué. 2023.
Textured mesh quality assessment: Large-scale dataset and deep learning-based quality metric. ACM Transactions on
Graphics 42, 3 (2023), 1-20.

[136] Yana Nehmé, Florent Dupont, Jean-Philippe Farrugia, Patrick Le Callet, and Guillaume Lavoué. 2020. Visual quality of
3d meshes with diffuse colors in virtual reality: Subjective and objective evaluation. IEEE Transactions on Visualization
and Computer Graphics 27, 3 (2020), 2202-2219.

[137] Zhangkai Ni, Lin Ma, Huanqiang Zeng, Jing Chen, Canhui Cai, and Kai-Kuang Ma. 2017. ESIM: Edge similarity for
screen content image quality assessment. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 26, 10 (2017), 4818-4831.

[138] Alexandre Ninassi, Olivier Le Meur, Patrick Le Callet, and Dominique Barba. 2009. Considering temporal variations
of spatial visual distortions in video quality assessment. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing 3, 2 (2009),
253-265.

[139] Mikko Nuutinen, Toni Virtanen, Mikko Vaahteranoksa, Tero Vuori, Pirkko Oittinen, and Jukka Hakkinen. 2016.
CVD2014—A Database for Evaluating No-Reference Video Quality Assessment Algorithms. IEEE TIP 25, 7 (2016).

[124

flan?

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.



Quality Assessment in the Era of Large Models: A Survey 111:23

[140] OpenAl 2023. GPT-4 Technical Report. arXiv:2303.08774 [cs.CL]

[141] Wensheng Pan, Timin Gao, Yan Zhang, Runze Hu, Xiawu Zheng, Enwei Zhang, Yuting Gao, Yutao Liu, Yunhang Shen,

Ke Li, et al. 2024. Multi-Modal Prompt Learning on Blind Image Quality Assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.14949

(2024).

Wensheng Pan, Zhifu Yang, DingMing Liu, Chenxin Fang, Yan Zhang, and Pingyang Dai. 2023. Quality-Aware

CLIP for Blind Image Quality Assessment. In Chinese Conference on Pattern Recognition and Computer Vision (PRCV).

Springer, 396-408.

Kishore Papineni, Salim Roukos, Todd Ward, and Wei-Jing Zhu. 2002. Bleu: a method for automatic evaluation

of machine translation. In Proceedings of the 40th annual meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics.

311-318.

Kayoung Park, Seunghoon Hong, Mooyeol Baek, and Bohyung Han. 2017. Personalized image aesthetic quality

assessment by joint regression and ranking. In 2017 IEEE winter conference on applications of computer vision (WACV).

IEEE, 1206-1214.

Zhiliang Peng, Wenhui Wang, Li Dong, Yaru Hao, Shaohan Huang, Shuming Ma, and Furu Wei. 2023. Kosmos-2:

Grounding Multimodal Large Language Models to the World. ArXiv abs/2306 (2023).

Nikolay Ponomarenko, Lina Jin, Oleg Ieremeiev, Vladimir Lukin, Karen Egiazarian, Jaakko Astola, Benoit Vozel, Kacem

Chehdi, Marco Carli, Federica Battisti, et al. 2015. Image database TID2013: Peculiarities, results and perspectives.

Signal processing: Image communication 30 (2015), 57-77.

Nikolay Ponomarenko, Vladimir Lukin, Alexander Zelensky, Karen Egiazarian, Marco Carli, and Federica Battisti.

2009. TID2008-a database for evaluation of full-reference visual quality assessment metrics. Advances of modern

radioelectronics 10, 4 (2009), 30-45.

Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry, Amanda

Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. 2021. Learning transferable visual models from natural language supervision.

In International conference on machine learning. PMLR, 8748-8763.

Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry, Amanda

Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. 2021. Learning transferable visual models from natural language supervision.

In International conference on machine learning. PMLR, 8748-8763.

Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry, Amanda

Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, Gretchen Krueger, and Ilya Sutskever. 2021. Learning Transferable Visual Models

From Natural Language Supervision.

[151] Aditya Ramesh, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alex Nichol, Casey Chu, and Mark Chen. 2022. Hierarchical Text-Conditional
Image Generation with CLIP Latents. 2204.06125.

[152] Aditya Ramesh, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alex Nichol, Casey Chu, and Mark Chen. 2022. Hierarchical text-conditional

image generation with clip latents. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.06125 1, 2 (2022), 3.

Scott Reed, Zeynep Akata, Xinchen Yan, Lajanugen Logeswaran, Bernt Schiele, and Honglak Lee. 2016. Generative

adversarial text to image synthesis. In International conference on machine learning. PMLR, 1060-1069.

[154] Abdul Rehman, Kai Zeng, and Zhou Wang. 2015. Display device-adapted video quality-of-experience assessment. In
Human vision and electronic imaging XX, Vol. 9394. SPIE, 27-37.

[155] Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz, Patrick Esser, and Bjérn Ommer. 2022. High-resolution image
synthesis with latent diffusion models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition. 10684-10695.

[156] Chitwan Saharia, William Chan, Saurabh Saxena, Lala Li, Jay Whang, Emily L Denton, Kamyar Ghasemipour, Raphael
Gontijo Lopes, Burcu Karagol Ayan, Tim Salimans, et al. 2022. Photorealistic text-to-image diffusion models with
deep language understanding. Advances in neural information processing systems 35 (2022), 36479-36494.

[157] Tim Salimans, Ian Goodfellow, Wojciech Zaremba, Vicki Cheung, Alec Radford, and Xi Chen. 2016. Improved

techniques for training gans. Advances in neural information processing systems 29 (2016).

Torsten Schlett, Christian Rathgeb, Olaf Henniger, Javier Galbally, Julian Fierrez, and Christoph Busch. 2022. Face

image quality assessment: A literature survey. ACM Computing Surveys (CSUR) 54, 10s (2022), 1-49.

Kalpana Seshadrinathan and Alan C Bovik. 2007. A structural similarity metric for video based on motion models. In

2007 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing-ICASSP’07, Vol. 1. IEEE, I-869.

Kalpana Seshadrinathan, Rajiv Soundararajan, Alan Conrad Bovik, and Lawrence K. Cormack. 2010. Study of

Subjective and Objective Quality Assessment of Video. IEEE TIP 19, 6 (2010), 1427-1441.

[161] Wengqi Shao, Yutao Hu, Peng Gao, Meng Lei, Kaipeng Zhang, Fanqing Meng, Peng Xu, Siyuan Huang, Hongsheng Li,

Yu Qiao, et al. 2023. Tiny lvim-ehub: Early multimodal experiments with bard. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.03729 (2023).

H Sheikh. 2005. LIVE image quality assessment database release 2. http:/live. ece. utexas. edu/research/quality (2005).

Hamid R Sheikh, Muhammad F Sabir, and Alan C Bovik. 2006. A statistical evaluation of recent full reference image

quality assessment algorithms. IEEE Transactions on image processing 15, 11 (2006), 3440-3451.

[142

—

[143

=

[144

flan)

[145

i

[146

=

[147

—

[148

=

[149

—

[150

—

[153

=

[158

[

[159

[

[160

=

[162
[163

[}

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.08774

111:24

[164]

[165]

[166]

[167]

[168]
[169

—

[170]

[171]

[172]

[173]

[174]

[175]

[176

—

[177)
[178]

[179
[180]

—

[181]

[182]

[183]
[184]

[185]

Zhang et al.

Xiangfei Sheng, Leida Li, Pengfei Chen, Jinjian Wu, Weisheng Dong, Yuzhe Yang, Liwu Xu, Yagian Li, and Guangming
Shi. 2023. AesCLIP: Multi-Attribute Contrastive Learning for Image Aesthetics Assessment. In Proceedings of the 31st
ACM International Conference on Multimedia. 1117-1126.

Seongjin Shin, Sang-Woo Lee, Hwijeen Ahn, Sungdong Kim, HyoungSeok Kim, Boseop Kim, Kyunghyun Cho, Gichang
Lee, Woomyoung Park, Jung-Woo Ha, et al. 2022. On the effect of pretraining corpora on in-context learning by a
large-scale language model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.13509 (2022).

Uriel Singer, Adam Polyak, Thomas Hayes, Xi Yin, Jie An, Songyang Zhang, Qiyuan Hu, Harry Yang, Oron Ashual, Oran
Gafhni, et al. 2022. Make-a-video: Text-to-video generation without text-video data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.14792
(2022).

Zeina Sinno and Alan Conrad Bovik. 2019. Large-Scale Study of Perceptual Video Quality. IEEE TIP 28, 2 (2019),
612-627.

SkunkworksAI. 2024. BakLLaVA. https://github.com/SkunkworksAI/BakLLaVA

Honglei Su, Zhengfang Duanmu, Wentao Liu, Qi Liu, and Zhou Wang. 2019. Perceptual quality assessment of 3D
point clouds. In 2019 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). IEEE, 3182-3186.

Hsiao-Hang Su, Tse-Wei Chen, Chieh-Chi Kao, Winston H Hsu, and Shao-Yi Chien. 2011. Scenic photo quality
assessment with bag of aesthetics-preserving features. In Proceedings of the 19th ACM international conference on
Multimedia. 1213-1216.

Quan Sun, Yufeng Cui, Xiaosong Zhang, Fan Zhang, Qiying Yu, Zhengxiong Luo, Yueze Wang, Yongming Rao, Jingjing
Liu, Tiejun Huang, et al. 2023. Generative multimodal models are in-context learners. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.13286
(2023).

Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, Ke Gu, Huiyu Duan, and Siwei Ma. 2019. MC360IQA: A multi-channel CNN
for blind 360-degree image quality assessment. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing 14, 1 (2019), 64-77.
Wei Sun, Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Jun Jia, Zhichao Zhang, Linhan Cao, Qiubo Chen, Xiongkuo Min, Weisi Lin,
and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. Enhancing Blind Video Quality Assessment with Rich Quality-aware Features. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2405.08745 (2024).

Wei Sun, Weixia Zhang, Yanwei Jiang, Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Jun Jia, Yingjie Zhou, Zhongpeng Ji, Xiongkuo
Min, Weisi Lin, et al. 2024. Dual-Branch Network for Portrait Image Quality Assessment. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.08555 (2024).

Wen Sun, Fei Zhou, and Qingmin Liao. 2017. MDID: A multiply distorted image database for image quality assessment.
Pattern Recognition 61 (2017), 153-168.

Christian Szegedy, Vincent Vanhoucke, Sergey Ioffe, Jon Shlens, and Zbigniew Wojna. 2016. Rethinking the inception
architecture for computer vision. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition.
2818-2826.

InfiMM Team. 2024. InfiMM: Advancing Multimodal Understanding from Flamingo’s Legacy through Diverse LLM
Integration. https://huggingface.co/Infi-MM/

Bart Thomee, David A. Shamma, Gerald Friedland, Benjamin Elizalde, Karl Ni, Douglas Poland, Damian Borth, and
Li-Jia Li. 2016. YECC100M: The New Data in Multimedia Research. Commun. ACM 59, 2 (2016), 64-73.

Louis L Thurstone. 2017. A law of comparative judgment. In Scaling. Routledge, 81-92.

Hugo Touvron, Thibaut Lavril, Gautier Izacard, Xavier Martinet, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Timothée Lacroix, Baptiste
Roziére, Naman Goyal, Eric Hambro, Faisal Azhar, Aurelien Rodriguez, Armand Joulin, Edouard Grave, and Guillaume
Lample. 2023. LLaMA: Open and Efficient Foundation Language Models. arXiv:2302.13971 [cs.CL]

Kristi Tsukida, Maya R Gupta, et al. 2011. How to analyze paired comparison data. Department of Electrical Engineering
University of Washington, Tech. Rep. UWEETR-2011-0004 1 (2011).

Thomas Unterthiner, Sjoerd Van Steenkiste, Karol Kurach, Raphael Marinier, Marcin Michalski, and Sylvain Gelly.
2018. Towards accurate generative models of video: A new metric & challenges. arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.01717
(2018).

Ramakrishna Vedantam, C Lawrence Zitnick, and Devi Parikh. 2015. Cider: Consensus-based image description
evaluation. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. 4566-4575.

Phong V. Vu and Damon M. Chandler. 2014. ViS3: an algorithm for video quality assessment via analysis of spatial
and spatiotemporal slices. Journal of Electronic Imaging 23 (2014).

Phong V Vu, Cuong T Vu, and Damon M Chandler. 2011. A spatiotemporal most-apparent-distortion model for video
quality assessment. In 2011 18th IEEE international conference on image processing. IEEE, 2505-2508.

[186] Jiarui Wang, Huiyu Duan, Jing Liu, Shi Chen, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Aigciqa2023: A large-

scale image quality assessment database for ai generated images: from the perspectives of quality, authenticity and
correspondence. In CAAI International Conference on Artificial Intelligence. Springer, 46-57.

[187] Jiuniu Wang, Hangjie Yuan, Dayou Chen, Yingya Zhang, Xiang Wang, and Shiwei Zhang. 2023. Modelscope text-to-

video technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.06571 (2023).

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://github.com/SkunkworksAI/BakLLaVA
https://huggingface.co/Infi-MM/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.13971

Quality Assessment in the Era of Large Models: A Survey 111:25

[188] Ke Wang, Junting Pan, Weikang Shi, Zimu Lu, Mingjie Zhan, and Hongsheng Li. 2024. Measuring Multimodal
Mathematical Reasoning with MATH-Vision Dataset. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.14804 (2024).

[189] Puyi Wang, Wei Sun, Zicheng Zhang, Jun Jia, Yanwei Jiang, Zhichao Zhang, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai.
2024. Large Multi-modality Model Assisted Al-Generated Image Quality Assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.17762
(2024).

[190] Tao Wang, Wei Sun, Wei Wu, Ying Chen, Xiongkuo Min, Wei Lu, Zicheng Zhang, and Guangtao Zhai. 2022. A deep
learning-based multidimensional aesthetic quality assessment method for mobile game images. IEEE Transactions on
Games 15, 4 (2022), 658—668.

[191] Xuezhi Wang, Jason Wei, Dale Schuurmans, Quoc Le, Ed Chi, Sharan Narang, Aakanksha Chowdhery, and Denny
Zhou. 2022. Self-consistency improves chain of thought reasoning in language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.11171
(2022).

[192] Yaohui Wang, Xinyuan Chen, Xin Ma, Shangchen Zhou, Ziqi Huang, Yi Wang, Ceyuan Yang, Yinan He, Jiashuo Yu,
Peiqing Yang, et al. 2023. Lavie: High-quality video generation with cascaded latent diffusion models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2309.15103 (2023).

[193] Yilin Wang, Sasi Inguva, and Balu Adsumilli. 2019. YouTube UGC Dataset for Video Compression Research. In 2019
MMSP.

[194] Zhou Wang and Alan Conrad Bovik. 2006. Modern image quality assessment. Ph. D. Dissertation. Springer.

[195] Zhou Wang, Alan C Bovik, and Ligang Lu. 2002. Why is image quality assessment so difficult?. In 2002 IEEE
International conference on acoustics, speech, and signal processing, Vol. 4. IEEE, IV-3313.

[196] Zhou Wang and Qiang Li. 2007. Video quality assessment using a statistical model of human visual speed perception.
JOSA A 24, 12 (2007), B61-B69.

[197] Zhou Wang, Ligang Lu, and Alan C Bovik. 2004. Video quality assessment based on structural distortion measurement.
Signal processing: Image communication 19, 2 (2004), 121-132.

[198] Zijie ] Wang, Evan Montoya, David Munechika, Haoyang Yang, Benjamin Hoover, and Duen Horng Chau. 2022.
Diffusiondb: A large-scale prompt gallery dataset for text-to-image generative models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.14896
(2022).

[199] Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten Bosma, Fei Xia, Ed Chi, Quoc V Le, Denny Zhou, et al. 2022.
Chain-of-thought prompting elicits reasoning in large language models. Advances in neural information processing
systems 35 (2022), 24824-24837.

[200] Chenfei Wu, Lun Huang, Qianxi Zhang, Binyang Li, Lei Ji, Fan Yang, Guillermo Sapiro, and Nan Duan. 2021. Godiva:
Generating open-domain videos from natural descriptions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.14806 (2021).

[201] Haoning Wu, Chaofeng Chen, Jingwen Hou, Liang Liao, Annan Wang, Wenxiu Sun, Qiong Yan, and Weisi Lin.
2022. FAST-VQA: Efficient End-to-end Video Quality Assessment with Fragment Sampling. Proceedings of European
Conference of Computer Vision (ECCV) (2022).

[202] Haoning Wu, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, Jingwen Hou, Wenxiu Sun, Qiong Yan, Jinwei Gu, and Weisi Lin. 2022.
Neighbourhood Representative Sampling for Efficient End-to-end Video Quality Assessment. arXiv:2210.05357

[203] Haoning Wu, Liang Liao, Chaofeng Chen, Jingwen Hou Hou, Erli Zhang, Annan Wang, Wenxiu Sun, Qiong Yan,
and Weisi Lin. 2023. Exploring Opinion-unaware Video Quality Assessment with Semantic Affinity Criterion. In
International Conference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME).

[204] Haoning Wu, Liang Liao, Annan Wang, Chaofeng Chen, Jingwen Hou Hou, Erli Zhang, Wenxiu Sun Sun, Qiong Yan,
and Weisi Lin. 2023. Towards Robust Text-Prompted Semantic Criterion for In-the-Wild Video Quality Assessment.
arXiv:2304.14672 [cs.CV]

[205] Hao Wu and Jiangchao Yao. 2022. PEAR: Photographic Embedding for Aesthetic Rating. In ICASSP 2022-2022 IEEE
International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP). IEEE, 4038-4042.

[206] Haoning Wu, Erli Zhang, Liang Liao, Chaofeng Chen, Jingwen Hou, Annan Wang, Wenxiu Sun, Qiong Yan, and
Weisi Lin. 2023. Exploring Video Quality Assessment on User Generated Contents from Aesthetic and Technical
Perspectives. In ICCV.

[207] Haoning Wu, Erli Zhang, Liang Liao, Chaofeng Chen, Jingwen Hou, Annan Wang, Wenxiu Sun, Qiong Yan, and Weisi
Lin. 2023. Towards explainable in-the-wild video quality assessment: a database and a language-prompted approach.
In Proceedings of the 31st ACM International Conference on Multimedia. 1045-1054.

[208] Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Erli Zhang, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, Annan Wang, Chunyi Li, Wenxiu Sun, Qiong
Yan, Guangtao Zhai, and Weisi Lin. 2023. Q-Bench: A Benchmark for General-Purpose Foundation Models on
Low-level Vision. (2023).

[209] Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Erli Zhang, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, Annan Wang, Kaixin Xu, Chunyi Li, Jingwen
Hou, Guangtao Zhai, et al. 2023. Q-instruct: Improving low-level visual abilities for multi-modality foundation models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.06783 (2023).

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.05357
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.14672

111:26 Zhang et al.

[210] Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Weixia Zhang, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, Chunyi Li, Yixuan Gao, Annan Wang, Erli
Zhang, Wenxiu Sun, et al. 2023. Q-align: Teaching Imms for visual scoring via discrete text-defined levels. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2312.17090 (2023).

[211] Haoning Wu, Hanwei Zhu, Zicheng Zhang, Erli Zhang, Chaofeng Chen, Liang Liao, Chunyi Li, Annan Wang, Wenxiu
Sun, Qiong Yan, et al. 2024. Towards Open-ended Visual Quality Comparison. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.16641 (2024).

[212] Jianfeng Wu, Baixi Xing, Huahao Si, Jian Dou, Jin Wang, Yuning Zhu, and Xiaojian Liu. 2020. Product design award
prediction modeling: Design visual aesthetic quality assessment via DCNNs. IEEE Access 8 (2020), 211028-211047.

[213] Jay Zhangjie Wu, Yixiao Ge, Xintao Wang, Stan Weixian Lei, Yuchao Gu, Yufei Shi, Wynne Hsu, Ying Shan, Xiaohu Qie,
and Mike Zheng Shou. 2023. Tune-a-video: One-shot tuning of image diffusion models for text-to-video generation.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision. 7623-7633.

[214] Xiaoshi Wu, Kegiang Sun, Feng Zhu, Rui Zhao, and Hongsheng Li. 2023. Human preference score: Better aligning
text-to-image models with human preference. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision. 2096-2105.

[215] Jiazheng Xu, Xiao Liu, Yuchen Wu, Yuxuan Tong, Qinkai Li, Ming Ding, Jie Tang, and Yuxiao Dong. 2024. Imagereward:
Learning and evaluating human preferences for text-to-image generation. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 36 (2024).

[216] Huan Yang, Yuming Fang, Weisi Lin, and Zhou Wang. 2014. Subjective quality assessment of screen content images.
In 2014 Sixth International Workshop on Quality of Multimedia Experience (QoMEX). IEEE, 257-262.

[217] Liu Yang, Huiyu Duan, Long Teng, Yucheng Zhu, Xiaohong Liu, Menghan Hu, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, and
Patrick Le Callet. 2024. Aigcoiqa2024: Perceptual quality assessment of ai generated omnidirectional images. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2404.01024 (2024).

[218] Qi Yang, Hao Chen, Zhan Ma, Yiling Xu, Rongjun Tang, and Jun Sun. 2020. Predicting the perceptual quality of point
cloud: A 3d-to-2d projection-based exploration. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia 23 (2020), 3877-3891.

[219] Qi Yang, Yipeng Liu, Siheng Chen, Yiling Xu, and Jun Sun. 2022. No-reference point cloud quality assessment via
domain adaptation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. 21179-
21188.

[220] Yuzhe Yang, Liwu Xu, Leida Li, Nan Qie, Yaqian Li, Peng Zhang, and Yandong Guo. 2022. Personalized Image
Aesthetics Assessment With Rich Attributes. In CVPR. 19861-19869.

[221] Peng Ye and David Doermann. 2014. Active sampling for subjective image quality assessment. In Proceedings of the
IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. 4249-4256.

[222] Qinghao Ye, Haiyang Xu, Guohai Xu, Jiabo Ye, Ming Yan, Yiyang Zhou, Junyang Wang, Anwen Hu, Pengcheng Shi,
Yaya Shi, Chaoya Jiang, Chenliang Li, Yuanhong Xu, Hehong Chen, Junfeng Tian, Qian Qi, Ji Zhang, and Fei Huang.
2023. mPLUG-Owl: Modularization Empowers Large Language Models with Multimodality. arXiv:2304.14178 [cs.CL]

[223] Qinghao Ye, Haiyang Xu, Jiabo Ye, Ming Yan, Haowei Liu, Qi Qian, Ji Zhang, Fei Huang, and Jingren Zhou. 2023. mplug-
owl2: Revolutionizing multi-modal large language model with modality collaboration. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.04257
(2023).

[224] Zhenfei Yin, Jiong Wang, Jianjian Cao, Zhelun Shi, Dingning Liu, Mukai Li, Xiaoshui Huang, Zhiyong Wang, Lu Sheng,
Lei Bai, et al. 2024. Lamm: Language-assisted multi-modal instruction-tuning dataset, framework, and benchmark.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 36 (2024).

[225] Zhengiang Ying, Maniratnam Mandal, Deepti Ghadiyaram, and Alan Bovik. 2021. Patch-VQ: "Patching Up’ the Video
Quality Problem. In CVPR.

[226] Zhiyuan You, Jinjin Gu, Zheyuan Li, Xin Cai, Kaiwen Zhu, Tianfan Xue, and Chao Dong. 2024. Descriptive Image
Quality Assessment in the Wild. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.18842 (2024).

[227] Zhiyuan You, Zheyuan Li, Jinjin Gu, Zhenfei Yin, Tianfan Xue, and Chao Dong. 2023. Depicting beyond scores:
Advancing image quality assessment through multi-modal language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.08962 (2023).

[228] Jiahui Yu, Yuanzhong Xu, Jing Yu Koh, Thang Luong, Gunjan Baid, Zirui Wang, Vijay Vasudevan, Alexander Ku,
Yinfei Yang, Burcu Karagol Ayan, et al. 2022. Scaling autoregressive models for content-rich text-to-image generation.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.10789 2, 3 (2022), 5.

[229] Weihao Yu, Zhengyuan Yang, Linjie Li, Jianfeng Wang, Kevin Lin, Zicheng Liu, Xinchao Wang, and Lijuan Wang.
2023. Mm-vet: Evaluating large multimodal models for integrated capabilities. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.02490 (2023).

[230] Xiang Yue, Yuansheng Ni, Kai Zhang, Tianyu Zheng, Ruoqi Liu, Ge Zhang, Samuel Stevens, Dongfu Jiang, Weiming
Ren, Yuxuan Sun, et al. 2023. Mmmu: A massive multi-discipline multimodal understanding and reasoning benchmark
for expert agi. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.16502 (2023).

[231] Emin Zerman, Pan Gao, Cagri Ozcinar, and Aljosa Smolic. 2019. Subjective and objective quality assessment for
volumetric video compression. Electronic Imaging 31 (2019), 1-7.

[232] Guangtao Zhai, Jianfei Cai, Weisi Lin, Xiaokang Yang, Wenjun Zhang, and Minoru Etoh. 2008. Cross-dimensional
perceptual quality assessment for low bit-rate videos. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia 10, 7 (2008), 1316-1324.

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.14178

Quality Assessment in the Era of Large Models: A Survey 111:27

[233] Guangtao Zhai and Xiongkuo Min. 2020. Perceptual image quality assessment: a survey. Science China Information
Sciences 63 (2020), 1-52.

David Junhao Zhang, Jay Zhangjie Wu, Jia-Wei Liu, Rui Zhao, Lingmin Ran, Yuchao Gu, Difei Gao, and Mike Zheng
Shou. 2023. Show-1: Marrying pixel and latent diffusion models for text-to-video generation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2309.15818 (2023).

Pan Zhang, Xiaoyi Dong, Bin Wang, Yuhang Cao, Chao Xu, Linke Ouyang, Zhiyuan Zhao, Shuangrui Ding, Songyang
Zhang, Haodong Duan, Wenwei Zhang, Hang Yan, Xinyue Zhang, Wei Li, Jingwen Li, Kai Chen, Conghui He,
Xingcheng Zhang, Yu Qiao, Dahua Lin, and Jiaqi Wang. 2023. InternLM-XComposer: A Vision-Language Large Model
for Advanced Text-image Comprehension and Composition. arXiv:2309.15112 [cs.CV]

Weixia Zhang, Guangtao Zhai, Ying Wei, Xiaokang Yang, and Kede Ma. 2023. Blind Image Quality Assessment via
Vision-Language Correspondence: A Multitask Learning Perspective. In IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition.

Yujie Zhang, Qi Yang, and Yiling Xu. 2021. MS-GraphSIM: Inferring point cloud quality via multiscale graph similarity.
In Proceedings of the 29th ACM International Conference on Multimedia. 1230-1238.

Zicheng Zhang, Yu Fan, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Xiaohong Liu, Chunyi Li, Haoning Wu, Weisi Lin, Ning Liu,
and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. Optimizing Projection-Based Point Cloud Quality Assessment With Human Preferred
Viewpoints Selection. IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME) (2024).

[239] Zicheng Zhang, Chunyi Li, Wei Sun, Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. A perceptual quality
assessment exploration for aigc images. In 2023 IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo Workshops
(ICMEW). IEEE, 440-445.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Lu, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Tao Wang, and Guangtao Zhai. 2022. Surveillance video quality
assessment based on quality related retraining. In 2022 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). IEEE,
4278-4282.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Tao Wang, Wei Lu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2021. A full-reference quality
assessment metric for fine-grained compressed images. In 2021 International Conference on Visual Communications
and Image Processing (VCIP). IEEE, 1-4.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Tao Wang, Wei Lu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2022. No-reference quality assessment
for 3d colored point cloud and mesh models. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 32, 11
(2022), 7618-7631.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Tao Wang, Wei Lu, Wenhan Zhu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2021. A no-reference
visual quality metric for 3d color meshes. In 2021 IEEE International Conference on Multimedia & Expo Workshops
(ICMEW). IEEE, 1-6.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Quan Zhou, Jun He, Qiyuan Wang, and Guangtao Zhai. 2022. Mm-pcqa:
Multi-modal learning for no-reference point cloud quality assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.00244 (2022).
Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Wenhan Zhu, Tao Wang, Wei Lu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2021. A no-reference
evaluation metric for low-light image enhancement. In 2021 IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo
(ICME). IEEE, 1-6.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Wenhan Zhu, Tao Wang, Wei Lu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2022. A no-reference
deep learning quality assessment method for super-resolution images based on frequency maps. In 2022 IEEE
International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS). IEEE, 3170-3174.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Tao Wang, Wei Lu, Quan Zhou, Qiyuan Wang, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, et al. 2023.
Subjective and Objective Quality Assessment for in-the-Wild Computer Graphics Images. ACM TOMM (2023).
Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Haoning Wu, Yingjie Zhou, Chunyi Li, Zijian Chen, Xiongkuo Min, Guangtao Zhai, and
Weisi Lin. 2024. Gms-3dqa: Projection-based grid mini-patch sampling for 3d model quality assessment. ACM
Transactions on Multimedia Computing, Communications and Applications 20, 6 (2024), 1-19.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Lu, Yucheng Zhu, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Eep-
3dqa: Efficient and effective projection-based 3d model quality assessment. In 2023 IEEE International Conference on
Multimedia and Expo (ICME). IEEE, 2483-2488.

Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Yingjie Zhou, Haoning Wu, Chunyi Li, Xiongkuo Min, and Xiaohong Liu. 2023. Advancing
Zero-Shot Digital Human Quality Assessment through Text-Prompted Evaluation. arXiv:2307.02808 [cs.CV]
Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Yucheng Zhu, Xiongkuo Min, Wei Wu, Ying Chen, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Evaluating
point cloud from moving camera videos: A no-reference metric. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia (2023).

Zicheng Zhang, Haoning Wu, Zhongpeng Ji, Chunyi Li, Erli Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, Fengyu
Sun, Shangling Jui, et al. 2023. Q-Boost: On Visual Quality Assessment Ability of Low-level Multi-Modality Foundation
Models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.15300 (2023).

Zicheng Zhang, Haoning Wu, Chunyi Li, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Zijian Chen, Xiaohong Liu, Weisi
Lin, and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. A-Bench: Are LMMs Masters at Evaluating Al-generated Images? arXiv e-prints (2024),

[234

flan)

[235

=

[236

=

[237

—

[238

=

[240

=

[241

—

[242

—

[243

—_

[244

[l

[245

—

[246

—

[247

—

[248

=

[249

—

[250

=

[251

—

[252

—

[253

[t

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.15112
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.02808

111:28 Zhang et al.

arXiv—-2406.

[254] Zicheng Zhang, Haoning Wu, Erli Zhang, Guangtao Zhai, and Weisi Lin. 2024. A Benchmark for Multi-modal
Foundation Models on Low-level Vision: from Single Images to Pairs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.07116 (2024).

[255] Zicheng Zhang, Haoning Wu, Yingjie Zhou, Chunyi Li, Wei Sun, Chaofeng Chen, Xiongkuo Min, Xiaohong Liu, Weisi
Lin, and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. LMM-PCQA: Assisting Point Cloud Quality Assessment with LMM. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2404.18203 (2024).

[256] Zicheng Zhang, Wei Wu, Wei Sun, Dangyang Tu, Wei Lu, Xiongkuo Min, Ying Chen, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023.
MD-VQA: Multi-Dimensional Quality Assessment for UGC Live Videos. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR).

[257] Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Chunyi Li, Kang Fu, Wei Sun, Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2024.
A Reduced-Reference Quality Assessment Metric for Textured Mesh Digital Humans. In ICASSP 2024-2024 IEEE
International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP). IEEE, 2965-2969.

[258] Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Sun, Wei Lu, Xiongkuo Min, Yu Wang, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Ddh-qa: A
dynamic digital humans quality assessment database. In 2023 IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo
(ICME). IEEE, 2519-2524.

[259] Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, Yuzhe Wu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Perceptual quality
assessment for digital human heads. In ICASSP 2023-2023 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal
Processing (ICASSP). IEEE, 1-5.

[260] Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Geometry-Aware Video Quality
Assessment for Dynamic Digital Human. In 2023 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). IEEE,
1365-1369.

[261] Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Simple Baselines for Projection-based
Full-reference and No-reference Point Cloud Quality Assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.17147 (2023).

[262] Zicheng Zhang, Yingjie Zhou, Long Teng, Wei Sun, Chunyi Li, Xiongkuo Min, Xiao-Ping Zhang, and Guangtao
Zhai. 2024. Quality-of-Experience Evaluation for Digital Twins in 6G Network Environments. IEEE Transactions on
Broadcasting (2024).

[263] Daquan Zhou, Weimin Wang, Hanshu Yan, Weiwei Lv, Yizhe Zhu, and Jiashi Feng. 2022. Magicvideo: Efficient video
generation with latent diffusion models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.11018 (2022).

[264] Junjie Zhou, Yan Shu, Bo Zhao, Boya Wu, Shitao Xiao, Xi Yang, Yongping Xiong, Bo Zhang, Tiejun Huang, and
Zheng Liu. 2024. MLVU: A Comprehensive Benchmark for Multi-Task Long Video Understanding. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2406.04264 (2024).

[265] Xunchu Zhou, Xiaohong Liu, Yunlong Dong, Tengchuan Kou, Yixuan Gao, Zicheng Zhang, Chunyi Li, Haoning
Wu, and Guangtao Zhai. 2024. Light-VQA+: A Video Quality Assessment Model for Exposure Correction with
Vision-Language Guidance. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.03333 (2024).

[266] Yingjie Zhou, Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiaohong Liu, Xiongkuo Min, Zhihua Wang, Xiao-Ping Zhang, and Guangtao
Zhai. 2024. THQA: A Perceptual Quality Assessment Database for Talking Heads. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.09003
(2024).

[267] Yingjie Zhou, Zicheng Zhang, Wei Sun, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai. 2023. Perceptual Quality Assessment for
Point Clouds Point Clouds: A Survey A Survey. ZTE COMMUNICATIONS 21, 4 (2023).

[268] Zhaokun Zhou, Qiulin Wang, Bin Lin, Yiwei Su, Rui Chen, Xin Tao, Amin Zheng, Li Yuan, Pengfei Wan, and Di
Zhang. 2024. UNIAA: A Unified Multi-modal Image Aesthetic Assessment Baseline and Benchmark. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2404.09619 (2024).

[269] Deyao Zhu, Jun Chen, Xiaogian Shen, Xiang Li, and Mohamed Elhoseiny. 2023. MiniGPT-4: Enhancing Vision-
Language Understanding with Advanced Large Language Models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.10592 (2023).

[270] Hanwei Zhu, Xiangjie Sui, Baoliang Chen, Xuelin Liu, Peilin Chen, Yuming Fang, and Shiqi Wang. 2024. 2AFC
prompting of large multimodal models for image quality assessment. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.01162 (2024).

[271] Hanwei Zhu, Haoning Wu, Yixuan Li, Zicheng Zhang, Baoliang Chen, Lingyu Zhu, Yuming Fang, Guangtao Zhai,
Weisi Lin, and Shiqi Wang. 2024. Adaptive Image Quality Assessment via Teaching Large Multimodal Model to
Compare. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.19298 (2024).

[272] Xilei Zhu, Huiyu Duan, Yuqin Cao, Yuxin Zhu, Yucheng Zhu, Jing Liu, Li Chen, Xiongkuo Min, and Guangtao Zhai.
2023. Perceptual quality assessment of omnidirectional audio-visual signals. In CAAI International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence. Springer, 512-525.

Received 20 February 2007; revised 12 March 2009; accepted 5 June 2009

J. ACM, Vol. 37, No. 4, Article 111. Publication date: August 2018.



	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Quality Assessment in the Pre-Large-Model Era
	2.1 Image Quality Assessment
	2.2 Aesthetic Quality Assessment
	2.3 Video Quality Assessment
	2.4 3D Quality Assessment

	3 Assessment of Large Models
	3.1 Large Muli-modal Models
	3.2 Multi-modal Benchmarks
	3.3 Visual AIGC Evaluation

	4 Large Models in Assessment Roles
	4.1 Prompt-driven Evaluation
	4.2 Feature-based Assessment

	5 Conclusion and Future Outlook
	References

