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ABSTRACT

Continuous emotional image content generation (C-EICG) is emerging rapidly
due to its ability to produce images aligned with both user descriptions and con-
tinuous emotional values. However, existing approaches lack emotional feedback
from generated images, limiting the control of emotional continuity. Additionally,
their simple alignment between emotions and naively generated texts fails to adap-
tively adjust emotional prompts according to image content, leading to insufficient
emotional fidelity. To address these concerns, we propose a novel generation-
understanding-feedback reinforcement paradigm (EmoFeedback2) for C-EICG,
which exploits the reasoning capability of the fine-tuned large vision–language
model (LVLM) to provide reward and textual feedback for generating high-quality
images with continuous emotions. Specifically, we introduce an emotion-aware
reward feedback strategy, where the LVLM evaluates the emotional values of
generated images and computes the reward against target emotions, guiding the
reinforcement fine-tuning of the generative model and enhancing the emotional
continuity of images. Furthermore, we design a self-promotion textual feedback
framework, in which the LVLM iteratively analyzes the emotional content of gen-
erated images and adaptively produces refinement suggestions for the next-round
prompt, improving the emotional fidelity with fine-grained content. Extensive
experimental results demonstrate that our approach effectively generates high-
quality images with the desired emotions, outperforming existing state-of-the-art
methods in our custom dataset. The code and dataset will be released soon.

1 INTRODUCTION

Emotions play a crucial role in shaping our perception and understanding of the world, deeply in-
fluencing how we interact with our environment (Chainay et al., 2012; Yang et al., 2018). Among
the many stimuli that evoke emotions, visual cues stand out as particularly powerful due to their
intuitiveness and richness of information. Researchers have extensively explored the field of Visual
Emotion Analysis (VEA) (Borth et al., 2013; Megalakaki et al., 2019; Rao et al., 2020; Wang et al.,
2022) to investigate the complex interplay between visual content and human emotions. In recent
years, the rapid advancement of generative models (Ho et al., 2020; Rombach et al., 2022; Esser
et al., 2024) has enabled them to produce visual content with impressive quality based on textual de-
scriptions. In content creation, incorporating emotional elements is often more effective in engaging
and resonating with audiences. However, studies on models capable of generating images reflecting
specific emotions remain limited.

Current methods typically construct an emotion encoding network to derive emotional represen-
tations from text prompts and guide pre-trained generative models to produce images expressing
corresponding emotions. EmoGen (Yang et al., 2024) pioneered emotion-driven image generation
using discrete tags (e.g., happy, sad) via a mapping network, but was limited by categorical labels.
To overcome this, EmotiCrafter (Dang et al., 2025) proposed Continuous Emotion Image Content
Generation (C-EICG), embedding Valence and Arousal (Russell, 1980) into prompts for nuanced
control. Complementing this, EmoEdit (Yang et al., 2025) introduced paired emotional–original
datasets and an Emotion Adapter to align target emotions with visual inputs. However, all of these
methods face several challenges: (1) Lack of emotional feedback from generated images: Their
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training objective is to align the features extracted by the emotion encoder with the target seman-
tics, while the actual emotions expressed in the generated images are not fed back to the model
for optimization. As a result, the model fails to capture the subtle variation of emotions in images,
constraining its ability to control emotional continuity. (2) Insufficient adaptability in addressing the
affective gap (Zhao et al., 2021): Since users exhibit an affective gap in understanding emotional
descriptions, texts are often absent in real-world testing, with only emotional values being provided.
Existing methods inject emotions by aligning these values with simply generated texts, but lack
the adaptability to flexibly adjust emotional prompts according to image content, leading to limited
emotional fidelity.

To overcome the two limitations above, we propose EmoFeedback2, a novel generation-
understanding-feedback reinforcement paradigm to provide Large Vision Language Model (LVLM)-
based reward and textual feedback for C-EICG. Figure 1 represents the overall framework of our
method. Specifically, we introduce the Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al.,
2024) framework with multi-task to endow the Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct (Bai et al., 2025) with
emotion understanding ability. Subsequently, we present an emotion-aware reward feedback strat-
egy to better capture the intrinsic relationship between visual content and emotional expression.
The LVLM acts as a reward model to measure the discrepancy between predicted and target emo-
tional values, providing emotional feedback to optimize the Stable Diffusion 3.5-Medium (SD3.5-
M) (Esser et al., 2024) generative model and strengthen control over emotional continuity. In addi-
tion, we propose a self-promotion textual feedback optimization framework to adaptively generate
the emotional prompts. In each iteration, SD3.5-M produces multiple candidate images, from which
the most and least emotion-aligned samples are selected for comparative analysis. Leveraging its
chain-of-thought reasoning capability, the LVLM can produce prompt refinement suggestions to
enrich emotional descriptions and content details of the next-iteration prompt, thereby improving
emotional fidelity and expressiveness.

To summarize, our main contribution can be listed as:

• We propose a novel generation-understanding-feedback reinforcement paradigm for C-
EICG, exploiting the reasoning ability of a fine-tuned emotional LVLM to provide reward
and textual feedback for high-quality and emotionally continuous image generation.

• We introduce an emotion-aware reward feedback strategy that leverages the LVLM to as-
sess the emotions of generated images and deliver emotional reward to drive the reinforce-
ment optimization, enabling continuous and precise emotional control.

• We design a self-promotion textual feedback framework to analyze the generated content
and adaptively optimize the emotional prompts, enhancing emotional fidelity through iter-
ative enrichment and refinement of content details.

• We construct a custom dataset based on EmoSet-118K, which includes images, correspond-
ing textual descriptions, Valence and Arousal values, as well as emotion categories. Ex-
tensive experimental results show that our method outperforms existing techniques in our
custom dataset.

2 RELATED WORKS

2.1 VISUAL EMOTION ANALYSIS

VEA aims to computationally recognize emotions in images and videos. Early work emphasized
discrete categories (Yang et al., 2020; 2022; Xu et al., 2022), but the emerging continuous models
highlight dimensions such as arousal, valence, and dominance (Kollias, 2022; Toisoul et al., 2021).
Recent studies integrate contextual cues from posture, objects, and scenes (Kosti et al., 2017; Kragel
et al., 2019), achieving strong performance. The central inquiry, what evokes visual emotions, has
been explored through low-level features (color, texture) and high-level features (content, style),
with contributions such as SentiBank (Borth et al., 2013) and MldrNet (Rao et al., 2020). These
efforts lay the foundation for generative approaches that embed emotions directly into visual content.
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Figure 1: The framework of the EmoFeedback2. During training, given a neutral prompt, an emo-
tional prompt, the V and A scores, the generative model produces a set of images. The emotion
understanding model then evaluates the images to provide reward feedback. During testing, the
emotional prompt is omitted due to the users’ affective gap, and the model instead iteratively gener-
ates textual feedback to refine the prompts.

2.2 EMOTIONAL IMAGE GENERATION

Most of the previous works in EICG can be grouped into color-based (Chen et al., 2020; Liu et al.,
2018; Yang & Peng, 2008; Peng et al., 2015), and style-based (Fu et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2023; Weng
et al., 2023). Recently, EmoGen (Yang et al., 2024) pioneered the Emotion Image Content Genera-
tion task by generating images based on discrete emotion tags (e.g., happy, sad). The model presents
a mapping network to transform abstract emotions into concrete concepts. While groundbreaking,
this approach is restricted by the narrow scope of categorical emotion labels, which fail to capture
nuanced affective states. To address this limitation, EmotiCrafter (Dang et al., 2025) introduced the
C-EICG task, along with an emotion-embedding network that injects continuous Valence (V) and
Arousal (A) values (Russell, 1980) into text prompts to enable smooth, emotion-driven image varia-
tion. Meanwhile, EmoEdit (Yang et al., 2025) constructed paired datasets of emotional and original
images, designing an Emotion Adapter to mediate interactions between target emotions and input
visuals. Different from previous works, our method incorporates emotional feedback from outputs
to optimize the model and adaptively enrich emotional texts according to the image content.
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Question:

Policy Model
Qwen 2.5 VL

Question:

Reference 
Model

Group Relative 
Policy 

Optimization

What is your overall
rating on the emotion
of this picture in terms
of valence and arousal?

Which of the eight
emotions does this
picture represent?

KL-Loss

Reasoning:

<think>
The image depicts a castle surrounded by vibrant flowers
and playful elements like bunny ears, which evoke a sense
of joy and amusement. These elements contribute to a
bright and lively scene that elicits a positive emotional
response. The presence of the castle adds a sense of
wonder and magic, enhancing the feeling of excitement.
</think>
<answer> {"V": 6.8, "A": 7.2} </answer>

𝑉0= 7.3
𝐴0= 5.9

𝑉i= 6.8
𝐴i= 7.2

𝑉G= 5.3
𝐴G= 6.9

𝑒𝑚𝑜0 =
amusement

𝑒𝑚𝑜i =
amusement

𝑒𝑚𝑜G =
excitement

V-A Score Regression Reward

𝑟𝑉−𝐴 =

1, 𝑖𝑓 𝑉𝑖 − 𝑉𝑔𝑡 ≤ 𝜏

𝑎𝑛𝑑 |𝐴𝑖 − 𝐴𝑔𝑡| ≤ 𝜏

0, 𝑖𝑓 𝑉𝑖 − 𝑉𝑔𝑡 ＞𝜏

𝑎𝑛𝑑 |𝐴𝑖 − 𝐴𝑔𝑡|＞𝜏

0.5, 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒

Emotion Classification Reward

𝑟𝑐𝑙𝑠 = ൝
1, 𝑖𝑓 𝐸𝑖 = 𝐸𝑔𝑡
0, 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒

Gradient

Advantage
Multi-Task Reward
𝑟 = 𝑟𝑉−𝐴 + 𝑟𝑐𝑙𝑠 + 𝑟𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑡

Figure 2: The Emotion Understanding Model Training Process. The training image is input into the
emotion understanding model to predict the V-A scores and emotion labels. The set of outputs is
then fed into the designed reward functions to calculate the reward. The GRPO algorithm finally
derives the advantage and loss to optimize the policy model.

3 METHOD

3.1 EMOTION UNDERSTANDING MODEL TRAINING

For the emotion understanding model, we adopt GRPO for multi-task reinforcement fine-tuning of
the Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct model (Bai et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025a). In general, for each data pair,
we design three reward functions to calculate the corresponding reward ri for each response oi gen-
erated by the policy model. Figure 2 demonstrates the training pipeline of the emotion understanding
model. We describe the three reward functions as follows.

Format Reward: This reward enforces structured outputs: reasoning within “<think>” and
“</think>” tags, answer within“<answer>” and “</answer>” tags. Moreover, the content inside
“<answer>” must follow a JSON-like format (Guo et al., 2025). The reward score is set to 1 if the
i-th response satisfies all the above conditions; otherwise, it is 0. 1

V–A Score Regression Reward: This reward guides the model to reason about the degree of emo-
tion expressed in the image along the two dimensions of emotion, i.e., valence and arousal. For each
response oi, the predicted values (V i, Ai) are compared with the ground-truth values (Vgt, Agt).
If the discrepancy falls within a predefined threshold τ , a reward is assigned. This allows predic-
tions with acceptable deviations to receive positive feedback without requiring exact matches. The
formulation of reward rV-A is demonstrated in the Figure 2.

Emotion Classification Reward: This task encourages the model to accurately identify the discrete
emotion category expressed in the image, facilitating the understanding of the emotional effect of
certain objects. The model predicts one of eight emotion types: amusement, awe, anger, content-
ment, disgust, fear, excitement, and sadness. We design a binary reward rcls for this task: if the
predicted emotion category Ei matches the ground truth label Egt, the reward is 1; otherwise, it is
0. The formulation of the reward rcls is demonstrated in Figure 2.

3.2 EMOTION-AWARE REWARD FEEDBACK

We design an emotion-aware reward feedback strategy for the reinforcement fine-tuning of SD3.5-
M by employing the emotion understanding model to assess the generated images. Following the
training paradigm of Flow-GRPO (Liu et al., 2025), for each text prompt, the model performs T
denoising steps and generates a group of G images. Each image {xi

0}Gi=1 corresponds to a trajectory
{(xi

T , . . . , x
i
0)}Gi=1. Next, the emotion understanding model predicts V–A scores of each image and

computes reward values as reward feedback. The group-level rewards are then normalized to com-
pute the advantage of each image, thereby converting the absolute rewards into relative advantages

1The detailed prompts are provided in Appendix D.1.
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that reflect the intra-group ranking:

Âi =
R
(
xi
0, c

)
−mean

({
R
(
xi
0, c

)}G

i=1

)
std

({
R
(
xi
0, c

)}G

i=1

) . (1)

For every step t along the sampled trajectory, the model calculates the importance sampling weight
rit. To avoid overly large policy updates and ensure stable training, GRPO constrains rit within the
range [1-δ, 1+δ]. In addition, a KL divergence penalty scaled by β is applied to keep the learned pol-
icy close to the reference distribution πref. The final optimization objective of the generative model
can be formulated as the expectation of weighted advantages across all samples and all timesteps
within the group:

J (θ) = Exi∼πθold

1

G

G∑
i=1

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

[
min

(
rit(θ)Â

i, clip
(
rit(θ), 1− ε, 1 + ε

)
Âi

)
− βDKL

(
πθ ∥ πref

)]
, (2)

where rit(θ) = πθ(x
i
t−1|xi

t, c)/πθold(x
i
t−1|xi

t, c). Additionally, to mitigate reward hacking where
the model overfits to emotional cues at the cost of severe content distortion, we incorporate the
PickScore model, a human-preference-based metric, as an additional reward. Our generative model
is therefore jointly optimized with both emotional fidelity and semantic consistency in the images.

3.3 SELF-PROMOTION TEXTUAL FEEDBACK

In this work, we leverage the emotion understanding and chain-of-thought reasoning capabilities of
LVLM to propose a self-promotion textual feedback framework. This framework adapts the core
principle of gradient descent to the text-to-image generation (Yuksekgonul et al., 2024). Instead of
updating model parameters with numerical losses and gradients, we treat the discrepancy between
generated images and target emotions as the “loss”, and the textual feedback provided by the LVLM
as the “gradient”, to improve the emotional quality of generated images during inference.

The textual feedback optimization consists of three key steps analogous to standard gradient op-
timization: loss computation, gradient estimation, and variable update. Formally, let t denote the
user prompt, e the target emotion, v the generated visual content,M the LVLM (Qwen2.5-VL-7B-
Instruct), and P the prompt function that specifies the instruction for each step. The optimization
proceeds as follows:

Loss computation: The LVLM is instructed by Ploss to evaluate the emotions of a group of gener-
ated images and compute the discrepancy from the target emotions as the loss:

L(e, v)←M
(
Ploss(e, v)

)
. (3)

Gradient estimation: Guided by Pgrad, the LVLM analyzes the images and their emotional loss,
producing natural language suggestions for improving emotional quality:

∂L
∂v
←M

(
Pgrad(L(e, v))

)
. (4)

Variable update: Finally, under the instruction Pupdate, the LVLM refines the user prompt based
on the gradient-like analysis and suggestions:

topt ←M
(
Pupdate(

∂L
∂v

, t)
)
. (5)

The optimized prompt topt is then fed into the generative model G (SD3.5-M) in the next iteration
to produce a new group of images. In practice, for each image group, we select the best and worst
samples according to their losses, Lbest and Lworst, to the LVLM (Li et al., 2025b). By enriching
the prompt with additional details and emotional cues, the newly generated images can better align
with the desired emotions, while the model parameters remain fixed. 2

2The generation–evaluation–feedback paradigm can be formalized with the pseudo code in Appendix B.
The specific prompts to generate textual feedback could refer to Appendix D.1. The reasoning process and
results of textual feedback could refer to Appendix E.2.

5



270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Christmas scene with 

miniature houses, 

trees and horseman.

V = 7.1, A = 7.8

EmoFeedback²

FLUX

EmoEdit

EmotiCrafter

Mountain village 

with steep houses 

in green landscape.

V = 6.8, A = 1.9

Yellow jet boat 

speeds over blue 

water with riders.

V = 8.2, A = 6.1

Sunset over calm 

ocean, waves 

gently rolling.

V = 5.7, A = 2.8

Fire burning in 

field, man on 

bicycle nearby.

V = 3.1, A = 6.3

Man sits by water, 

looking at phone, 

misty atmosphere.

V = 1.4, A = 1.9

SD3.5-L

Figure 3: Qualitative comparisons with baselines under specific emotional states. Our approach
demonstrates superior performance in many kinds of emotions.

4 EXPERIMENT

4.1 DATASET CONSTRUCTION

We construct a multimodal emotion dataset based on EmoSet-118K (Yang et al., 2023). The orig-
inal EmoSet-118K only provides images and discrete emotion categories, lacking textual descrip-
tions and V–A annotations. To address this limitation, we design a data construction pipeline. First,
we employ a multimodal large language model (MLLM) to generate neutral, emotional prompts
for each image in the training dataset, thereby obtaining image–text pairs. In the test dataset, we
only generate the neutral prompts because in the real world, the emotional prompts are unavailable
due to the affective gap. Next, following the emotion lexicon proposed in (Warriner et al., 2013),
which maps emotion-related words to Valence and Arousal scores, we extract the mean and standard
deviation of the V–A values for each emotion category. Based on these statistics, we build indepen-
dent Gaussian distributions for each emotion label and randomly sample a pair of the V–A values
from the corresponding distribution for each image. Through this process, we create a new dataset
comprising 14,563 training samples and 1000 test samples.

4.2 BASELINE AND EVALUATION METRICS

To effectively evaluate the accuracy of our method in generating images that convey emotions, while
also demonstrating the superior quality and aesthetics of the generated images, we selected four
corresponding baselines for comparison. EmotiCrafter (Dang et al., 2025), EmoEdit (Yang et al.,
2025): FLUX (Labs, 2024): the most powerful flow-matching method in Text2Image generation.
Stable-Diffusion3.5-Large (SD3.5-L) (Esser et al., 2024): typical generative method.

We assess our method based on five metrics: V-Error, A-Error, CLIP-Score (Hessel et al., 2021),
CLIP-IQA (Wang et al., 2023), and Aesthetic Score (Aes-Score). V-Error and A-Error evaluate
the absolute error of predicted valence and arousal values and the target valence and arousal val-
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EmoFeedback² EmotiCrafter SD3.5-L

Illuminated market area with lit buildings and ceiling.

Desert landscape with mountains and cloudy sky at dusk.

FLUX

Valence Increase
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Figure 4: Qualitative comparisons with baselines under varying emotional values.

ues, representing the accuracy of emotional expression. CLIP-Score measures how well the image
semantically aligns with a given text prompt, ensuring that the content matches the intended descrip-
tion. CLIP-IQA focuses on perceptual quality, assessing whether the image looks sharp, natural, and
free of distortions or artifacts. Aesthetic Score reflects the subjective visual appeal, estimating how
pleasing or artistically attractive the image is. 3

4.3 COMPARISON

4.3.1 QUALITATIVE COMPARISON

We evaluate the generated images based on three criteria: (1) the effectiveness of emotion expres-
sion, (2) the quality of the generated images, and (3) the continuity of visual changes as V and A
values vary. The qualitative results are presented in Figure 3 and Figure 4.

Figure 3 demonstrates the performance of different methods in generating image content correspond-
ing to specific emotional states. EmoFeedback2 excels at preserving prompt content and effectively
integrating emotional details. In contrast, EmotiCrafter struggles with conveying emotions in back-
ground content and has lower visual quality. EmoEdit often overemphasizes emotions, distorting
the original image, like removing a cyclist or replacing a person with tombstones. SD3.5-L and
FLUX generate high-quality visuals but fail to accurately depict emotions, with mismatched facial
expressions or lacking energetic posture. 4

Figure 4 illustrates how EmoFeedback2 and baseline methods generate images that evolve with
varying V-A values. Since EmoEdit can only take discrete emotion words as input, it fails to produce
images under continuous shifts in V-A values. As shown, the image content generated by SD3.5-L
and FLUX exhibits little perceptible change with V-A, as these models were not explicitly designed
to capture emotional dynamics. EmotiCrafter demonstrates some degree of emotional changes,
such as altering texture colors or adding sun elements at high V-A values. However, EmoFeedback2

presents much more pronounced emotional expression in terms of background objects, brightness,
color tone, and overall atmosphere, making it more effective in achieving emotionally coherent and
visually compelling results. 5

4.3.2 QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON

As shown in Table 1, our method achieves the best (lowest) V-Error and A-Error on average, and
also obtains the highest performance on CLIP-Score and CLIP-IQA, and suboptimal on Aes-Score,

3Refer to the Appendix B for detailed experiment settings.
4Refer to the Appendix E.2 for more qualitative experimental results.
5Refer to the Appendix E.2 for more qualitative experimental results.
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Table 1: Performance comparison across various methods on the custom dataset. Best scores are in
blue , second-best in green .

Method V-Error ↓ A-Error ↓ CLIP-Score ↑ CLIP-IQA ↑ Aes-Score ↑
EmotiCrafter 0.700 1.011 24.011 0.753 5.235
EmoEdit 0.545 0.927 21.932 0.800 5.228
SD3.5-L 0.552 0.753 25.209 0.834 5.335
FLUX 0.700 0.852 25.666 0.817 5.569
EmoFeedback2 0.521 0.710 26.889 0.880 5.442

Table 2: Performance comparison across various methods on the EMOTIC dataset. Best scores are
in blue , second-best in green .

Method V-Error ↓ A-Error ↓ CLIP-Score ↑ CLIP-IQA ↑ Aes-Score ↑

EmotiCrafter 1.253 1.288 27.072 0.909 5.430
SD3.5-L 1.131 1.300 27.704 0.930 5.302
FLUX 1.047 1.395 27.877 0.930 5.597
EmoFeedback2 0.849 0.669 27.410 0.938 5.480

demonstrating both the accuracy of our generated images in conveying emotions and their superior
image quality. For EmoEdit, it achieves the suboptimal result in V-Error at the cost of the lowest
CLIP-Score, as it modifies images to inject emotional representation. For EmotiCrafter, in cases
such as background images, where emotional expression is inherently ambiguous, it struggles to
generate images that accurately convey the intended emotions, and its performance is further con-
strained by the quality of the prompts. Moreover, we can observe that after reinforcement fine-tuning
and test-time text feedback optimization, our generative model surpasses the FLUX and SD3.5-L
model in image quality and image-text alignment, highlighting the effectiveness of our approach.

Furthermore, to validate the generalization ability of our method, we conduct an extra validation ex-
periment on the cross-domain dataset, EMOTIC (Kosti et al., 2019). EMOTIC provides continuous
V-A annotations, it fundamentally differs from our custom dataset: EMOTIC’s annotations describe
the emotions of people in the image (e.g., facial expressions, body posture), whereas our dataset
focuses on the global emotional expression of the overall content and scene. Thus, the emotion
distribution in EMOTIC represents an unseen domain for our model. We conducted an additional
evaluation on the EMOTIC test set. The emotional image generation results of EmoFeedback2 and
the baselines are included in the Table 2. EmoFeedback2 achieves SOTA performance in V-Error,
A-Error, and CLIP-IQA, along with a competitive CLIP-Score. These results demonstrate that our
method maintains superior performance in terms of both emotional fidelity and image quality even
in OOD scenarios, highlighting a significant generalization advantage over current SOTA methods.

4.3.3 USER STUDY

We conducted the user study to evaluate user preference for our proposed method. A total of 20
participants were recruited. The study assessed users’ preferences in terms of emotional expres-
siveness and image quality. It consisted of 30 image sets, each containing five images generated by
our model, and four baseline models. For each image set, participants were presented with the five
images and asked two questions: (1) Which of the five images best conveys the target emotion? (2)
Please rate each image on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = poor, 5 = excellent) in terms of visual quality.

Table 3 presents the results of user preference for emotional expressiveness and average image qual-
ity ratings across the five methods. EmoFeedback2 achieves a preference rate of 53.83%, signif-
icantly outperforming all four baselines. The results demonstrate that our method generates emo-
tionally compelling content that aligns closely with human perception. Additionally, EmoFeedback2

achieves the highest score of 4.00, surpassing all competing methods and confirming its superior vi-
sual fidelity and generation stability.
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Table 3: User study comparison across 20 subjects. Best scores are in blue

Metric EmotiCrafter EmoEdit SD3.5-L FLUX EmoFeedback2

Emotional Preference 2.00% 4.00% 18.33% 21.83% 53.83%
Image Quality 1.89 1.92 3.79 3.85 4.00

Table 4: Ablation Study between different reward functions and model size. Best scores are in blue

Model Ours Qwen-3B-S Qwen-7B-C

V-Error 0.521 0.628 0.819
A-Error 0.710 1.217 0.896

Table 5: Ablation Study between multi-task and single-task. Best scores are in blue

Task Jointly Training Regression Only Classification Only

V-Error 0.521 0.579 1.445
A-Error 0.710 0.812 2.073

Table 6: Comparison between Lexicon-based Annotation and Human Annotation.

Annotator Lexicon-based Annotation Human Annotation

V-Error 0.521 0.781
A-Error 0.710 1.310

4.4 ABLATION STUDY

4.4.1 EMOTION UNDERSTANDING MODEL

Our emotion understanding model is based on the Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct backbone, trained with
a step reward function and a multi-task strategy. In this experiment, we first evaluate how the
LVLM size and reward function design affect emotion assessment accuracy. Specifically, we replace
the backbone with Qwen2.5-VL-3B-Instruct (Qwen-3B-S) to study the model size, and substitute
the step reward with a continuous function of V–A discrepancy (Qwen-7B-C) to study the reward
design. As shown in Table 4, our 7B model outperforms Qwen-3B-S on both metrics, and the step
reward yields better performance across metrics than the continuous reward variant. Additionally,
we validate the effectiveness of multi-task training. Table 5 shows that our jointly trained multi-
task model significantly outperforms single-task regression-only and classification-only baselines,
demonstrating that classification helps improve V-A score regression accuracy.

4.4.2 REWARD AND TEXTUAL FEEDBACK

We qualitatively evaluate the impact of reward feedback (RF) and textual feedback (TF) in
EmoFeedback2 on the emotional content of the generated images, as shown in Figure 5. The first
row of images represents those generated using only the SD3.5-M model. The second and third rows
show the results generated with reward feedback and textual feedback, respectively. The last row
presents the results using both feedbacks. We can conclude that reward feedback enables the image
to have emotional content from the initial generation, while textual feedback primarily enriches the
details of the generated image to improve emotional expressiveness.

4.4.3 HUMAN ANNOTATION RESULTS

To validate our reliability of the lexicon-based annotations, we invite an additional eight experts
to independently rate Valence and Arousal (1–9 scale) on 1,000 test images. As shown in Figure
6, the sorted distributions of lexicon-based and human annotations exhibit highly consistent trends,
confirming that our method preserves the global structure of emotional perception. Furthermore, the
comparable V-Error and A-Error rates reported in Table 6 demonstrate that our model is effectively
aligned with human perception.
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w/o RF

w/o TF

Decorative float 

featuring 

eggs and a bird.

V = 7.8, A = 7.5

EmoFeedback²

w/ RF

w/o TF

w/o RF

w/ TF

Person walks 

away from 

large, intense fire.

V = 3.0, A = 4.9

Icy waterfall 

cascades over 

frozen cliff edge.

V = 7.0, A = 4.9

Graffiti skull with 

long hair and 

violin in corner.

V = 2.6, A = 5.3

Graveyard with 

old tombstones 

and trees. 

V = 1.4, A = 1.8

Figure 5: Ablation study on the reward and textual feedback.

Figure 6: Additional Ablation Study on the valence distribution difference between human annota-
tion and lexicon-based annotation

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce EmoFeedback2, a novel LVLM-based generation-understanding-
feedback reinforcement paradigm for continuous emotional image content generation. Based on
the emotion understanding LVLM, we introduce an emotion-aware reward feedback strategy, in
which the LVLM calculates emotional reward feedback from generated images to fine-tune the
generative model. At the inference stage, we further propose a self-promotion textual feedback
optimization framework to adaptively provide refined emotional prompts for the next-round gener-
ation. Extensive experiments prove the effectiveness of our method: qualitative experiments show
that EmoFeedback2 generates emotionally expressive images whose content varies smoothly with
changes in V–A values, while quantitative evaluation demonstrates that our method achieves state-
of-the-art emotional fidelity and image quality, outperforming both emotional image content gen-
eration and general Text2Image generation fields. However, our current method lacks exploration
of process reward models (PRM). The model’s steps and elements for evaluating image emotion
are still unclear. Additionally, since emotion understanding is highly subjective and each person’s
emotions are specific, the current unified training paradigm will have deviation for each user. Future
work will focus on PRM and calibrating data according to each user’s emotional preference.

10



540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

REFERENCES

Shuai Bai, Keqin Chen, Xuejing Liu, Jialin Wang, Wenbin Ge, Sibo Song, Kai Dang, Peng Wang,
Shijie Wang, Jun Tang, et al. Qwen2.5-vl technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.13923,
2025.

Damian Borth, Rongrong Ji, Tao Chen, Thomas Breuel, and Shih-Fu Chang. Large-scale visual
sentiment ontology and detectors using adjective noun pairs. In Proceedings of the 21st ACM
international conference on Multimedia, pp. 223–232, 2013.

Hanna Chainay, George A Michael, Mélissa Vert-Pré, Lionel Landré, and Amandine Plasson. Emo-
tional enhancement of immediate memory: Positive pictorial stimuli are better recognized than
neutral or negative pictorial stimuli. Advances in Cognitive Psychology, 8(3):255, 2012.

Tianlang Chen, Wei Xiong, Haitian Zheng, and Jiebo Luo. Image sentiment transfer. In Proceedings
of the 28th ACM International Conference on Multimedia, pp. 4407–4415, 2020.

Shengqi Dang, Yi He, Long Ling, Ziqing Qian, Nanxuan Zhao, and Nan Cao. Emoticrafter: Text-to-
emotional-image generation based on valence-arousal model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2501.05710,
2025.

Patrick Esser, Sumith Kulal, Andreas Blattmann, Rahim Entezari, Jonas Müller, Harry Saini, Yam
Levi, Dominik Lorenz, Axel Sauer, Frederic Boesel, et al. Scaling rectified flow transformers
for high-resolution image synthesis. In Forty-first international conference on machine learning,
2024.

Tsu-Jui Fu, Xin Eric Wang, and William Yang Wang. Language-driven artistic style transfer. In
European Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 717–734. Springer, 2022.

Daya Guo, Dejian Yang, Haowei Zhang, Junxiao Song, Ruoyu Zhang, Runxin Xu, Qihao Zhu,
Shirong Ma, Peiyi Wang, Xiao Bi, et al. Deepseek-r1: Incentivizing reasoning capability in llms
via reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2501.12948, 2025.

Jack Hessel, Ari Holtzman, Maxwell Forbes, Ronan Le Bras, and Yejin Choi. Clipscore: A
reference-free evaluation metric for image captioning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.08718, 2021.

Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. Advances in
neural information processing systems, 33:6840–6851, 2020.

Dimitrios Kollias. Abaw: Valence-arousal estimation, expression recognition, action unit detection
& multi-task learning challenges. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 2328–2336, 2022.

Ronak Kosti, Jose M Alvarez, Adria Recasens, and Agata Lapedriza. Emotion recognition in con-
text. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp.
1667–1675, 2017.

Ronak Kosti, Jose M Alvarez, Adria Recasens, and Agata Lapedriza. Context based emotion recog-
nition using emotic dataset. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 42
(11):2755–2766, 2019.

Philip A Kragel, Marianne C Reddan, Kevin S LaBar, and Tor D Wager. Emotion schemas are
embedded in the human visual system. Science advances, 5(7):eaaw4358, 2019.

Black Forest Labs. Flux. https://github.com/black-forest-labs/flux, 2024.

Weiqi Li, Xuanyu Zhang, Shijie Zhao, Yabin Zhang, Junlin Li, Li Zhang, and Jian Zhang. Q-insight:
Understanding image quality via visual reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.22679,
2025a.

Yafu Li, Xuyang Hu, Xiaoye Qu, Linjie Li, and Yu Cheng. Test-time preference optimization:
On-the-fly alignment via iterative textual feedback. In Forty-second International Conference on
Machine Learning, 2025b.

11

https://github.com/black-forest-labs/flux


594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Da Liu, Yaxi Jiang, Min Pei, and Shiguang Liu. Emotional image color transfer via deep learning.
Pattern Recognition Letters, 110:16–22, 2018.

Jie Liu, Gongye Liu, Jiajun Liang, Yangguang Li, Jiaheng Liu, Xintao Wang, Pengfei Wan,
Di Zhang, and Wanli Ouyang. Flow-grpo: Training flow matching models via online rl. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2505.05470, 2025.

Olga Megalakaki, Ugo Ballenghein, and Thierry Baccino. Effects of valence and emotional intensity
on the comprehension and memorization of texts. Frontiers in Psychology, 10:179, 2019.

Kuan-Chuan Peng, Tsuhan Chen, Amir Sadovnik, and Andrew C Gallagher. A mixed bag of emo-
tions: Model, predict, and transfer emotion distributions. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference
on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 860–868, 2015.

Tianrong Rao, Xiaoxu Li, and Min Xu. Learning multi-level deep representations for image emotion
classification. Neural processing letters, 51(3):2043–2061, 2020.

Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz, Patrick Esser, and Björn Ommer. High-
resolution image synthesis with latent diffusion models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF confer-
ence on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 10684–10695, 2022.

James A Russell. A circumplex model of affect. Journal of personality and social psychology, 39
(6):1161, 1980.

Zhihong Shao, Peiyi Wang, Qihao Zhu, Runxin Xu, Junxiao Song, Xiao Bi, Haowei Zhang,
Mingchuan Zhang, YK Li, et al. Deepseekmath: Pushing the limits of mathematical reasoning in
open language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.03300, 2024.

Shikun Sun, Jia Jia, Haozhe Wu, Zijie Ye, and Junliang Xing. Msnet: A deep architecture using
multi-sentiment semantics for sentiment-aware image style transfer. In ICASSP 2023-2023 IEEE
international conference on acoustics, speech and signal processing (ICASSP), pp. 1–5. IEEE,
2023.

Antoine Toisoul, Jean Kossaifi, Adrian Bulat, Georgios Tzimiropoulos, and Maja Pantic. Estimation
of continuous valence and arousal levels from faces in naturalistic conditions. Nature Machine
Intelligence, 3(1):42–50, 2021.

Jianyi Wang, Kelvin CK Chan, and Chen Change Loy. Exploring clip for assessing the look and
feel of images. In Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, volume 37, pp.
2555–2563, 2023.

Yan Wang, Wei Song, Wei Tao, Antonio Liotta, Dawei Yang, Xinlei Li, Shuyong Gao, Yixuan Sun,
Weifeng Ge, Wei Zhang, et al. A systematic review on affective computing: Emotion models,
databases, and recent advances. Information Fusion, 83:19–52, 2022.

Amy Beth Warriner, Victor Kuperman, and Marc Brysbaert. Norms of valence, arousal, and domi-
nance for 13,915 english lemmas. Behavior research methods, 45(4):1191–1207, 2013.

Shuchen Weng, Peixuan Zhang, Zheng Chang, Xinlong Wang, Si Li, and Boxin Shi. Affective image
filter: Reflecting emotions from text to images. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 10810–10819, 2023.

Liwen Xu, Zhengtao Wang, Bin Wu, and Simon Lui. Mdan: Multi-level dependent attention network
for visual emotion analysis. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, pp. 9479–9488, 2022.

Chuan-Kai Yang and Li-Kai Peng. Automatic mood-transferring between color images. IEEE
computer graphics and applications, 28(2):52–61, 2008.

Dingkang Yang, Shuai Huang, Shunli Wang, Yang Liu, Peng Zhai, Liuzhen Su, Mingcheng Li, and
Lihua Zhang. Emotion recognition for multiple context awareness. In European conference on
computer vision, pp. 144–162. Springer, 2022.

12



648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Jingyuan Yang, Qirui Huang, Tingting Ding, Dani Lischinski, Daniel Cohen-Or, and Hui Huang.
Emoset: A large-scale visual emotion dataset with rich attributes. In ICCV, 2023.

Jingyuan Yang, Jiawei Feng, and Hui Huang. Emogen: Emotional image content generation with
text-to-image diffusion models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, pp. 6358–6368, 2024.

Jingyuan Yang, Jiawei Feng, Weibin Luo, Dani Lischinski, Daniel Cohen-Or, and Hui Huang.
Emoedit: Evoking emotions through image manipulation. In Proceedings of the Computer Vi-
sion and Pattern Recognition Conference, pp. 24690–24699, 2025.

Jufeng Yang, Dongyu She, Yu-Kun Lai, Paul L Rosin, and Ming-Hsuan Yang. Weakly supervised
coupled networks for visual sentiment analysis. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on com-
puter vision and pattern recognition, pp. 7584–7592, 2018.

Xiaocui Yang, Shi Feng, Daling Wang, and Yifei Zhang. Image-text multimodal emotion classi-
fication via multi-view attentional network. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia, 23:4014–4026,
2020.

Mert Yuksekgonul, Federico Bianchi, Joseph Boen, Sheng Liu, Zhi Huang, Carlos Guestrin, and
James Zou. Textgrad: Automatic "differentiation" via text. arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.07496,
2024.

Sicheng Zhao, Xingxu Yao, Jufeng Yang, Guoli Jia, Guiguang Ding, Tat-Seng Chua, Bjoern W
Schuller, and Kurt Keutzer. Affective image content analysis: Two decades review and new
perspectives. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 44(10):6729–
6751, 2021.

13



702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

APPENDIX

A THE USE OF LARGE LANGUAGE MODELS

In this work, we use Large Language Models (LLMs) to aid and polish writing. We utilize LLMs to
refine the quality of our manuscript by suggesting more precise terminology. Additionally, we use
LLMs to optimize LaTeX templates for figures, tables, and mathematical expressions, significantly
reducing the time and effort required for typesetting complex layouts.

B FURTHER DETAILS ON THE EXPERIMENT SETUP

B.1 MODELS AND BASELINE METHODS

The following table lists the generation model, the emotion understanding model, and the baseline
methods.

Models Links

SD3.5-M https://huggingface.co/stabilityai/stable-diffusion-3.5-medium
Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct
SD3.5-L https://huggingface.co/stabilityai/stable-diffusion-3.5-large
FLUX.1-dev https://huggingface.co/black-forest-labs/FLUX.1-dev
EmotiCrafter https://github.com/idvxlab/EmotiCrafter
EmoEdit https://github.com/JingyuanYY/EmoEdit

B.2 HYPERPARAMETERS SPECIFICATION

In the training of the emotion understanding model, the GRPO generation number N is set to 8, the
batch size is set to 16, and we train 5 epochs for convergence. The weight of the KL divergence
penalty β is set to 1e-3, while the weights α1 and α2 are set to 0.25 and 0.75, respectively. The
threshold ϵ is set to 0.70. We employ AdamW as the optimizer, using an initial learning rate of
1e-6 that linearly decays to 1e-9 during training. In the training of the generation model, the GRPO
generation number N is set to 8. We use a sampling timestep T = 10 and an evaluation timestep
T = 25. The image resolution is 512, and the KL ratio is set to 0.1. We set the training process to
1000 steps, and the batch size of every step is set to 16. During the self-promotion textual feedback
framework, we set the iteration number of feedback to 3, and generate 8 images every iteration.

B.3 SELF-PROMOTION TEXTUAL FEEDBACK FRAMEWORK

Algorithm 1 Self-Promotion Textual Feedback Framework
Require:

original prompt t0, target emotion e, generative model G(·)
max iterations I , prompt functions Ploss, Pgrad, Pupdate

Ensure: optimized image vI
1: v0 ← G(t0) ▷ initial image
2: for i = 0 to I − 1 do
3: L(e, vi)←M

(
Ploss(e, vi)

)
▷ textual loss

4: Lbest,Lworst ← select-best-worst
(
L(e, vi)

)
5: ∂L/ ∂vi ←M

(
Pgrad(Lbest,Lworst)

)
▷ textual gradient

6: ti+1 ←M
(
Pupdate(∂L/ ∂vi, ti)

)
▷ prompt update

7: vi+1 ← G(ti+1) ▷ new image
8: end for
9: return vI
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C COMPUTATION EFFICIENCY

Our self-promotion textual feedback framework provides configurable iterative refinement at test
time. Users can choose to perform a single generation round or request additional refinement. In
each round, the model produces a batch of images, allowing the user to either pick a satisfactory
result immediately or wait for the next refinement step, depending on their preference for emo-
tional fidelity. Since our model is fine-tuned with emotion-aware reward feedback, it’s capable of
generating competitive emotional images even in a single round. Therefore, although our method
supports iterative generation, the actual inference time and resource consumption depend entirely
on the user’s preference. For example, on a single H20 GPU, generating 8 images per round takes
11s, while the LVLM-based emotion evaluation and prompt refinement take an additional 9s. This
means the minimal latency is 11s if the user selects images from the first round, and users who desire
higher emotional fidelity can wait for another 20s, and so on. Therefore, generating 8 samples with
three iterations needs 51s. We compare the average inference latency per sample between our model
and the baselines, and the results are reported in Table 7. Our inference latency is comparable to that
of current models. This improvement is large because our base generator, SD3.5-M, contains only
2.5B parameters, making it much lighter than other generative models. Therefore, our approach
maintains efficient inference while offering superior emotional controllability, making it potentially
practical for real-world deployment.

Table 7: Comparison of inference latency per sample and base generator model size.

Metric EmotiCrafter SD3.5-L FLUX EmoFeedback2

Inference Latency (s) 1.5 4.0 17.0 6.4
Model Size (B) 3.5 8.0 12.0 2.5

D LVLM’S EMOTIONAL EVALUATION MECHANISM

D.1 EXPLICIT PROMPT GUIDANCE

As shown in Table 8, 9, the prompts used during training and evaluation explicitly instruct the model
to focus on visual elements highly relevant to emotion, such as: “Please consider the weather, light,
background object, and facial expression in the decision.” The multimodal alignment mechanism of
LVLMs enables the model to prioritize these features in visual encoding, which are known to be
important in human emotional perception. The explicit prompts can introduce inductive bias that
significantly influences the distribution of attention weights in LVLMs. Therefore, by leveraging the
model’s strong instruction-following capability, we improve the controllability and interpretability
of emotion assessment.

D.2 CHAIN-OF-THOUGHT REASONING

Utilizing the reasoning capabilities and hierarchical feature extraction of LVLM to reveal the process
of emotional attribution and cue integration. We instruct the model to explicitly output its reasoning
steps, making emotion judgment no longer implicitly encoded but expressed through an interpretable
reasoning path. Figure 2 provides a concrete example. Before outputting the final emotion scores,
the model clearly states its reasoning: (1) identifying key visual elements such as “castle,” “flowers,”
and “bunny ears”; (2) interpreting visual attributes such as “bright” referring to color, “playful” re-
ferring to style, and “surrounded” referring to composition; (3) linking these elements to emotional
implications, such as “amusement,” “positive,” “excitement”. Through hierarchical feature extrac-
tion, the LVLM simultaneously captures low-level visual cues and high-level element attributes, and
uses cross-modal associations to map visual features into an abstract emotional semantic space. This
forms a coherent reasoning process that greatly enhances the reliability and interpretability of our
method.
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Table 8: Prompts for Different Tasks. The system prompt is shared across all tasks, while task-
specific prompts are additionally designed for each task.

System Prompt: A conversation between User and Assistant. The user asks a question, and
the Assistant solves it. The assistant first thinks about the reasoning process in the mind and
then provides the user with the answer. The reasoning process and answer are enclosed within
<think> </think> and <answer> </answer> tags, respectively, i.e., <think> reasoning process
here </think><answer> answer here </answer>.

Prompt for VA-Value Regression Task: What is your overall rating on the valence and arousal
of this picture? The valence and arousal rating should be a float between 1 and 9, rounded to two
decimal places. For valence, 1 represents very sad and 9 represents very happy. For arousal, 1
represents very calm and 9 represents very active. Please consider the weather, light, background
object, and facial expression in the decision. Return the result in JSON format with the following
keys: "valence": The evaluated valence score. and "arousal": The evaluated arousal score.

Prompt for Emotion Classification Task: Analyze the given image and decide which of the
following eight emotions the image represents: "amusement", "anger", "awe", "contentment",
"fear", "disgust", "excitement", and "sadness". Please consider the weather, light, background
objects, and facial expression in the decision. Return the result in JSON format with the following
keys: "emotion_class": The detected emotion (or "null" if none).

E EXTENDED EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

E.1 ADDITIONAL ABLATION STUDY

E.1.1 REWARD HACKING

"Reward Hacking" manifests when the model sacrifices image quality or semantic content to max-
imize the emotion reward (e.g., generating a solid red patch to represent "anger"). PickScore is a
CLIP-based scoring model trained on extensive human preference data, designed to evaluate both
image-text alignment and aesthetics. We selected it specifically for its ability to penalize content
distortion. Suppose the model distorts the original prompt in pursuit of emotional expression (e.g.,
a "dog" no longer resembles a dog). In that case, PickScore assigns a significantly lower score,
thereby offsetting the high Emotion Reward. This mechanism forces the model to strike a balance
between emotional fidelity and semantic consistency/aesthetic quality. To demonstrate the necessity
of PickScore, we conducted an ablation study by training a variant of EmoFeedback² that excludes
the PickScore reward. We selected sample images generated by both models at various training
stages for comparison. In our experiment, PickScore is incorporated as an additional reward term.
Within our reinforcement learning (GRPO) framework, we compute a combined reward defined as
the weighted sum of the emotion fidelity reward. As shown in Figure 7, the results indicate that
images generated by the model trained without PickScore gradually lose semantic features as train-
ing progresses. Conversely, the model trained with the multi-reward objective maintains semantic
consistency and image quality.

E.1.2 COMPARISON TO GENERAL LVLM-BASED MODEL

Most existing feedback frameworks rely on generic LVLMs. In contrast, a core contribution of
our work is the development of an emotion-understanding LVLM (Section 3.1). We fine-tune
it using GRPO with multi-task rewards (V-A regression reward and emotion classification re-
ward). This expert LVLM evaluates emotional content more accurately and more consistently than
a general-purpose LVLM. To quantitatively demonstrate the advantage of our expert LVLM and
generation-understanding-feedback paradigm, we additionally constructed a general LVLM-based
feedback baseline. This baseline utilizes a general Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct model without our
emotion-specific fine-tuning to provide feedback. Furthermore, we add the human preference re-
ward model, like ImageReward and PickScore. The comparative results are included in Table 10.
As the general LVLM lacks emotion-understanding capabilities, its V-Error (0.850) and A-Error
(0.842) are significantly worse than those of our method (V-Error 0.521, A-Error 0.710). While Im-
ageReward and PickScore show improved V-A performance compared with the general LVLM, our
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Table 9: Prompts for self-promotion and VA-Change. The system prompt is shared across all
tasks, while specific prompts are additionally designed for each individual task.

System Prompt: You are an expert in image emotion evaluation. You should first think about the
reasoning process in your mind and then provide the user with the answer. The emotion metrics
to assess images are Valence (V) and Arousal (A): Valence measures how positive or negative
the emotion evoked by the image is. A score of 1 indicates extremely negative emotion, while
9 indicates extremely positive emotion. Arousal (A) measures how calming or stimulating the
image is. A score of 1 indicates very calm or passive, while 9 indicates very exciting or active.
The V and A rating should be two float values between 1 and 9. You will be given a text prompt
containing target Valence and Arousal values, along with two images generated from this prompt
by a diffusion model, and their corresponding evaluated emotional scores.

Prompt for self-promotion textual feedback 1. Analysis: Compare the best image with the
worst image. Based on the relationship and differences between their evaluated emotional values
and the target values, analyze the strengths and weaknesses of each image. Also, analyze and
specify what aspects of the best image need to be modified or improved to make its emotional
values closer to the target. Consider aspects such as lighting and brightness, weather and envi-
ronment, color and composition, characters and objects in your analysis. 2. Optimization: To
achieve a new image that aligns more closely with the target emotional values, rewrite and opti-
mize the original text prompt with a more detailed emotional description. The optimized prompt
should guide the diffusion model to generate an image that incorporates the modifications and
improvements identified in the analysis. The optimized prompt must be richer in content than
the original prompt. It should introduce meaningful modifications in aspects such as lighting,
brightness, weather, environment, colors, composition, characters, or objects, while preserving
the core semantics of the original prompt. 3. Return the answer only as a valid JSON object with
exactly two keys: analysis: a single string with the comparative analysis, optimized_prompt:
the new optimized prompt as a string, in short word format. Do not include any explanations,
headings, or Markdown, only return raw JSON.

Prompt for VA-Change task: 1. Analysis: Given target valence (V) gt_v and arousal (A) gt_a,
for instance, Low V, Low A to gloomy, depressive; Low V, High A to tense, fearful; High V,
Low A to calm, serene; High V, High A to joyful, energetic. Describe the atmosphere the image
should present. Provide guidance under four aspects: Lighting and brightness, Weather and envi-
ronment, Color and composition, Characters and objects. 2. Optimization: Based on the analysis,
rewrite and enrich the original text prompt so it better reflects the target emotions gt_v, gt_a. Use
more detailed emotional description, considering typical V/A mappings: 3. Return only a valid
JSON object with two keys: analysis: the analysis as one string, optimized_prompt: the im-
proved prompt as one string. Do not include any explanations, headings, or Markdown; only
return raw JSON.
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w/o PickScore

w/ PickScore

Step 0 Step 750Step 500Step 250

Figure 7: Additional Ablation Study results under reward hacking.

Table 10: Performance comparison across different reward models. Best scores are in blue , second-
best in green .

Method V-Error ↓ A-Error ↓ CLIP-Score ↑ CLIP-IQA ↑ Aes-Score ↑

Pickscore 0.554 0.788 25.515 0.790 5.337
ImageReward 0.584 0.825 24.933 0.723 5.326
General 0.850 0.842 26.776 0.821 5.399
Emotion 0.521 0.710 26.889 0.880 5.442

method still outperforms them in all metrics. The results indicate that human preference may im-
plicitly add some emotional information in the reward model. However, their performance remains
inferior to the explicit emotion-aware modeling provided by our expert LVLM.

E.2 ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE RESULTS

Figures 8, 9, 10 qualitatively compare EmoFeedback2 and other baselines. Figures 11, 12, 13
demonstrate the content variation of the pictures with the change of V and A values in different
original emotions.

E.3 THE TEXTUAL FEEDBACK

Table 11 and Table 12 represent two examples of the reasoning process in our proposed self-
promotion textual feedback framework.

F BROADER IMPACT

Our paradigm EmoFeedBack2, enables the personalized generation of emotionally evocative images
tailored to individual users and holds substantial promise. Leveraging the reasoning and feedback
capabilities of Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) together with user preference data enables
the development of private, user-specific models for emotional image generation. Furthermore, emo-
tional valence-arousal (V-A) features can be decoded directly from electroencephalography (EEG)
signals, opening up the possibility for users to enrich images with additional emotional content based
on their neural responses to original visual stimuli.
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Table 11: Examples of the self-promotion textual feedback, including analysis and outputs.

Original: Decorative float featuring eggs and a bird-like creature.

Iteration 1: Analysis: The best image has a bright and cheerful color palette, which gives it a
positive and lively feeling. The bird-like creature adds a whimsical element that enhances the
overall visual appeal. The worst image, on the other hand, has a darker and more intense color
scheme, making it feel less appealing and more unsettling. The best image should be slightly
more dynamic and vibrant to match the target emotional values.

Outputs: Decorative float featuring eggs and a friendly bird-like creature with soft feathers and
bright, pastel colors.

Iteration 2: Analysis: The best image has a higher valence and arousal compared to the worst
image. The bright pastel colors and the playful presence of the bird-like creature contribute to a
more vibrant and stimulating scene. The worst image, despite having a soft and warm feeling,
lacks the same level of excitement and playfulness.

Outputs: Decorative float featuring eggs and a friendly bird-like creature with soft feathers and
bright, pastel colors, glowing under a soft morning light with a slightly hazy background.

Table 12: Examples of the self-promotion textual feedback, including analysis and outputs.

Original: Person walks away from large, intense fire.

Iteration 1: Analysis: The best image depicts a person walking away from a large, intense fire,
which evokes a strong sense of danger and urgency. The evaluated emotional values align well
with the target emotions. The worst image shows a person running towards the fire, which adds
a dynamic element but may evoke a slightly different emotional response due to the direction of
movement. The best image could benefit from a slight increase in the Arousal value to better
match the target emotional values.

Outputs: Person walks away from a massive, swirling inferno amidst a dark, smoky night sky.

Iteration 2: Analysis: The best image has a slightly lower Arousal value compared to the target,
making it more suitable for the given prompt. The worst image has a higher Arousal value, which
may not align well with the intended feeling of the prompt.

Outputs: Person walks away from a massive, swirling inferno amidst a dark, smoky night sky
with a glowing, fiery aura enveloping the scene.
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Figure 8: Additional Qualitative results under specific emotional states.
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Figure 9: Additional Qualitative results under specific emotional states.
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Figure 10: Additional Qualitative results under specific emotional states.
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Figure 11: Additional Qualitative results under varying emotional states. The original neutral
prompt is "Christmas scene with miniature houses, trees, and a horseman". As valence and arousal
increase, the light in this picture turns bright. The light in the cabin makes the atmosphere warmer.
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Figure 12: Additional Qualitative results under varying emotional states. The original neutral
prompt is "Person sitting on storefront ledge, looking up". As valence and arousal increase, the
person’s facial expression changes from grave to a laugh. The light in the picture becomes brighter.
The city is more colorful.
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Figure 13: Additional Qualitative results under varying emotional states. The original neutral
prompt is "Skull and skeleton wearing a blue hooded cape outside". As valence and arousal in-
crease, the skull’s facial expression changed from frightening to amused. The added moon increases
the light in the picture.
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