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“The audio is a rap song  with keyboard 

accompaniment. This is a la style 


hip-hop style dance.”
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Caption

“The music is a rock song with a strong

emphasis on drum and guitar. The dance is that


a man wiggles his shoulders.”

UniMuMo

Figure 1. UniMuMo is able to perform generation tasks on any combination of music, motion, and text. The tasks shown in the figure include
text-to-aligned-music-motion, music-to-motion, motion-to-music, music-captioning, and motion-captioning.

Abstract

We introduce UniMuMo, a unified multimodal model ca-
pable of taking arbitrary text, music, and motion data as
input conditions to generate outputs across all three modal-
ities. To address the lack of time-synchronized data, we
align unpaired music and motion data based on rhythmic
patterns to leverage existing large-scale music-only and
motion-only datasets. By converting music, motion, and
text into token-based representation, our model bridges
these modalities through a unified encoder-decoder trans-
former architecture. To support multiple generation tasks
within a single framework, we introduce several architec-
tural improvements. We propose encoding motion with a
music codebook, mapping motion into the same feature
space as music. We introduce a music-motion parallel gen-
eration scheme that unifies all music and motion genera-
tion tasks into a single transformer decoder architecture
with a single training task of music-motion joint genera-
tion. Moreover, the model is designed by fine-tuning exist-
ing pre-trained single-modality models, significantly reduc-
ing computational demands. Extensive experiments demon-
strate that UniMuMo achieves competitive results on all
unidirectional generation benchmarks across music, motion,
and text modalities. Quantitative results are available in

https://hanyangclarence.github.io/unimumo demo/.

1. Introduction

Music and body movements are synchronized and insepa-
rable. The beat and metrical structures in rhythm encour-
age the spontaneous coordination of body motion with
music [29], activating the motor-related areas of human
brains [26]. Dance particularly exemplifies this connection
through choreography that aligns with the music’s rhythm,
melody and emotion. Meanwhile, even though most people
are not professional musicians or dancers, they often inter-
pret music and dance using simple, natural language. This
descriptive text serves as a vital bridge between understand-
able ideas and abstract concepts in music and motion.

The synergy between music, motion, and text provides
a natural motivation to create a model capable of under-
standing and creating contents across all these modalities.
Moreover, building a framework that can flexibly generate
music, motion, and text in arbitrary combinations is crucial
for real-world applications, even though existing models
already achieve impressive results in unidirectional genera-
tion tasks such as text-to-music [7], music-to-motion [50],
motion-to-music [55] and motion-to-text [24]. In the real
world, there is a demand for diverse generative abilities, and
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more complex generation tasks may be necessary, such as
creating dance sequences based on both music and textual de-
scriptions. Training individual models for each unique com-
bination, although potentially yielding better output quality,
would significantly increase training costs, deployment ef-
forts and storage requirements. Thus, a unified model that
supports all combinations of conditioning and generation
tasks, rather than a collection of separate models or training
adapters to incorporate individual models, offers a more cost-
effective solution. To this end, we introduce a novel task of
dynamically generating music, motion, and text in a multi-
tude of combinations unifiedly. As demonstrated in Fig. 1,
this task is designed to handle diverse generative scenarios,
ranging from text-to-music, text-to-motion, to more complex
combinations like text-to-music-plus-motion or music-plus-
text-to-motion.

However, the task could be challenging, especially in two
aspects: i) the lack of comprehensive datasets that include
all three modalities - music, motion, and text - limits the
development of a general and unified model. While there are
individual datasets for music-only [44], motion-only [37],
music to motion [32] and text to motion [20], a holistic
and large-scale dataset that encompasses all three modalities
still remains absent; ii) designing a unified architecture that
supports both the conditioning and generation of all three
modalities is challenging, mainly due to the significant dif-
ferences between the neural representations for the three
modalities and the multiplicity of desired generation tasks.

To address the first challenge of lacking paired data, we
propose to align unpaired music and motion sequences based
on their rhythmic patterns. Specifically, we extract both mu-
sic beats and motion visual beats, then employ dynamic time
warping to find the alignment and warp the motion sequence
to adjust the motion visual beats to match the music beats.
We found that such augmentation is accurate and efficient.
With the augmented synchronized music-motion data, we
can utilize existing music and motion datasets to train our
unified generative model. Additionally, we construct text
descriptions from music and motion metadata using a mix-
ture of template filling, large language model generation
and music-based language model generation, striking a bal-
ance between diversity, language fluency and description
accuracy.

To overcome the second challenge, we propose a novel
framework, UniMuMo, to unify the generation of different
modalities. Our pipeline consists of three main stages: a
music-motion joint tokenizer that encodes music and mo-
tion sequences into discrete representations within the same
space, a music-motion transformer-decoder model trained
on the task of music-motion joint generation, and a music-
motion captioner that generates text descriptions from music
and motion features. In the first stage, we bridge the modality
gap between music and motion by mapping motion into the

music feature space. Specifically, instead of using separate
Vector-Quantized Variational Autoencoders (VQ-VAE) to
quantize music and motion sequences, we encode motion
with the codebook of a pre-trained music VQ-VAE, namely
Encodec [10]. This design facilitates the unification of mu-
sic and motion within the same generative framework in
the subsequent stage. In the second stage, we train a uni-
fied music and motion generative model with a novel task
of music-motion joint generation from text conditions. To
enable the mutual conditioning of music and motion, and
unlock the music-to-motion and motion-to-music generation
capabilities, we introduce a novel music-motion parallel gen-
eration scheme, where we perform two mutually conditioned
streams of autoregressive generation of aligned music and
motion simultaneously. With the reuse of Encodec and joint
encoding of motion in the previous stage, the current stage
can be effectively achieved by fine-tuning the pre-trained
text-to-music model associated with Encodec, namely Mu-
sicGen [7], equipping it with additional motion conditioning
and generation capabilities while maintaining its music gen-
eration capabilities. In the third stage, we fine-tune a T5
decoder for music and motion captioning tasks, using the
features extracted by the music-motion decoder trained in
stage 2. To transform the decoder into an effective feature
extractor, we replace its causal self-attention layers with
trainable full self-attention layers, and fine-tune them to-
gether with the T5 decoder on music and motion captioning
tasks. Extensive experiments demonstrate that UniMuMo
achieves competitive performance across all unidirectional
generation tasks in music, motion, and text when compared
with existing state-of-the-art models, demonstrating the ef-
fectiveness and versatility of our approach.

Our work offers significant advancements in multimodal
generative research, summarized as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, this is the first unified frame-

work capable of arbitrarily generating content across mu-
sic, motion, and text.

• To address the shortage of paired multimodal data, we aug-
ment and enrich existing large-scale datasets with music-
motion data alignment and text augmentations.

• We propose a novel joint codebook for encoding music
and motion sequences, along with a music-motion parallel
generation scheme, facilitating multiple generation tasks
within a single architecture.

• Our framework achieves results comparable to SOTAs
across all generation tasks in music, motion, and text.

2. Related Work
Text to Music. Text-conditioned music generation has been
widely studied in recent years. There are two main branches:
diffusion-based and transformer-based. For diffusion-based
models, Riffusion [15] uses a latent text-to-image diffu-
sion model to generate spectrograms, which are then con-
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verted into audio clips; Mousai [45] proposes training a
diffusion model in the latent space of a diffusion autoen-
coder; Noise2Music [22] introduces a cascade of diffusion
models that first generates the audio in a coarse form and
then progressively refine it. AudioLDM [34] proposes to
train a latent diffusion model using CLAP [51] embeddings,
a language-audio joint representation, for text conditioning.
For transformer-based models, MusicLM [2] proposes to en-
code music into high-level ”semantic tokens” and low-level
”acoustic tokens”, and use a cascade of transformer decoders
to generate the two levels stage by stage. MusicGen [7]
leverages a single-stage transformer decoder to model the
hierarchical music tokens directly.
Music to Text. Several models have been proposed for au-
dio captioning. WAC [25] proposes to transfer a pre-trained
speech-to-text Whisper model to the music captioning task.
LTU [18] takes the concatenated music embeddings and
text embeddings as input to a large language model and di-
rectly trains caption generation using language modeling
objectives. LP-MusicCaps [12] uses a transformer encoder-
decoder structure, where the music spectrogram is first en-
coded by the encoder and then cross-attended by the decoder
for text generation. MU-LLaMA [35] leverages a frozen
LLaMA [49] and fine-tunes a Music Understanding Adapter
to fuse music features into the LLaMA model.
Music to Motion. Most of the works on music-conditioned
dance generation are based on transformers. Several ap-
proaches [14, 31, 41] adopt similar structures that first use
a music transformer encoder and a motion transformer en-
coder to encode music and initial motion into representations
separately, and then employ a transformer decoder for cross-
modal fusion and motion generation. Bailando [46] proposes
to train a transformer on motion features encoded by a chore-
ographic memory module, which is the codebook of a motion
VQ-VAE. Besides autoregressive transformers, EDGE [50]
adopts a transformer-based diffusion model capable of both
dance generation and editing.
Motion to Music. Most of the relevant works focus on gen-
erating corresponding music from video input. Foley Mu-
sic [16] focuses on generating music for videos of people
playing instruments, and uses Musical Instrument Digital
Interface (MIDI) to bridge the gap between body key points
and the final music. Similarly, RhythmicNet [47] extends
the scenarios to arbitrary motion videos by first estimating
visual rhythm and conditionally generating drum and piano
music. Dance2Music [1] encodes a dance similarity matrix
with CNN and predicts the next note with an LSTM autore-
gressively. CDCD [56] proposes a single-stage method that
uses a discrete latent diffusion model to generate music spec-
trograms conditioned on video features. D2M-GAN [55]
proposes a GAN-based model to generate the music tokens
based on video and pose features.
Text to Motion. Text-to-motion approaches can be mainly

categorized into transformer-based and diffusion-based.
Transformer-based models mainly work with motion tokens
generated by a motion VQ-VAE. TM2T [21] regards text-
to-motion and motion-to-text as machine translation tasks
and trains a transformer encoder-decoder to perform bidirec-
tional translation uniformly. T2M-GPT [53] adopts a GPT-
based model to directly generate motion tokens from text
conditions. MotionGPT [24] proposes incorporating motion
tokens into natural language tokens and performing language
modeling on both text and motion. For the diffusion-based
model, MotionDiffuse [54] and MDM [48] directly adopt
diffusion model while MLD [5] adopt latent diffusion on
motion generation.
Motion to Text. Motion-to-text generation is usually re-
garded as a sequence-to-sequence translation task. Various
methods adopts different sequence-to-sequence models, such
as RNN [40], recurrent autoencoder [52], sequence genera-
tive adversarial nets [19] and transformer [21, 24].

3. Text-Music-Motion Aligned Data Generation
To model arbitrary generation across music, motion, and text,
we propose to expand existing music and motion datasets
by aligning motion with music and synthesizing textual de-
scriptions. The data generation pipeline includes four major
steps: 1) music beat detection, 2) visual beat detection, 3)
music-motion alignment, and 4) text description synthesis.
Music Beat Detection. We estimate music beats from a
music waveform Y ∈ RTw , where Tw represents the number
of samples, using a Bidirectional-LSTM-based model from
[6]. This model performs beat tracking on extracted drum
features and non-drum features separately, then aggregates
the results with a learnable fuser. We manually evaluate
the accuracy of this beat tracking model and find that it
performs well in most test cases, outperforming the beat
tracking methods in the Librosa API [38]. The resulting
music beats are represented as a binary sequence Bm ∈ RTw ,
where each frame is marked as ‘beat’ or ‘non-beat.’
Visual Beats Detection. Given a 3D motion sequence
M ∈ RTm×J×3 where Tm represents the number of frames,
J the number of joints, and the last dimension indicates
x, y, z coordinates, we obtain visual beats in three steps. In
the first stage, we calculate the motion directogram [8], a 2D
matrix that factors motion into different motion angles, simi-
lar to how an audio spectrogram factors sound amplitude into
different frequencies. Specifically, we first compute the first-
order difference of the motion sequence ∆Mt = Mt−Mt−1.
Based on its motion angle, we assign the motion magnitude
of every joint into one of the bins in 2π/Nbins. The motion di-
rectogram Md(t, θ) is obtained by summing the motion mag-
nitudes of each bin: Md(t, θ) =

∑
j ∆Mt(j)1θ(∠Mt(j)),

where 1θ(ϕ) = 1 if |θ−ϕ| ≤ 2π/Nbins else 0. In the second
stage, we convert the motion directogram to the kinematic
offset Mk, which represents the motion changes, similar to
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Figure 2. Overview: The training of UniMuMo consists of three stages: In stage 1, we train a motion RVQ-VAE using the frozen codebook
from a pre-trained music RVQ-VAE to encode motion into the same space as music. In stage 2, we fine-tune a pre-trained music transformer
decoder model on the text-to-music-motion task using the music-motion parallel generation scheme. In stage 3, we fine-tune a T5 decoder
for music-motion captioning using the previous music-motion decoder as a feature extractor.

the onset envelope in an audio spectrogram. We first obtain
motion flux Mf , which represents the deceleration in various
directions, by computing the negative first-order difference
of the directogram ∆Md. We then average each frame of
Mf and filter the top 1% peaks to obtain kinematic offset
Mk. In the last stage, we use dynamic programming to com-
pute the visual beats by designing an objective function that
selects strong visual changes from kinematic offsets and en-
courages equal-spacing beats. More details can be found in
Appendix A. The final visual beats are also represented as a
binary sequence Bv ∈ RTm , where each frame is marked as
‘beat’ or ‘non-beat’.

Music-Motion Alignment. We apply dynamic time warping
to determine the optimal matching between music beats Bm

and visual beats Bv, finding the alignment even though the
duration of these two binary sequences could be different. Fi-
nally, we warp motion sequences by interpolating according
to the warping curve to obtain aligned music-motion pairs.
The reason for warping motion to match music, rather than
the reverse, is that music beats tend to be steady, so warp-
ing music could result in perceptually unacceptable changes.
More details can be found in Appendix B.

Text Description Synthesis. To compensate for the absence
of text descriptions in our used datasets, we employ two
methods for captions synthesis: (1) using Music Understand-
ing Language Model to generate caption directly from audio;
and (2) using Large Language Model to synthesize captions
from metadata (genre, tempo, etc.), striking a balance be-
tween musical accuracy and diversity. Examples and more
details are shown in Appendix C.

4. UniMuMo Framework

UniMuMo consists of three training stages to enable arbi-
trary generation between music, motion, and text. In stage
1, we encode aligned music and motion data into discrete
tokens. To efficiently bridge the gap between the two modal-
ities, we propose to use a frozen pre-trained audio tokenizer
Encodec [10] and train a motion tokenizer that reuses the
same residual codebooks of the audio tokenizer. In stage
2, we fine-tune a state-of-the-art text-to-music transformer
decoder [7] by conducting the task of generating music and
motion tokens simultaneously with music and motion text
descriptions. At the inference stage, we can perform paral-
lel generation to unlock applications of music and motion
generation. In stage 3, we treat the pre-trained music-motion
decoder model in stage two as a feature extractor and fine-
tune a T5 decoder on language modeling task for music and
motion captioning. An overview of the UniMuMo frame-
work is shown in Figure 2.

4.1. Stage 1. Music and Motion Joint Tokenization

While existing tokenization approaches can faithfully recon-
struct the music or motion individually, the correlations be-
tween the two modalities become intricate in distinct spaces.
Therefore, directly applying them in the unified generation
framework poses challenges. Besides, a music tokenizer usu-
ally requires more training resources and time to achieve
high-quality reconstruction than a motion tokenizer. Inspired
by these facts, we introduce an efficient and effective way to
encode music and motion into a joint latent space. We pro-
pose using a pre-trained audio tokenizer, Encodec [10], and
training a new motion encoder-decoder. The motion encoder
encodes the motion into the same embedding space as the
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music and reuses the frozen music Residual Vector Quantiz-
ers (RVQ) to discretize the motion into tokens. From these
tokens, the motion decoder can decode to reconstruct the
motion. Given the higher complexity and richer information
in music compared to motion, the learned music codebook
is theoretically capable of encoding motion.

Specifically, given a waveform Y ∈ RT ·fw with T the au-
dio duration and fw the sample rate, Encodec first encodes
it into a continuous tensor of Xmusic ∈ Rd×T ·fr , where
fr ≪ fw is the frame rate of the residual codebook and d is
the dimension of codebook entries. Xmusic is then quantized
by the RVQ into music tokens Qmusic ∈ {1, . . . ,M}K×T ·fr ,
where K is the number of RVQ and M is the number
of codebook entries. For an aligned motion sequence of
the same duration M ∈ Rdm×T ·fm with frame rate fm
and feature dimension dm, our motion encoder encodes it
into Xmotion ∈ Rd×T ·fr , the same shape as Xmusic, which
is then tokenized by the same RVQ into motion tokens
Qmotion ∈ {1, . . . ,M}K×T ·fr . The motion decoder decodes
the motion feature after RVQ, resulting in M̂ . The motion
encoder-decoder is trained by minimizing the motion recon-
struction loss together with a commitment loss Lcommit from
the codebook:

Ltotal =
1

|D|
∑
M∈D

(∥M − M̂∥2 + λLcommit) (1)

where D is the motion dataset and λ controls the strength of
the commitment loss. Empirically, λ is set to 0.02.

With this design, the music-motion joint tokenization can
effectively learn multimodal correlations by mapping mo-
tion features into the same space as music, without the need
to train another computationally heavy music autoencoder.
Moreover, it enables direct use the text-to-music model as-
sociated with Encodec as an initialization for the following
music-motion decoder model, significantly reducing training
costs and enhancing the performance. Experimentally, such
feature alignment is crucial to learning the joint generation
of music and motion within a single transformer model.

4.2. Stage 2. Music and Motion Generation from
Text

In this stage, we modify and fine-tune an existing state-of-the-
art text-to-music model with the music and motion tokens
extracted from Stage 1, enabling it to handle all tasks re-
lated to music and motion generation, such as text-to-music-
motion and motion-to-music. In particular, we employ Mu-
sicGen [7], an open-source, single-stage transformer decoder
model that can generate multi-level music tokens with a spe-
cific codebook interleaving pattern. Following their practice,
we apply the delay pattern for both music and motion tokens,
utilize a T5 encoder for encoding text descriptions, and adopt
cross-attention to incorporate text conditioning features into
the transformer decoder.

To enable the autoregressive generation of music and mo-
tion within a unified framework, we propose training on the
task of music-motion joint generation, together with a novel
parallel generation scheme, where two streams (i.e., music
and motion) of predict-next-token generation are conducted
simultaneously, with each stream conditioned on each other.
Specifically, given the music tokens Qmusic and motion to-
kens Qmotion with the same shape K × S where S = T · fr
is the sequence length, we first transform them with delay
pattern [7] into Q′

music and Q′
motion respectively, resulting

shape K ×S′, where S′ = S+K − 1. We then concatenate
them in time dimension into Qinput of the shape K × 2S′

as the input to the transformer decoder. The model’s output
is transformed back to the normal pattern for loss calcula-
tion. Training on music-motion joint generation, we adopt
the predict-next-token objectives for both music and motion
tokens in each forward pass:

L =−
1

|D|
∑
Q∈D

{
µ ·

S∑
t=1

log P
[
Qmusic

t |Qmusic
<t , Qmotion

<t

]

+(1− µ) ·
S∑

t=1

log P
[
Qmotion

t |Qmusic
<t , Qmotion

<t

]} (2)

where µ balances between music loss and motion loss, and P
denotes predict-next-token probability of the model. Empiri-
cally, µ is set to 0.85. To enable the parallel autoregressive
generation, we apply a cross-modal causal attention mask, as
shown in Stage 2 of Figure 2. The causal attention mask is of
shape 2S′ × 2S′, each quarter of which is an S′ × S′ lower
triangular matrix, allowing music and motion tokens to have
both cross-modal and uni-modal causal attention. A further
illustration of the strategy can be found in Appendix D.

With the above construction, the model can perform par-
allel sampling during inference, enabling the prediction of
the next token for both music and motion concurrently:

Q̂music
t = argmax

i∈M
P[Qmusic

t,i |Q̂music
<t , Q̂motion

<t ] (3)

Q̂motion
t = argmax

i∈M
P[Qmotion

t,i |Q̂music
<t , Q̂motion

<t ] (4)

where M is the codebook size. With this sampling strategy,
we can conduct the joint generation of music and motion
under text conditions. Additionally, it facilitates zero-shot
music-to-motion and motion-to-music generation. For ex-
ample, given a music sequence Qmusic

1:S , an aligned motion
sequence can be autoregressively sampled by

Q̂motion
t = argmax

i∈M
P[Qmotion

t,i |Qmusic
<t , Q̂motion

<t ] (5)

An illustration of the sampling process can also be found in
Appendix D.

Considering the inherent differences between music and
motion, we further introduce the following changes to the
pre-trained MusicGen to alleviate the mutual interference
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between the two modalities. First, we add another train-
able embedder for motion tokens, with which the model
can learn to differentiate the two modalities. Second, to en-
sure the temporal parallelism, we add positional encodings
{E1, E2, . . . , ES′} to music and motion separately, instead
of using a holistic positional encoding of length 2S′. Third,
inspired by the idea of Mixture of Experts (MoE), we intro-
duce an additional feed-forward network (FFN) for motion
in each transformer layer. As shown in Fig. 2, in each for-
ward pass, the first half of the feature (i.e., music features)
is processed by the music FFN, and the second half (i.e.,
motion features) by the motion FFN. Fourth, we add a new
motion classification head at the end of the network to dis-
tinguish motion code prediction from music code prediction.
Note that for the new modules introduced above, we initial-
ize the motion embedder and FFNs with the corresponding
components from the pre-trained MusicGen. With a joint
motion VQ-VAE trained in Stage 1, such initialization en-
sures that music features are not confused by uninitialized
motion features at the beginning of training, allowing the
music generation capability to be better preserved.

Following MusicGen, text conditioning is added with
cross-attention. In the framework of music-motion joint gen-
eration, we add the text condition of two modalities inde-
pendently. We first encode music descriptions and motion
descriptions separately into features and apply classifier-
free guidance dropout independently. Then, during cross-
attention on text conditions, we specialize the attention mask
to allow music features to attend only to music conditions
and motion features to attend only to motion conditions.

By fine-tuning the model on the music-motion dataset
with the above settings, we find that the model learns to
generate motion in parallel with music quickly while still
keeping its music-generation ability. With a single training
task of music-motion joint generation, various applications
could be achieved in a zero-shot fashion, including text-to-
music, text-to-motion, music-to-motion, motion-to-music,
motion-text-to-music, etc.

4.3. Stage 3. Music and Motion Captioning

The final stage is for caption generation, where we treat the
fine-tuned music-motion decoder in the previous stage as a
feature encoder for music and motion, and fine-tune another
T5 decoder to generate captions for music and motion.

However, using the music-motion decoder directly as a
feature extractor brings challenges. Firstly, the self-attention
in the decoder is done causally, which is inadequate for
capturing rich music and motion features. Secondly, since the
input of the model is the concatenation of music and motion,
we are limited to input music-motion pairs for captioning,
which is inflexible.

To address these issues, we introduce a trainable full self-
attention module, initialized with the trained cross-modal

causal attention module, as shown in Fig. 2, Stage 3. In-
spired by BLIP [30], which claims that the major differ-
ence between transformer encoders and decoders lies in
the self-attention layers, with embedding layers and FFNs
functioning similarly, we therefore fine-tune only the newly
introduced full self-attention modules together with the T5
decoder on caption generation task, keeping the rest of the
music-motion decoder unchanged. Considering that captions
of music and motion are independent, we remove the cross-
attention areas on the attention mask.

In practice, we first randomly mask the entire music or
motion tokens as empty, and concatenate them together as
input Qinput. This allows us to conduct music or motion
captioning independently. Next, we forward it through the
music-motion decoder with a null condition, where full self-
attention is applied. We then take the output of the last hidden
layer of the model as the feature, which is cross-attended
by the T5 text decoder. We fine-tune the model with the
language modeling task, and the generation target is either
music caption or motion caption, depending on the input
masking.

5. Experiment

5.1. Effectiveness of Music-Motion Alignment

To quantitatively evaluate the beat alignment results, we cal-
culate the mean L1 distance between each music beat and its
nearest visual beat before and after the alignment. Specifi-
cally, we randomly sample 300 music clips, each 10 seconds
long, pair each with a random motion sequence, and then
calculate the score before and after aligning them using the
algorithms we introduced. The mean L1 distance decreases
from 6.34 to 1.78, demonstrating the overall effectiveness of
our alignment algorithms. We further conduct a user study,
the results of which are in Appendix E.

5.2. Evaluations

We conduct extensive evaluations of our model across
various tasks and metrics. More implementation details
about hyperparameter choices, dataset, metrics and train-
ing/evaluation setups are in Appendix F.

Models FADVGG ↓ KL↓ CLAP↑
Riffusion [15] 14.8 2.06 0.19
Mubert [39] 9.6 1.58 -
Mousai [45] 7.5 1.59 0.23
MusicLM (860M) [2] 4.0 1.31 -
MusicGen (300M) [7] 4.9 1.42 0.27
AudioLDM 2-Full (346M) [34] 3.13 1.17 0.38
Ours (300M) 5.93 1.99 0.27
MusicGen (fine-tuned on our data) 5.81 1.97 0.28
Ours (trained on data with vocals) 4.11 1.95 0.29

Table 1. Comparison of text-to-music generation on MusicCaps.
Bold and underlined results are the best and second-best results.
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Methods
R-Precision↑

MMDist↓ Bleu↑
ROUGE-L↑ Cider↑ BertScore↑

Top1 Top3 @1 @4

Real 0.506 0.800 2.986 - - - - -
MotionGPT [24] 0.534 0.803 2.978 42.61 6.04 34.47 7.92 31.57
TM2T [21] 0.525 0.814 2.995 61.76 21.98 47.40 71.12 37.27
Ours 0.520 0.806 2.958 52.84 9.27 40.11 6.22 40.90

Table 5. Comparison of motion captioning on HumanML3D dataset.

Models Beats Coverage↑ Beats Hit↑
Dance2Music [1] 83.5 82.4
Foley Music [16] 74.1 69.4
CMT [11] 85.5 83.5
D2M-GAN [55] 88.2 84.7
CDCD [56] 93.9 90.7
Ours 93.0 88.4

Table 2. Comparison of motion-conditioned music generation on
AIST++.

Models Distk → Distg → Beat Align.↑
Real 10.61 7.48 0.24
Bailando [46] 7.92 7.72 0.23
FACT [31] 10.85 6.14 0.22
EDGE [50] 10.58 7.62 0.27
Ours (music conditioned) 10.68 10.35 0.24
Ours (text conditioned) 9.14 9.37 0.25

Table 3. Comparison of music-conditioned and text-conditioned
dance generation.

Models Bleu↑ Meteor↑ Rouge↑ BertScore↑
LTU [18] 0.238 0.250 0.332 0.876
LP-MusicCaps [12] 0.165 0.202 0.281 0.879
MU-LLaMA [35] 0.238 0.354 0.475 0.913
Ours 0.261 0.291 0.369 0.892

Table 4. Comparison of music captioning on MusicQA dataset.

Text-to-Music. In Table 1, we compare our UniMuMo with
Riffusion [15], Mubert [39], Mousai [45], MusicLM [2], Mu-
sicGen [7] and AudioLDM 2 [34]. We evaluate the perfor-
mance on MusicCaps, with results of SOTAs directly sourced
from their respective papers. We employ three metrics:
Frechet Audio Distance (FADVGG) [27], Kullback-Leibler
Divergence (KL) [28] and CLAP similarity (CLAP) [23, 51].
The first two metrics measure the audio quality, while the
last one measures the correspondence between generated au-
dio and text descriptions. Note that the audio quality of our
model does not match with SOTA models. We argue that this
might be due to the poor audio quality of our training data.
Following MusicGen, we also use vocal-free training data.
To achieve this, we use Demucs [9, 43] to remove the vocal
part of the music in Music4All dataset. Nonetheless, we ob-
serve that many of the processed audio are of bad quality.
This is testified by the experiment of fine-tuning MusicGen
on our dataset for the same number of epochs while keeping
all other settings the same (e.g., sequence length, batch size).
As shown in Table 1, the audio quality of the tuned model
also degrades. We also tried training the model on the orig-
inal dataset with vocals, resulting in improved quantitative
scores. However, the generated music is not perceptually
good, often filled with weird and meaningless vocals. This
phenomenon, where training on music with vocals yields

better quantitative scores, is also reported in MusicGen.
Dance-to-Music. In Table 2, we compare UniMuMo with
Dance2Music [1], Foley Music [16], CMT [11], D2M-
GAN [55] and CDCD [56] on dance-conditioned music gen-
eration. For evaluation, we adopt Beats Coverage and Beats
Hit [55], both of which measure the alignment of generated
music with motion.
Music/Text-to-Dance. In Table 3, we compare UniMuMo’s
dance-generation capabilities with Bailando [46], FACT [31]
and EDGE [50] on AIST++ dataset. We evaluate UniMuMo
on both music-conditioned and text-conditioned dance gen-
eration tasks. Although there is currently no established
benchmark for the text-to-dance task, we can also apply the
same evaluation metrics to measure and compare the qual-
ity of generated dance. For evaluation metrics, we adopt
kinetic distribution spread (Distk) and geometric distribu-
tion spread (Distg) to measure the diversity. Additionally, we
employ the beat alignment score to measure the alignment
between conditioning audio and generated dance. Follow-
ing EDGE, we evaluate the motion sequences on 5-second
clip. For text-to-dance, we directly evaluate the dance that is
jointly generated with music, conditioned on both music and
motion captions, and we calculate the beat alignment score
between the generated dance and music. The quantitative
scores show that UniMuMo achieves competitive results on
music-conditioned dance generation, even though it hasn’t
been fine-tuned on AIST++ music. For text-conditioned gen-
eration, it achieves inferior dance quality since there is no
ground truth music for reference, but also gains a higher beat
alignment score due to the joint generation.
Music-to-Text. In Table 4, we compare UniMuMo against
SOTA music captioning models including LTU [18], LP-
MusicCaps [12] and MU-LLaMA [35]. The evaluation is
conducted on the MusicQA dataset released by [35], which
is a music-related question-answering dataset. We take the
answers to the question ”Describe the audio” together with
the corresponding music as evaluation data, totaling 552
music-caption pairs. Following MU-LLaMa, the metrics we
use includes Bleu, Meteor, RougeL and BertScore, which
are all common evaluation metrics in natural language pro-
cessing.
Motion-to-Text. In Table 5, we compare UniMuMo with
TM2T [21] and MotionGPT [24] for motion captioning us-
ing the HumanML3D test set. Following MotionGPT, we
adopt the motion-retrieval precision (R-Precision) to mea-
sure the accuracy of motion-text matching using top-1 and
top-3 retrieval accuracy, multi-modal distance (MM Dist)
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to measure the distance between motion and text, and other
popular natural language processing metrics, including Blue,
Rouge, Cider and BertScore, to assess the linguistic quality.
Since we source only 50% of our training motion data from
HumanML3D, and the motion is augmented to align with
music beats, UniMuMo still lags behind the best SOTA in
certain metrics for HumanML3D motion captioning task.

Based on the quantitative results presented above, Uni-
MuMo achieves competitive performance compared to the
SOTA benchmarks across various single-modal generation
tasks. Specifically, in the motion-to-music, music-to-motion,
music captioning and motion captioning tasks, UniMuMo
generally ranks second among the SOTAs. However, in the
text-to-music task, UniMuMo’s performance is not as com-
petitive, which we argue may be attributed to the limitations
in our training data.

5.3. Ablation Studies

FADVGG ↓ KL↓ CLAP↑ Distk → Distg → Beat Align.↑
Full 5.93 1.99 0.27 10.54 8.15 0.24
Ablation 1 6.75 2.13 0.26 6.03 8.28 0.22
Ablation 2 6.79 2.06 0.26 6.73 7.35 0.23
Ablation 3 6.29 2.11 0.24 6.03 8.28 0.22
Ablation 4 6.41 2.06 0.27 9.22 6.58 0.22
Ablation 5 7.10 2.22 0.23 9.61 9.01 0.23

Table 6. Comparisons of our full model with different ablation
studies on MusicCaps for music generation and our Music4All for
dance generation. Ablation 1-2 show the results of using an inde-
pendent motion VQVAE for encoding motion sequences. Ablation
3 shows the results of model without the key structures of separate
embedder and MoE. Ablation 4 shows the results of using a mixture
of training tasks during training. Ablation 5 shows the result of
training our model from scratch.

In the ablation study, we first evaluate the effectiveness of
the proposed joint codebook encoding by training our model
with motion encoded by an independent motion VQ-VAE
(ablation 1 and 2). We then assess the impact of the addi-
tional separate embedder and FFN introduced to MusicGen
by training the model without them (ablation 3). We also
investigate training the model with multiple tasks, rather
than the single proposed music-motion joint generation (ab-
lation 4). Finally, we evaluate the effectiveness of using a
pre-trained model for initialization by training the model
from scratch (ablation 5). All ablations are compared with
our benchmarks on MusicCaps for music generation and
Music4All for motion generation, as shown in Table 6. More
details and analysis are in Appendix G.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce UniMuMo, the first unified frame-
work for arbitrary generation across music, motion, and text.
To address the limitations of paired multimodal data, we
expand existing datasets with rhythm-based music-motion

alignment and text augmentation, thus creating a compre-
hensive new dataset. To build a unified model, we propose
novel architectural designs, including a music-motion joint
tokenizer for bridging modality gaps and a music-motion
parallel generation scheme for synchronized music and mo-
tion generation. Extensive experiments show that UniMuMo
achieves competitive performance in all unidirectional gen-
erative tasks. We believe our framework will not only open
up new avenues for multimodal generation but also inspire
future advancements in this rapidly evolving field.
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[25] Marek Kadlčı́k, Adam Hájek, Jürgen Kieslich, and Radosław
Winiecki. A whisper transformer for audio captioning trained
with synthetic captions and transfer learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.09690, 2023. 3

[26] Peter E Keller and Martina Rieger. Musical movement and
synchronization. Music Perception, 26(5):397–400, 2009. 1

[27] Kevin Kilgour, Mauricio Zuluaga, Dominik Roblek, and
Matthew Sharifi. Fr\’echet audio distance: A metric for
evaluating music enhancement algorithms. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1812.08466, 2018. 7

[28] Felix Kreuk, Gabriel Synnaeve, Adam Polyak, Uriel Singer,
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Appendix

A. Visual Beats Detection Details
As discussed in the main paper, there are three steps to ob-
tain visual beats from 3D motion sequence M ∈ RTm×J×3

where Tm is the number of frames, J is the number of
joints, and the third dimension represents x, y, z coordi-
nates. Inspired by the idea used to find visual impacts in
raw videos [8], we adapt this approach to find local saliency
in motion sequences. The main idea is to use the sudden
visible deceleration of the motion sequence as the basis of
the heuristic to find “visual beats”. The three steps have very
similar physical meanings to traditional music beat detection
techniques [3, 13].

In the first step, we compute the motion directogram Md,
a 2D matrix that factors motion into different motion angles,
as described in the main paper. The motion directogram is
similar to the audio spectrogram, which could offer spectral
flux to measure the change in amplitude of different frequen-
cies over time. Therefore, in the second step, we compute the
pre-direction deceleration of Md as an analogue for spectral
flux to obtain the motion flux Mf . In audio, the onset enve-
lope could be inferred from the spectral flux. In motion, we
obtain the visual impact envelope, called kinematic offsets
Mk, by averaging each frame of Mf and filtering the top 1%
peaks. With the onset envelope, usually, an onset detection
followed by dynamic programming-based beat tracking algo-
rithms [3, 13] are used to find the most likely periodic music
beats. In motion sequence, we also use dynamic program-
ming to compute the visual beats by designing an objective
function that selects strong visual changes from kinematic
offsets and encourages equal-spacing beats. We optimize the
objective function:

V (m) =

n∑
j=1

u(mj) + α

n−1∑
j=1

VT (mj ,mj+1)

VT (mj ,mj+1) =
T [bin(mj+1 −mj)]

Tmax
− 1.0

where u is the kinematic offset value of the candidate beat to
encourage strong visual impacts, α is the weight to balance
the two terms, T is the autocorrelation mean over the local
time window, and {mj}nj=1 ∈ m is a subset of candidate
beats. The VT (mj ,mj+1) regularizes the estimated tempos
within a local window to encourage equal-spacing beats.
We measure the deviation by computing the time-dependent
autocorrelation function T on kinematic offsets.

B. Music Motion Alignment Details
We apply dynamic time warping (DTW) to compute the
optimal alignment between music beats Bm and visual beats
Bv. The optimal alignment minimizes the sum of distances

between aligned elements, even though the lengths of Bm

and Bv may differ. The local distance between elements of
Bm and Bv is computed by Euclidean distance. Regarding
the transitions allowed while searching for the minimum-
distance path, we use the Rabiner-Juang step pattern [42]. We
use python-dtw package [17] to find the alignment. Finally,
we warp motion sequences according to the warping curve.

C. Text Description Construction Details
C.1. Music Caption Generation with Music Lan-

guage Model

We employed MU-LLaMa [35], a specialized large language
model for music-related Q&A tasks, to generate music de-
scriptions using genre metadata from the Music4All dataset.
Our experiments show that MU-LLaMa generally under-
stands music effectively, accurately assesses tags, and inte-
grates them into cohesive descriptions. However, we also
notice that the generated descriptions often lack diversity
both in sentence structure and content. Repeated results are
also observed.

C.2. Music Caption Generation with ChatGPT and
Template Filling

We adopt energy, tempo, genres, and tags from the metadata
of Music4All [44]. Energy, indicating musical intensity and
activity, ranges from 0.0 to 1.0. Tempo, measured in beats per
minute (BPM), reflects the music’s speed. The dataset cate-
gorizes music into 853 unique genres and includes 19,541
tags.

First, we convert energy and tempo into descriptive tags
with the criteria shown in Table 8 and 9. Adverbs and adjec-
tives are randomly selected and paired, and the thresholds are
manually determined by listening to samples and comparing
values. Then, we construct phrases from tags using random
templates. We construct a tempo phrase from tempo descrip-
tion, an energy phrase from energy description and a tag
phrase from genres and tags. The choices of templates are
shown in Table 10. Next, we randomly shuffle, dropout and
concatenate the phrases to construct raw music text descrip-
tions. Finally, we refine the descriptions with ChatGPT [4].
We set the ChatGPT content as “You are an expert in music,
skilled in writing music comments and descriptions.” and
use the prompt “Here are {n} music descriptions, please
polish them separately into fluent and meaningful sentences
with details. Please return the polished results in the format
of “1: content... 2: content... ...”” to polish n descriptions on
each request.

This approach ensures that our synthesized descriptions
are more natural than direct tag concatenation and more di-
verse than using full descriptive templates. Moreover, it has
more control on the synthesized results than directly asking
ChatGPT to write descriptions from tags. However, since the
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Description Type Examples

ChatGPT Generated

Blending elements of underground hip-hop, ekip, and rap, this music exudes a
gentle yet quick energy that immerses the listener in its unique category.
This high-energy song combines the raw power of indie rock with the smooth and expressive
elements of jazz, resulting in a unique and captivating musical experience.
This high-tempo track seamlessly combines German pop and alternative styles, boasting a
spirited and lively atmosphere that will keep listeners engaged from start to finish.

MU-LLaMa Generated
The music is a blend of neofolk, martial industrial, and dark ambient.
The audio is a progressive rock/metal song with a fast tempo, steady drumming, and a bass guitar rhythm.
The music is a bossa nova/jazz/MPB/soul fusion with a touch of Brazilian rhythms.

Motion Desctiption
The style of the dance is ballet jazz.
This is a break style dance.
The genre of the dance is LA style hip-hop.

Table 7. Examples of three kinds of synthesized text descriptions.

Range Adverb Adjective

tempo < 60
extremely,
very

slow, languid,
lethargic, relaxed,
leisure, chilled

60 ≤ tempo < 75
slow, languid,
lethargic, relaxed,
leisure, chilled

75 ≤ tempo < 110
moderate, easy-going,
laid-back,medium,
balanced, neutral

110 ≤ tempo < 150
fast, upbeat, high,
brisk, quick, rapid,
swift

tempo >= 150
extremely,
very, highly

fast, upbeat, high,
brisk, quick, rapid,
swift

Table 8. Choices of descriptive tags for tempo. Adverbs and adjec-
tives are randomly chosen and paired.

generated captions source the musical information only from
genre, tag, intensity, and tempo, they often cannot provide
specific details such as the instrument composition or the
emotional tone. Additionally, the descriptive tags of energy
and tempo can sometimes be imprecise due to the inaccura-
cies of metadata. Therefore, during training we leverage a
mixture of the above two methods for music captioning to
strike a balance between musical accuracy and diversity.

C.3. Motion Caption Generation

The only metadata that is available for AIST++ [32] and
DancedDB [37] is a genre tag. Therefore, we directly con-
struct the motion descriptions using the following templates:
“The genre of the dance is <>”, “The style of the dance is
<>.”, “The is a <> style dance.”, where <> is filled with
the genre tag.

Finally, as mentioned in the paper, we apply text condi-
tioning separately to music and motion, adding classifier-free

Range Adverb Adjective

energy < 0.1
extremely,
very

soft, calm, peaceful,
serene, gentle, light,
tranquil, mild, mellow

0.1 ≤ energy < 0.4
soft, calm, peaceful,
serene, gentle, light,
tranquil, mild, mellow

0.4 ≤ energy < 0.7
moderate, comfortable,
balanced, relaxing

0.7 ≤ energy < 0.9
intense, powerful, strong,
vigorous, fierce,
potent, energetic

energy >0.9
extremely,
very, highly

intense, powerful, strong,
vigorous, fierce,
potent, energetic

Table 9. Choices of descriptive tags for energy.

Phrase Type Phrase Choices

Tempo Phrase

with a <> tempo,
whose speed is <>,
a <> music,
set in a <> pace

Energy Phrase

which is <>,
with <> intensity,
a <> music,
whose energy is <>

Tag Phrase

This is atrack which is <>,
This song has the style of <>,
The music is <>,
The genre of the music is <>

Table 10. Choices of phrase template for tempo, energy and tags.
Inside <>, we fill in tempo tag, energy tag or a list of genres and
tags.

guidance dropout independently. Examples of the several
types of descriptions mentioned above are shown in Table 7.
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D. Illustration of Music Motion Parallel Gener-
ation

During the training of UniMuMo, we introduce a music
motion parallel generation scheme, which not only allows
for the joint generation of music and motion, but also enables
zero-shot music-to-motion and motion-to-music generation.
In this section, we provide illustrations to further explain the
training and inference processes.

During training, as illustrated in Figure 3a, music and
motion are trained on language modeling task separately.
In each forward pass, the system is trained to predict the
next music token for music and the next motion token for
motion. The predict-next-token losses are calculated sepa-
rately for each modality and then summed up with different
weights. The customized cross-modal causal-attention mask,
each quarter of which is a lower triangular matrix, ensures
that each modality can causally attend to itself while also
allowing both modalities can causally attend to each other.

Note that in our implementation, music and motion are
encoded using a four-layer residual codebook, resulting four
tokens at each timestep. As mentioned in the paper, we fol-
low the approach of MusicGen [7], adopting a delay pattern
to transform the input tokens of shape K×S, where K is the
number of codebooks, chosen to be 4 in our implementation,
and S is the length of the sequence of tokens. Figure 3b
illustrates this pattern, with more details available in their
original paper. During implementation, we first transform
the music tokens and motion tokens separately according to
this pattern, and then concatenate them to form the model
input.

During inference, as shown in Figure 4a and 4b, one mu-
sic token and one motion token are sampled on each forward
pass. For joint music-motion generation, the sampled next
music token and next motion token are placed in the corre-
sponding positions of the input for the next timestep. When
generating music conditioned on motion, the conditioning
motion token at the same timestep is used instead of the
predicted next motion token.

E. User Study on Music-Motion Alignment

Since no ground truth for measuring the accuracy of the
music-motion alignment, we further conduct a user study,
where users are required to rate the audio-visual alignment
from 1 (not aligned) to 5 (aligned) based on their perception.
According to the responses of 8 users, each presented with
20 videos (half aligned, half randomly paired), the average
score is 3.95 for aligned results and 3.26 for random pairs,
demonstrating the algorithm’s effectiveness. A screenshot of
the survey form is in Figure 5.

(a) An illustration of one forward pass during UniMuMo’s training.
Music tokens (including the music start token) are denoted in blue
blocks and motion tokens (including the motion start token) are denoted
in orange blocks. The numbers in the block denote the timestep of each
token.

Original Pattern: K x S

Delay Pattern: (K+3) x S

...11 12 13 1S-2 1S-1 1S

...11 12 13 1S-2 1S-1 1S

...11 12 13 1S-2 1S-1 1S

...11 12 13 1S-2 1S-1 1S

...11 12 13 14 11S 1 1

...1 11 12 13 1S1S-1 1 1

...1 1 11 12 1S-11S-2 1S 1

...1 1 1 11 1S-21S-3 1S-1 1S

(b) An illustration of the delay pattern in MusicGen. Each color repre-
sents a different layer of the residual codebook, and the numbers on
the blocks indicate the timestep. After applying the delay pattern, the
tokens denoted in grey are padded with a special empty token.

Figure 3. Illustrations on the technical details in our training pro-
cess.

F. Implementation Details
F.1. Training

Datasets. For the music training dataset, we mainly use Mu-
sic4All [44], which consists of 109K 30-second soundtracks
with corresponding metadata, such as genre, energy, and
tempo. For evaluation and comparison with prior work on
music generation, we use the MusicCaps benchmark [2],
which is composed of 5.5K ten-second samples with expert-
prepared text descriptions. For evaluation on music caption-
ing, we leverage the MusicQA Dataset [35], which contains
560 music tracks with textual descriptions.
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(a) An illustration of how UniMuMo conduct music motion parallel
generation. In each timestep T, one forward pass is performed.

(b) An illustration of UniMuMo’s motion-to-music generation. The
music-to-motion generation is similar to this process.

Figure 4. Illustrations on the technical details in the inference
process.

For motion dataset, we use a mixture of 3D dance dataset
AIST++ [32], DancedDB [37] and 3D motion dataset Hu-
manML3D [20]. AIST++ contains 311 minutes of dance
across 30 subjects and 10 genres, while DanceDB contains
203.38 minutes of dance across 20 subjects. Text descriptions
for both datasets are synthesized by filling templates with
metadata. HumanML3D, a much larger dataset of general
motion, contains 14616 motions with 44970 text descrip-
tions, in total 28.59 hours long. We upsample its motion
data from 20 Hz to 60 Hz to align with the frame rate of the

Figure 5. A screen shot of the user study form for evaluating our
music-motion alignment algorithm.

AIST++ dataset.
Data Preparations. We remove the vocal part of all the
training audios using Demucs [9, 43] and keep only the
instrumental part. We randomly pair each soundtrack with 5
motion sequences, with approximately 50% drawn from 3D
dance datasets AIST++ and DanceDB, and the remainder
from HumanML3D. The pairing and tokenization of music
and motion are done in advance to save training time.
Stage 1: Music and Motion Tokenization Model. We adopt
the default Encodec from the MusicGen model, which com-
presses 32K Hz waveform into 50 Hz. The RVQ has 4 code-
books, each with 2048 entries of dimension 128. The motion
encoder encodes 60 Hz, 263-dimensional motion features
into 50 Hz, 128-dimensional features suitable for quantiza-
tion by the RVQ. The motion encoder-decoder, together with
the frozen RVQ, is trained on 2-second motion data, with a
batch size of 336 and a learning rate of 2e-4.
Stage 2 Music-Motion Decoder Model. In stage 2, the
model we fine-tune is MusicGen-small, a 300M transformer
decoder model together with a 120M T5 text encoder. We
train the model on 10-second aligned music-motion pairs
with a batch size 144. We train the model for 15K steps with
AdamW optimizer [36], β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, and a learning
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rate of 5e-5. The training takes around 6 hours on 48 Tesla
V-100 32G GPUs.
Stage 3: Music-Motion Captioner Model. In stage 3, we
choose the T5-base model as the text decoder. We train the
model on 10-second unpaired music and motion sequences.
Motion sequences shorter than this duration are zero-padded
to 10 seconds. The other settings remain the same as in stage
2.

F.2. Evaluation

Text-to-Music. The evaluation scripts for FAD and KL are
directly from the evaluation repository of AudioLDM1 [33].
We use the default pre-trained model in the official webpage
of CLAP2 to calculate the CLAP score. All the scores for
SOTAs are directly borrowed from the corresponding papers,
except for MusicGen. As explained on their Hugging Face
pages, their publicly released models are trained on another
set of vocal-free music, resulting in slightly lower quantita-
tive scores. Since we directly fine-tune their released model,
we report the scores as presented on the Hugging Face page
instead.
Motion-to-Music. The evaluation scripts for Beats Coverage
and Beats Hit are directly sourced from D2M-GAN 3 [55].
The test music-motion pairs are 2 seconds long, and the
segmentation is also from D2M-GAN [55]. All scores for
other models are directly borrowed from CDCD [56].
Music/Text-to-Dance. We directly use the script in Bai-
lando 4 [46] for evaluating feature distributions (Distk and
Distg). For the beat alignment score, we modify the script
from [46] to use the Librosa [38] API for music beat detec-
tion. All scores for other models are sourced from [50]. Re-
garding the choice of evaluation metrics, we did not include
the Physical Foot Contact score (PFC) proposed in [50], as
their provided script does not yield correct scores on our data,
even when evaluating the ground truth. The discrepancy may
be due to the slight differences in motion representation (e.g.,
fps, number of joint). According to [50], the Frechet Incep-
tion Distances on kinetic features and geometric features
are also not employed, as they are not considered reliable
for measuring dance quality. For testing data, we use the
original test set split from the AIST++ dataset, and slice the
dance-music pairs into 5-second segments using the script
from [50].
Music-to-Text. We use the evaluation script from MU-
LLaMa 5 [35] for the testing metrics. The testing dataset,
MusicQA, is also publicly available in [35]. As we only take
the subset of the dataset related to music captioning as our
test set, we re-evaluate all previous SOTAs and report their

1https://github.com/haoheliu/audioldm eval
2https://github.com/LAION-AI/CLAP
3https://github.com/L-YeZhu/D2M-GAN
4https://github.com/lisiyao21/Bailando
5https://github.com/shansongliu/MU-LLaMA

results.
Motion-to-Text. We adopt the evaluation script from the
open-sourced code of MotionGPT 6 [24]. Since they an-
nounced that they used a different package for NLP-related
metrics calculation due to package conflict, we re-evaluated
their model and TM2T [21] on our HumanML3D test set.
This accounts for the differences between our reported re-
sults and theirs.

G. More Analysis on Ablation Study

Ablation 1-2: Effect of joint codebook encoding. In this
analysis, we examine the effectiveness of using a shared
codebook that maps motion into the same feature space as
music. Specifically, we train the model on motion codes ex-
tracted by an independent motion VQ-VAE. In ablation 1,
we don’t initialize the motion embedder with corresponding
pre-trained weights in MusicGen, while in ablation 2, we
perform such initialization, which is also the practice in our
full model. The results of both ablation studies yield inferior
scores, demonstrate the effectiveness of our method. Impor-
tantly, ablation 2 proves that it is not merely the initialization
of the motion embedders that facilitates training, but it is
only when the initialized motion embedders are input with
meaningful motion tokens that training is facilitated.
Ablation 3: Effect of additional architectures. We also
examine the effectiveness of the additional components we
introduce to the pre-trained MusicGen, specifically the sepa-
rate motion embedder and Mixture of Expert (MoE) struc-
ture. In ablation 3, we train the model without MoE and the
separate motion embedder, allowing music and motion to
share most of the MusicGen model, except the linear clas-
sifier at the end. Experimentally, this results in degraded
performance, especially in motion generation.
Ablation 4: An alternative multi-task training scheme. In
stage two, we employ a single training task of music-motion
joint generation. However, within this parallel transformer
structure, it is also intuitive to adopt a mixture of three train-
ing tasks: music-motion generation, music-to-motion and
motion-to-music. We explore this idea in ablation 4, where
we randomly select among the three tasks during training and
apply the corresponding cross-modal self-attention masks
(e.g., in music-to-motion, we allow music to only causally
attend to itself, and motion to causally attend to itself and
fully attend to music). However, the results are not satisfac-
tory. We hypothesize that the reasons could be 1) a mixture
training tasks might result in gradient conflicts; 2) the dif-
ficulty level of the three tasks varies, so simply randomly
selecting the task might not be sufficient; and 3) the rhythms
of music and dance have regular patters, so they might not
necessarily need to be fully attended to when performing
cross attention.

6https://github.com/OpenMotionLab/MotionGPT
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Ablation 5: Effect of using pre-trained model. In ablation
5, we train the same model from scratch, keeping other
settings unchanged. The best results shown in the table are
achieved after around 30K iterations of training, compared
with only 15K iterations of training if the pre-trained model
is loaded.
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