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Camera movement   Object motion
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×0.7 zoom-out
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Camera movement   Object motion Generated Videos

“A shark and a jellyfish swimming around the coral”

Figure 1: Direct-a-Video is a text-to-video generation framework that allows users to individually or jointly control the camera
movement and/or object motion.

ABSTRACT
Recent text-to-video diffusion models have achieved impressive
progress. In practice, users often desire the ability to control object
motion and camera movement independently for customized video
creation. However, current methods lack the focus on separately
controlling object motion and camera movement in a decoupled
manner, which limits the controllability and flexibility of text-to-
video models. In this paper, we introduce Direct-a-Video, a system
that allows users to independently specify motions for multiple ob-
jects as well as camera’s pan and zoom movements, as if directing a
video. We propose a simple yet effective strategy for the decoupled
control of object motion and camera movement. Object motion
is controlled through spatial cross-attention modulation using the
model’s inherent priors, requiring no additional optimization. For
cameramovement, we introduce new temporal cross-attention layers
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to interpret quantitative camera movement parameters. We further
employ an augmentation-based approach to train these layers in
a self-supervised manner on a small-scale dataset, eliminating the
need for explicit motion annotation. Both components operate inde-
pendently, allowing individual or combined control, and can gener-
alize to open-domain scenarios. Extensive experiments demonstrate
the superiority and effectiveness of our method. Project page and
code are available at https://direct-a-video.github.io/.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Motion processing.

KEYWORDS
Text-to-video generation, motion control, diffusion model.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

03
16

2v
2 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 6

 M
ay

 2
02

4

https://direct-a-video.github.io/


Yang, S. et al

1 INTRODUCTION
Text-to-image (T2I) diffusion models have already demonstrated
astonishingly high quality and diversity in image generation and
editing [Ho et al. 2020; Ramesh et al. 2022; Rombach et al. 2022;
Saharia et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2023a; Yang et al. 2020, 2023a; Yuan
et al. 2024]. The rapid development of T2I diffusion models has
also spurred the recent emergence of text-to-video (T2V) diffu-
sion models [Blattmann et al. 2023a,b; Ho et al. 2022a; Singer et al.
2022; Wang et al. 2023d], which are normally extended from pre-
trained T2I models for video generation and editing. On the other
hand, the advent of controllable techniques in T2I models, such as
ControlNet [Zhang et al. 2023], T2I-adapter [Mou et al. 2023] and
GLIGEN [Li et al. 2023], has allowed users to specify the spatial lay-
out of generated images through conditions like sketch maps, depth
maps, or bounding boxes etc., significantly enhancing the spatial
controllability of T2I models. Such spatial controllable techniques
have also been successfully extended to spatial-temporal control
for video generation. One of the representative works in this area is
VideoComposer [Wang et al. 2023f], which can synthesize a video
given a sequence of sketch or motion vector maps.

Despite the success of video synthesis, current T2V methods
often lack support for user-defined and disentangled control over
camera movement and object motion, which limits the flexibility
in video motion control. In a video, both objects and the camera
exhibit their respective motions. Object motion originates from the
subject’s activity, while camera movement influences the transition
between frames. The overall video motion becomes well-defined
only when both camera movement and object motion are deter-
mined. For example, focusing solely on object motion, such as
generating a video clip where an object moves to the right within
the frame, can lead to multiple scenarios. The camera may remain
stationary while the object itself moves right, or the object may
be stationary while the camera moves left, or both the object and
the camera may be moving at different speeds. This ambiguity
in the overall video motion can arise. Therefore, the decoupling
and independent control of camera movement and object motion
not only provide more flexibility but also reduce ambiguity in the
video generation process. However, this aspect has received limited
research attention thus far.

To control camera movement and object motion in T2V genera-
tion, a straightforward approach would be to follow the supervised
training route similar to works like VideoComposer [Wang et al.
2023f]. Following such kind of scheme involves training a condi-
tional T2V model using videos annotated with both camera and
object motion information. However, this would bring the following
challenges: (1) In many video clips, object motion is often coupled
with camera movements due to their inherent correlation. For ex-
ample, when a foreground object moves to some direction, the
camera typically pans in the same direction due to the preference to
keep the main subject at the center of the frame. Training on such
coupled camera and object motion data makes it difficult for the
model to distinguish between camera movements and and object
motion. (2) Obtaining large-scale video datasets with complete cam-
era movement and object motion annotations is challenging due
to the laborious and costly nature of performing frame-by-frame

object tracking and camera pose estimation. Additionally, train-
ing a video model on a large-scale dataset can be computationally
expensive.

In this work, we introduce Direct-a-Video, a text-to-video frame-
work that enables users to independently specify the camera’s pan
and zoom movements and the motions of scene objects, allowing
them to create their desired motion pattern as if they were directing
a video (Figure 1). To achieve this, we propose a strategy for de-
coupling camera and object control by employing two orthogonal
controlling mechanisms. In essence, we learn the camera move-
ment through a self-supervised and lightweight training approach.
Conversely, during inference, we adopt a training-free method to
control object motion. Our strategy avoids the need for intensive
collection of motion annotations and video grounding datasets.

In camera movement control, we train an additional module to
learn the frame transitions. Specifically, we introduce new tem-
poral cross-attention layers, known as the camera module, which
functions similarly to spatial cross-attention in interpreting textual
language. This camera module interprets “camera language”, specif-
ically camera panning and zooming parameters, enabling precise
control over camera movement. However, acquiring datasets with
camera movement annotations can pose a challenge. To overcome
this laborious task, we employ a self-supervised training strategy
that relies on camera movement augmentation. This approach elim-
inates the need for explicit motion annotations. Importantly, we
train these new layers while preserving the original model weights,
ensuring that the extensive prior knowledge embedded within the
T2V model remains intact. Although the model is initially trained
on a small-scale video dataset, it acquires the capability to quantita-
tively control camera movement in diverse, open-domain scenarios.

In object motion control, a significant challenge arises from the
availability of well-annotated grounding datasets for videos, curat-
ing such datasets is often a labor-intensive process. To bypass these
issues, we draw inspiration from previous attention-based image-
layout control techniques in T2I models [Hertz et al. 2022; Kim et al.
2023]. We utilize the internal priors of the T2V model through spa-
tial cross-attention modulation, which is a training-free approach,
thereby eliminating the need for collecting grounding datasets and
annotations for object motion. To facilitate user interaction, we
enable users to specify the spatial-temporal trajectories of objects
by drawing bounding boxes at the first and last frames, as well as
the intermediate path. Such interaction is simpler and more user-
friendly compared to previous pixel-wise control methods [Wang
et al. 2023f].

Given that our approach independently controls camera move-
ment and object motion, thereby effectively decouples the two, of-
fering users enhanced flexibility to individually or simultaneously
manipulate these aspects in video creation.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose a unified framework for controllable video genera-
tion that decouples camera movement and object motion, allow-
ing users to independently or jointly control both aspects.

• For camera movement, we introduce a novel temporal cross-
attention module dedicated to camera movement conditioning.
This camera module is trained through self-supervision, enabling
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users to quantitatively specify the camera’s horizontal and verti-
cal panning speeds, as well as its zooming ratio.

• For objectmotion, we utilize a training-free spatial cross-attention
modulation, enabling users to easily define the motion trajecto-
ries for one or more objects by drawing bounding boxes.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Text-to-Video Generation
The success of text-to-image (T2I) models has revealed their po-
tential for text-to-video (T2V) generation. T2V models are often
evolved from T2I models by incorporating temporal layers. Early
T2V models [Ho et al. 2022a,b; Singer et al. 2022] perform the dif-
fusion process in pixel space, which requires multiple cascaded
models to generate high-resolution or longer videos, resulting in
high computational complexity. Recent T2V models draw inspira-
tion from latent diffusion [Rombach et al. 2022] and operate in a
lower-dimensional and more compact latent space [Blattmann et al.
2023b; Esser et al. 2023; Guo et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023d; Zhou
et al. 2022]. The most recent Stable Video Diffusion [Blattmann et al.
2023a] utilizes curated training data and is capable of generating
high-quality videos.

On the other hand, the development of T2I editing techniques
[Gal et al. 2022; Hertz et al. 2022; Kumari et al. 2023; Mokady et al.
2023; Ruiz et al. 2023] has facilitated zero/few-shot video editing
tasks. These techniques convert a given source video to a target
video through approaches such as weight fine-tuning [Wu et al.
2023b], dense map conditioning [Esser et al. 2023; Geyer et al. 2023;
Yang et al. 2023b; Zhao et al. 2023b], sparse point conditioning
[Gu et al. 2023; Tang et al. 2023], attention feature editing [Ceylan
et al. 2023; Liu et al. 2023b; Qi et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023c], and
canonical space processing [Chai et al. 2023; Kasten et al. 2021;
Ouyang et al. 2023]. Some works specifically focus on synthesizing
human dance videos using source skeleton sequences and reference
portraits [Chang et al. 2023; Feng et al. 2023; Hu et al. 2023; Wang
et al. 2023b; Xu et al. 2023], which have yielded impressive results.

2.2 Video Generation with Controllable Motion
As motion is an important factor in video, research on video genera-
tion with motion control has garnered increasing attention. We can
categorize the works in this field into three groups based on the type
of input media: image-to-video, video-to-video, and text-to-video.

Image-to-video. Some methods focus on transforming static im-
ages into videos, and a popular approach for motion control is
through key point dragging [Chen et al. 2023a; Deng et al. 2023;
Yin et al. 2023]. While this interaction method is intuitive and user-
friendly, it has limitations due to the local and sparse nature of the
key points. Consequently, its capacity for controlling motion at a
large granularity is significantly restricted.

Video-to-video. These works primarily focus on motion transfer,
which involves learning a specific subject action from source videos
and applying it to target videos using various techniques, including
fine-tuning the model on a set of reference videos with similar
motion patterns [Jeong et al. 2023; Wei et al. 2023; Wu et al. 2023a;
Zhao et al. 2023a], or borrowing spatial features (e.g., sketch, depth
maps) [Chen et al. 2023b; Wang et al. 2023f] or sparse features (e.g.,

DIFT point embedding) [Gu et al. 2023] from source videos. These
methods highly rely on the motion priors from the source videos,
which, however, are not always practically available.

Text-to-video. In the case where the source video is unavailable,
generating videos from text with controllable motion is a mean-
ingful but relatively less explored task. Our work focuses on this
category. Existing approaches in this category include AnimateDiff
[Guo et al. 2023], which utilizes ad-hoc motion LoRA modules [Hu
et al. 2021] to enable specific camera movements. However, it lacks
quantitative camera control and also does not support object mo-
tion control. VideoComposer [Wang et al. 2023f] provides global
motion guidance by conditioning on pixel-wise motion vectors.
However, the dense control manner offered by VideoComposer
is inefficient to use and does not explicitly separate camera and
object motion, resulting in inconvenient user interaction. A con-
current work, Peekaboo [Jain et al. 2023], also uses bounding boxes
to control the trajectory of the object through attention masking.
However, their method originally does not consider multi-object
scenarios and also does not support control over camera movement,
unlike our approach. MotionCtrl [Wang et al. 2023e], another con-
current work, allows for separate 2D point-driven object motion
control and 3D trajectory-driven camera control by training camera
and object control modules. However, its training preparation is
labor-intensive, requiring the extraction of motion trajectories on
large-scale video dataset. Moreover, it struggles to control multiple
different objects with varied motion directions, as it lacks the ex-
plicit binding between objects and their motion trajectories during
the training. In contrast, our self-supervised training scheme does
not require any motion annotations and can achieve motion con-
trol over camera and multiple objects, bringing more flexibility for
video synthesis.

3 METHOD
3.1 Overview

Task formulation. In this paper, we focus on text-to-video gener-
ation with user-directed camera movement and/or object motion.
First of all, user should provide a text prompt which may optionally
contain one or more object words 𝑂1,𝑂2, ...𝑂𝑁 . To determine the
camera movement, user can specify an x-pan ratio 𝑐𝑥 , a y-pan ratio
𝑐𝑦 , and a zoom ratio 𝑐𝑧 . To determine the motion of 𝑛-th object 𝑂𝑛

, user needs to specify a starting box B1𝑛 , an ending box B𝐿𝑛 (𝐿 is the
video length), and an intermediate track 𝜁𝑛 connecting B1𝑛 and B𝐿𝑛 ,
our system then generates a sequence of boxes [B1𝑛, ...,B𝐿𝑛] centered
along the track 𝜁𝑛 via interpolation to define the spatial-temporal
journey of the object. Consequently, our model synthesizes a video
that adheres to the prescribed camera movement and/or object
motion, creating customized and dynamic visual narrative.

Overall pipeline. Our overall pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2.
The camera movement is learned in the training stage and the
object motion is implemented in the inference stage. During the
training, we use video samples captured by a stationary camera,
which are then augmented to simulate camera movement according
to [𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦, 𝑐𝑧]. The augmented videos are subsequently used as
input to the U-Net. Additionally, the camera parameters are also
encoded and injected into a newly introduced trainable temporal
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Figure 2: The overall pipeline of Direct-a-Video. The camera movement is learned in the training stage and the object motion
is implemented in the inference stage. Left: During training, we apply augmentation to video samples to simulate camera
movement using panning and zooming parameters. These parameters are embedded and injected into newly introduced
temporal cross-attention layers as the camera movement conditioning, eliminating the need for camera movement annotation.
Right: During inference, along with camera movement, user inputs a text prompt containing object words and associated
box trajectories. We use spatial cross-attention modulation to guide the spatial-temporal placement of objects, all without
additional optimization. Note that our approach, by independently controlling camera movement and object motion, effectively
decouples the two, thereby enabling both individual and joint control.

cross-attention layer to condition the camera movement (detailed
in Section 3.2). During the inference, with trained camera embedder
and module, users can specify the camera parameters to control its
movement. Concurrently, we incorporate the object motion control
in a training-free manner: given the object words from the user’s
prompt and the corresponding boxes, we modulate the frame-wise
and object-wise spatial cross-attention maps to redirect the object
spatial-temporal size and location (detailed in Section 3.3). It is
noteworthy that the modulation in inference stage does not involve
additional optimization, thus the incremental time and memory
cost is negligible.

3.2 Camera Movement Control
We choose three types of cameramovement: horizontal pan, vertical
pan, and zoom, parameterized as a triplet ccam = [𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦, 𝑐𝑧] to serve
as the camera control signal. This allows for quantitative control,
a feature not available in previous work [Guo et al. 2023], and is
simple to use and sufficiently expressive for our needs.

Data construction and augmentation. Extracting camera move-
ment information from existing video can be computationally ex-
pensive since the object motion needs to be identified and filtered
out. As such, we propose a self-supervised training approach using
camera augmentation driven by ccam, thereby bypassing the need
for intensive movement annotation.

We first formally define the camera movement parameters. 𝑐𝑥
represents the x-pan ratio, and is defined as the total x-shift of the
frame center from the first to the last frame relative to the frame
width, 𝑐𝑥 > 0 for panning rightward (e.g., 𝑐𝑥 = 0.5 for a half-width

right shift). Similarly, 𝑐𝑦 is the y-pan ratio, representing the total y-
shift of the frame center over the frame height, 𝑐𝑦 > 0 for panning
downward. 𝑐𝑧 denotes the zoom ratio, defined as the scaling ratio
of the last frame relative to the first frame, 𝑐𝑧 > 1 for zooming-in.
We set the range of 𝑐𝑥 ,𝑐𝑦 to [−1, 1] and 𝑐𝑧 to [0.5, 2], which are
generally sufficient for covering regular camera movement range.

In practice, for given ccam, we simulate camera movement by
applying shifting and scaling to the cropping window on videos
captured with a stationary camera. This data augmentation exploits
readily available datasets like MovieShot [Rao et al. 2020]. Further
details of this process, including pseudo code and sampling scheme
of ccam are provided in the supplemental material.

Camera embedding. To encode ccam into a camera embedding,
we use a camera embedder that includes a Fourier embedder, which
is widely used for encoding coordinate-like data [Mildenhall et al.
2021], and two MLPs. One MLP jointly encodes the panning move-
ment 𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦 , while the other encodes the zooming movement 𝑐𝑧 .
We empirically found that separately encoding panning and zoom-
ing helps the model distinguish between these two distinct types
of camera movements effectively, and we validate this design in
Section 4.5. The embedding process can be formulated as e𝑥𝑦 =

MLP𝑥𝑦 (F ([𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦])) ,e𝑧 = MLP𝑧 (F (𝑐𝑧)), whereF denotes Fourier
embedder. Both e𝑥𝑦 and e𝑧 have the same feature dimensions,
By concatenating them, we obtain the camera embedding ecam =

[e𝑥𝑦, e𝑧], which has a sequence length of two.

Camera module. We now consider where to inject the camera
embedding. Previous studies have highlighted the role of temporal
layers in managing temporal transitions [Guo et al. 2023; Zhao
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et al. 2023a]. As such, we inject camera control signals via temporal
layers. Inspired by the way spatial cross-attention interprets textual
information, we introduce new trainable temporal cross-attention
layers specifically for interpreting camera information, dubbed as
camera modules, which are appended after the existing temporal
self-attention layers within each U-Net block of the T2V model,
as depicted by the orange box in Figure 2. Similar to textual cross-
attention, in this module, the queries are mapped from visual frame
features F, we separately map the keys and values from panning
embedding e𝑥𝑦 and zooming embedding e𝑧 for the same reason
stated in the previous section. Through temporal cross-attention,
the camera movement is infused into the visual features, which is
then added back as a gated residual. We formulate this process as
follows:

F = F + tanh(𝛼) · TempCrossAttn(F, ecam) (1)

TempCrossAttn(F, ecam) = Softmax
(
Q[K𝑥𝑦,K𝑧]𝑇√

𝑑

)
[V𝑥𝑦,V𝑧],

(2)
where [, ] denotes concatenation in sequence dimension, K𝑥𝑦 ,K𝑧

are key vectors, V𝑥𝑦 ,V𝑧 are value vectors mapped from the e𝑥𝑦 ,
e𝑧 respectively, 𝑑 is the feature dimension of Q, and 𝛼 is a learn-
able scalar initialized as 0, ensuring that the camera movement is
gradually learned from the pretrained state.

To learn camera movement while preserving the model’s prior
knowledge, we freeze the original weights and train only the newly
added camera embedder and camera module. These are conditioned
on camera movement ccam, and video caption 𝑐txt. The training
employs the diffusion noise-prediction loss:

L = Ex0,ccam,𝑐txt,𝑡,𝝐∼N(0,𝐼 )
[
∥𝝐 − 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 , ccam, 𝑐txt, 𝑡)∥22

]
, (3)

where x0 is the augmented input sample, 𝑡 denotes the diffusion
timestep, x𝑡 = 𝛼𝑡x0 + 𝜎𝑡𝝐 is the noised sample at 𝑡 , 𝛼𝑡 and 𝜎𝑡 are
time-dependent DDPM hyper-parameters [Ho et al. 2020], 𝝐𝜃 is the
diffusion model parameterized by 𝜃 .

3.3 Object Motion Control
We choose the bounding box as the control signal for object motion
as it aligns best with our method, i.e., modulating attention values
within regions defined by boxes. Additionally, boxes are more ef-
ficient than dense conditions (e.g., sketch maps require drawing
skills) and are more expressive than sparse conditions (e.g., key
points lack the specification for object’s size).

While it is theoretically possible to train a box-conditioned T2V
model similar to GLIGEN [Li et al. 2023]. However, unlike images,
well-annotated video grounding datasets are less accessible, curat-
ing and training on large-scale dataset can be labor-intensive and
computationally expensive. To bypass this issue, we opt to fully
leverage the inherent priors of pretrained T2V models by steering
the diffusion process to our desired result. Previous T2I works have
demonstrated the ability to control an object’s spatial position by
editing cross-attention maps [Balaji et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2024;
Hertz et al. 2022; Kim et al. 2023; Ma et al. 2023; Sarukkai et al.
2024]. Similarly, we employ the spatial cross-attention modulation
in T2V model for object motion crafting.

In cross-attention layers, the query features Q are derived from
visual tokens, the key K and value features V are mapped from
textual tokens. QK⊤ constitutes an attention map, where the value
at index [𝑖, 𝑗] reflects the response of the i-th image token feature
to the j-th textual token feature. We modulate the attention map
QK⊤ as follows:

CrossAttnModulate(Q,K,V) = Softmax
(
QK⊤ + 𝜆S

√
𝑑

)
V, (4)

where 𝜆 represents modulation strength, 𝑑 is the feature dimension
of Q, and S is the modulation term of the same size as QK⊤. It
comprises two types of modulation: amplification and suppression.

Attention amplification. Considering the 𝑛-th object in the 𝑘-th
frame, enclosed by the bounding box B𝑘𝑛 , since we aim to increase
the probability of the object’s presence in this region, we could
amplify the attention values for the corresponding object words
(indexed as T𝑛 in the prompt) within the area B𝑘𝑛 . Note that if there
exists a background word, we treat it in the same way, and its region
is the complement of the union of all the objects’ regions. Following
the conclusion from DenseDiff [Kim et al. 2023], the scale of this
amplification should be inversely related to the area of B𝑘𝑛 , i.e.,
smaller box area are subject to a larger increase in attention. Since
our attention amplification is performed on box-shaped regions,
which does not align with the object’s natural contours, we confine
the amplification to the early stages (for timesteps 𝑡 ≥ 𝜏 , 𝜏 is the cut-
off timestep), as the early stage mainly focuses on generating coarse
layouts. For 𝑡 < 𝜏 , we relax this control to enable the diffusion
process to gradually refine the shape and appearance details.

Attention suppression. To mitigate the influence of irrelevant
words on the specified region and prevent the unintended disper-
sion of object features to other areas, we suppress attention values
for unmatched query-key token pairs (except start token <sos> and
end token <eos> otherwise the video quality would be compro-
mised). Different from attention amplification, attention suppres-
sion is applied throughout the entire sampling process to prevent
mutual semantic interference, an potential issue in multi-object
generation scenarios where the semantics of one object might in-
advertently bleed into another. We will present the results and
analysis in the ablation studies (Section 4.5).

Formally, the attention modulation term for the 𝑛-th object in
the 𝑘-th frame S𝑘𝑛 [𝑖, 𝑗] is formulated as:

S𝑘𝑛 [𝑖, 𝑗] =


1 − |B𝑘𝑛 |

|QK⊤ | , if 𝑖 ∈ B𝑘𝑛 and 𝑗 ∈ T𝑛 and 𝑡 ≥ 𝜏

0, if 𝑖 ∈ B𝑘𝑛 and 𝑗 ∈ T𝑛 and 𝑡 < 𝜏

−∞, otherwise
(5)

where |X| denotes the number of elements in matrix X. We perform
such modulation for each object in every frame so that the com-
plete spatial-temporal object trajectory can be determined. Note
that although this modulation is independently performed in each
frame, we observe that the generated videos remain continuous,
thanks to the pretrained temporal layers which maintains temporal
continuity.
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4 EXPERIMENT
4.1 Experimental Setup

Implementation details. We adopt pretrained Zeroscope T2V
model [Wang et al. 2023d] as our base model, integrating our pro-
posed trainable camera embedder and module to facilitate camera
movement learning, please refer to supplementary materials for
training details. During the inference, we use DDIM sampler [Song
et al. 2020] with𝑇 = 50 sampling steps and a classifier-free guidance
scale of 9 [Ho and Salimans 2022]. The default attention control
weight 𝜆 and cut-off timestep 𝜏 are 25 and 0.95𝑇 respectively. The
output video size is 320×512×24.

Datasets. For camera movement training, we use a subset from
MovieShot [Rao et al. 2020], which contains 22k static-shot movie
trailers, i.e., the camera is fixed but the subject is flexible to move, en-
suring that the training samples are devoid of original camera move-
ment. Despite the limited number and category of the training data,
our trained camera module is still able to adapt to general scenes.
For camera control evaluation, we collected 200 scene prompts
from the prompt set provided by [Chivileva et al. 2023]. For object
control evaluation, we curated a benchmark of 200 box-prompt
pairs, comprising varied box sizes, locations, and trajectories, with
prompts primarily focusing on natural animals and objects.

Metrics. (1) To assess video generation quality, we employ FID-
vid [Heusel et al. 2017] and FVD [Unterthiner et al. 2018]. The
reference set consist of 2048 videos from MSRVTT [Xu et al. 2016]
for the camera control task and 800 videos from AnimalKingdom
[Ng et al. 2022] for the object control task. (2) To evaluate camera
movement control, we introduce the flow error metric. We utilize
VideoFlow [Shi et al. 2023], a state-of-the-art optical flow model,
to extract flow maps from the generated videos. These are then
compared against the ground truth flow maps, which are derived
from the given camera movement parameters. (3) To measure the
object-prompt alignment in object control task, we uniformly ex-
tract 8 frames per video sample and calculate the CLIP image-text
similarity (CLIP-sim) [Hessel et al. 2021] within the box area, with
a templated prompt “a photo of <obj>”, where <obj> corresponds
to the object phrase. (4) To measure the object-box alignment, we
employ Grounding DINO [Liu et al. 2023a] to detect object boxes
in generated videos. We then calculate the mean Intersection over
Union (mIoU) against the input boxes and compute the average
precision score at the 0.5 IoU threshold (AP50).

Baselines. We compare our method with recent diffusion-based
T2V models with the camera movement or object motion con-
trollability, including AnimateDiff [Guo et al. 2023] (for camera
movement), Peekaboo [Jain et al. 2023] (for object motion), and
VideoComposer [Wang et al. 2023f] (for both).

4.2 Camera Movement Control
For camera movement control, we conduct comparisons with An-
imateDiff and VideoComposer. For AnimateDiff, we use official
pretrained LoRA motion modules, each dedicated to a specific type
of camera movement but lacking support for precise control. For
VideoComposer, we hand-craft a motion vector map based on the
camera movement parameters, as demonstrated in its paper.

Table 1: Quantitative comparison for camera movement con-
trol evaluation.

FVD ↓ FID-vid↓ Flow error↓
AnimateDiff 1685.40 82.57 -
VideoComposer 1230.57 82.14 0.74
Direct-a-Video (ours) 888.91 48.96 0.46

Qualitative comparison. We present side-by-side visual compari-
son with baselines in Figure 3. As can be seen, all the methods are
capable of generating videos with the single type of camera move-
ment, but AnimateDiff does not support hybrid camera movement
(e.g., pan+zoom) since its loaded motion module is dedicated to one
type of camera movement only, while our method and VideoCom-
poser can combine or switch the camera movement by altering the
motion input, without the need for re-loading extra modules. In
terms of precise control, both our method and VideoComposer can
quantitatively control the camera speed. Specifically, VideoCom-
poser [Wang et al. 2023f] requires a sequence of motion maps as
input, while ours only requires three camera parameters. More-
over, in terms of disentanglement, our method’s camera control
does not impact foreground objects, as we do not impose any mo-
tion constraints on them. In contrast, VideoComposer employs a
global motion vector map, which often binds objects together with
background movement. As shown in the 3rd column of Figure 3,
the zebra in our results exhibits its independent motion from the
camera, whereas in VideoComposer’s results (the 2nd column), the
zebra is tied to the camera movement, so does the fish in the last
2nd column. Finally, our results also exhibit higher visual quality, a
testament to the superiority of our base model.

Quantitative comparison. We report FVD, FID-vid, and Flow er-
ror in Table 1. Note that AnimateDiff is excluded from the flow
error comparison due to its lack of quantitative control. Our results
achieve the best FVD and FID-vid scores, indicating superior vi-
sual quality compared to baselines, and show more precise camera
control, evidenced by a lower flow error.

4.3 Object Motion Control
For object motion control, we compare with VideoComposer [Wang
et al. 2023f] and Peekaboo [Jain et al. 2023]. To enable VideoCom-
poser generating object motion via boxes, we first convert object
box sequences into dense flow maps, which are then processed into
motion vector maps compatible with its input format. Peekaboo’s
visual results are taken from their official website.

Qualitative comparison. We present visual comparison with re-
lated baselines in Figure 4. For static object generation, VideoCom-
poser fails to generate the object in desired location (see the panda
in the first column), without any motion hint, it works like a vanilla
T2V model. While all methods are capable of generating a single
moving object, challenges arise in multiple moving objects sce-
narios. Peekaboo is excluded from this comparison as its code is
not implemented for multiple objects. VideoComposer does not
support specifying individual motion for each object unlike our
method (see the shark and jellyfish examples in the 7th and 8th
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Figure 3: Qualitative comparison on camera movement control with related baselines. Our results in the third column show
that the object motion (yellow lines) can be independent from the camera movement (cyan lines) unlike results by VideoCom-
poser [Wang et al. 2023f] in the second column.
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Figure 4: Qualitative comparison on object motion control with related baselines. Our method excels in handling cases involving
more than one object.

columns). Moreover, its lack of explicit binding between objects
and motion leads to two extra issues: semantic mixing and absence.
Semantic mixing refers to the blending of one object’s semantics
with another. This is exemplified in the 9th column, where tiger’s
texture leaks into bear. Semantic absence occurs when an object
does not appear as anticipated, a known issue in T2I/T2V models
[Chefer et al. 2023]. For instance, in the 11th column, the expected
camel is missing, replaced instead by a jeep. In contrast, our method
effectively addresses these issues through ad-hoc attention modula-
tion for each object, facilitating easier control over multiple objects’
motion.

Quantitative comparison. We report quality metrics (FVD, FID-
vid) and grounding metrics (CLIP-sim, mIoU, AP50) in Table 2. In
terms of quality, our method is comparable to Peekaboo, as both
utilize the same superior model that outperforms VideoComposer’s.
For object control, our method slightly surpasses VideoComposer
and significantly exceeds Peekaboo by additionally incorporating
attention amplification, in contrast to Peekaboo’s reliance on at-
tention masking alone. We believe the use of amplification plays
important role in improving grounding ability, as demonstrated in
our ablation study (Section 4.5).
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Table 2: Quantitative comparison for object motion control
evaluation.

FVD ↓ FID-vid↓ CLIP-sim↑ mIoU (%) ↑ AP50 (%)↑

VideoComposer 1620.83 90.57 27.35 45.24 31.01
Peekaboo 1384.62 44.49 27.03 36.55 18.77
Direct-a-Video 1300.86 43.55 27.63 47.83 31.33

4.4 Joint Control of Camera Movement and
Object Motion

Direct-a-Video features in jointly supporting the control of both
camera movement and object motion, we demonstrate such capa-
bility in Figure 5. Given the same box sequence, our method can
generate videos with varied combination of foreground-background
motions. For example, Figure 5(a) illustrates that a static box does
not always imply a static object, by setting different camera move-
ments, our system can generate videos of a zebra standing still (2nd
column), walking right (3rd column), or walking left (4th column).
Similarly, Figure 5(b) suggests that a moving box does not necessar-
ily indicate that the object itself is in motion, it could be stationary
in its position while the camera is moving (last column). Existing
works focused only on object often fail to differentiate between the
object’s inherent motion and apparent motion induced by camera
movement. In contrast, our method enables users to distinctly spec-
ify both camera movement and object motion, offering enhanced
flexibility in defining overall motion patterns. More examples are
provided in Figure 11 and our project page.

4.5 Ablation Study
We conduct ablation studies to evaluate several key components of
our work.

Attention amplification. This is crucial for object localization, the
absence of attention amplification results in a decrease of grounding
ability, i.e., the object is less likely to follow the boxes, as shown in
the first row in Figure 6, and a decrease of metrics in Table 3.

Attention suppression. This is introduced to mitigate the unin-
tended semanticmixing inmulti-object scenarios, particularlywhen
objects share similar characteristics. Since our attention amplifi-
cation is applied only in the initial steps, and this constraint is
subsequently relaxed. Without suppression, object A’s prompt fea-
ture can also attend to object B’s region, leading to semantic overlap.
As shown in second row of Figure 6, where the tiger’s texture erro-
neously appears on the bear’s body. The third row shows that this
issue can be resolved by enabling the attention suppression.

Camera embedding design. To assess the effectiveness of sepa-
rately encoding panning (𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦 ) and zooming (𝑐𝑧 ) movements in
camera control as detailed in Section 3.2, we contrast this with a
joint encoding approach. Here, [𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦, 𝑐𝑧] are encoded into a single
camera embedding vector using a shared MLP, followed by shared
key-value projection matrix in the camera module. We train and
evaluate the model with the same setting, we observed a reduced
ability in cameramovement control, with flow error increasing from

Table 3: Quantitative evaluation of attention amplification
and suppression.

Attn amp. Attn sup. CLIP-sim ↑ mIoU (%)↑ AP50 (%)↑
× ✓ 25.82 15.35 3.46
✓ × 27.49 38.87 10.25
✓ ✓ 27.63 47.83 31.33

0.46 to 1.68. This underscores the advantages of separate encoding
for distinct types of camera movements.

5 LIMITATIONS
We consider several limitations of our method.
(1) For joint control, while our method provides disentangled con-
trol over object and camera motion, conflicts can sometimes arise
in the inputs. For instance, in the top row of Figure 7, we attempt to
maintain a static object (house) within a static box while simultane-
ously panning the camera to the left. Given these conflicting signals,
ourmethod ends up generating amoving house, which is unrealistic.
This necessitates careful and reasonable user interaction.
(2) In camera control, due to the camera augmentation technique
used in our method, which currently involves only 2D-panning and
zooming, this limits the system’s ability to produce complex 3D
camera movements that are out of this scope, e.g., our method can-
not generate camera movements like "panning around an object".
To overcome this constraint, we consider envisaging the adoption
of more sophisticated augmentation algorithms, or curating a syn-
thetic video dataset from a rendering engine given the camera
movements, which we will leave in our future work.
(3) In object control, another issue arises when handling colliding
boxes. In scenarios like the one depicted in the bottom row of
Figure 7, where two boxes overlap, the semantics of one object
(the bear) can interfere with another (the tiger). This issue can be
mitigated bymodulating attention on an adaptively auto-segmented
region during the diffusion sampling process, rather than relying
on the initial box region.

6 CONCLUSION
In this work, we propose Direct-a-Video, a text-to-video framework
that addresses the previously unmet need for independent and
user-directed control over camera movement and object motion.
Our approach effectively decouples these two elements by integrat-
ing a self-supervised training scheme for temporal cross-attention
layers tailored for camera movement control, with a training-free
modulation for spatial cross-attention dedicated to object motion
control. Experimental evaluations demonstrate the capability of
our approach in separate and joint control of camera movement
and object motion. This positions Direct-a-Video as an efficient and
flexible tool for creative video synthesis with customized motion.
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Appendix
A ADDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS
A.1 Camera Augmentation Details
Extracting camera movement parameters from real-world videos
are computationally intensive, often requiring the cumbersome pro-
cess of separating object motion from camera movement. To bypass
these challenges, we propose a method of camera augmentation
that simulates camera movement by algorithmically manipulating
a stationary camera’s footage. In brief, the camera augmentation is
implemented by altering the calculated cropping window across
the video sequence captured by a stationary camera, thereby simu-
lating the effect of camera movement in a computationally efficient
manner. The detailed pseudo-code of this process is illustrated in
Figure 8.

A.2 Training Details for Camera Control
Camera movement parameters sampling. During the training,

we adopt the following sampling scheme for camera movement
parameters ccam = [𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦, 𝑐𝑧]:

𝑐𝑥 ∼
{
0, with probability 1

3 ,

Uniform(−1, 1), with probability 2
3 ,

𝑐𝑦 ∼
{
0, with probability 1

3 ,

Uniform(−1, 1), with probability 2
3 ,

𝑐𝑧 ∼
{
1, with probability 1

3 ,

2𝜔 , with probability 2
3 , where 𝜔 ∼ Uniform(−1, 1).

Note that each component is sampled independently.

Training scheme. We adopt pretrained Zeroscope T2V model
[Wang et al. 2023d] as our base model. To facilitate camera move-
ment learning while retain the pretrained state, only the newly
added layers are trainable, which include camera embedder and
camera module. To speed up the training, we use a coarse-to-fine
strategy: we first train on videos of size 256×256×8 (height × width
× frames) for 100k iterations, then we resume training on videos
of size 320 × 512 × 16 and 320 × 512 × 24 for 50k iterations each.
The training is performed using a DDPM noise scheduler [Ho et al.
2020] with timestep 𝑡 uniformly sampled from [400, 1000], such
preference to higher timesteps helps to prevents overfitting to low-
level details, which are deemed non-essential for understanding
temporal transitions. We employ an AdamW optimizer [Loshchilov
and Hutter 2017] with a learning rate of 5e-5 and a batch size of 8
on 8 NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPUs.

A.3 Inference Details for Camera Control.
In the text-to-image sampling process, classifier-free guidance [Ho
and Salimans 2022] is widely used to facilitate the text response in
generated images, where the predicted noise is extrapolated from
the unconditional branch (which uses null-text ∅txt) towards the
conditional branch (which uses normal prompt ctxt). We addition-
ally propose a similar technique to enhance the camera control
capability of our model. Specifically, our conditional branch uses

Table 4: Assessment of attention amplification on different
parts of UNet.

E M D E+M M+D E+D E+M+D

CLIP-sim ↑ 26.20 25.93 26.75 26.35 26.74 27.62 27.63
mIOU(%) ↑ 30.90 14.28 29.25 31.71 28.98 49.06 47.83
AP50(%) ↑ 5.50 0.27 5.75 6.61 6.13 30.04 31.33

desired camera parameters ccam = [𝑐𝑥 , 𝑐𝑦, 𝑐𝑧], while the uncondi-
tional branch uses a static camera status ∅cam = [0, 0, 1] (i.e., no
panning or zooming). The predicted noise 𝜖𝜃 at each sampling step
is calculated as:

𝜖𝜃 (z𝑡 , ccam, ctxt, 𝑡) = 𝜖𝜃 (z𝑡 , ∅cam, ∅txt, 𝑡)
+ 𝑠 (𝜖𝜃 (z𝑡 , ccam, ctxt, 𝑡) − 𝜖𝜃 (z𝑡 , ∅cam, ∅txt, 𝑡)) ,

(6)

where 𝑠 is the guidance scale. On the other hand, unlike text con-
ditioning, which is applied throughout the sampling process, we
found that applying the camera conditioning in only a few initial
steps is sufficient for controlling camera movement, as the general
temporal transitions is already determined in early stages. Formally,
during the inference, we bypass the camera module when 𝑡 is less
than a certain threshold, which we refer to as the camera control
cut-off timestep, we empirically set this value to 0.85𝑇 .

B ADDITIONAL ABLATION STUDIES
We conduct additional ablation studies to validate the settings of
our method.

Which layers for attention amplification? To determine which
layers to apply the attention amplification, we divide the U-Net into
three parts: encoder (E), middle layer (M), and decoder (D). We ap-
plied attention amplification to various combinations of these three
and assessed their impact on the CLIP-sim, mIOU and AP50 scores.
The results are presented in Table 4. We observed that applying
attention amplification to either the encoder or the decoder signifi-
cantly enhances object responsiveness, as evidenced by higher val-
ues across all metrics. Controllability is further strengthened when
attention amplification is applied to both components. The middle
layer has a comparatively smaller influence, incorporating middle
layer does not bring noticeable statistic change. Consequently, we
apply attention amplification across all layers.

Attention amplification hyper-parameters. In attention amplifica-
tion, the strength 𝜆 and cut-off timestep 𝜏 are two hyper-parameters.
Generally, lower 𝜏 and higher 𝜆 will increase the strength of atten-
tion amplification. To determine a proper choice of hyper-parameters,
we conduct tests with different combinations of 𝜆 and 𝜏 . Visual ex-
amples are provided in Figure 10. We observed that object responses
are more sensitive to the value of 𝜏 than to 𝜆. As illustrated in the 1st
and 2nd rows, over-responsiveness in box regions typically occurs
for 𝜏 < 0.9. This is because the early sampling stage in the diffusion
model plays a significant role in determining the coarse layout
of the output image or video; thus, applying amplification for an
extended duration results in over-responsiveness in the box region.
We also report CLIP-sim and mIOU metrics in Table 5, as can be
seen, setting 𝜏 > 0.9 results in better semantic quality, as evidenced
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Function aug_with_cam_motion(src_video, cx, cy, cz, h, w):

# Parameters:
# src_video: Source video, a tensor with the size of [frames (f), 3, src_height, src_width]
# cx: Horizontal translation ratio (-1 to 1)
# cy: Vertical translation ratio (-1 to 1)
# cz: Zoom ratio (0.5 to 2)
# h: Height of the augmented video
# w: Width of the augmented video
# Returns: Augmented video, a tensor with the size of [f, 3, h, w]

# Get source frame number, width and height from src_video
f, src_h, src_w = src_video.shape[0], src_video.shape[2], src_video.shape[3]

# Initialize camera boxes for frame cropping
cam_boxes = zeros(f, 4) # f frames, 4: [x1,y1,x2,y2]

# Calculate dynamic cropping relative coordinates for each frame
# The first frame coordinates is the reference, which is always [0,0,1,1].
cam_boxes[:, 0] = linspace(0, cx + (1 - 1/cz) / 2, f) # x1, top-left x
cam_boxes[:, 1] = linspace(0, cy + (1 - 1/cz) / 2, f) # y1, top-left y
cam_boxes[:, 2] = linspace(1, cx + (1 + 1/cz) / 2, f) # x2, bottom-right x
cam_boxes[:, 3] = linspace(1, cy + (1 + 1/cz) / 2, f) # y2, bottom-right y

# Compute the minimum and maximum relative coordinates
min_x = min(cam_boxes[:, 0::2])
max_x = max(cam_boxes[:, 0::2])
min_y = min(cam_boxes[:, 1::2])
max_y = max(cam_boxes[:, 1::2])

# Normalize the camera boxes
normalized_boxes = zeros_like(cam_boxes)
normalized_boxes[:, 0::2] = (cam_boxes[:, 0::2] - min_x) / (max_x - min_x)
normalized_boxes[:, 1::2] = (cam_boxes[:, 1::2] - min_y) / (max_y - min_y)

# Initialize a tensor for the new frames
augmented_frames = zeros(f, 3, h, w)

# Process each frame
for i in range(f):

# Calculate the actual cropping coordinates
x1, y1, x2, y2 = normalized_boxes[i] * tensor([src_w, src_h, src_w, src_h])

# Crop the frame according to the coordinates
crop = src_video[i][:, int(y1):int(y2), int(x1):int(x2)]

# Resize the cropped frame and store it
augmented_frames[i] = interpolate(crop, size=(h, w), mode='bilinear')

return augmented_frames

Figure 8: Pseudo-code for the camera augmentation function.
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“A zebra next to a river”

-0.35	pan left

×0.63 zoom-out

Camera control     Object control

-0.8	pan left

×1.66 zoom-in

“A man surfing in the sea”

+0.32	pan right

×0.77 zoom-out

+0.5	pan right
×1.24 zoom-in

-0.2	pan up

Camera control     Object control

Figure 9: Qualitative comparison of generated videos using the same prompt but different controls. 1st row: base model, i.e., no
control; 2nd row: camera control only; 3rd row: object control only; 4th row: camera + object control. Adding control introduces
more dynamic content without noticeable quality degradation.

by higher CLIP-sim scores and the visual results. On the other hand,
setting 𝜆 ≥ 10 generally yields higher mIOU values. It is important
to note that while a higher mIOU indicates better object ground-
ing ability, it does not necessarily equate to better object quality.
In summary, we empirically determine that 𝜏 ∈ [0.9𝑇, 0.95𝑇 ] and
𝜆 ∈ [10, 25] are generally appropriate for most cases.

“A rhino standing in the forest”

𝝀 = 𝟓 𝝀 = 𝟏𝟎 𝝀 = 𝟐𝟓 𝝀 = 𝟓𝟎

𝝉 = 𝟎. 𝟖𝟎𝑻

𝝉 = 𝟎. 𝟖𝟓𝑻

𝝉 = 𝟎. 𝟗𝟎𝑻

𝝉 = 𝟎. 𝟗𝟓𝑻

Figure 10: Effect of attention amplification strength 𝜆 and
cut-off timestep 𝜏 (only the first frame is showed).

Table 5: CLIP-sim and mIOU metrics tested on different at-
tention amplification hyper-parameters.

𝜆 = 5 𝜆 = 10 𝜆 = 25 𝜆 = 50
CLIP-sim mIOU CLIP-sim mIOU CLIP-sim mIOU CLIP-sim mIOU

𝜏 = 0.80𝑇 26.81 27.99 24.91 47.71 24.65 49.76 24.83 47.83
𝜏 = 0.85𝑇 26.85 25.72 25.31 42.52 25.03 47.69 25.29 47.75
𝜏 = 0.90𝑇 26.78 26.74 26.15 40.83 26.60 45.50 26.18 44.08
𝜏 = 0.95𝑇 26.48 21.82 27.49 41.61 27.63 47.83 27.32 43.92

Table 6: Quantitative evaluation for camera/object control
on video quality.

Base Cam Obj Cam+Obj
FID-vid ↓ 41.12 44.95 43.55 41.20
FVD ↓ 1104.36 1204.55 1300.86 1280.88

Effect of adding control on quality. To evaluate the impact of in-
corporating camera/object control on the video quality, we calculate
the FVD and FID-vid score under four different settings: (1) Base:
no control involved, i.e., the vanilla model; (2) Cam: only camera
movement control is involved (with random camera parameters); (3)
Obj: only object control is involved; and (4) Cam+Obj: both camera
and object control are enabled. The quality metrics are presented in
Table 6. The statistic shows that adding control may have a minor
influence but not so significant, as the metrics are approximately
in the same level with minor fluctuations. We also present visual
examples in Figure 9. As can be seen, adding control does not result
in a noticeable degradation of quality; on the contrary, it introduces
more dynamic content into the generated videos compared to the
base model.

C ADDITIONAL RESULTS
We show additional results in Figure 11. Please refer to our project
page for dynamic results.
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Figure 11: Additional results of camera movement control and object motion control.
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