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Abstract

Recently, efforts have been made to develop international standards related to 3DTV quality assessment underway in
International Telecommunication Union and Video Quality Experts Group. Unlike conventional 2D displays, there are several types
of 3D display monitors: passive glasses, active glasses and auto-stereoscopic. In this paper, we performed subjective video quality
tests using various 3D display monitors, in order to examine whether these display monitors can produce consistent perceptual
video quality scores for processed video sequences. The experimental results show that the subjective scores of those 3D monitors
are highly correlated and it appears that similar subjective scores will be obtained even when different types of 3D displays are
used.
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A v maor 115cm(46) Side-by-Side 1920x1080 60Hz 2009
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D 0.977 0.952 0.981 1
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Table 6. Mean of MOSs for each display

A B C D
MOS Er 3.131 3.036 3.021 3.025

Table 7. Statistical analysis of MOS difference between each display pairs

A-B A-C A-D B-C B-D CD

MOS Ate| &[4 -0.537 -0.506 -0.476 -0.763 -0.964 -0.583
MOS 2| Z|ch 0.911 0.679 0.661 0.598 0.793 0.708
MOS Al2| # 0.095 0.109 0.105 0.014 0.010 -0.004
MOS *to| ZZHA} 0.302 0.208 0.231 0.270 0.330 0.201
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