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Text Description: “A turtle swimming on the river.”

User Instruction: “Make it lego.”

Reference Image: “A bag floating on the river.”

Hand-drawn Sketch: “A starfish floating, at dawn.”

“A blue bag floating on the river.”
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Figure 1. Qualitative comparison (left) and results on different editing tasks by STABLEV2V (right). Herein, we highlight the words
that depict the main edited contents and the modalities of external prompts in red and blue, respectively, and present the visualizations of
several prompts (i.e., reference image and hand-drawn sketch) at the right-bottom corner of the corresponding first edited frames. Notably,
AnyV2V [20] uses the same first edited frames as ours, where both results are highlighted in green and red bounding boxes, respectively.

Abstract
Recent advancements of generative AI have significantly
promoted content creation and editing, where prevailing
studies further extend this exciting progress to video edit-
ing. In doing so, these studies mainly transfer the inherent
motion patterns from the source videos to the edited ones,
where results with inferior consistency to user prompts are
often observed, due to the lack of particular alignments be-
tween the delivered motions and edited contents. To address
this limitation, we present a shape-consistent video editing

method, namely StableV2V, in this paper. Our method de-
composes the entire editing pipeline into several sequential
procedures, where it edits the first video frame, then estab-
lishes an alignment between the delivered motions and user
prompts, and eventually propagates the edited contents to
all other frames based on such alignment. Furthermore, we
curate a testing benchmark, namely DAVIS-Edit, for a com-
prehensive evaluation of video editing, considering various
types of prompts and difficulties. Experimental results and
analyses illustrate the outperforming performance, visual
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consistency, and inference efficiency of our method com-
pared to existing state-of-the-art studies.1

1. Introduction
Video editing aims to modify the source video contents ac-
cording to user demands. With the prosper of diffusion
models [17, 33] that demonstrates superior generative ca-
pabilities, recent studies have adopted this astonishing tech-
nique for video editing, making it possible for end users to
interact with various types of external prompts, e.g., text
[28, 50], instruction [40, 48], image [10, 30], sketches [24],
and etc. They achieve significant success on this topic,
bringing video editing to a prominent attractive research di-
rection for the community of visual content generation.

To perform video editing, recent studies manage to
transfer the motion patterns from the original video and
adapt them to the editing process. In doing so, prevail-
ing methods can be categorized into four main types, i.e.,
DDIM inversion-, one-shot tuning-, learning-, and first-
frame-based methods. Specifically, DDIM inversion-based
methods [28, 47] leverage DDIM inversion to store the mo-
tion patterns of videos in forms of latent features, which
are then injected into the diffusion models when editing,
thus enforcing the consistency between edited frames and
the original ones. One-shot tuning-based solutions [25, 42]
aim to tailor the motion patterns of each video through
learning video-specific model weights. These two types of
methods, however, often produce results that are inconsis-
tent to the shapes that user prompts require, especially the
ones with significant shape differences, e.g., the cases il-
lustrated in Fig. 1. Learning-based methods [30, 50, 52]
provide a more general solution for video editing by fine-
tuning temporal-enhanced diffusion models on large-scale
video-text datasets [8, 27], but these studies are highly re-
stricted due to their inpainting paradigms. They normally
require mask annotations to precisely localize the edited re-
gions, thus becoming tough for users to interact with. Also,
the inpainting paradigms limit them to regional editing sce-
narios, where the applications of global ones (e.g., video
style transfer [21]) are neglected. First-frame-based meth-
ods [20, 29] offer a more flexible solution for video edit-
ing, where this paradigm decomposes video editing into
image editing and motion transfer, enabling the potentials
to perform both global and local editing with the same so-
lution. Nevertheless, they suffer from similar limitations
to the aforementioned studies due to their requirements of
DDIM inversion [20] and video-specific tuning [29]. Re-
cently, DMT [47], which proposes a space-time feature loss
to constrain the motion consistency, serves as the most rel-

1We open-source our codebase at https://github.com/
AlonzoLeeeooo/StableV2V, and release the model weights and
testing benchmark DAVIS-EDIT at https://huggingface.co/
AlonzoLeeeooo/StableV2V and https://huggingface.co/
datasets/AlonzoLeeeooo/DAVIS-Edit, respectively.

evant study to address such misalignment, but even so, in-
ferior condition-following ability and detail loss of back-
grounds are often observed in its results like the ones in Fig.
1, where effective paradigm is thus expected to ensure the
consistency between delivered motions and user prompts.

Therefore in this paper, we propose STABLEV2V to per-
form video editing in a shape-consistent manner, with our
method built based on the first-frame-based paradigm. In
doing so, our method performs video editing with three
main components, i.e., Prompted First-frame Editor (PFE),
Iterative Shape Aligner (ISA), and Conditional Image-to-
video Generator (CIG). PFE serves as the first-frame im-
age editor that converts external prompts into edited con-
tents, which are then propagated to other frames in later
processes to construct the entire edited video. To offer pre-
cise guidance that are well aligned with shapes required by
user prompts, especially in scenarios that comprise com-
plicated shape differences, we assume that the edited con-
tents share the same motions with the ones of source video.
Based on the assumption, we propose ISA, which manages
to iteratively propagate the average motions, shapes, and
depths from core elements (e.g., main objects) of each orig-
inal video frame to the edited one, resulting in the simulated
optical flow and depth map of all edited frames, along with a
shape-guided depth refinement network to further calibrate
the obtained depth map and ensure its preciseness. Eventu-
ally, we leverage the depth map as an intermediate vehicle
to deliver precise motions from the source video, and utilize
it to guide the image-to-video generation process of CIG,
obtaining the final edited video. Furthermore, we collect a
testing benchmark based on DAVIS [31], namely DAVIS-
EDIT, to conduct a comprehensive evaluation for text- and
image-based video editing. Experimental results compared
to existing state-of-the-art studies demonstrate that STA-
BLEV2V outperforms others from various perspectives, in-
cluding visual quality, consistency, and inference efficiency.

2. Related Works

Video Synthesis. Modeling the high-dimensional distri-
bution of video data is a challenging task for video gen-
eration. Early-proposed methods [37] mainly address this
problem via Generative Adversarial Network (GAN), but
suffering from inferior visual quality and training instabil-
ity. Recent advancements of diffusion models [17, 33] have
greatly promoted the development of various visual gener-
ation tasks, e.g., text-to-image and conditional generation
[7, 13, 43], where this effective paradigm is also adopted
for video generation [39, 44]. Particularly, existing stud-
ies leverage various model architectures upon the video
modeling task, including U-net [12] and Diffusion Trans-
former [44]. These studies demonstrate outstanding gener-
ative abilities in producing photo-realistic videos with text
prompts, and serve as strong foundation models for a wide
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Figure 2. Illustration of the overall pipeline of STABLEV2V, with three main components, i.e., Prompted First-frame Editor (PFE),
Iterative Shape Aligner (ISA), and Conditional Image-to-video Generator (CIG), whose backgrounds are highlighted in red, yellow, and
gray, respectively. Herein, the green bounding boxes refer to the first video frames; the blue bounding boxes represent the k-th optical flow,
segmentation mask, and depth map in ISA. For simplicity, we only showcase the k-th to k + 1-th iteration process of ISA in this figure.

range of down-stream applications, e.g., text-to-video gen-
eration [46], image-to-video generation [2, 11, 15, 34] as
well as video editing [3, 9, 20, 25, 28, 42, 47, 52].
Video Editing. Recently, the research direction of video
editing has attracted great attention. In performing this task,
conventional works normally introduce external conditions
to assist video editing, e.g., optical flow [9], Neural Layered
Atlas (NLA) [4, 22], and etc., where limitations are usu-
ally observed due to the inherent problems of the used tech-
niques. With the prosper of diffusion models, such task is
significantly facilitated by their strong generative abilities,
where we summarize existing methods into four categories,
i.e., DDIM inversion-, one-shot tuning-, learning-, and first-
frame-based methods. Specifically, DDIM inversion-based
methods offer a way to represent the motion patterns of
videos through inverted latent features, where these fea-
tures are then utilized to enforce the temporal consistency
in the generated video frames [28]. One-shot tuning-based
methods [25, 42] mainly learn video-specific model weights
to model the motion patterns, where diversified results
can be then generated through adjusting the text prompts.
Learning-based methods [30, 50, 52] solve the task via
training particular networks on large datasets, where they
integrate motion modules into pre-trained image diffusion
models [5, 33], and optimize the enhanced model architec-
tures with video-text data, enabling these networks to edit
video contents in local regions. First-frame-based methods
[20, 29] start with editing the first video frame, and propa-
gate the results to all other frames through transferring the
motions from the source video. Nevertheless, these studies
obtain inferior performance since their delivered motions
are inconsistent with user prompts. AnyV2V [20] and DMT
[47] are the most relevant studies to our method. However,
the former struggles to handle challenging scenarios with

significant shape differences, and the latter presents infe-
rior capability of background preservation, where all issues
above motivate STABLEV2V in this paper.

3. Methods
STABLEV2V comprises three main components to perform
video editing, i.e., Prompted First-frame Editor (PFE), Iter-
ative Shape Aligner (ISA), and Conditional Image-to-video
Generator (CIG), where the overall pipeline is shown in Fig.
2. Given an input video X = {X1, . . . ,XN} with N video
frames in total, PFE edits the first video frame X1 into X̂1

according to an external prompt P . Then, ISA extracts the
depth maps D, optical flows F , and segmentation masks M
from X , and simulates the depth maps D̂r of edited video
based on D, F , M, and M̂1 of X̂1. Eventually, CIG serves
as a depth-guided image-to-video generator, and leverages
D̂r and X̂1 to produce the entire edited video X̂ , where the
overall process of STABLEV2V is formulated by:

X̂ = fCIG

(
fPFE (X1,P) , fISA

(
D,F ,M,M̂1

))
, (1)

where fPFE (·), fISA (·), and fCIG (·) denote PFE, ISA,
and CIG, respectively. In the following texts, we illustrate
the details of each aforementioned component following the
pipeline sequence of STABLEV2V.

3.1. Prompted First-frame Editor
Since STABLEV2V is built based on first-frame-based
methods that decompose video editing into image editing
and controlled image-to-video generation, the first step of
STABLEV2V is to convert the external prompt into edited
contents in the first video frame, with PFE serving as the
core component in this step. Given an input video X =
{X1, . . . ,XN}, we send its first frame X1 and the external
prompt P into PFE, where we formulate this process by:
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X̂1 = fPFE (X1,P) , (2)

where X̂1 refers to the first edited video frame of X̂ . Herein,
we consider various categories of prompt inputs P , e.g.,
text descriptions, user instructions, reference images, and
etc., where we adopt off-the-shelf image editors to process
these prompts accordingly. For example, we utilize text-
guided editors, e.g., SD Inpaint [33] and InstructPix2Pix
[36], to process text inputs, and adopt models like Paint-
by-Example [5] to integrate reference image prompts. Af-
terward in the subsequent processes, we build the alignment
between motion controls and edited contents based on X̂1.

3.2. Iterative Shape Aligner
Once we obtain the first edited frame X̂1, the next step is to
propagate the edited contents to the remaining video frames.
To conduct this step, we observe that existing studies often
produce inferior results through directly propagation of mo-
tions from the source video, where the delivered motions in
such case struggle to be consistent with contents that users
expect, especially in the cases that user prompts may cause
significant shape changes, as is shown in Fig. 1, thereby
leading to artifacts in the edited video. Therefore, it is piv-
otal to propose an effective design to address such misalign-
ment, so as to ensure the consistency in video editing.

In doing so, we propose ISA, which establishes the align-
ment between delivered motions and user prompts, and later
offers precise guidance for CIG to produce the final video.
Specifically, we assume that the edited and original con-
tents share the same motion and depth information, and
consider depth map as the intermediate media to deliver
the motion information. Based on the assumption, ISA se-
quentially simulates the motion and depth information of all
edited video frames, and leverages an additional refinement
network to obtain precise motion guidance for CIG.
Motion Simulation. To simulate the motion information of
the edited video, we use optical flows to represent its mo-
tions. Given the source video input X = {X1, . . . ,XN}
with N frames, we utilize an off-the-shelf flow extrac-
tor (i.e., RAFT [35]) to annotate the optical flows F =
{F1→2, . . . ,FN−1→N} from X . Besides, we use an im-
age segmenter (i.e., SAM [19]) to obtain the segmentation
masks of all frames in X , as well as the one of X̂1, resulting
in M = {M1, . . . ,MN} and M̂1, respectively. Consid-
ering that the edited contents and the original ones share
the same motion information, we firstly compute the mean
value of the k-th optical flow Fk→k+1 within Mk to rep-
resent the average motion, with the process formulated by:

F̄k→k+1 =
1

Mk

∑
(i,j)∈Mk

Fk→k+1 (i, j) , (3)

where (i, j) represents the pixel at the i-th row and the j-
th column of Mk. Then, we simulate the flow within the
regions of edited contents through performing the motion
pasting operation on M̂k, where it is written as:

“A grape floating on the river.”
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Figure 3. Visualizations of the intermediate results by ISA.

F̂mp
k (x, y) =

{
F̄k→k+1, (x, y) ∈ fd

(
M̂k

)
0, otherwise

(4)

Finally, we obtain F̂k→k+1 of the k-th edited frame via:

F̂k→k+1 = Fk→k+1 ⊙
(
1− fd

(
M̂k

))
+ F̂mp

k . (5)

Herein, fd (·) and ⊙ refer to the binary dilation and the
Hadamard production operations, respectively, where we
apply them on M̂k to ensure that the simulated motion cov-
ers all regions of the edited contents. Once F̂k→k+1 is sim-
ulated, we obtain M̂k+1 via warping M̂k, written as:

M̂k+1 = fw

(
M̂k, F̂k→k+1

)
, (6)

where fw (·) denotes the warping operation. By itera-
tively simulating the optical flows from k = 1 to k =
N − 1, we eventually obtain the optical flows F̂ =
{F̂1→2, . . . , F̂N−1→N} of all edited frames.
Depth Simulation. Once we simulate the motion infor-
mation of the edited video, the next step is to obtain the
guidance for the image-to-video generator, i.e., the depth
maps. In doing so, we conduct procedures similar to that
in motion simulation. Specifically, we firstly adopt an off-
the-shelf depth estimator (i.e., MiDaS [32]) to extract the
depth maps D = {D1, . . . ,DN} from X . Given the k-th
(k ∼ {1 . . . N}) depth map Dk, we compute the average
depth similar to the process of Eq. (3), formulated by:

D̄k =
1

Mk

∑
(i,j)∈Mk

Dk (i, j) , (7)

where (i, j) represents the pixel at the i-th row and j-th col-
umn. Then, we conduct the depth pasting operation on M̂k

to propagate the depth information, where the average depth

4



DAVIS-EDIT-S / DAVIS-EDIT-C(∆=|C−S|)

Method DOVER↑ FVD↓ WE↓ CLIP-Temporal↑ CLIP Score↑ T̄ ↓

TokenFlow [28] 66.36 / 67.47(1.11) 17.33 / 17.45(0.12) 18.58 / 18.60(0.02) 95.84 / 95.61(0.23) 24.89 / 24.12(0.77) 5.81
FLATTEN [9] 63.86 / 61.18(2.68) 19.17 / 21.65(2.48) 17.29 / 17.75(0.46) 95.39 / 94.51(0.88) 24.07 / 23.24(0.83) 4.23
Tune-A-Video [42] 28.54 / 34.63(6.09) 25.89 / 26.76(0.87) 89.63 / 81.44(8.19) 91.82 / 90.91(0.91) 24.67 / 24.89(0.22) 20.23
Video-P2P [25] 55.10 / 51.22(3.88) 17.22 / 17.87(0.65) 19.95 / 18.82(1.13) 94.37 / 93.51(0.86) 24.72 / 24.11(0.61) 21.17
CoCoCo [52] 66.81 / 66.12(0.69) 18.13 / 18.41(0.28) 16.24 / 18.47(2.23) 96.07 / 94.97(1.10) 24.36 / 23.24(1.12) 1.55
AnyV2V [20] 66.82 / 65.01(1.72) 14.87 / 17.83(2.96) 15.35 / 18.26(2.91) 95.66 / 94.36(1.30) 25.09 / 24.32(0.77) 8.28
DMT [47] 59.27 / 57.45(1.82) 19.53 / 21.64(2.11) 16.65 / 19.89(3.24) 94.11 / 93.58(0.53) 24.91 / 24.51(0.40) 8.88
STABLEV2V 67.78 / 70.80(3.02) 13.77 / 17.18(3.41) 15.95 / 15.27(0.68) 96.34 / 96.83(0.49) 25.46 / 25.68(0.22) 3.14

AnyV2V [20] 65.83 / 64.56(1.27) 12.97 / 15.25(2.28) 24.47 / 25.61(1.14) 95.89 / 96.13(0.24) 25.41 / 24.79(0.62) 8.43
STABLEV2V 67.58 / 68.42(0.84) 12.36 / 14.87(2.51) 22.17 / 21.23(0.94) 96.51 / 96.71(0.20) 26.24 / 26.55(0.31) 3.23

Table 1. Quantitative results of STABLEV2V on text- (top) and image-based (bottom) evaluation settings of DAVIS-EDIT, compared
to existing methods [9, 20, 25, 28, 42, 47, 52] with respect to DOVER [41], FVD [38], Warping Error (WE), CLIP-Temporal [30],
CLIP scores [16], and averaged inference time (termed T̄ , in units of minutes), where the best and second best results are boldfaced and
underlined. Results on DOVER, FVD, WE, CLIP-Temporal, and CLIP scores are scaled by 10−2, 102, 10−5, 10−2, and 10−2, respectively.
Herein, performance gain and drop by comparing DAVIS-EDIT-C to DAVIS-EDIT-S are highlighted in blue and red, correspondingly.

D̂dp
k (x, y) = D̄k if (x, y) ∈ M̂k otherwise 0. Finally, we

construct the k-th simulated depth map D̂k via composing:

D̂k = Dk ⊙
(
1− M̂k

)
+ D̂dp

k . (8)

By iterating all depth maps D = {D1, . . . ,DN−1}, we are
able to obtain the simulated depth map D̂ = {D̂1, . . . , D̂N}
of all edited video frames. Since the simulated depth maps
D̂ are obtained via composing, we observe that D̂ often con-
tains unnecessary depth information in the regions of the
original contents, as is shown in Fig. 3, indicating that D̂
needs to be further refined to ensure its preciseness.
Shape-guided Depth Refinement. To refine D̂, we draw
inspirations from existing video inpainting methods [51]
that adopt completion networks to repair optical flows,
and propose a depth refinement network based on such
paradigm.2 Furthermore, we integrate the first-frame shape
mask M̂1 into it to ensure the shape consistency of refine-
ment. Given M and M̂, the mask regions Mr and the
masked depth maps D̂m are obtained through:

Mr = fd

((
1− M̂

)
⊙M

)
,

D̂m = Mr ⊙ D̂.
(9)

Then, we send the concatenation of D̂m, Mr, and M̂1 into
the shape-guided refinement network fr (·), resulting in the
final depth maps D̂r, where the process is written as:

D̂r = fr

(
D̂m,Mr,M̂1

)
. (10)

In this way, ISA is able to obtain the accurately simulated
depth maps D̂r of the edited video, where D̂r later play a
pivotal role in offering precise guidance for CIG.

2We illustrate the implementation details of the shape-guided depth re-
finement network in Sec. A of our supplementary materials.

3.3. Conditional Image-to-video Generator

Once we obtain D̂r, the final goal of CIG is to generate
the edited video X̂ . Specifically, CIG consists of two com-
ponents, i.e., the controller model and the image-to-video
generator, where we use Ctrl-Adapter [23] as a controller to
inject D̂r, and leverage I2VGen-XL [34] to propagate the
edited contents from X̂1 to all other frames in X̂ , respec-
tively. Given the corresponding text prompt Pt and D̂r, CIG
produces the final edited video X̂ through:

X̂ = {X̂1, . . . , X̂N} = fCIG

(
X̂1,Pt, Ec

(
D̂r

))
. (11)

4. Experimental Settings
In this section, we illustrate our experimental settings from
aspects of evaluation setup, testing benchmark, baselines,
and metrics, whose details are presented as follows.
Evaluation Setup. In our experiments, we summarize and
evaluate existing video editing studies based on two main-
stream setups, i.e., text- and image-based evaluation. For
text-based evaluation, we adopt captions with only their
object words modified to generate the edited videos. For
image-based evaluation, we utilize reference images as ex-
ternal prompts to produce the edited videos.
Testing Benchmark. For evaluation, we construct a test-
ing benchmark, namely DAVIS-EDIT, based on DAVIS
[31]. DAVIS-EDIT contains two subsets DAVIS-EDIT-S
and DAVIS-EDIT-C, which address the scenarios with sim-
ilar (S) and changing (C) shapes, respectively. Specifically,
we select 26 videos from DAVIS, and annotate the captions
and images for them, obtaining 100 cases eventually.3

Baselines. We compare STABLEV2V with several state-of-
the-art video editing methods, including TokenFlow [28],

3We illustrate more details of the proposed testing benchmark DAVIS-
EDIT in Sec. B of our supplementary materials.
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“A sport car driving on the night road.” “A motorboat surfing on the ocean.”“A blackswan walking on the grass.”“A blackswan walking on the grass.”

Figure 4. Qualitative comparison of text- and image-based editing, with their backgrounds highlighted in green and yellow, respectively.
Note that results of AnyV2V [20] (green bounding boxes) use the same first edited frames as ours (red bounding boxes).

FLATTEN [9], Tune-A-Video [42], Video-P2P [25], Co-
CoCo [52], AnyV2V [20], and DMT [47]. Notably, we
use the same first edited frames in comparison with other
first-frame-based methods such as AnyV2V.4

Metrics. We evaluate all compared methods from four as-
pects, i.e., visual quality, temporal consistency, alignment,

4Since we have no access to AVID [50], VASE [30], and I2VEdit [29],
we qualitatively compare STABLEV2V with them based on their demo
videos, with details presented in Sec. C of our supplementary materials.

and efficiency. For visual quality, we utilize DOVER [41]
and FVD [38] for evaluation. For temporal consistency, we
compute the Warping Error (WE) of adjacent frames in the
edited video, and adopt CLIP-Temporal following VASE
[30]. For alignment, we leverage CLIP score [16] to mea-
sure the feature similarities of generated frames with the
text prompts. For efficiency, we evaluate based on averaged
inference time, where results are tested on the same A100
GPU with torch.float16 precision. Besides, we con-

6



Method D.-E.-S D.-E.-C Avg.

TokenFlow [28] 14.71% 7.49% 10.92%
FLATTEN [9] 3.53% 1.60% 2.52%
Tune-A-Video [42] 0.00% 5.88% 3.08%
Video-P2P [25] 7.65% 2.14% 4.77%
CoCoCo [52] 10.58% 8.56% 9.52%
AnyV2V [20] 17.06% 23.53% 20.45%
DMT [47] 21.18% 23.53% 22.41%
STABLEV2V 25.29% 27.27% 26.33%

Table 2. Human evaluation results on DAVIS-EDIT-S (“D.-
E.-S”) and DAVIS-EDIT-C (“D.-E.-C”).
duct user study to analyze with human evaluation.56

5. Results and Applications
Performance Comparison and Human Evaluation. Tab.
1, Fig. 4, and Tab. 2 report the quantitative, qualitative
comparisons, and human evaluation on DAVIS-EDIT, re-
spectively, compared to several existing methods [9, 20, 25,
28, 42, 47, 52]. Specifically, TokenFlow [28] and FLAT-
TEN [9] produce videos that are inconsistent with user
prompts, and obtain inferior performance on most metrics,
proving our motivation to address the shape inconsistency
issue. Similar trends are observed in Tune-A-Video [42]
and Video-P2P [25], with the video quality severely de-
teriorated, due to their incapabilities of modeling consis-
tent motions with user prompts. Although CoCoCo [52]
and AnyV2V [20] improve the aforementioned methods to
some extents, they struggle to handle challenging cases with
significant shape change, especially when AnyV2V uses
the same edited frame as ours, suggesting the deficiencies
in these methods. DMT [47] is the most related study to
ours, where it fails to follow the edited text prompts in
some scenarios, and tends to produce contents with infor-
mation loss in the backgrounds. STABLEV2V consistently
outperforms others with promising performance and video
quality, where its results are also overwhelmingly preferred
by users. Notably, we observe that most methods obtain
worse performance on DAVIS-EDIT-C, whose cases com-
prise more complicated shape changes and are thus more
challenging, however, STABLEV2V still obtains promising
results and even gets improvements, owing to the fact that it
ensures the consistency between the delivered motions and
user prompts, thus will not be confused by misaligned mo-
tions when producing the final videos as others do.7

5In this paper, “D.”, “WE”, “C.-T”, and “C.S.” denote the abbreviations
of DOVER [41], Warping Error, CLIP-Temporal [30], and CLIP score [1]
unless otherwise specified. Besides, DOVER, FVD, WE, CLIP-Temporal,
and CLIP scores are scaled by 10−2, 102, 10−5, 10−2, and 10−2.

6We recruit 17 users, and show them with the inputs, prompts, and re-
sults, with 10 and 11 cases from DAVIS-EDIT-S and DAVIS-EDIT-C,
respectively. Each user is asked to choose the videos with best quality
without knowing the corresponding methods. Then, we compute the aver-
aged top-1 preference percentage of all cases for comparison.

7We present more results in Sec. C of our supplementary materials.

Instruction-based Editing: “Make it minecraft.”

Sketch-based Editing: “An elephant walking on the rocks.”

Video Style Transfer: “A bear walking, Van Gogh style.”

Video Inpainting: “A scenery of rocks.”

Figure 5. More applications performed by STABLEV2V, where
the source video frames are shown in the first row.

Efficiency Comparison. In our experiments, we ob-
serve that STABLEV2V demonstrates outstanding effi-
ciency compared to other methods, as is reported in Tab.
1. One can see that one-shot tuning-based methods [25, 42]
take the most time (more than 20 minutes) to edit a video
due to their requirements of video-specific training, but
the corresponding performance is not satisfying. DDIM
inversion-based methods [20, 28, 47] also require mas-
sive time (around 6 to 8 minutes) to perform an complete
editing process, where they need to prepare CNN features
and attention maps via the inversion process. FLATTEN
[9] presents as an improved method that uses more effi-
cient strategy to sample trajectories of optical flows, where
STABLEV2V surpasses it with approximate 1.09 minutes.
Eventually, CoCoCo serves as the best method in the com-
parison, however, it is worth noting that it also needs to train
on Web10M [27] for one epoch in advance, while STA-
BLEV2V plays as a training-free solution for video editing.
Applications. Despite of the aforementioned results, STA-
BLEV2V also support other applications as is demonstrated
in Fig. 5. Herein, we adjust PFE according to the con-
ducted application, where STABLEV2V consistently han-
dles different tasks, especially the ones that are susceptible
to cause shape differences (e.g., instructions and sketches).
Notably in Fig. 1 and 5, sketch-based editing offers a way
for users to customize the shapes of edited contents, indicat-
ing the great potentials of applying STABLEV2V for real-
world cases. Notably, video inpainting represents an ex-
treme scenario of shape differences in STABLEV2V, with
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“An elephant walking in the zoo at dawn.”
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Figure 6. Text-guided results under different settings of PFE.

Method D.↑ FVD↓ WE↓ C.-T↑ C.S.↑

SD 46.03 21.06 17.69 92.22 19.72
SD + Con. (Canny) 61.16 19.90 16.67 94.24 21.55
SD + Con. (scribble) 64.08 14.70 16.69 95.66 24.75
SD + Con. (depth) 67.78 13.77 15.95 96.34 25.46

Table 3. Evaluation scores under different settings of PFE,
evaluated on text-based editing of DAVIS-EDIT-S.
the foreground object completely removed from the source
video. Particularly in ISA, M̂ becomes all-zero maps since
there is no foreground, and the pasting processes are subse-
quently skipped, where the shape-guided depth refinement
network fr (·) in such case aims to fully remove D and ob-
tains depth maps of backgrounds to guide CIG.

6. Ablation Studies
To further analyze STABLEV2V, we ablate its different
components through conducting experiments under differ-
ent settings of PFE and the depth simulation strategies,
where details are presented in the following texts.
Effect of PFE on Text-based Editing. We evaluate the
effect of PFE using various types of text-guided editors,
with the corresponding results shown in Tab. 3 and Fig. 6.
Specifically, we use “SD” and “SD + Con.”, referring to the
SD inpaint model [33] and the integrated framework that
uses the ControlNet [26] to guide the inpainting process
with conditions from the source video, respectively, where
the condition types are illustrated in the parentheses. We
observe that “SD” often produces unstable edited contents
like the ones in Fig. 6, which later misguides the image-to-
video generator, and produces video with inferior quality.
Using conditions significantly improves such limitation by

“A lamborghini driving on the road.”
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Figure 7. Results under different depth simulation strategies.

Depth Simulation D.↑ FVD↓ WE↓ C.-T↑ C.S.↑

Using D 62.00 22.93 17.25 94.73 22.55
Using D̂ 66.46 16.62 16.36 95.94 24.55
Warping D̂1 with F 64.54 19.14 16.83 95.33 23.71
Using D̂r (Ours) 67.78 13.77 15.95 96.34 25.46

Table 4. Evaluation scores under different depth simulation
strategies, evaluated on text-based editing of DAVIS-EDIT-S.

enforcing the consistency, however, artifacts are observed
due to the over-control by some conditions like Canny edge
[6], with this situation alleviated in “SD + Con. (scribble)”
and “SD + Con. (depth)” to some extents. This experiments
highlight the vitalness of the first edited frame, which offers
superior flexibility on one hand, while on the other hand, it
also determines how subsequent processes perform.
Effect of the Depth Simulation Strategies. In STA-
BLEV2V, depth map plays a vital role in transporting mo-
tions and guiding CIG, where we explore its effects via
different simulation strategies, as is reported in Tab. 4 and
Fig. 7. Directly using D of source video suffers from issues
similar to existing studies, where such depth maps misalign
with the user prompts, so that incorrect motions are used
for editing, thus leading to artifacts in results of CIG. Simi-
lar results are shown when using D̂ (w/o depth refinement),
since D̂ contain redundant regions like the ones in Fig. 3, in-
dicating that depth refinement significantly boosts the accu-
racy of CIG guidance, thus ensuring that the edited video is
consistent with user prompts. Warping-based solution pro-
duces results with varying shapes due to the lack of motion
pasting, where F fail to fully cover D̂1, especially when
edited objects comprise larger sizes than the original ones,
e.g., the case of editing a black swan to a bag in Fig. 1.
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7. Conclusion
In this work, we present STABLEV2V, a shape-consistent
video editing method that sequentially edits the first video
frame, aligns the motions with user prompts, and finally
produces the edited video with such consistent motions,
with superior performance demonstrated on challenging ap-
plications. Even so, STABLEV2V comprises several limi-
tations due to the intrinsic problems of its paradigm, espe-
cially leading to potential working boundaries in cases with
complicated motion patterns. In our future work, we expect
to address such issue, and propose an improved paradigm
with more fine-grained motion modeling for video editing.8
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Chloé Rolland, Laura Gustafson, Tete Xiao, Spencer White-
head, Alexander C. Berg, Wan-Yen Lo, Piotr Dollár, and
Ross B. Girshick. Segment Anything. In ICCV, pages 3992–
4003, 2023. 4

[20] Max Ku, Cong Wei, Weiming Ren, Harry Yang, and Wenhu
Chen. AnyV2V: A Tuning-Free Framework For Any Video-
to-Video Editing Tasks. arXiv, 2024. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 15

[21] Wei-Sheng Lai, Jia-Bin Huang, Oliver Wang, Eli Shechtman,
Ersin Yumer, and Ming-Hsuan Yang. Learning Blind Video
Temporal Consistency. In ECCV, pages 179–195, 2018. 2

[22] Yao-Chih Lee, Ji-Ze Genevieve Jang, Yi-Ting Chen, Eliz-
abeth Qiu, and Jia-Bin Huang. Shape-Aware Text-Driven
Layered Video Editing. In CVPR, pages 14317–14326, 2023.
3

[23] Han Lin, Jaemin Cho, Abhay Zala, and Mohit Bansal. Ctrl-
Adapter: An Efficient and Versatile Framework for Adapting
Diverse Controls to Any Diffusion Model. arXiv, 2024. 5,
15

[24] Chang Liu, Shunxin Xu, Jialun Peng, Kaidong Zhang, and
Dong Liu. Towards interactive image inpainting via robust
sketch refinement. TMM, pages 9973–9987, 2024. 2

[25] Shaoteng Liu, Yuechen Zhang, Wenbo Li, Zhe Lin, and Jiaya
Jia. Video-P2P: Video Editing with Cross-Attention Control.
In CVPR, pages 8599–8608, 2024. 2, 3, 5, 6, 7

9



[26] Lvmin Zhang, Anyi Rao, and Maneesh Agrawala. Adding
Conditional Control to Text-to-Image Diffusion Models. In
ICCV, pages 3813–3824, 2023. 8

[27] Max Bain, Arsha Nagrani, Gül Varol, and Andrew Zisser-
man. Frozen in Time: A Joint Video and Image Encoder for
End-to-End Retrieval. In ICCV, pages 1708–1718, 2021. 2,
7

[28] Michal Geyer, Omer Bar-Tal, Shai Bagon, and Tali Dekel.
TokenFlow: Consistent Diffusion Features for Consistent
Video Editing. In ICLR, pages 1–13, 2024. 2, 3, 5, 7

[29] Wenqi Ouyang, Yi Dong, Lei Yang, Jianlou Si, and Xingang
Pan. I2VEdit: First-Frame-Guided Video Editing via Image-
to-Video Diffusion Models. arXiv, 2024. 2, 3, 6, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15

[30] Elia Peruzzo, Vidit Goel, Dejia Xu, Xingqian Xu, Yifan
Jiang, Zhangyang Wang, Humphrey Shi, and Nicu Sebe.
VASE: Object-Centric Appearance and Shape Manipulation
of Real Videos. arXiv, 2024. 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 14

[31] Jordi Pont-Tuset, Federico Perazzi, Sergi Caelles, Pablo Ar-
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(c) Reference Images

O: “A boat on the river.”
S: “A cruiseship on the river.”
C: “A motorboat on the river.”

O: “A car is driving on the road.”
S: “A truck is driving on the road.”
C: “A sport car is driving on the road.”

O: “A duck walking on the grass.”
S: “A blackswan walking on the grass.”
C: “A rabbit walking on the grass.”

O: “A duck swimming in a pond.”
S: “A goose swimming in a pond.”
C: “A ball floating on a pond.”

(b) Text Descriptions(a) Source Video Frames
Figure 8. Selected data samples and the corresponding annotations from DAVIS-EDIT, with visualizations of (a) source video frames,
(b) text descriptions, and (c) reference images highlighted in orange, green, and red, respectively. Specifically in (b), “O” represents the
original (O) text description of the source video; “S” and “C” refers to the annotated captions indicating similar (S) and changing (C)
shapes in the edited contents, respectively. Besides, we highlight the words depicting the main edited contents in red. In (c), we show the
annotated images indicating similar and changing shapes on the left and right sides, respectively.

Overview
In our supplementary materials, we provide more details
and results of STABLEV2V, so as to offer more insights
into the proposed method, where we construct the contents
following the structures below:
• Implementation Details of Shape-guided Depth Re-

finement Network. The proposed depth refinement net-
work plays a pivotal role in ensuring preciseness of depth
guidance for STABLEV2V, where we illustrate its de-
tailed implementation details from perspectives of the
motivation, network architecture, and training in Sec. A.

• Implementation Details of the DAVIS-EDIT. DAVIS-
EDIT serves as the testing benchmark for the evaluation of
STABLEV2V, where we report its implementation details
in Sec. B, illustrating the annotation process of different
prompts and some samples for demonstration.

• More Qualitative Comparison. In Sec. C, we conduct
the qualitative comparison with more video editing meth-
ods, especially the ones that are not open-sourced, includ-
ing AVID [50], VASE [30], and I2VEdit [29].

• More Results. In Sec. D, we demonstrate more quali-
tative results generated by STABLEV2V, from aspects of
text-, image-based editing, and applications.

• Limitations. Although STABLEV2V achieves promising
performance in various editing tasks, it also comprises
several limitations due to its inherent problems, i.e., the
paradigm based on pre-trained models and depth maps,
where we discuss its working boundaries in Sec. E.

Notably, we offer the video format of all results

(both main paper and this document) at https :
//alonzoleeeooo.github.io/StableV2V, and
highly encourage readers to refer to them for a more in-
tuitive experience of STABLEV2V.

A. Implementation Details of Shape-guided
Depth Refinement Network

In this section, we introduce the implementation details of
shape-guided depth refinement network from various as-
pects, including its motivation, network architecture, and
training details, as is presented in the following texts.
Motivation and Network Architecture. The depth re-
finement network serves as a pivotal component in STA-
BLEV2V, where it is highly associated with the preciseness
of depth guidance for CIG, thus subsequently affecting the
consisetncy of the edited video. The final goal of such net-
work is to calibrate the input depth maps by removing its
redundant regions, meanwhile ensuring the consistency of
the refined depth map with the corresponding edited first
frame. To build such network, we draw inspirations from
the task of video inpainting [51], where optical flows, sim-
ilar to the depth maps in STABLEV2V, normally serve as
a pivotal guidance for the inpainting process. Recently,
VASE [30] borrows the same network architecture of the
flow completion network in ProPainter [51], and adds an
additional channel to the input layer to integrate the shape
guidance, where the resulting network is used to offer flow
guidance for reference-guided video editing. Enlightened

11

https://alonzoleeeooo.github.io/StableV2V
https://alonzoleeeooo.github.io/StableV2V


So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

A
V

ID
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

A
V

ID
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

“A large raccoon standing on a waterfall.”

“A goose swimming in a lake.”

“A flamingo walking on the grass.”

“A zebra walking on the grass.”

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

V
A

SE
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

V
A

SE
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

V
A

SE
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

V
A

SE
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

“Pink flamingo swimming in the pool.”

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

I2
V

Ed
it

St
ab

le
V

2
V

 (
O

u
rs

)
So

u
rc

e
 V

id
e

o
I2

V
Ed

it
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

So
u

rc
e

 V
id

e
o

I2
V

Ed
it

St
ab

le
V

2
V

 (
O

u
rs

)
So

u
rc

e
 V

id
e

o
I2

V
Ed

it
St

ab
le

V
2

V
 (

O
u

rs
)

“A blue rocket is taking off.”

(a) Comparison with AVID (b) Comparison with VASE (c) Comparison with I2VEdit

Figure 9. More qualitative comparison of STABLEV2V, compared to (a) AVID [50], (b) VASE [30], and (c) I2VEdit [29]. Note that we
use the same first frame as the ones of I2VEdit [29] for comparison.
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“A motorboat driving on the river.”“A motorboat driving on the river.” “A ball floating on a pond.”“A ball floating on a pond.” “An apple floating on the water.”“An apple floating on the water.”

Figure 10. More visualizations of intermediate results in ISA, where we show the reference images at the right-bottom corners.

by the aforementioned studies, we adopt the same architec-
ture as VASE does, and utilize the segmentation mask of the
first edited frame as guidance for the refinement process.

Training Details. We train the shape-guided depth refine-
ment network on YouTube-VOS [45] dataset, whose train-
ing set consists of 3, 471 videos and the corresponding
mask annotations in total. To obtain the depth maps of all
videos, we use an off-the-shelf depth estimator, i.e., MiDaS
[32], to automatically annotate depth maps for all videos.
Once the data are pre-processed, we train the shape-guided

depth refinement network for 50, 000 iterations, along with
a batch size of 8. Specifically in each training step, we
randomly sample 10 frames of depth maps, and adopt the
random mask generation algorithm in Flow-guided Trans-
former [49]. We use AdamW [18] optimizer to update the
model parameters, with the learning rate set to 0.99.

B. Implementation Details of the DAVIS-EDIT

In this section, we illustrate more implementation details
of our testing benchmark DAVIS-EDIT. DAVIS-EDIT
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“A panda walking on rocks in a zoo.”

“A bus with blue windows driving down the night road.”

“A wolf is walking on the grass.”

“A robot with a backpack walking up a hill.”

“A man walking in the grass near a tree.”

“A basketball is rolling in the grass.”

“A wooden train is on the tracks.”

“A man riding a horse.”

Figure 11. More text-based results generated by STABLEV2V,
where we show the first frame of the source video in the first row.

plays a crucial role in evaluating the performance of STA-
BLEV2V, where we curate this testing benchmark to offer a
standard to promote further studies in addressing the shape
misalignment problem for video editing. Fig. 8 demon-
strates some samples selected from DAVIS-EDIT, along
with the example text prompts and reference images that
we manually annotate. To obtain the text prompts, we only
modify specific words that describe the main elements of
videos, e.g., objects and foregrounds, and put emphasis on
embodying the shape difference problem during annotation.
For example, we use “duck” to replace “blackswan” to rep-
resent the setting with similar shapes of edited contents,
and edit “duck” into “rabbit” for the scenario with chang-
ing shape. For the annotation of reference images, we fol-
low the similar principles, considering the variety of shape

“A SUV car is driving on the road.”

“A golden duck statue floating on a pond.”

“A red panda is walking on rocks in a zoo.”

“A rabbit sitting on the grass near a river.”

“A lama walking on a dirt road.”

“A rock rolling on the grass.”

“A cat running through a fence in the yard.”

“A wooden boat on the water.”

Figure 12. More image-based results generated by STA-
BLEV2V, where we show the first frame of the source video in
the first row for simplicity. Note that reference images are shown
at the right-bottom corners of the first row.

differences. On top of that, we focus on collecting refer-
ence images that are tough for texts to illustrate, e.g., the
Transformer truck in Fig. 8, so as to highlight the impacts
of image guidance in such setting.

C. More Qualitative Comparison
In this section, we showcase more qualitative comparison
with more methods, especially the ones that are not open-
sourced yet, including AVID [50], VASE [30], and I2VEdit
[29]. Specifically, both AVID and VASE serve as learning-
based solution for video editing, where AVID is a text-
guided video inpainting framework initialized from SD In-
paint [33]; VASE is fine-tuned based on a image-guided
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“A scenery of river.”

“A scenery of road beside a grassland.”

“A scenery of a dirt road.”

“A boat floating on the river, Ukiyo-e style.”

“A camel walking on the ground, Picasso style.”

(c) Video Inpainting (d) Video Style Transfer

“A scenery of ocean.”“A scenery of ocean.”

“A man riding a horse, Van Gogh style.”

“A woman walking in the grass, Monet style.”

“Make the elephant a marble sculpture.”

“Make him a robot.”

“A toy car driving up the hill.”

“A UFO floating above the grassland.”

“A teddy bear floating on the river.”

(a) Instruction-based Editing (b) Sketch-based Editing

“Make it a Chinese ink painting.”

“Make the man on Mars.”

“Make it a Chinese ink painting.”

“Make the man on Mars.” “A pirate ship floating on the river.”“A pirate ship floating on the river.”

Figure 13. More results of applications conducted by STABLEV2V, including instruction-based editing, sketch-based editing, video
style transfer, and video inpainting, whose backgrounds are highlighted in green, blue, red and yellow, respectively.

editor, i.e., Paint-by-Example [5], and mainly puts empha-
sis on object-centric video editing. I2VEdit serves as a
first-frame-based video editing method that trains video-
specific LoRA [14] to model the motion patterns of the
source video. Since we do not have access to their code
and model weights, we mainly compare STABLEV2V to
their released demo video, with results presented in Fig. 9.
For fair comparison, we use the same reference images pro-
vided by VASE [30] in their demonstrated videos, and adopt
the same first frame as the ones of I2VEdit [29].
Analyses. By comparing STABLEV2V to learning-based

methods, i.e., AVID [50] and VASE [30], it is observed that
AVID [50] has possibilities in producing results with incon-
sistent textures, e.g., the case of editing a swan into a duck,
suggesting its deficiencies in maintaining the temporal con-
sistency. VASE [30] produces results that merely trans-
fer the textures of reference images into the edited videos,
e.g., the cow-shape zebra in Fig. 9, since it is highly re-
stricted by the input masks used in its inpainting paradigm.
The aforementioned results illustrate the typical issues in
learning-based methods, where they are limited to editing
scenarios with little shape changes due to the inpainting
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“A Transformer truck is driving on the road.”

“A robot is doing break dancing.”
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Figure 14. Failure cases of STABLEV2V illustrating the limi-
tations of inherent problems of pre-trained models (top) and
complicated motion patterns (bottom).

paradigm of their foundation models, i.e., SD Inpaint and
Paint-by-Example, where such issues are significantly alle-
viated in STABLEV2V, since our first-frame-based scheme
offers more flexiblity. By comparing STABLEV2V to other
first-frame-based method, i.e., I2VEdit [29], two limitations
are observed, where I2VEdit either produces results with in-
formation loss in the backgrounds, e.g., the case of editing
the blackswan into a flamingo, or generates edited contents
with simple motions like the case of a rising rocket. Con-
versely, results generated by STABLEV2V comprise more
detailed textures such as the waves on the river and the
smoke emitted by the rocket, indicating that STABLEV2V
not only offers robust consistency in the edited videos, but
also ensures its video quality in details.

D. More Results
In this section, we illustrate more results generated by STA-
BLEV2V. Specifically, we offer more visualizations of the
intermediate results of ISA in Fig. 10. Besides, we show
several results on text- and image-based editing scenarios
in Fig. 11 and Fig. 12, respectively. Also, we present more
applications performed by STABLEV2V in Fig. 13.

E. Limitations
Although outperforming performance and applications are
demonstrated by STABLEV2V, we observe that our pro-
posed method also comprises several limitations due to the
inherent problems that are caused by its paradigm, espe-
cially leading to potential working boundaries in cases that
contain complicated motion patterns. Therefore in this sec-
tion, we analyze the limitations and working boundaries of
STABLEV2V, with some failure cases shown in Fig. 14,
and discuss several potential solutions. Details of the afore-
mentioned analyses are illustrated in the following texts.
inherent Problems of Pre-trained Models. Since STA-
BLEV2V presents a training-free solution in addressing
the misalignment problem between the motion controls
and the edited contents, it relies on the use of pre-trained
models and also suffers from severl inherent problems of
them. Specifically, this limitation occurs mostly in two
components, i.e., PFE and CIG, where the former nor-
mally leverages off-the-shelf image editing methods; the
latter is mainly designed based on a conditional generation
paradigm for image-to-video generation, i.e., Ctrl-Adapter
[23], since few studies are available in the existing litera-
ture. For PFE, as is analyzed in Sec. 6 in our main paper,
it comprises a certain degree of randomness in some text-
guided editors such as SD Inpaint [33], where edited con-
tents with undesired orientations might be produced, and
then subsequently mis-guide the CIG module to produce in-
ferior results. For CIG, we observe that Ctrl-Adapter might
lead to slight color discrepancy in several cases, especially
when the edited contents are biased to certain colors, e.g.,
the case of editing the car into a Transformer truck in Fig.
14. Such color bias might be caused by the limited diver-
sity and quality in the training data of Ctrl-Adapter, since
its fine-tuning process may not require as much data as that
used for its foundation model, i.e., I2VGen-XL [34]. Mean-
while, we observe that the generated textures are much more
consistent than other studies, especially compared to the
ones that also leverage I2VGen-XL, e.g., AnyV2V [20],
since ISA ensures the alignment between the edited con-
tents and the delivered motions to CIG. This finding indi-
cates a potential solution to the above issue by considering
ISA as a plug-and-play plugin, where we can integrate it
into more powerful methods in the future once available.
Working Boundaries in Complicated Motion Patterns.
Another problem that STABLEV2V might suffer from is its
limited capabilities in modeling motion patterns that are too
complicated, e.g., the case of a man doing break dancing
in Fig. 14. Similar results are observed in other studies
like DMT [47] and AnyV2V [20], where it is also tough for
these methods to produce consistent results. Such scenario
serves as the challenging case that most existing methods
struggle to handle, where the task of modeling fine-grained
motions for video editing deserves studying in future works.
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