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Abstract—While previous speech-driven talking face genera-
tion methods have made significant progress in improving the
visual quality and lip-sync quality of the synthesized videos, they
pay less attention to lip motion jitters which greatly undermine
the realness of talking face videos. What causes motion jitters,
and how to mitigate the problem? In this paper, we conduct
systematic analyses on the motion jittering problem based on
a state-of-the-art pipeline that uses 3D face representations to
bridge the input audio and output video, and improve the
motion stability with a series of effective designs. We find that
several issues can lead to jitters in synthesized talking face video:
1) jitters from the input 3D face representations; 2) training-
inference mismatch; 3) lack of dependency modeling among
video frames. Accordingly, we propose three effective solutions
to address this issue: 1) we propose a gaussian-based adaptive
smoothing module to smooth the 3D face representations to
eliminate jitters in the input; 2) we add augmented erosions
on the input data of the neural renderer in training to simulate
the distortion in inference to reduce mismatch; 3) we develop an
audio-fused transformer generator to model dependency among
video frames. Besides, considering there is no off-the-shelf metric
for measuring motion jitters in talking face video, we devise an
objective metric (Motion Stability Index, MSI), to quantitatively
measure the motion jitters by calculating the reciprocal of
variance acceleration. Extensive experimental results show the
superiority of our method on motion-stable face video generation,
with better quality than previous systems1.

Index Terms—Talking face generation; vision transformer;
motion jitters; motion stability index.

I. INTRODUCTION

Talking face video generation [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6],
[7], [8], [9], [10] shows promising potential for multimedia
applications, such as filmmaking, cartoon, TV shows, news-
casting, virtual assistant, and vitual avatar in metaverse, and
etc. A talking face synthesizing system usually takes a speech
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Baseline Proposed Real video

Fig. 1. Illustrations of videos with/without motion jitters. We generate talking
face videos with the baseline (top left) and our proposed method (top middle),
the audio is extracted from the real video (top right). For each video, we
concatenate the vertical slice (the vertical red/green/blue line) in each frame
along the time, and then show the results at the bottom of each video. It can be
observed that the baseline figure has more jittering patterns than the proposed
and real videos. We highly recommend readers watch our demo videos for
better experience.

sequence as input2 and generates a sequence of realistic talking
face images that conveys the visual contents of the speech.

Generating realistic talking face video is valuable but also
challenging in that it not only requires high image quality and
lip-sync quality but also good motion stability. For example, as
shown in Fig. 1, the motion jitters (the irregular or unnatural
movements [13] of the mouth or head in several continuous
frames) severely undermine the realness of talking face videos.
Although various practical talking face generation approaches
have been proposed in recent years, most of these studies tends
to focus on improving the visual quality of each synthesized
image[10], [14], [15], [16], or the lip-sync quality [17], [4],
[3]. Meanwhile, these works usually quantitatively evaluate
the video quality with single-frame-based metrics (PSNR,
SSIM [18], LMD [19]) and measuring video realness via
human-centered subjective experiments, paying less attention
to the motion jittering problem, thus leaving the challenge
unsolved.

In this paper, we delve into the motion jittering problem
with systematic analyses and then mitigate the problem with
effective solutions. Specifically, we choose a basic talking face
generation pipeline as the baseline model, because this method

2There are also some works [11], [12], [7] taking text as input. However,
we mainly consider speech as input here due to several reasons: 1) Even if
using text as input, we still need to synthesize speech from text since a talking
face always needs speech; 2) We need to predict the duration of text to align
with taking video if using text as input, while speech can be easily aligned
with talking video.
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is very representative and has been widely used in previous
works [14], [9], [17], [20], [21], [22]. In this pipeline, we
first estimate the mouth-related expression parameters from
the extracted audio features. Then, the expression parameters,
as well as the shape and pose parameters (from the background
images) are combined as the input of a 3D face model [23]
to render animated face shapes (3D face representations used
in this work). To synthesize target realistic face images, we
utilize a neural renderer to predict the images given the con-
catenation input of the background images and animated face
shapes. However, using 3D face representations is inefficient
to describe facial details due to the information of the tongue
and teeth has been lost. To compensate the information loss,
we design an Audio Fusion Module (shown in Fig. 3 (top left))
that fusion audio features with the image features.

With some preliminary analyses, we find several key reasons
that incur the motion jitters: (1) First, jitters from 3D face rep-
resentations. The 3D face representations provide the detailed
mouth information and head poses, and serve as the input
of neural renderer. Since they are extracted by the 3D face
model on a single image without considering the information
from adjacent frames, they are not smooth across frames
and can have jitters, and will provide the unstable ground-
truth labels for audio-to-expression prediction network. (2)
Second, training-inference mismatch in neural renderer. In the
training phase, the neural renderer is optimized to generate
a realistic image from the background image and the face
shape. However, the background image and the face shape are
from the same target image, which can relieve the optimizing
procedure but cause mismatch in inference. In inference, the
face shape where the mouth area has been changed due to
the new audio, which does not match the same background.
When concatenating together, the model needs to generate a
realistic face with mouth part from the face shape while the
rest from the background image. This makes it difficult for
the model to handle this mismatch that has never been seen in
training, thus imposing uncertainty and causing motion jitters
in the rendered images. (3) Third, the lack of dependency
modeling across consecutive frames in neural renderer. Neural
renderer in current framework [14] learns to synthesize each
image independently without modeling the dependency across
consecutive frames, thus failing to generate motion stability
talking face videos.

To address these issues that cause motion jitters, we propose
several effective solutions. (1) First, we propose to remove
the jitters from the 3D face representations. A simple way
for smoothing is to use simple moving average or manually
designed smoothing weights. However, both of them cannot
handle the mouth movements with varying speed (fast or
slow), either incur the problem of over-stable motions and
eliminate the differences between similar pronunciations, or
produce less motion stable results. To combat this, we train
a smoothing weight estimation network to adaptively predict
different weights for each frame given the 3D face expressions.
(2) Second, we introduce augmented erosion to background
images in training to simulate the mismatch in inference.
The augmented erosion module randomly eroded the mouth
regions with different shape images to simulate the potential

mismatch in inference. With augmented erosion, our neural
renderer is more robust to the distortions in the mouth regions
and reduce jitters. (3) Third, treating talking face generation
as a sequence-to-sequence generation task, we develop a
transformer-based dependency modeling module, and embed
it into the neural renderer. Our dependency module takes
the advantages of transformer in temporal relations modeling,
making contributions to improve motion stability.

Equally to the study of motion jittering problem, quanti-
tatively evaluating the motion jitters is also significative for
talkindg face generation which not only reduces the cost that
subjective experiments take but also evaluates the motion
stability on videos without introducing individual user bias.
However, it is difficult to evaluate motion jitters in that motion
jitters cannot be observed from a single image or two but
a sequence of images, which makes the quality of motion
stability hard to be defined and measured. The absence of
off-the-shelf metrics which can measure the motion stability
or motion jitters in talking face videos, impedes further ex-
ploration of motion-stable talking face generation. To bridge
this gap and facilitate future research, we devise an objective
metric, namely Motion Stability Index (MSI), to measure
motion stability in talking face video. In particular, we utilize
the reciprocal of the variance of accelerations of each key point
in the face video to measure the motion stability. Experiments
show that the Pearson correlation coefficients between MSI
and subjective scores on motion stability reach to 0.438, which
demonstrates the efficacy of our MSI. More details can be
found in Sec. III-D.

To summarize, our main contributions in this paper can be
marked as follows:

(1) We systematically study the motion jittering problem,
and analyze the causes of motion jitters. To our best knowl-
edge, this is the first work that focus on motion jittering
problem in talking face generation task.

(2) To address the motion jitter issue, several systemati-
cal designs are proposed in framework, including adaptive
smoothing module, augmented erosion, and transformer-based
dependency modeling module to improve the motion stability
of synthesized talking face videos.

(3) To facilitate the research of talking face generation, we
propose an effective objective metric (MSI) to quantitatively
evaluate motion stability in face videos. Ablation studies
demonstrate the efficacy of proposed metric.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Talking Face Generation

Video-Driven vs Audio-Driven. Existing works on talking
face generation can be divided into three categories: video-
driven, audio-driven, and text-driven methods, according to
the driving source of facial animation.

Video-driven talking face generation aims to reenact the
existing facial image with external driving source, e.g., another
talking image or video [24], [25], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30].
Although these works can synthesize talking face images with
good visual quality, video-driven methods require an additional
driving video, and still need another lip-sync audio to compose
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Fig. 2. Overview of the pipeline. We first predict the 3D expression parameters from audio features, and then combine the shape, pose and texture parameters
from input images with the predicted expressions to render the target face shapes. We propose several effective components to synthesize face images that
are not only motion-stable, but are synchronized with input speech. The modules with dashed borders represent our key contributions on the baseline.

a complete talking face video. Audio-driven talking face gen-
eration employs speech as the driving source and synthesizes
face video in sync with the input speech content. In this paper,
we focus on audio-driven talking face generation, since it has
some advantages over its video-driven counterparts: 1) they
are more essential to talking face generation since the goal
is to generate talking face from talking audio, and 2) they
do not need additional driving video which makes them more
generally applicable to different scenarios.

End-to-End vs Two-Stage. Some works tackle audio-driven
talking face generation in an end-to-end way, which directly
generate talking images from speech features [31], [19], [32],
[3], [7], [5]. The shared feature of these methods is that
no intermediate facial geometry utilized to bridge the neural
renderer and input speech. However, there are information
mismatch between input audio and output video: 1) audio
content has strong correlation with the movements around the
mouth area while has very weak correlation with the head pose
and eye gaze; 2) the static features such as shape or texture
of the talking face are not in good correlation with the audio
content. Another body of works propose two-stage methods
that use intermediate representations to represent the target
talking face, and first predict the intermediate representations
from the audio input, and then synthesize the talking face
from the predicted representations using a neural renderer.
Besides, since audio content has very weak correlation with the
head pose and eye gaze, if generating the whole intermediate
representations that contain lip movement, expression, head
pose, and eye gaze, the model will suffer from one-to-many
mapping and ill-posed problem. Thus, some works [14], [17],
[20], [10], [33], [9] propose to only generate the intermediate
representations in the mouth area, and then concatenate the
mouth representations with background image to generate
whole talking image. In this paper, we choose the two-
stage methods and predict mouth related representations while
directly using the background image from target face, which

can lead to better quality in synthesized talking face. Although
two-stage method is chosen in our paper, the similar causes
(jitters from inputs and lack of dependency modeling) are the
same in both two-stage and end-to-end methods.
2D Face Geometry vs 3D Face Representation. The
intermediate representations of talking face (as introduced
above) can be chosen as 2D face geometry (facial landmarks
or face parsing maps) [34], [35], [1], [36], [37], [29], [16] or
3D face representations [38], [14], [21], [23], [6], [39]. Using
2D face geometry as intermediate representations is simple,
and has several drawbacks: 1) it is coarse-grained to represent
a talking face with 2D face geometry; 2) it requires large
amount of high-quality videos for training; moreover, 3) it
easily causes identity leakage and face geometry deformation
since incorrectly predicted 2D geometry contain distortions
in human face geometry. Recent works usually use 3D face
representations as intermediate features, since it can relieve the
above issues in 2D face geometry. In this paper, we follow the
same setting of 3D face representations [14] for talking face
generation, but focus on solving the motion jittering problem.

B. Vision Transformer

Recently, transformer [40] has been becoming the most
popular in sequence modeling long-term correlations in vari-
ous research fields [41], [42], [43]. Typically, the transformer
consists two main conponents, incorporate a multi-head self
attention mechanism over the tokens and a feedforward mod-
ule. Due to its capability in long-range relationship modeling,
transformer-based models have been applied to various kinds
of vision tasks, such as visual recognition [44], 3D facial ani-
mation [43], [45], inpainting [46], [47], object detection [48],
[49], image synthesis [50], image harmonization [51] etc.

In the fileds close to the talking face video generation, as
far as our knowledge concerns, most of recently proposed
methods deal with 3D meshes generation [43], [52] or facial
blendshape coefficients estimation [45], while fewer of them
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focus on photo-realistic talking face generation. Fan et. al. pro-
pose FaceFormer [43] designs an autoregressive transformer-
based architecture that predicts moving coordinates for 3D
facial mesh animation. Li et. al. [52] propose a two-stream
transformer to model the motion distribution and capture long-
term dependency. Chen et. al. [45] propose a MOE-based
transformer, to generate facial animation coefficients from
speechwhich should be fed into graphic engine to generate
animations. Despite these methods achieve significant im-
provements in animation generation, they cannot be adapted to
photo-reslistic video generation framework because the input
and output data are both 4 dimensions, i.e., RT×H×W×C.
Therefore, in this paper, we treat photo-realisitc talking face
generation as a frame-based sequence-to-sequence generation
task and build a transformer-based architecture to capture
dependencies among consecutive video frames.

C. Motion-Stable Video Generation

Besides the lip-sync quality and high image fidelity, in
the talking face videos, the frame visual consistency (e.g.,
illumination, or color) and motion jitters also harm its nat-
uralness and realness. Previous works have tried different
approaches to improve the quality of synthesized images to
make people feel more realistic over each frame or improve
the lip-sync quality of the talking videos. To improve frame
consistency, some talking face generation methods introduce
autoregressive generation strategy [20], [17] by ”looking at
previously generated frames” in the neural renderer, or in-
corporate a temporal discriminator to judge the video quality
on multiple consecutive frames [1], [4], [3]. However, these
methods are not designed for improving motion stability,
and are not efficient enough to mitigate the motion jittering
problem (which can be clearly observed in their released
talking face videos). Yu et. al. [53] utilize motion flow to
warp previous images to improve consistency. While achieving
better temporal consistency, the optical flow only represents
the motion between two adjacent frames, but not long-range
dynamics. Meanwhile, inaccurate and unstable motion flows
also hinder stable motion generation.

Beyond talking face generation task, some works try to
solve the temporal inconsistency problems [54], [55] that are
incurred by illumination or color changing across the adjacent
frames. Unfortunately, this kind of temporal jitters of appear-
ance in consecutive frames is not the same as motion jitters
which care more in the object motions and less in appearance.
Some other works try to improve video stability for hand-held
captured videos due to the high-frequency camera jitters occur
in video capturing procedure [56], [57], [58], [59] but not the
motion jittering problem in video synthesis.

III. METHOD

In this section, we first introduce the overall setting of
baseline model (Sec. III-A). Then, we roundly analyze the
causes of motion jittering problem (Sec. III-B) and propose our
solutions (Sec. III-C). Afterwards, we introduce the proposed
objective metric for measuring the motion stability (Sec. III-D)
and the loss functions(Sec. III-E).

A. Baseline Overview

To analyze and mitigate the motion jittering problem, we
investigate previous approaches that can handle talking face
generation on personalized talking face videos, and then design
a baseline. In brief, the baseline is audio-driven, two-stage, and
uses 3D face parameters as the intermediate representations
between audio input and video output. In this section, we
introduce each component of our baseline as follows.
3D Face Representations. 3D face model [38], [23] has been
used to disentangle facial shape, texture, expression, and other
facial properties. With 3D face model, one can reconstruct the
in-the-wild face with one dimensional parameters vector, i.e.,
shape, expression, texture, and pose parameters. As a typical
pipeline, taking 3D face representations to bridge the input
audio and output video has been validated by recent competing
methods [14], [21], [20], [10], [9] . The 3D face model is used
in training and inference respectively as follows. In training,
we first extract 3D face parameters from the target images
by DECA [23], which include facial expression, shape, pose,
and texture. These parameters have two usages: 1) the facial
expression of the mouth area is taken as the training target
of the audio2expression model in audio processing (which
will be introduced later); 2) the expression, shape, and pose
parameters of the whole images are used to render the face
shapes, which are concatenated with the background images.
Audio Processing. We employ a pre-trained audio feature
extraction model [60] to extract audio features (denoted as
fa1:T ∈ RT×64), and then predict the mouth-related 3D
expression parameters (denoted as β ∈ RT×53, where T equals
the number of video frames, and 53 denotes the dimension of
3D face expression parameters in our experiment) from audio
features using a robust audio2expression model (Transformer-
S2A [45]). Taking a sequence of audio features as input,
Transformer-S2A estimates a sequence of 3D expression pa-
rameters with several stacked transformer layers.
Neural Renderer. The neural renderer in this baseline takes
the eroded background images and 3D face representations
as input, and synthesizes new images frame-by-frame without
modeling dependencies among consecutive frames. The neural
renderer consists of three main components: an encoder,
a bottleneck, and a decoder. The encoder consists of one
convolutional layer (kernel size 7, stride 1) and 2 strided
convolution layers (kernel size 4, stride 2), each followed by
instance normalization and leaky-relu activation. We use 8
residual blocks as [61] for the bottleneck. For the decoder,
we use 2 transposed convolution layers (kernel size 4, stride
2) and 1 convolution layer (kernel size 7, stride 1) and tanh
activation to output the final images.

B. Analyzing Motion Jittering Problem

We consider the generation procedure as a sequence-to-
sequence mapping problem Î1:T = G(s1:T, x1:T, θ), where
s1:T and x1:T represent the input 3D face representations
and eroded images from time stamp of 1 to T, and θ is
the network parameters. Since the neural renderer acquires
background visual information (hair, backgrounds) from the
eroded background images, it is easy for the neural renderer
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Fig. 3. Detailed illustrations of our designs. In our pipeline, we perform Augmented Erosion (bottom left) on the input background images and Adaptive
Smooth (bottom right) the input shapes. A convolutional-based image encoder is employed to extract image encoder features from the concatenated inputs.
Then, Audio Fusion Module (top left) takes as input the image encoder feature and the audio features, and output the fused feature (denoted by ft−1, ft, ft+1).
Further, we learn temporal dependencies on the consecutive frames via the Dependency Modeling Module (top right). Finally, the output features (denoted
by f ′t−1, f

′
t , f
′
t+1) can be decoded as a sequence of images that are both motion stable and lip-synced with the input audio.

to synthesize the background-related regions. However, the
mouth and jaw parts are more challenging to deal with
because 1) the synthesized mouths and jaw should match the
background images, and 2) the motions of the lip and jaw
are complex and diverse due to the diverse content of input
audio. With systematic analyses, we find several causes that
may incur motion jitters in the synthesized videos, including
causes from s1:T, x1:T, and θ.

First, jitters from the 3D face representations s1:T. We
adopt the choice of 3D face shapes to bridge the neural
renderer and audio processing module. However, the facial
parameters are extracted by the 3D face model on single image
or predicted by audio processing module, they are not stable
across consecutive frames and can have jitters. Consequently,
the jitters from the input parameters incur the jitters of 3D
face shapes, which are then input to the neural renderer. A
straightforward solution to alleviate this jitters is to smooth
the input of the neural render. Instead of smoothing the 3D
parameters in parametric space, we propose to smooth the 3D
face shapes in geometry space due to the fact that the 3D face
shapes are the direct input of the neural render.

Second, training-inference mismatch. In training, we ex-
tract the 3D face parameters from the background images
and render the face shapes as the input of neural render.
Similar to [20], [14], [21], we mask-out the mouth part and
concatenate the eroded image with the face shape in channel-
wise manner, and treat them we the input of neural renderer.
However, the eroded image and the face shape are from the
same target image in training, which relieves the optimizing
procedure. In inference, the eroded image is from the same
background video, which is not complementary with the new
face shape where the mouth area has been changed due to the

new audio. Consequently, the neural render should generate a
realistic face with mouth part from the face shape while the
rest from the eroded image, which makes it difficult for the
neural renderer to deal with this distortion and producing more
errors around the mouth boundary.

Third, lack of dependency modeling among video frames in
the neural renderer. Each image frame in a video is not inde-
pendent but correlated with its adjacent frames. However, the
current neural renderer generates each frame independently,
without considering the information from adjacent frames.
Therefore, synthesizing each frame without ”looking behind
and ahead” probably produces motion jitters in face video. To
address this issue, we propose to apply a dependency modeling
module to enforce dependencies learning and improve the
motion stability for the current neural render.

C. Improving Motion Stability

1) Adaptive Smoothing: To relieve the motion jitters
caused by the independent extraction of 3D face parameters,
we propose to smooth the face shapes among adjacent frames.
We define the smoothing weight as W ∈ RT×K, where T is
the number of frames. For each t ∈ [1,T], Wt ∈ RK, where
K is the smoothing width (i.e., the number of adjacent frames
taken for smoothing) and is usually an odd number. Therefore,
smoothing over the face shapes can be written as:

s̃t =

(K−1)/2∑
k=−(K−1)/2

Wt,k ∗ st+k, (1)

where st+k is the face shape in the (t+ k)-th frame, s̃t is the
smoothed face shape in the t-th frame.
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TABLE I
DETAILED ARCHITECTURE OF ADAPTIVE SMOOTHING MODULE. T IS THE

NUMBER OF SAMPLES IN IMAGE SEQUENCE.

Layer Kernel Size Output Size

Conv1D-BN-ReLU 3 (T×32)
Conv1D-BN-ReLU 3 (T×32)
Conv1D-BN-ReLU 3 (T×16)
Conv1D-BN-ReLU 3 (T×16)
Conv1D-Sigmoid 3 (T×K)

There are different choices for the smoothing weight W :
1) a handcraft and fixed weight; 2) a global (i.e., for any
i, j ∈ [1,T] , Wi = Wj) but learnable weight (i.e., W is
optimized in an end-to-end way); 3) an adaptive weight (i.e.,
where Wi can be different from Wj for any i 6= j). In our
experiments (see Fig. 9), we find that using handcraft and fixed
weight often leads to over-smoothing that eliminates the subtle
expression variations in fast movement or less-smoothing that
cannot deal with the motion jitters. For global but learnable
weight, it is the learned weight that average on the whole
dataset but cannot solve the problem of fixed weight. Thus,
we choose to adaptively learn the weight, i.e., each Wt is
learned based on the current and adjacent frames of the input
face shapes.

2) Augmented Erosion: To address the training-inference
mismatch problem in the neural renderer for better motion sta-
bility, we add augmented erosions on the background images
in training to simulate the patterns of mismatch in inference.
We employ two ways to add augmented erosions: 1) we add
random noise to the original facial expressions on the mouth
area, and then create the eroded images via mouth area mask
generated by [23]; 2) we randomly erode/dilate and shift/rotate
the mask to simulate mismatch patterns in inference phase.
The generator benefits from this operation and learns to
synthesize images around the mouth region from different
image-shape patterns, thus becomes more robust in inference
stage. The results of augmented erosion on background image
can be viewed in Fig. 3.

3) Transformer-based Dependency Modeling: Similar to
natural language or speech, videos can be viewed as sequence
data that consists of multiple consecutive frames. In order
to eliminate the motion jitters in the synthesized video, de-
pendency modeling among video frames is incorporated into
the neural renderer. Recently, transformer-based methods have
been introduced into various areas and outperform other RNN-
based methods in handling sequential data, eschewing recur-
rent modeling but merely relying on self-attention mechanism.
To generate talking face videos in a sequence-to-sequence
generation manner and explicitly model frame dependencies,
in this work, we design a transformer-based dependency mod-
eling module, employing several stacked Transformer blocks
in the convolutional encoder-decoder architecture.

As shown in Fig. 3 (top right), the Dependency Model-
ing Module takes as input the fused features f1:T, where
fi ∈ Rh×w×c, h = w = 64, c = 256. To formulate the
sequence embedding for transformer, we first split each fused
feature into p × p smaller patches for each sample fi. Then

all patch (each patch has shape 64/p × 64/p × c) will be
flattened and linearly projected into tokens Z ∈ R(T ·p·p)×d,
where d = 512. Similar to ViT [44], our transformer encoder
is stacked by N transformer blocks, each block consists of two
main components: the spatial-temporal self-attention mecha-
nism and the feedforward layers. Taking as input the sequential
data of projected patches, the dependency modeling module
performs self-attention and feature learning for both temporal
and spatial dependencies. The output of our transformer block
will be linearly projected and reshaped to p× p patches, and
then be composed and fed into a convolutional decoder, which
recovers the facial details from the output features f ′1:T. In our
experiments, we set p = 4, and N = 4.

Benefiting from the transformer-based dependency mod-
eling module, the neural renderer is capable of generating
talking face videos with more stable and consistent motion.
Compared to the baseline that independently synthesizes each
face image, our transformer-based neural renderer is capable
of learning inter-frame dependency and synthesizing talking
face videos with better motion stability and frame consistency.
Compare to RNN-based models, our transformer-based neural
render can not only capture long-range and temporal depen-
dencies conditioning on the whole sequence via self-attention
mechanism, but also enable both training and inferencing in
parallel, which requires less latency than RNN-based methods.

D. Motion Stability Index (MSI)

As mentioned in Sec I, quantitatively evaluating the motion
stability of a talking face video is valuable and challenging.
However, as far as our knowledge is concerned, there is no
available objective metric to measure the the motion stability
in previous works [17], [14], [20], [16], thus forcing us to
solely rely on subjective user study. To bridge the gap, we
resort to develop an effective metric that measure the motion
stability in talking face videos.

To mesure the motion stability, we start from the motion
jitters in talking face videos. Motion jitters describe the irreg-
ular motion variations in a video, and the more stable motion
indicates the better smoothness of the motion variations. Based
on this analysis, we propose to use the variance of the
motion variations to measure motion jitters. For simplicity we
represent the motion variations by accelerations. To acquire
the accelerations, the first thing to do is acquiring the motion
in each video frame. Intuitive choice to represent motion in
video is using optical flow [62] which measures the motion
of each pixel between two frames. However, optical flow
has two drawbacks. First, the pixels in optical flow have no
accurate semantic labels, thus we cannot distinguish the mouth
from eyes or nose via optical flow map. Second, optical flow
estimates the pixels motion between two consecutive frames,
thereby imposing difficulties in forming the trajectory of a
certain object of interest, such as the lip. Therefore, in this
work, we adopt facial key points to represent the key motions
of talking faces. With the coordinates of each key point, we
can easily calculate the motions and acquire their trajectories.
To achieve this, we first track the facial landmarks via face
alignment tool [63], and use them to calculate the motions.
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Denote the landmarks at each frame t as Zt ∈ RN×2, N
is the number of key points which is determined by the facial
alignment tool. The motion velocity and acceleration of key
point at i at timestep t is formulated as:

vit = Zi
t+1 − Zi

t , a
i
t = vit − vit−1 (2)

where vi−1 = vi0 = viT+1 = 0.
Intuitively, if the video suffers from significant motions

jitters, the variations of motion will change dramatically, which
means the statistical variance of the accelerations is much
higher. The variance of the motion variations can be written
as follows:

σ(ai) =
1

T− 1

T∑
t

(ait − āi)2, (3)

where āi is the mean of ait for t = 1, 2, ...,T. From our
experimental results, the variance of accelerations is negatively
correlated with the subjective score on motion stability (better
motion stability, lower variance of acceleration). In this paper,
we use the reciprocal of the variance of the acceleration as
the motion stability index of the point. Our proposed objective
metric for motion stability index is written as follows:

MSI(I1:T) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

(σ(ak) + ε)
−1
, (4)

where K is the number of selected key points, and ε = 10−5.
It is worth to mention that the scores of MSI in lips region

differ from the scores in the jaws region which is because
the different scale of motions in a face video. Hence, it is
preferable to separately measure MSI in mouth region and
jaw. To eliminate the interference of acceleration brought by
different face sizes, we crop the video via unified strategy
where a fixed bounding box is determined according to the
ratio of the mouth width over the cropped image width.
Specifically, we use the first 5 frames and the ratio of 0.25 to
generate the cropping box of each video. For fair comparison,
we rescale the face images into 256×256 for each method.

E. Loss Functions

Our neural renderer is optimized in supervised manner to
generate a realistic image that are similar to the ground-truth
image given with paired audio. We used two kinds of losses,
namely reconstruction loss (unbalanced pixel-wise reconstruc-
tion loss and VGG perceptual loss [64]), and adversarial loss.
The unbalanced reconstruction loss is employed to penalize
the errors between the synthesized image sequence and the
ground-truth image sequence (denoted as I1:T). To achieve
this, we utilize the mouth masks (denoted as M1:T) to indicate
different loss weights in the images where 2 for the weight in
eroded region and 1 for the rest. A pre-trained VGG model
is utilized to calculate the perceptual loss. The reconstrcution
loss can be formulated as:

Lrec =
1

T

T∑
t=1

(‖Ît �Mt − It �Mt‖1 + VGG(̂It, It)), (5)

where the weight mask for mouth and non-mouth region are
set to 2 and 1, respectively.

The adversarial losses for generator G and discriminator D
in our work are implemented as the following formulation:

LD
adv = −Et∈[1,T](logD(It))− Et∈[1,T](log(1−D(̂It)), (6)

LG
adv = Et∈[1,T](log(1−D(̂It)). (7)

In our experiment, D shares the same structure as [14]. The
full objective of neural renderer is:

Ltotal = λ1Lrec + λ2LG
adv, (8)

where λ1 and λ2 are set to 20 and 1, respectively.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Experiment Settings

Dataset and Preprocessing. We conduct experiments on three
datasets, the GRID (an open-sourced standard dataset [65],
∼50min for each person and 50% for training), Testset 1
(collected from [15], ∼4min10s), and Testset 2 (collected
from [33], ∼3min).
Implementation Details. We train our models in two stages,
namely audio2expression and neural rendering. In the first
stage, we extract the audio features and 3D facial expression
parameters from the audio sequence and the video frames
respectively. Since the mapping from audio to expression pa-
rameters are not our main contribution. we follow the settings
of Transformer-S2A [45] and train an audio2expression model.
In the second stage, treat a dozen of consecutive frames as a
sequence, and train the neural renderer and adaptive smoothing
module. We first optimize the neural renderer without adaptive
smoothing module for 100 epochs, and then jointly train them
together for another 20 epochs. Since the adaptive smoothing
module is lightweight and contains only 11k learnable param-
eters, we optimize it with smaller learning rate (1e-6) than
that of the neural renderer (1e-4). During the whole training
procedure, we use augmented erosions for the input images
and obtain the eroded images, and then concatenate them with
the smoothed face shapes as the input of the neural renderer.
Comparison Settings. For the GRID dataset, we evaluate our
method under self-reenactment setting (audios and videos are
originally matched). We follow the setting of [17] and choose
10 subjects from GRID and use 50% videos for training, 20%
for validating, and 30% for testing. We compare our method to
the results from previous competing methods (Vougioukas et.
al. [4], ATVGnet [1], Chen et. al. [19] and LipSync3D [17]).
We adopt this evaluation setting since 1) it can easily calculate
the objective evaluation metrics with the ground-truth target
image (note that there is no ground-truth image in the common
inference setting), and 2) it is convenient to compare with
previous works since most of them adopt this evaluation
setting.

For Testset 1 and 2, we extract speech audio from the
demos of NVP [14], LipSync3D [17], LiveSP [16], and AD-
NeRF [15] and animate the faces from Testset 1 and 2. Note
that the audios and videos are not matched (without ground-
truth videos), we cannot evaluate the results as we do in GRID.
To this end, we conduct comparisons via both subjective
experiments and objective metrics.
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TABLE II
COMPARISONS WITH STATE-OF-THE-ARTS METHOD ON GRID [65].

Method SSIM↑ CPBD↑ WER↓ NLMD↓
Chen etal [19] 0.73 0.22 - 0.018

ATVGnet [1] 0.83 0.17 - 0.011
Vougioukas et al. [4] 0.82 0.26 23% 0.010

LipSync3D [17] 0.94 0.25 18% 0.006
Ours 0.97 0.35 12% 0.006

Evaluating Metrics. For comparisons on results with ground-
truth images, we follow the setting of [17], [4] and adopt the
metrics of: SSIM [18] to measure the quality of reconstructed
image; WER (word error rate) to evaluate the accuracy of
lip reading from the synthesized image using LipNet[66]3;
CPBD (cumulative probability blur detection) [67] to evaluate
the results sharpness; NLMD (normalized landmark distance
that removes the influence of different input image resolution
by dividing the landmark distance by image resolution, e.g.,
256×256) to measure the shape similarity of lips.

For comparison without ground-truth video setting in which
the talking face videos are generated with audios from other
source, we conduct both subjective and objective experiments.
In subjective experiments, we choose MOS (mean opinion
score) as our main rule. 18 experienced users are invited to
score the given videos at five grades according to perceived
quality of motion stability4 , lip-sync quality5 , and video
realness6 . Different grade choices in MOS are: Very Good
(5), Good (4), Average (3), Poor (2), Very Poor (1). A detailed
annotation guideline and several real/generated videos are
provided to ensure users can fully understand the difference
between grades. Meanwhile, an additional labeling practice
is conducted before the evaluation. For objective evaluation,
we adopt MSI to measure the motion stability around lips
and jaw regions respectively; Sync-C (SyncNet Confidence)
to measure the lip-sync score and distance via SyncNet [68].

B. Results

The quantitative results of comparison with ground-truth
setting are presented in Table II. It can be concluded that our
method outperforms state-of-the-art methods in all objective
metrics, i.e., SSIM, CPBD, and WER, on the GRID dataset.
With NLMD which measures the normalized landmark dis-
tance between synthesized images and the ground-truth, we
eleminate the errors that may be brought by image resolution,
and present the comparison results to fairly demonstrate the
better performance of our method on self-reenactment. In
terms of NLMD which, we achieve comparable performance
to LipSync3D. Note that LipSync3D generates face images
in resolution of 128×128, while our method work on images
of 256×256. Our synthesized videos have better quality of
sharpness and less word error rate. In Fig. 4, we visualize
some key-frame results of our methods on GRID and Obama’s
video. Our method can achieve plausible results with shapr

3https://github.com/Fengdalu/LipNet-PyTorch
4Are the motions around the lips and jaw stable across frames?
5How does the motion of the lips match the speech in lip-audio accuracy?
6Does the video look real in your mind?
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Fig. 4. Given the speech as input, our method can synthesize high-fidelity
results on GRID dataset and Obama videos.

details and high image quality under different illumination
conditions, skin color, and etc.

We proceed to evaluate the efficacy of our MSI metric.
In Table IV, we present the Pearson correlation coefficients
between our MSI and the subjective scores of motion stability,
where the MSI results and subjective scores of motion stability
on 99 videos. Instead of measuring motion stability via the
variance of motions or variance of accelerations across frames,
we take the reciprocal value of the motion variations to achieve
higher correlations between objective metric and subjective
scores on motion stability. It can be found that the correlation
coefficients between MSI metric and motion stability in videos
reach to 0.424 and 0.438 for lip and jaw respectively, which
are higher than the statistical measures.

For comparison without groudtruth videos, we present our
quantitative results in Table III. In the left of the table, we
show the statistical MOS in subjective study. Different from
previous works that only evaluate the frame visual quality
and lip-sync quality, we add a new evaluating item and show
that our synthesized videos looks much better than previous
other works. In the right of the table, we evaluate those
videos with objective metrics. Considering that different scale
of motions around the lips and jaw in talking face video,
we separately measure MSI for the lips and jaw for each
video. We first compare the results of motion stability, our
method achieves higher MOS of 3.72 compared to the second
best results. From the results of MSI (Lip) and MSI (Jaw),
our method consistently outperforms the competing methods,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our solutions on solving

https://github.com/Fengdalu/LipNet-PyTorch
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TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISONS WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS. WE MEASURE THE MOS SCORE (HIGHER MEANS BETTER) AND THE OBJECTIVE

EVALUATION RESULTS ON AUDIO-DRIVEN GENERATED VIDEOS. THE BEST RESULTS EXCEPT THE REAL VIDEOS ARE MARKED IN BOLD.

Subjective Evaluation Objective Evaluation

Method Motion Stability↑ Lip-sync Quality↑ Video Realness↑ MSI (Lip)↑ MSI (Jaw)↑ Sync-C↑
Real videos 4.31±0.25 4.70±0.13 4.59±0.13 0.450 0.690 6.92

NVP [14] 3.14±0.26 2.63±0.22 2.95±0.23 0.399 0.588 4.55
LipSync3D [17] 3.05±0.27 3.20±0.28 3.01±0.22 0.384 0.598 5.40

LiveSP [16] 2.47±0.26 2.56±0.27 2.61±0.23 0.414 0.756 5.02
AD-NeRF [15] 2.64±0.30 3.15±0.27 2.65±0.27 0.348 0.490 5.14

Ours 3.72±0.22 3.60±0.21 3.68±0.20 0.447 0.752 5.62

Fig. 5. Qualitative comparison on Testset 2. The images of other methods are cropped from their demos. Our method not only preserves the high quality of
face images, but also generates videos with better lip-sync quality. On the contrary, AD-NeRF [15] suffers from generating images with cracks between the
head and torso (red arrow). LiveSP [16] synthesizes videos where lips are less sync with the audios (blue arrow) than our method, while NVP [14] generates
videos with nearly muted lip movements and blurry details(green arrow).

TABLE IV
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE SUBJECTIVE MEASURES

AND OBJECTIVE METRICS.

Subjective
Objective

σ(v) 1/σ(v) σ(a) MSI

Motion Stability Score -0.157 0.333 -0.191 0.424 (Lip)
-0.153 0.378 -0.163 0.438 (Jaw)

the motion jittering problem in talking face generation task.
According to the results of motion stability and video realness,
it can be concluded that the method that generates videos with
better motion stability tends to attain better results in video
realness.

To qualitatively compare the generated results of each
method, we extract key frames from the videos of each method
and show the results in Fig. 5. Among the images synthesized
by AD-NeRF [15], some of them suffer from clear cracks
between head and torso. The reason is that AD-NeRF synthe-
sizes the head and torso separately, without considering spatial
consistency within each frame. Meanwhile, from their video

results suffer from severe body jitters. NVP [14] generates
videos with nearly muted lip movements while LiveSP [16]
fails to synthesizes accurate lips in sync with the audios. In
contrast, our method predicts more accurate facial expressions,
and generates videos with higher quality and more accurate
lip movements. (We strongly suggest reviewers to watch the
enclosed video for better visual comparison experiences on
motion jitters.)

C. Ablation Studies

To rationalize each designing choice of our method, we
conduct extensive ablation experiments by removing each
component or all of our three components. From the compari-
son results of Sync-C in Table V, we find that our dependency
module helps to improve the lip-sync quality on both datasets.
Meanwhile, in evaluating image similarity with SSIM and
shape similarity with NLMD, our full model achieves clear
improvements over the method without augmented erosion,
dependency module, or adaptive smoothing module. It can be
seen that the SSIM results get worse after removing each of
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TABLE V
ABLATION STUDIES ON EACH COMPONENT IN OUR PROPOSED METHOD.

Testset 1 Testset 2

Method SSIM↑ Sync-C↑ NLMD↓ MSI-Lip↑ MSI-Jaw↑ SSIM↑ Sync-C↑ NLMD↓ MSI-Lip↑ MSI-Jaw↑

Full Model 0.939 5.77 0.0108 0.504 0.997 0.964 5.31 0.0098 0.565 1.005
w/o Audio Fusion Module 0.930 5.59 0.0126 0.510 0.994 0.956 5.05 0.0110 0.560 1.010

w/o Adaptive Smoothing 0.935 5.80 0.0117 0.470 0.954 0.960 5.29 0.0105 0.519 0.940
w/o Augmented Erosion 0.932 5.74 0.0121 0.495 0.985 0.955 5.26 0.0101 0.535 0.993

w/o Dependency Modeling 0.929 5.51 0.0130 0.439 0.926 0.948 4.57 0.0119 0.526 0.922
Baseline Model 0.928 5.37 0.0130 0.378 0.776 0.950 4.69 0.0123 0.503 0.857

w/o Audio
Fusion Module

Full Model

Groundtruth

Fig. 6. Ablation study on audio fusion module. Please zoom in for better
observation.

our proposed components, which verifies the effectiveness of
each design.

We compare our full model with the one without audio
fusion. Fig. 6 gives the comparison results, from which we
conclude that audio features have the better capability in
helping the neural renderer synthesize more accurate lips. In
Fig. 7, we concatenate the vertical slice in each frame along
the time for each video. The position and size of the vertical
slice are shown in the first row and kept the same for each
video. We have two observations from the figure. First, without
each component, we can observe some jitter patterns from the
vertical slice figure. Compared to the baseline, the vertical slip
figure of the full model is much more smooth and close to the
real video. Meanwhile, the jaggy patterns can also be observed
compared to other methods without each component. Second,
it may be concluded from the figure that the jitters are more
likely to occur in the lip regions (green box) than the nose
region (red box) because the lip motions are much more than
the nose which is almost static relative to the head.

In Fig. 8, we visualize the user preference results in terms of
motion stability, lip-sync quality, and realness. From each sub-
figure, it can be observed that the preference percentage mo-
tion stability reduces when we remove the adaptive smoothing
module, dependency modeling or augmented erosion. Fig. 9
shows the user preference studies over different smoothing
strategy. From the results, we can tell that our adaptive
smoothing choice clearly attains more votes than that of fixed
weight or global but learnable weight, especially on lip-sync
quality and video realness.

Real Video

Baseline

w/o Augmented
Erosion

w/o Dependency
Modeling

w/o Adaptive
Smoothing

Full Model

Fig. 7. The visualization of vertical slice along the video frames. From top
to bottom, we slice each frames at a fixed horizontal location to visualize the
jittering patterns.

V. DISCUSSION

Our technology of photo-realistic talking face generation
aims for goodness, value, and productivity in multimedia
applications. For instance, video re-dubbing has a potentially
beneficial promotion in online education in different countries
and regions, no matter what the original spoken language is.
Our technology is also capable of synthesizing news broad-
casting videos under supervision. To benefit the community,
our developed technique could also be used to synthesize fake
videos as negative samples of deepfake dataset.

Despite its potential benefits, ethical risk is also raised since
these techniques can be potentially misused and do harm.
We strongly suggest the usage of our technology should be
under the supervision and any videos generated by our method
should be labeled with clearly visible watermarks, and the
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Motion Stability
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Ours Better Indistinguishable w/o Adaptive Smoothing Better

(a) Comparison with w/o adaptive smoothing.

Motion Stability
Lip-sync Quality

Video Realism

34.4
25.6

31.1

43.4
53.3
43.3

22.2
21.1

25.6

Ours Better Indistinguishable w/o Augmented Erosion Better

(b) Comparison with w/o augmented erosion.

Motion Stability
Lip-sync Quality

Video Realism

34.6
32.0
32.0

37.4
48.0

41.3

28.0
20.0

26.7

Ours Better Indistinguishable w/o Dependency Modeling Better

(c) Comparison with w/o dependency modeling.

Fig. 8. Ablation studies on the three components in our proposed method
with subjective evaluation (user preference test).

Motion Stability
Lip-sync Quality
Video Realness

36.0
56.0

50.7

36.0
34.7

34.7

28.0
9.3

14.6

Ours Better Indistinguishable Fixed Weight Better

(a) Comparison with fixed smoothing weight.

Motion Stability
Lip-sync Quality
Video Realness

41.9
39.2

44.6

44.6
44.6

40.5

13.5
16.2
14.9

Ours Better Indistinguishable Global/learnable Wight Better

(b) Comparison with global but learnable smoothing weight.

Fig. 9. Comparison on different choices for adaptive smoothing: adaptive
smoothing weight, fixed smoothing weight, and global/learnable weight (user
preference test). Our adaptive smoothing design outperforms other choices by
a large margin.

request for code would be carefully assessed. We believe
that with the joint efforts of the research community and
the industry, we would find a promising way to foster the
technology while maintaining Pandora’s box close.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we develop a motion-stable talking face gen-
eration system. We systematically analyze the motion jittering
problem and then propose three key solutions to improve the
motion stability of synthesized videos. Moreover, we propose
an effective metric (MSI). To our best knowledge, MSI is
the first objective metric that evaluates the motion stability
in talking face videos. Extensive experiments, including both
objective and subjective evaluations, are conducted to demon-
strate the effectiveness of our proposed solutions in improving
motion stability of the talking face videos. For future work, we
will extend to more application scenarios, such as emotional
talking face generation, which is more challenging for motion
stability but also makes talking face video more expressive.
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