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Abstract

Facial attractiveness prediction (FAP) has long been an im-
portant computer vision task, which could be widely ap-
plied in live streaming for facial retouching, content recom-
mendation, etc. However, previous FAP datasets are either
small, closed-source, or lack diversity. Moreover, the cor-
responding FAP models exhibit limited generalization and
adaptation ability. To overcome these limitations, in this pa-
per we present LiveBeauty, the first large-scale live-specific
FAP dataset, in a more challenging application scenario,
i.e., live streaming. 10,000 face images are collected from a
live streaming platform directly, with 200,000 correspond-
ing attractiveness annotations obtained from a well-devised
subjective experiment, making LiveBeauty the largest open-
access FAP dataset in the challenging live scenario. Fur-
thermore, a multi-modal FAP method is proposed to mea-
sure the facial attractiveness in live streaming. Specifically,
we first extract holistic facial prior knowledge and multi-
modal aesthetic semantic features via a Personalized At-
tractiveness Prior Module (PAPM) and a Multi-modal At-
tractiveness Encoder Module (MAEM), respectively, then
integrate the extracted features through a Cross-Modal Fu-
sion Module (CMFM). Extensive experiments conducted
on both LiveBeauty and other open-source FAP datasets
demonstrate that our proposed method achieves state-of-
the-art performance. Dataset will be available soon.

1. Introduction
Face image quality assessment plays an important role in
face recognition, face analysis, etc. [1–3], which could be
categorized into two sub-fields, including Biometric Face
Image Quality Assessment (BFIQA) and Generic Face Im-
age Quality Assessment (GFIQA) [4]. BFIQA assesses
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Figure 1. SROCC vs PLCC comparison on LiveBeauty, SCUT-
FBP5500 [5] and MEBeauty [6]. Our proposed model achieves
the best performance on all three datasets.

whether face images can keep identity information and are
suitable for down-stream tasks such as face recognition [7–
9], while GFIQA pays more attention to visual perceptual
quality of face images [1, 2, 10]. Facial Attractiveness Pre-
diction (FAP) is an important branch in GFIQA [5, 11, 12].
FAP aims to predict the facial attractiveness of face im-
ages, which has crucial implication in various fields [13].
Considering face images are widely present in live stream-
ing and facial regions are generally the visual focus of
users [14], predicting the facial attractiveness is also sig-
nificant for live streaming applications, which can help to
monitor and improve the quality and attractiveness of live
videos [13, 15, 16], recommend live content [17, 18], etc.
However, previous FAP studies mainly focus on the beauty
industry, psychological research, etc. [13, 19]. Research on
facial attractiveness prediction in live streaming is still lack-
ing, despite its importance.

As shown in Tab. 1, numerous FAP datasets have been
proposed in recent years. Most of these datasets are small or
unavailable [21–25]. Some open-source datasets [5, 6, 20]
primarily contains face portraits, with limited diversity and
expressions. However, live scenarios are more challenging,
due to the unpredictable conditions such as lighting, expres-
sions, camera angles and background noise, etc., making the
previous datasets unable to generalize to live applications.
Considering the notable gap between face images in differ-

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

02
50

9v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 5

 J
an

 2
02

5



Table 1. Overview of common facial attractiveness prediction datasets.

Dataset Year Rating Scale # Image Gender Ethnicity # Annotator Public
Gray et al. [20] 2010 [-3, 3] 2,056 F M Caucasian 30 ✓

MBW+FBW [21] 2014 [1, 5] 10,400 F M Multi 30 -
De Vries et al. [22] 2015 Binary 9364 F M Asian 20 -

LSFBD [23] 2016 [1, 5] 20,000 F M - - -
SCUT-FBP5500 [5] 2018 [1, 5] 5,500 F M Multi 60 ✓

Tong et al. [24] 2020 Binary 4,512 F M - 20 -
LSAFBD [25] 2020 [1, 5] 20,000 F Asian 20 -
MEBeauty [6] 2022 [1, 10] 2,550 F M Multi 300 ✓

LiveBeauty (proposed) 2024 [1, 5] 10,000 F M Asian 20 ✓

ent contexts [6], the FAP dataset specifically collected in
live streaming with diverse conditions is still lacking.

Also, there is an absence of a widely recognized FAP
model suitable for live streaming applications. Specifically,
early methods exhibit poor performance due to the limited
feature representation capabilities, relying on e.g., hand-
crafted beauty descriptors [26, 27] or basic models like
Support Vector Regression (SVR) [11]. The deep-learning
methods based on Convolution Neural Networks (CNNs) or
Transformers [12, 28–34] show limited generalization abil-
ity, partially due to the gaps of data distribution. More im-
portantly, most of these methods [31–33, 35] utilize the sim-
plistic feature fusion strategy and thus overlook the contex-
tual and individual facial features, leading to poor adaption
ability. The straightforward feature concatenation without
context, including personalized facial priors or multi-scale
features, fails to model individual facial features dynami-
cally, thereby influencing the generalization ability.

To address the lacking of FAP dataset in live streaming
applications, we first construct a large-scale live streaming
facial attractiveness dataset LiveBeauty, which includes
10,000 face images collected from a popular live stream-
ing platform, with the corresponding facial attractiveness
annotations obtained from 20 annotators. To ensure the
quality of the constructed dataset, a well-devised five-step
image auto-sampling pipeline, well-designed subjective ex-
periments and a data cleansing method [36] are employed.

Furthermore, based on the established dataset, we pro-
pose a no-reference FAP model termed Facial Prior En-
hanced Multi-modal model (FPEM), to predict the facial
attractiveness in live streaming by extracting and integrat-
ing holistic facial prior knowledge and multi-modal aes-
thetic semantic features. Specifically, we first devise a Per-
sonalized Attractiveness Prior Module (PAPM) to integrate
extensive facial prior knowledge, in which multi-scale vi-
sual features extracted by Swin Transformer [37, 38] and
facial prior features extracted by pretrained FaceNet [39]
are integrated via a Cross-Attention block. To obtain face
beauty attributes, we also introduce a Multi-modal Attrac-
tiveness Encoder Module (MAEM) based on CLIP [40]

to extract multi-modal aesthetic semantic features. Fur-
thermore, a Cross-Modal Fusion Module (CMFM) is pro-
posed to integrate and refine the extracted features. Exten-
sive experimental results confirm that our proposed method
achieves the best performance compared to other state-of-
the-art (SOTA) methods on both our LiveBeauty dataset and
other FAP datasets, as shown in Fig. 1.

To summarize, our contributions are as follow:
• We highlight the significance of Facial Attractiveness

Prediction (FAP) in live streaming, and emphasize the
lacking of corresponding research. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first study to analyze and model
the facial attractiveness in live streaming.

• We present LiveBeauty, the first large-scale, open-source
facial attractiveness prediction dataset for live streaming,
which contains 10,000 live face images and the collected
Mean Opinion Scores (MOSs).

• We propose a multi-modal method termed FPEM
specifically designed for FAP, which predicts the percep-
tual facial attractiveness by leveraging facial prior knowl-
edge and multi-modal aesthetic semantic features, and
further employing cross-modal fusion to integrate and re-
fine the extracted features. Comprehensive experiments
demonstrate that our method achieves the state-of-the-
art performance on common FAP datasets.

2. Related Works

2.1. Aesthetic Assessment of Generic Images

Image Aesthetic Assessment (IAA) aims to computation-
ally assess the image quality from the aesthetic perspective.
Early IAA methods employ carefully designed handcrafted
features to model the photographic rules [41, 42], global im-
age layout [15, 43] and typical objects [44] in the perceived
images [45]. With the emergence of data-driven methods,
the IAA models based on deep learning surpass the hand-
crafted methods notably [46–49]. Though IAA methods
can evaluate the facial beauty to some extent, the existing
methods mainly focus on generic images rather than face
images, which limits their performance on FAP tasks.
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2.2. Quality Assessment of Face Images

BFIQA. Biometric Face Image Quality Assessment
(BFIQA) originated from biometric research focus on eval-
uating the suitability of facial images for recognition. Ini-
tially relying on hand-crafted features [50–53], recent ad-
vances in deep learning have improved BFIQA with regres-
sion and embedding-based solutions [9, 53–58]. Nonethe-
less, Chen et al. [4] noted these methods may not generalize
well on other facial quality and aesthetics tasks due to the
emphasis on facial biometric information.
GFIQA. Generic Face Image Quality Assessment (GFIQA)
is a newly defined task that evaluates the conventional per-
ceptual quality of face images. Facial prior knowledge
like landmarks and parsing maps are integrated with visual
features and degradation representations [1, 2, 4, 59, 60].
Furthermore, GFIQA methods have advanced through the
use of transformer-based [4, 59] and multi-modal ap-
proaches [3]. However, emphasis on degradation of these
methods results in poorer performance on FAP tasks.

2.3. Attractiveness Assessment of Face Images

To measure the facial attractiveness of face images, early
handcrafted Facial Attractiveness Prediction (FAP) meth-
ods predominantly rely on manually designed features, e.g.
geometric features [11, 26, 27], traditional image descrip-
tors [5, 11, 26], holistic descriptors [11], etc. However,
these methods exhibit poor performance due to difficulties
in presenting comprehensive characteristics of facial attrac-
tiveness.

With the advancement in deep learning, FAP solutions
based on Convolution Neural Networks (CNNs) show better
performance. Inspired by psychological studies, specific ar-
chitectures of CNNs are designed [28, 61]. The applications
of Label Distribution Learning (LDL) [29, 62, 63] achieve
better performance. Some methods [30, 64, 65] com-
bine facial prior knowledge containing landmarks, parsing
maps, etc., while the others [12, 66] integrate attractiveness-
related attributes such as gender, race, etc. In addition, the
ensemble solutions of different loss functions like regres-
sion loss and classification loss [67] and different models
including ResNeXt50 and Inception-V3 [35] are further ex-
plored. However, these CNN-based methods primarily fo-
cus on local features, limiting their capacity for long-term
modeling. To address this problem, transformer-based so-
lutions [68, 69] are proposed, while Liu et al. [33] and
Gan et al. [70] combine transformers with CNNs to lever-
age both global and local features related to facial attractive-
ness. Nevertheless, these approaches have limited general-
ization and adaptation ability in more challenging scenar-
ios, due to the biased predictions from training data skewed
towards certain demographics, and using straightforward
single-modal modeling techniques which rely on simplistic
concatenation of visual features.

Female

Male

Figure 2. Examples of the face images in our LiveBeauty dataset
(from left to right are examples rated 1 to 5).

3. Dataset
3.1. Images Collection

To accurately reflect the distribution of facial attractiveness
on live streaming platforms, we first collect large-scale raw
face images from one of the most popular live streaming
platforms. We retrieve replays for live broadcasts of all
streamers conducted on the platform in March 2024 with
the highest Page Views (PVs). Given that each broadcast
lasts approximately 2 to 10 hours, we sample one image per
hour for the first three hours of each broadcast, resulting in
three images sampled from each broadcast.

To ensure the collection of high-quality face images
suitable for facial attractiveness prediction, we propose a
five-step auto-sampling pipeline: (i) Face region size mea-
surement is accomplished using a SOTA face detection
model [71], which generates the bounding box (bbox) of the
face region, and we ensure the shorter boundary of the bbox
is greater than 90. (ii) Blur detection is applied by ensuring
the variance of the Laplacian operator in the Y channel of
the face region is greater than 10. (iii) Face pose estimation
is accomplished using a SOTA pose estimation model [72],
and we ensure the pitch angle is no greater than 20, and
the yaw angle is no greater than 15. (iv) Face proportion
assessment is accomplished using a SOTA face segmenta-
tion model [72], and we ensure the face region proportion
is greater than 60%. (v) Duplicate character removal is ac-
complished using a SOTA face recognition model.

We further conduct human evaluation to eliminate sam-
ples containing virtual characters, incomplete facial fea-
tures, abnormal expressions that affect attractiveness mea-
surement and repetitive characters. Finally, 10,000 images
are collected, ensuring 10,000 different faces from over
9,500 broadcasts. Fig. 2 shows some examples of the face
images in our LiveBeauty dataset.

3.2. Subjective Experiments

We recruit 20 subjects in our experiments, including 14 fe-
males and 6 males. This ratio is determined by the actual
customer demographics of the live platform. Face stimulis
are displayed on an iPhone 14 Pro Max with 6.7-inch Or-
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(a) MOS distribution of all
samples.Skewness=-0.470 Kurtosis=1.498

(b) MOS distribution of female
samples.Skewness=-0.083 Kurtosis=1.499

(c) MOS distribution of male
samples.Skewness=-0.281 Kurtosis=1.123

Figure 3. Illustration of the proposed LiveBeauty MOS distributions from different perspectives.

ganic Light-Emitting Diode (OLED) screen, supporting a
resolution up to 2,796 × 1,290. Subjective experiments are
conducted in a well-controlled lab environment with fixed
settings [36], i.e., lighting, viewing distance, viewing angle,
etc.

We split the experiment into 200 sessions with 50 im-
ages per session. Each face image is displayed for 10 sec-
onds and followed by a 1-second gray screen mask. Before
the experiment starting, we offer a brief explanation and
50 extra training samples for subjects to familiarize them
with the task. During the experiment, subjects are asked
to rate the facial attractiveness of the stimulis as distributed
scores from 1 to 5. After each session, subjects are asked
to take at least 5 minutes of break. All subjects participate
in all sessions, and each subject is allowed to participate in
no more than 5 sessions each day. Ultimately, all 10,000
images are evaluated by 20 subjects, resulting in a total of
200,000 (10,000 × 20) scores collected.

3.3. Data Analysis

According to [36], we employ subject post-screening us-
ing outlier ratio and Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient
(SROCC). A subject whose rated scores with SROCC <
0.75 or outlier ratio > 2% will be marked as unreliable and
will be rejected. Ultimately, 20 subjects are retained. We
compute the Mean Opinion Score (MOS) as the attractive-
ness label of each face image:

MOSj =
1

N

N∑
i=1

rij , (1)

where MOSj represents the MOS for the j-th face image,
N is the number of the valid subjects, and rij is the rated
score of the i-th subject on the j-th face image.

MOS distribution of our LiveBeauty is shown in Fig. 3.
It can be observed that the distributions of MOSs for all
samples, as well as for female and male samples, exhibit a
Gaussian-like shape. Skewness and kurtosis values of three
MOS distributions are also shown in Fig. 3, which indicate
that the distributions are characterized by thin tails and the
MOS is concentrated around 3. This aligns with real-world

facial attractiveness distributions, i.e., most individuals pos-
sess average facial attractiveness. Additionally, Fig. 3b indi-
cates both higher skewness and higher kurtosis than Fig. 3c,
demonstrating high attractiveness in females is more preva-
lent in the collected live streaming videos.

4. Proposed Method
As illustrated in Fig. 4, our Facial Prior Enhanced Multi-
modal (FPEM) method utilizes a two-stage training strat-
egy, and consists of four primary modules.

In the first stage, which is called Preliminary Train-
ing Phase, the Personalized Attractiveness Prior Module
(PAPM in Sec. 4.1.1) receives the image I , in which a Swin
Transformer Ems extracts multi-scale feature fΣ, and a
frozen FaceNet Efp extracts face-aware feature fs. Subse-
quently, a Face-Aware Cross-Attention block incorporates
fΣ and fs to form the personalized attractiveness feature fp,
which are then projected to Q̂1. The Multi-modal Attrac-
tiveness Encoder Module (MAEM in Sec. 4.1.2) contains
an image encoderEi and a text encoderEt, receives the im-
age I and progressive texts, leverages multi-modal embed-
dings via CLIP [40], and obtains Q̂2 by the weighted sum
of five-level score and corresponding probability that gen-
erated by calculating the cosine similarities between textual
and visual embeddings, which is called Similarity Regres-
sion.

In the second stage, which is called Hybrid Fusion Phase,
the Cross-Modal Fusion Module (CMFM in Sec. 4.2.1)
dynamically refines the extracted textual embeddings ft to
ff based on the personalized attractiveness feature fp, and
employs the Similarity Regression strategy to predict Q̂3.
The Decision Fusion Module (DFM in Sec. 4.2.2) obtains
the final attractiveness score Q̂, considering dynamically
with three predicted scores Q̂1, Q̂2 and Q̂3.

4.1. Preliminary Training Phase

4.1.1 Personalized Attractiveness Prior Module

Stem Swin. Considering that the visual perception progress
is perceived from low level to high level, the hierarchi-
cal features from consecutive transformer stages are fully
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leveraged. Specifically, the features fmi
∈ RHi×Wi×Ci ex-

tracted from i-th stage are reshaped into same size, and are
then concatenated as fΣ ∈ RH4×W4×CΣ . Meanwhile, fΣ
is refined by a Channel Attention block from channel per-
spective (which is shown in Fig. 5), and then flattened as
fm ∈ RN4×CΣ .

Face-Aware Cross-Attention. Facial prior knowledge, i.e.,
face-aware features fs extracted by FaceNet, are utilized
in this block to guide the learning of facial attractiveness.
Specifically, the refined features fm extracted by the stem
Swin are fused with the face-aware features fs through
cross-attention. As shown in Fig. 5, fs is encoded as the
query Q via a Linear layer and a Layer Normalization (LN)
layer, while fm is encoded as the key K and value V via a
LN layer. Further, a Multi-Head Cross-Attention (MHCA)

mechanism is applied, which is computed as:{
headi = ψ(Q·KT

√
d

) · V ·Wi, i ∈ {1, ..., h}
MHCA(Q,K, V ) = Concat(headi)Wo,

(2)

where ψ(·) denotes the softmax function and d denotes the
query dimension. Let FFN indicate the Feed-Forward Net-
work, the output feature fp is computed as:{

fc = fm + MHCA(Q,K, V )

fp = fc + FFN(LN(fc)).
(3)

Let MLP represent the Multi Layer Perceptron, then the at-
tractiveness score Q̂1 can be predicted by:

Q̂1 = MLP(AveragePooling(fp)). (4)

4.1.2 Multi-modal Attractiveness Encoder Module

Inspired by [73], MAEM is devised to utilize multi-modal
aesthetic semantic feature. We utilize five attractiveness
levels a ∈ A = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} ={“bad”, “poor”, “fair”,
“good”, “perfect”}. Then the text template can be formed
as “a photo of a person with {a} attractiveness”, resulting
in five candidate text descriptions T .

MAEM contains a frozen text encoderEt and a trainable
image encoderEi, whereEt receives five candidate text de-
scriptions T to form the textual embeddings ft ∈ R5×512,
while Ei receives the image I to form the visual embed-
dings fi ∈ R1×512. Subsequently, the cosine similarity
between textual embeddings ft and visual embeddings fi
is calculated to obtain the attractiveness level probability.
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Then the attractiveness scores Q̂2 can be predicted by:

Q̂2 =

A∑
i=1

p̂(a|I) · a, (5)

where A denotes the number of attractiveness levels and
p̂(a|·) is the probability of the level a to be estimated.

4.2. Hybrid Fusion Phase

4.2.1 Cross-Modal Fusion Module

In this stage, we freeze MAEM and PAPM. Since our five
candidate text descriptions T are general, resulting in gen-
eral textual embeddings ft, CMFM is devised to refine ft
according to the personalized attractiveness feature fp ex-
tracted by PAPM. Therefore, personalized textual embed-
dings ff are generated for similarity regression.

As depicted in Fig. 4, ft is encoded as the query Q via
a LN layer, while fp is encoded as the key K and value
V via a Feed-Forward Network and a LN layer. Further,
the MHCA mechanism is applied same as Eq. (2). Sub-
sequently, personalized textual embeddings ff are acquired
through a residual operation utilizing an empirical gate ratio
α = 0.7, the prediction Q̂3 is computed same as Eq. (5).

4.2.2 Decision Fusion Module

To achieve a more robust common consensus, DFM is con-
structed to consider all predicted candidates. In particular,
the three predicted scores Q̂1, Q̂2 and Q̂3, are combined
through two learnable linear layers to generate the final at-
tractiveness score Q̂.

4.3. Training objectives

Loss for PAPM. The L1 loss between Q̂1 and the ground
truth label Q is calculated as the attractiveness prediction
loss function L1, which can be formulated as:

L1 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣Q̂1i −Q
i

∣∣∣ , (6)

where n denotes number of training samples.
Loss for MAEM. To jointly optimize ranking and regres-
sion, we incorporate a merged ranking loss LR along with
the L1 scoring loss LS . Specifically, LR is composed of a
fidelity loss LR1

and a two-direction ranking loss LR2
. For

the fidelity loss LR1
, given an image pair (Ii, Ij), the binary

label according to their ground truth (Qi, Qj) is defined as:

R(Ii, Ij) =

{
1 if Qi ≥ Qj

0 otherwise.
(7)

Figure 6. MOS distribution of three benchmark datasets.

According to the Thurstone’s model [74], the probability of
Ii perceiving more attractive than Ij is estimated as:

R̂(Ii, Ij) = Ψ(
Q̂2i − Q̂2j√

2
), (8)

where Ψ(·) denotes the standard normal cumulative distri-
bution function, and its variance is set to 1. Then the fidelity
loss [75] can be calculated as:

LR1
= 1−

√
R(Ii, Ij)R̂(Ii, Ij)

−
√
(1−R(Ii, Ij))(1− R̂(Ii, Ij)).

(9)

For the two-direction ranking loss LR2 , given an image
Ii, Ŝi,a is the highest cosine similarity result of all five
matchings. Since the human perception of facial attrac-
tiveness is gradual and rarely exhibits multiple peaks [76],
we further obtain the ranking information by ensuring that
the attractiveness level probability distribution only exhibits
one peak and decreases in two directions (leftward and
rightward). Then the two-direction ranking loss can be for-
mulated as:

Lleft = −
∑a−1

j=2 log
exp(Ŝi,j)

exp(Ŝi,j) + exp(Ŝi,j−1)

Lright = −
∑A−1

j=a log
exp(Ŝi,j)

exp(Ŝi,j) + exp(Ŝi,j+1)

LR2
= −(Lleft + Lright),

(10)

where the labels of Ŝi,j−1, Ŝi,j and Ŝi,j+1 are 0, 1, 0, re-
spectively. In the end, the total loss of MAEM can be de-
fined as L2 = LS + λ1LR1

+ λ2LR2
, where λ1 and λ2 are

empirically set as 1.
Loss for CMFM and DFM. The loss used in the second
stage between the ground truth label Q and the final attrac-
tiveness score Q̂ derived from three predicted scores is the
L1 Loss:

L3 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣Q̂i
−Q

i

∣∣∣ . (11)
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Table 2. Performance comparison on LiveBeauty, MEBeauty [6] and SCUT-FBP5500 [5]. Best in red and second-best in blue.

Aspects Methods LiveBeauty MEBeauty [6] SCUT-FBP5500 [5]
SROCC↑ PLCC↑ KROCC↑ SROCC↑ PLCC↑ KROCC↑ SROCC↑ PLCC↑ KROCC↑

Baseline
ViT-B [77] 0.897 0.847 0.733 0.620 0.659 0.443 0.869 0.880 0.686
ResNeXt-50 [78] 0.907 0.879 0.746 0.700 0.743 0.516 0.899 0.911 0.727
Inception-V3 [79] 0.906 0.880 0.745 0.676 0.727 0.492 0.905 0.918 0.736

IAA

AVA-MLSP [46] 0.833 0.815 0.650 0.602 0.643 0.431 0.764 0.794 0.566
TANet [47] 0.891 0.858 0.728 0.651 0.690 0.467 0.870 0.882 0.686
Dele-Trans [80] 0.888 0.841 0.721 0.611 0.651 0.440 0.870 0.860 0.682
EAT [81] 0.893 0.867 0.728 0.640 0.697 0.462 0.853 0.872 0.665

FAP

ComboNet [31] 0.902 0.871 0.741 0.651 0.692 0.472 0.897 0.907 0.725
2D-FAP [32] 0.896 0.854 0.733 0.690 0.719 0.506 0.903 0.915 0.734
REX-INCEP [35] 0.908 0.884 0.750 0.702 0.739 0.514 0.907 0.917 0.739
CNN-ER [35] 0.913 0.888 0.757 0.706 0.748 0.519 0.910 0.922 0.745
MEBeauty [6] 0.826 0.796 0.643 0.649 0.677 0.467 0.799 0.802 0.599
FPEM (Ours) 0.925 0.892 0.773 0.787 0.811 0.595 0.931 0.939 0.778
Improvement +1.2% +0.4% +1.6% +8.1% +6.3% +7.6% +2.1% +1.7% +3.3%

5. Experiments
5.1. Benchmark Datasets

The proposed LiveBeauty dataset and two open-source FAP
datasets including SCUT-FBP5500 [5] and MEBeauty [6]
are selected as benchmark datasets. The MOS distribu-
tions of them are shown in Fig. 6. We split SCUT-FBP5500
and MEBeauty with 60%-40% and 80%-20% train-test ra-
tio separately, which is kept same with their own protocol,
and LiveBeauty is split using the 90%-10% protocol.

5.2. Implementation Details

Model initialization. In MAEM, ViT-B/16 and GPT-2 are
adopted as the image encoder and the text encoder sep-
arately, which are initialized by [40]. In PAPM, Swin-
T is adopted as the trainable image encoder, where only
four stages are reserved and initialized with parameters pre-
trained on multiple face-related tasks [38].
Hyper parameters. During the whole training process,
AdamW is selected as the optimizer, and the learning rate
scheduler is set with linear warm-up and cosine annealing
scheme. The base learning rate varies with different training
phase. Each training phase lasts 50 epochs, and the batch
size is set as 32. Details can be found in the supplementary.

5.3. Competitors & Metrics

To confirm the effectiveness of our proposed method,
we select baseline models and several SOTA FAP and
IAA methods, including ComboNet [31], 2D-FAP [32],
REX-INCEP [35], CNN-ER [35], MEBeauty [6], AVA-
MLSP [46], TANet [47], Dele-Trans [80] and EAT [81].
All the models are retrained ourselves with the default pa-
rameters defined in their papers. Three criteria are adopted
to evaluate the performance of these methods, i.e., Spear-
man Rank Order Correlation Coefficient (SROCC), Pearson

Table 3. Ablation study on LiveBeauty test set. FACA denotes
Face-Aware Cross-Attention, MS denotes Multi-Scale features,
SR denotes Similarity Regression strategy, LS denotes the L1
scoring loss, LR denotes the total ranking loss LR = LR1 +LR2 .

Modules Methods Metrics
SROCC↑ PLCC↑ KROCC↑

PAPM

only Swin-T 0.9045 0.8710 0.7454
w/o FACA 0.9078 0.8714 0.7475

w/o MS 0.9089 0.8808 0.7487
PAPM 0.9096 0.8810 0.7497

MAEM

zero-shot CLIP 0.3838 0.3582 0.2692
w/o SR 0.8825 0.8226 0.7123
w/o LS 0.9161 0.8433 0.7607
w/o LR 0.9186 0.8911 0.7653
MAEM 0.9198 0.8631 0.7653

ALL

w/o 2-stage 0.9187 0.8925 0.7624
w/o DFM 0.9214 0.8833 0.7685

w/o CMFM 0.9237 0.8834 0.7718
all combined 0.9247 0.8916 0.7734

Table 4. Ablation study on four predicted attractiveness scores
before and after DFM.

SROCC Q̂1 Q̂2 Q̂3 Q̂

LiveBeauty 0.9096 0.9198 0.9210 0.9247
MEBeauty 0.7390 0.7772 0.7797 0.7868

SCUT-FBP5500 0.9116 0.9203 0.9236 0.9314

Linear Correlation Coefficient (PLCC) and Kendall Rank
Order Correlation Coefficient (KROCC).

5.4. Performance

The experimental results on three FAP datasets are shown
in Tab. 2, from which we could draw the following con-
clusions: (i) Our proposed method achieves the first place
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and surpasses the second place by about 0.012, 0.081, 0.021
in terms of SROCC values on LiveBeauty, MEBeauty and
SCUT-FBP5500 respectively, which demonstrates the su-
periority of our proposed method. (ii) The IAA meth-
ods are inferior to the FAP methods, which manifests that
the generic aesthetic assessment methods overlook the fa-
cial features involved in the subjective nature of facial at-
tractiveness, leading to poor performance on FAP tasks.
(iii) The performance of all methods drops significantly on
MEBeauty. This is because the training samples are limited
and the faces are ethnically diverse in MEBeauty, indicat-
ing that there is a large diversity in facial attractiveness. All
these factors make the prediction of facial attractiveness in
MEBeauty more challenging.

5.5. Ablation Study

We conduct elaborate ablation study to investigate the con-
tributions of different modules in our proposed method,
which is shown in Tab. 3. Conclusions can be drawn that:
(i) In the ablation study of PAPM, we can observe that lever-
aging facial prior and multi-scale features are both helpful.
(ii) The result of ablation study of MAEM indicates that
the zero-shot CLIP has limited generalization ability in FAP
tasks, which confirms its shortcoming in aesthetic evalua-
tion [82]. Specifically, for MAEM w/o SR, we leverage
concatenation of the visual features and the textual features
with highest similarity, and utilize MLP for regression. We
observe a significant performance drop without SR, which
manifests that specifically devised regression strategy is im-
portant for CLIP to adapt to regression tasks. Meanwhile,
the joint optimization of ranking and regression also leads
to improvement of SROCC. (iii) In the ablation study of
ALL modules, we can see that employing all modules yields
the best performance, which confirms the effectiveness of
hybridly incorporating multi-modal aesthetic semantic fea-
tures with holistic facial prior knowledge via CMFM.

Moreover, the comparison experiments with four pre-
dicted attractiveness scores before and after DFM are con-
ducted as well, whose SROCC results are shown in Tab.
4. It can be observed that the SROCC of Q̂2 is noticeably
higher than that of Q̂1, attributed to the complementary in-
formation provided by two modalities. The performance of
Q̂3 shows further improvement compared to Q̂2, confirming
that the personalized facial prior integrated in text embed-
dings for modeling contextual and individual facial feature
helps improve the performance. The performance of the
ensembled Q̂ outperforms the other individual predictions,
which verifies the effectiveness of the DFM.

5.6. Cross-Dataset Study

Considering the diversity of facial attractiveness percep-
tion, the cross-dataset validation is carried out to validate
the generalization ability of these methods. Specifically,

Table 5. Cross-Dataset study trained on LiveBeauty and tested
on the entire MEBeauty dataset and the entire SCUT-FBP5500
dataset. Best in red and second-best in blue.

Methods MEBeauty [6] SCUT-FBP5500 [5]
SROCC↑PLCC↑KROCC↑SROCC↑PLCC↑KROCC↑

ViT-B [77] 0.573 0.583 0.402 0.553 0.548 0.394
ResNeXt-50 [78] 0.535 0.546 0.372 0.478 0.467 0.335
Inception-V3 [79] 0.575 0.581 0.404 0.484 0.480 0.339
AVA-MLSP [46] 0.587 0.597 0.414 0.400 0.412 0.275
TANet [47] 0.551 0.529 0.384 0.401 0.411 0.277
Dele-Trans[80] 0.576 0.572 0.402 0.480 0.476 0.335
EAT[81] 0.603 0.624 0.427 0.484 0.466 0.338
ComboNet [31] 0.540 0.548 0.375 0.384 0.375 0.264
2D-FAP [32] 0.556 0.489 0.390 0.444 0.445 0.306
REX-INCEP [35] 0.588 0.592 0.413 0.473 0.471 0.332
CNN-ER [35] 0.589 0.596 0.414 0.502 0.499 0.352
MEBeauty [6] 0.520 0.516 0.361 0.366 0.339 0.251
FPEM (Ours) 0.640 0.647 0.457 0.615 0.579 0.447
Improvement +3.7% +2.3% +3.0% +6.2% +3.1% +5.3%

all the mentioned models are trained on the proposed Live-
Beauty dataset and subsequently tested on the entire SCUT-
FBP5500 and the entire MEBeauty.

As shown in Tab. 5, our proposed method outperforms
all other methods in both two datasets indicating that in-
serting personalized facial prior containing rich contextual
and individual information is not only effective for improv-
ing performance but also for enhancing the generalizability.
Compared to tested results on LiveBeauty, a significant per-
formance drop can be observed, due to the domain gap be-
tween LiveBeauty and the other two datasets, i.e., data from
LiveBeauty are obtained from live streaming scenarios. In
addition, LiveBeauty consisting of Asian face images, while
SCUT-FBP5500 and MEBeauty contains multi-ethnic face
images, which are more comprehensive. These unignorable
gaps between data distribution lead to the performance drop
on cross-dataset experiments.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we tackle the problem of facial attractive-
ness prediction in live streaming. To address the existing
gap in datasets, we introduce LiveBeauty, the first large-
scale FAP dataset for live streaming. This dataset is high-
quality and authentic, collected from real-world environ-
ments, and is currently the largest open-access facial attrac-
tiveness dataset. Additionally, we propose a multi-modal
facial attractiveness prediction method, termed FPEM. This
method captures holistic facial prior knowledge and multi-
modal aesthetic semantic features, integrating them through
a cross-modal fusion module. Extensive experiments indi-
cate the superiority of our proposed method over other ad-
vanced methods. Meanwhile, the LiveBeauty and FPEM
can be effectively leveraged for facial attractiveness predic-
tion in other video applications.
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