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4. Qualitative comparison
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3. Results of experiments

Visual Quality AV Sync Reaction (x107%) ID Preservation
FID | FVD | LSE-C 1 LSE-D | FRCorr T FRDiv T CSIM 1+ LPIPS |
Hallo3 10 20.56 362.23 4.61 10.41 N/A N/A 0.79 0.55

\| CHAT also used a method to enhance generated
| audio-visual coherence and quality in the IFBG:

Method

SadTalker 74 22.53 385.51  6.85 8.17 N/A N/A  0.81 0.48 oL R
DIM 61 36.52  460.35 6.82 8.89 31.02 12.55 0.83 0.52
EDTalk 60 18.74 619.92 5.62 9.61 N/A N/A 0.78 0.36 '- ' Y
ReactDiff (40 21.36 386.22  5.23 9.02 48.05 15.31  0.77 0.58 ; : '
CHAT (Ours) 17.33 365.03 6.89 8.07 50.02 15.34 0.85 0.38 b b &l b b i\ ' Facial behaviour -
: ; ; - HallO3 (Cl“ et al. 2025) : segments identity ID},
Quantitative comparison of CHAT and baselines on ,. — ( N R,
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evaluation set (mean of 1000 samples). The best | "_5 >
result is in bold and the second best in underline. [ 2 2
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Method Visual Audio Sync Expr. Interact. ) g
Hallo3 |10 4.5 3.5 3.9 3.8 2.5 z
SadTalker |74] 2.5 3.7 1.2 2.0 1.3
DIM 61] 3.7 3.1 3.4 2.8 3.6
EDTalk 60| 2.2 3.6 2.3 2.8 2.7
ReactDiff 40| 4.2 3.5 3.8 4.1 3.2
CHAT (Ours) 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.8 vy s \Wlya i \ | | - L S S o s ‘
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evaluation dimension. The best result is in bold and
the second best in underline.
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