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Kling1.5

Prompt: "A man dribbles a basketball, and then throws it in a court"

Prompt: "A man opens the refrigerator door, puts the elephant in, and then closes the door."

Prompt: "A man takes off his hat, throws it into the air, and then it is taken by a passing eagle."

Completion list ->
Completion rate

Hailuo

Pika1.5

[1, 0] -> 50%

[1, 0] -> 50%

[1, 0] -> 50%

Kling1.5

Hailuo

Pika1.5

[1, 0, 1] -> 66.7%

[1, 0, 0] -> 33.3%

[0, 0, 0] -> 0%

Kling1.5

Hailuo

Pika1.5

[0, 1, 0] -> 33.3%

[1, 0, 0] -> 33.3%

[0, 0, 0] -> 0%

(The hat turns into 
another eagle instead 
of being taken)

Figure 1. Even the top video generative models always fail to completely present some short stories, such as “using 3 steps to place an
elephant into the refrigerator”. We evaluate some top commercial models (Kling1.5 (10s), Hailuo (6s), and Pika1.5 (6s)) on our StoryEval,
whose prompts contain short stories composed of several consecutive events. “completion list” denotes if each event is completed (0/1:
in-completed/completed) in the generated videos, and “completion rate” takes its average. For example, in the first prompt, all three models
show the man dribbles the basketball, but none of them shows throwing ball, so completion list = [1,0] and completion rate = 50%.
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Abstract

The current state-of-the-art video generative models can
produce commercial-grade videos with highly realistic de-
tails. However, they still struggle to coherently present
multiple sequential events in the stories specified by the
prompts, which is foreseeable an essential capability for fu-
ture long video generation scenarios. For example, top T2V
generative models still fail to generate a video of the short
simple story ”how to put an elephant into a refrigerator.”
While existing detail-oriented benchmarks primarily focus
on fine-grained metrics like aesthetic quality and spatial-
temporal consistency, they fall short of evaluating models’
abilities to handle event-level story presentation. To address
this gap, we introduce StoryEval, a story-oriented bench-
mark specifically designed to assess text-to-video (T2V)
models’ story-completion capabilities. StoryEval features
423 prompts spanning 7 classes, each representing short
stories composed of 2–4 consecutive events. We employ
Vision-Language Models, such as GPT-4V and LLaVA-OV-
Chat-72B, to verify the completion of each event in the gen-
erated videos, applying a unanimous voting method to en-
hance reliability. Our methods ensure high alignment with
human evaluations, and the evaluation of 11 models re-
veals its challenge, with none exceeding an average story-
completion rate of 50%. StoryEval provides a new bench-
mark for advancing T2V models and highlights the chal-
lenges and opportunities in developing next-generation so-
lutions for coherent story-driven video generation. Refer to
our project page for more details.

“The universe is made of stories, not of atoms.”
— Muriel Rukeyser

1. Introduction

The advent of Sora [3] has boosted the rapid evolution in
the field of video generation, demonstrating the potential
of video generative models as world simulators [18, 29,
35, 46, 53]. Its exciting achievements enable people to
mimic the real or imagined world by generating highly re-
alistic and creative videos using simple text prompts. For
text-to-video (T2V) generation, which is one of the cen-
tral topics in this area, advanced open-source diffusion-
based generative models are now capable of generating de-
tailed and continuous short videos ranging from 4 to 10
seconds [8, 21, 42, 54, 56, 58]. Moreover, the leading
closed-source models can produce commercial-grade exam-
ples with significantly better quality [13, 19, 34, 37]. Be-
yond the success of scaling video diffusion models [32], re-
cent research has also revealed the impressive potential of

0This work was done during Yiping’s internship at Microsoft.
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Figure 2. StoryEval evaluation on 11 text-to-video generative
models. We visualize their completion rates for the stories across
7 classes, along with the average result for the entire set. Even the
best model achieves an average completion rate of less than 50%,
meaning it can successfully present fewer than half of the events
in a simple short story on average. Detailed results are in Table 1.

autoregressive video generation. This approach uses next-
token prediction loss to train models, similar to language
models, by tokenizing text, images, and videos into a uni-
fied discrete space [1, 17, 45, 47, 50, 51].

All this progress in T2V generation has stimulated the
proposal of various video generation benchmarks [12, 15,
16, 25, 26, 29, 57]. However, almost all of these bench-
marks focus on evaluating detailed-oriented metrics, which
are typically fine-grained (or ”low-level”) quality features.
For instance, EvalCrafter [25] and VBench [15], two widely
used comprehensive video generation benchmarks, empha-
size metrics such as spatial quality (e.g., aesthetic score and
styles), temporal quality (e.g., subject/background consis-
tency, temporal flickering, and motion smoothness), and
semantic consistency (e.g., video-text alignment in object,
color, scene, and spatial relationships), as illustrated un-
der ”Detail-Oriented Evaluation” in Figure 3. These fine-
grained metrics are indeed fundamental indicators of video
quality, particularly for short video footage. However, due
to the rapid advancements in T2V generation, top models
are beginning to reach saturation in terms of improvements
on these metrics. Moreover, the commercialization of these
products demonstrates that humans have already achieved a
relatively high level of satisfaction with such details, even
as incremental improvements are still expected.

On the other hand, long video generation introduces new
requirements for evaluation metrics [14, 23, 27, 40, 43].
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Closed 
Source:

Open
Source:

...

...

Video Generative Models

VLM Verifier
Text-to-Video
Generation

(Examples from 
Hailuo)

• Spatial quality: aesthetic score, style
• Temporal quality: subject/background 

consistency, temporal flickering, motion 
smoothness, dynamic degree...

• Semantics consistency: video-text alignment 
on object/color/scene/spatial relationship...

• ...

(Previous) Detail-Oriented Evaluation
(Ours) Story-Oriented Evaluation

STEP1: Describe the video in detail
STEP2: Analyze and get the Completion Rate of the story

(1) … Overall, based on the frames, the first event is completed satisfactorily. However, the elephant is already inside the refrigerator, and people 

didn't close the door, so the second and third events are not shown.  ==> Completion List = [1, 0, 0], Completion Rate is only 33.3%
(2) … ### Overall Summary:  The man takes off his hat, but there are no scenes depicting the man throwing the hat into the air or the 
eagle taking the hat.  ==> Completion List = [1, 0, 0], Completion Rate is only 33.3%

o 423 prompts covering 7 classes
o Each shows a short story containing 2 – 4 consecutive events. Examples for 3-event story:

o "A man opens the refrigerator door, puts the elephant in, and then closes the door."
o "A man takes off his hat, throws it into the air, and then it is taken by a passing eagle."

StoryEval Prompt Sets

Prompt
Video

Figure 3. Pipeline of StoryEval evaluation. We carefully design 423 prompts across 5 classes, and each prompt illustrates a short story
containing 2-4 sequential events like Figure 1. For evaluation, we choose 3 top closed-source commercial models and 8 well-known open-
source models, use them for text-to-video generation, and then combine the generated videos and the original prompts as input for VLM
verifiers. Different from previous detail-oriented evaluation that focus on fine-grained quality features, we let the VLM to judge how many
events are successfully presented in the generated videos, and thus get the completion rate of the story in prompt. Many top models have
high performance on previous evaluation, but none of them exceed 50% completion rate on StoryEval.

Videos with a longer timespan can include a broader range
of temporal variations, often containing several consecutive
events rather than a single scenario. Furthermore, in future
industrial applications, users may not only desire aestheti-
cally pleasing individual scenes but also expect to present
specific stories in commercials, short videos, or movies on
a larger scale. This requires long video generative models
to accurately depict all the events within the story prompts.
For example, if someone wants to create an educational
video illustrating “how to put an elephant into a refrig-
erator” and designs a three-step prompt (as shown in the
second prompt in Figure 1), they would be concerned with
whether the generated video accurately presents all three
events: “opens the refrigerator door”, “puts the elephant
in”, and “closes the door.” In this context, the completion
rate of the story, defined as the ratio of events correctly de-
picted in the generated video, serves as a coarse-grained (or
“high-level”) but essential metric for evaluating long video
generative models.

Moreover, we surprisingly find that even the current top
T2V model always fail to completely present some simple
stories. In Figure 1, we see that none of Kling-1.5 [19],
Hailuo [13], and Pika-1.5 [34] can complete all the events
in any short story. Consider our previous prompt, the video
from Kling1.5 has nothing to do with elephant but just a hu-
man opens and closes the refrigerator door, while that from
Hailuo shows an elephant sculpture already inside the re-

frigerator without showing the human action of “putting in”
and “closing the door”. Pika generates a nice slow motion
shot in kitchen, but the human in video also lacks interac-
tion with refrigerator and elephant. Similar phenomena are
observed in other prompts, even for those that can be easily
retrieved from Internet (as the first prompt).

This gap between future requirements and current model
capabilities highlights a meaningful yet under-explored di-
rection for improvement and motivates us to propose a
story-oriented metric, StoryEval, to evaluate a model’s ca-
pability to present a coherent story. Unlike previous detail-
oriented metrics, StoryEval focuses solely on the comple-
tion rate of consecutive events within a given story, rather
than on the quality of fine-grained features. We summarize
our contributions as follows:

• We carefully designed and filtered a prompt suite, com-
prising 423 short stories with 2-4 sequential events. These
prompts span 7 categories-—“Human”, “Animal”, “Ob-
ject”, “Retrieval”, “Creative”, “Easy” and “Hard”—and
are generated using three approaches: retrieving suit-
able real-world videos and captioning them, human brain-
storming, and guided generation with GPT-4o. To ensure
a high-quality evaluation process, we further filter some
prompts, like those GPT-4o frequently declines to answer
due for security reasons, or those have relatively weak
alignment with human annotation.

• Based on this prompt suite, we design our story-oriented
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StoryEval benchmark. We generate test videos using 3
top commercial closed-source models and 8 well-known
open-source models. Then, with VLM verifiers GPT-
4o [31] and LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B [22] and the uani-
mous voting strategy for processing multiple VLM re-
sponses, we evaluate the completion rate of the presented
story according to carefully designed verifier guidelines.
Our results indicate that even the best commercial model
achieves less than 50% completion rate, especially on cre-
ative tasks, demonstrating that StoryEval is a valuable yet
challenging benchmark, and can be an effective comple-
mentary metric to the previous detail-oriented metrics.

• We further validate StoryEval’s human alignment on eval-
uation results, underscoring the reliability of automated
scoring. We also conduct some ablation studies about uti-
lizing different VLM verifier and different strategies of
applying multiple responses.

2. StoryEval

In this section, we introduce our StoryEval in detail. And
the related works of the text-to-video generative models and
previous benchmarks are shown in Appendix.

2.1. Prompt Suite

2.1.1. How to Create the Story-Oriented Prompt Suite?

The process of constructing our prompt suite is illustrated
in Figure 5. First, we define some basic conditions that the
prompts are expected to satisfy:

General condition. To ensure a standard and reasonable
evaluation, we aim for each short story in the prompt suite
to involve a small number of physical objects engaging in
2 to 4 consecutive events, and it should be capable of oc-
curring within a relatively short time span so that videos
of 10-second-level length can fully present. Most of the
prompts only consider stories with 1 or 2 subjects, since
multi-subject video generation always suffers from issues
like missing subjects or assigning actions to incorrect sub-
ject [6, 7, 48, 49]. We also exclude movie-like long sto-
ries due to the limit of generation length (≤ 10 seconds) for
the current T2V models. Nevertheless, even though these
prompts are simple compared to the real-world complex sto-
ries, they are still challenging tasks (Figure 1 and 2).

Then to make a prompt suite that contains short story
with diverse topics, we use three different approaches to
create the prompts based on the general condition.

~500 

raw

prompts

Final suite 

423 prompts

Facial expression 

GPT-4o frequently 

fails to score

weak alignment to 

human annotation

General Condition

Retrieval

Human

GPT-4o

Post-Processing 

Filtration

Few objects, 2-4 consecutive events happen in a short time span (~10s)

Figure 5. The process of constructing StoryEval prompt suite.
Video examples are selected from three closed-source models:
Kling-1.5 [19], Hailuo [13], and Pika-1.5 [34].

Approach 1: Retrieving and captioning the real-world
videos. First, to create prompts that align with real-world
distributions, we search the proper videos on Youtube, Pex-
els [33], and Panda-70M [9], using diverse keywords in-
cluding different human occupations, different animals, and
different non-animate objects like vehicles, etc. We se-
lected short video clips that met the general conditions de-
scribed above and obtain about 70 prompts by manually
captioning the videos (like the first “playing basketaball”
prompt in Figure 1). This process naturally implies that
these retrieval-based videos can achieve 100% completion
rate for their prompts in human annotators’ verification.

Approach 2: Human Brainstorming. To create more di-
verse and imaginative prompts, we also engage in brain-
storming and write some examples. In addition to real-
world-like prompts, we designe interesting short stories that
are logically plausible but highly improbable (e.g., the third
prompt in Figure 1, where a passing eagle takes a thrown
hat). We also include scenarios that are impossible in the
real world but can be imagined or presented, like in ani-
mated style (e.g., the second prompt in Figure 1, where an
elephant is put into a refrigerator). This approach result in
approximately 40 prompts that humans might reasonably
expect T2V models to generate, while also providing cre-
ative examples tin the third approach.

Approach 3: Guided GPT-4o generation. To generate
more prompts automatically, we use the previously col-
lected prompts from Approach 1 and 2 as examples, add
the general condition as requirements, and combine them
to guide GPT-4o for generating more stories. We also en-
courage the model to consider diverse keywords of subject
or object as Approach 1, and let it cover both the real-world
style or creative videos. This approach produce the majority
of the prompts, and we carefully select the candidates based
on topic/action diversity and matchment on the general con-
dition. As a result, including all three approaches, there are
about 500 raw prompts in total.
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Figure 4. Prompt Suite Statistics. (Left) Word cloud of the StoryEval prompt suite (excluding human-related words like “person” to
show more diverse terms). (Right) We visualize the proportion of 7 classes in the prompt suite using an UpSet plot. The bottom left of the
figure shows the number of prompts in each class, while the right side displays the number of prompts belonging to each class-intersection
group. For example, there are 14 examples that exactly belong to all three classes: “Hard”, “Creative”, and “Object”.

2.1.2. Post-Processing Filtration
After obtaining the raw prompts, we have some post-
processing steps to filter the prompts for better evaluation.
In detail, we will filter the prompts in the following cases:
(1) Who uses the facial expression as a event. For exam-
ple, if a prompt says someone smiles or cries, we will filter
it. The reason is that GPT-4o will blur the human face in the
input, such that it can not judge the facial expressions and
will always denote this event as in-completed.
(2) Who makes GPT-4o fails to give the completion rates
for more than 2 models1. This includes the cases where
model fail to generate the videos, like Hailuo sometimes re-
ject to generate the video that shows the faces of children,
and the cases where GPT-4o reject to response due to the se-
curity concern. Take a prompt that GPT-4o fails on 4 model
as an example: “A chef slices vegetables, and then tosses
them into a salad.”, some open-source T2V model will gen-
erate videos showing that the knife and hands intertwine
with each other, resulting in GPT-4o thinks there is self-
harm behavior and refuse to response. We filter the cases
that let GPT-4o fails on more than two T2V models, while
see other failure as the quality issue of generative model
itself and counts for zero completion rate for the null re-
sponse. More details are in Appendix.
(3) Whose corrsponding GPT-4o’s evaluation has rela-
tively weak alignment with human feedback. Some of
the stories maybe too confusing or complex to GPT-4o, for
example, containing events with fast movements or subtle
change, such that GPT-4o can not judge whether they are
completed. We will filter them for ensuring the accurate
model ranking. More details are in Sec. 2.3.

After these post-processing filtration, we obtain a final
prompt suite containing 423 prompts covering both real-
world and imaging examples.

1Here we excludes modelscope [44] since it’s a very early baseline be-
fore Sora, and it fails on more than 50 prompts, which is more than other
current advanced models.

2.1.3. Prompt Suite Composition
In StoryEval, to obtain richer model results in different
downstream tasks, we defined 7 categories based on the par-
ticipants, sources, styles, and difficulty:
“Human”, “Animal” and “Object”: For the first three
classes, we consider the main participants that lead the
story. For instance, in the second prompt in Figure 1, both
the person and the elephant are the focus of the story, so we
classify it into both “Human” and “Animal” classes. Be-
sides, the “Object” here denotes all the non-animate items,
like vehicles, buildings, toys, etc.
“Retrieval” and “Creative”: Another two categories
are related to the prompt suite construction process in
Sec. 2.1.1. For the prompts which are the captions of the
videos retrieved by real-world (Approach 1), like “basket-
ball” example in Figure 1, we denote them as “Retrieval”
class. While for the stories that can never happen, like the
“elephant” example, we assign them as “Creative” class. In
the experiment part, we will see that interestingly, most of
the models behave relatively better on Retrieval but worse
on Creative compared with average result, which may imply
that Retrieval examples maybe more similar to the training
data of video generative models, while Creative can be out-
of-distribution test cases and thus be more challenging.
“Easy” and “Hard”: The final two classes are defined in
a post-processing manner. We first select the top 8 models
which have more than 15% completion rates averagely in
StoryEval (As in Table 1). And then for each prompt, we
calculate its average performance over these 8 model, and
we define the “Easy” class to be top 100 high performance
prompts while “Hard” to be the bottom 100 ones.
Statistics. Additionally, we visualize the prompt suite
across different categories in Figure 4. There are some
interesting patterns from the UpSet plot. For instance,
compared to “Human” and “Animal”, “Object” class has
a higher relevance to the “Creative” and “Hard” class, like
there are quite a few “Hard” examples in “Object-Creative”
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or “Object-Human-Creative” intersections. Besides, there
are 44 “Creative” examples also belong to “Hard” class,
whose ratio (44/110=40%) is much higher than average
(100/423=21%), meaning that the creative tasks are indeed
difficult for most the generative models.

2.2. Evaluation Process
From Figure 3, after obtaining the prompt suite (Sec. 2.1),
we will get some T2V generation examples from the video
generative models. In this section, we will illustrate how we
use the VLM verifier to give the completion rates based on
these generated videos.

2.2.1. Evaluation model
First, we use the current best VLM GPT-4o [31] to ob-
tain the main result, while we also choose one of the best
open-source VLMs LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B [22] (LLaVA-
OV-Chat-72B) as an additional verifier. Both these two
VLMs use several key frames sampled from the generated
examples as input for video understanding. More details are
in Appendix.

2.2.2. Two-Step Quering
In the evaluation part, we conduct a two-step querying pro-
cess to get the completion rate. In general, this two-step
querying process behaves better and more stable than one-
step, especially for LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B. In the first step:
describing, we let the model to describe the given key
frames in the video in detail. Then at the second step: scor-
ing, we still input the key frames of the videos, but addi-
tionally append the description obtained from the first step,
along with the prompt and the event list, into the second
query prompt, in which we let the model judge if each event
is completed (mark as 1) or not (mark as 0), and obtain the
completion list as shown in Figure 1 and 3. Here the event
list is explicitly defined to prevent the ambiguity about the
number of events in the prompt. The detailed query prompts
can be found in Appendix.

It’s worth mentioning that we observe VLM verifiers
sometimes provide overly optimistic evaluations to the gen-
erated videos, especially for those who are blurry and hard
to identify. Therefore, we ask VLM to judge the completion
of events strictly, resulting in better alignment with human
feedback. More discussions are in Sec. 2.2.3. What’s more,
in the second step, we let the verifer check the contextual
referent consistency of the generated videos, meaning that
if the prompt implies the subject/object in different events
should be the same, but in the video they are different, then
verifer should mark the later event as incomplete. For the
“plaing basketball” example, if the video shows the man
that dribbles the basketball is different from the man that
throws the ball, or the basketball that’s dribbled is differ-
ent from the basketball that’s thrown, then the later event
“throwing the ball” will be judged as in-completed.

2.2.3. Unanimous Voting
The reason for the overestimation phenomenon mentioned
in Sec. 2.2.2 may be that VLM is always trained on large-
scale real-world videos instead of the synthetic video data,
resulting the lack of robustness of VLMs when facing the
unclear and noisy generated videos [4, 5, 10]. To solve
this issue, we evaluate each prompt-video example multiple
times, and then using the voting way for determining the fi-
nal completion list based on these independent responses.
In detail, assume that for an event in a story, we evalu-
ate it with VLM verifier N times, and then obtain the list
of completion score for this event as {si}Ni=1, where each
si ∈ {0, 1} denotes if the event is considered completed at
the i-th verification, and the final completion score for this
event is denoted as s∗. Then the k-over-N voting (k ≤ N )
is defined as:

s∗ = I[
N∑
i=1

si ≥ k] (1)

where I(x) is the indicator function. (1) means that s∗ = 1
if and only if there are at least k times the verfier admit
that event is completed, otherwise s∗ = 0. We use this
method in the evaluation process, choose N = 3 for GPT-
4o and N = 2 for LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B. And we find that
the N -over-N voting, which we called unanimous voting,
brings the best alignment with human feedback, which is
supported by the ablation study in Sec. 3.1.4.

2.3. Human Annotation
At last, we perform human annotation experiment on some
generation videos to validate that StoryEval’s GPT-4o eval-
uation can align with human’s evaluation, both on each class
and the entire prompt set. And also we use these annotation
for the post-processing filtration as illustrated in Sec. 2.1.2.

2.3.1. Data Preparation
Due to the high cost of evaluating all the videos from
all 11 video generative models, for each prompt, we ran-
domly sample 2 different models from 11 candidates, and
use their generated videos. These result in about 900 ex-
amples for annotation, and each generative model is as-
signed to about 80 prompts (all before post-processing fil-
tration stage). To minimize the annotators’ bias against
the model, we anonymize the corresponding model of the
sampled videos, randomly shuffle them to obtain a list of
“video-prompt” pairs for human annotations. We also men-
tion that due to the above process, different candidate model
will have different ∼80 prompts, meaning that the model
performance in human annotation experiments may be dif-
ferent to that in the StoryEval benchmark which consider
the whole same prompt suite.

2.3.2. Labeling Process
In general, we just let human play the role of VLM veri-
fier in the “video-prompt” data pair as the second step in
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Closed-Source Model Human Animal Object Retrieval Creative Easy Hard Average

Pika-1.5 [34] 17.1% 17.9% 22.1% 26.9% 20.6% 40.3% 4.4% 19.4%
Hailuo [13] 38.2% 38.3% 27.5% 42.6% 18.0% 58.9% 9.7% 35.1%
Kling-1.5 [19] 37.2% 44.9% 36.6% 39.4% 36.0% 60.8% 16.4% 40.1%

Open-Source Model

ModelScope [44] 11.5% 8.8% 8.2% 9.9% 5.2% 21.7% 5.0% 9.8%
EasyAnimate v4 [54] 15.6% 12.8% 11.4% 18.4% 8.2% 26.7% 3.6% 13.3%
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 [21] 9.1% 9.7% 9.4% 13.2% 7.1% 18.2% 3.2% 9.4%
Open-Sora 1.2 [58] 16.4% 18.3% 16.2% 24.7% 11.8% 32.7% 4.3% 17.9%
VideoCrafter2 [8] 11.0% 13.1% 9.8% 18.0% 5.5% 29.9% 1.7% 12.2%
CogVideoX-5B [56] 17.1% 16.4% 14.0% 16.0% 7.4% 35.4% 4.6% 16.4%
Vchitect-2.0 [42] 21.5% 19.9% 20.4% 22.0% 15.2% 42.8% 3.9% 21.7%
Pyramid-Flow [17] 17.8% 16.5% 12.8% 23.4% 9.7% 35.1% 1.0% 16.0%

Table 1. StoryEval evaluation results on 11 video generative models with GPT-4o verifier. Higher the better. None of the models
achieves a completion rate higher than 50%, i.e., successfully present half of the events in the short simple stories on average. Notably,
“Retrieval” class includes the captions that are manually annotated for the videos retrieved from real-world, which means that in human
aspect, the upper bound of this metric can be 100% if the retrieved videos are used as a baseline. More details are in Appendix.

Sec. 2.2.2. But here we just use one-step querying pro-
cess, and directly ask the human annotators to judge if every
event in the story is completed by selecting the 0-1 score
We give human annotators the same precautions as VLM,
but do not emphasize strict scoring term, since we find that
in general human are already conservative about judging
whether the events are completed. We provide about 20
pre-questions for annotators to mark first, and then com-
municate with them about the details before the large-scale
annotations to ensure the high quality of annotation process.

3. Experiment

In this section, we evaluate the top video generative models
on our StoryEval benchmark. Models. We consider three
top closed-source models: Kling-1.5 [19], Hailuo [13], and
Pika-1.5 [34], and 8 open-source models: ModelScope [44],
EasyAnimate [54], Open-Sora-Plan [21], Open-Sora [58],
VideoCrafter2 [8], CogVideoX-5B [56], Vchitect-2.0 [42],
and Pyramid-Flow [17] (auto-regressive-based). More de-
tails about the model are in Appendix. Metrics In the
human alignment test, we use Kendall’s τ coefficient and
Spearman’s ρ coefficient to measure the rank correlation be-
tween two lists, which is higher the better, and ρ = τ = 1
means the order of two lists is totally the same.

3.1. Results
The detailed main results of StoryEval benchmark is shown
in Table 1. We can obtain the following main observations:
(1) All the current models underperform on StoryEval.
None of the auto-regressive-based or diffusion-based mod-
els we evaluate can achieve 50% completion rate averagely,
which means that complete half of the events in a simple
short story. Even for the “Retrieval” class, which has the
retrieved videos as the top baseline with 100% completion

Model (Result (Rank)) Temporal Consistency StoryEval

Kling-1.5 ≥ 97.93% (1) 40.1% (1)
Pika-1.5 ≥ 97.83% (2) 19.4% (3)

ModelScope 90.88% (8) 9.8% (7)
Open-Sora 1.2 96.85% (5) 18.2% (4)
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 97.28% (4) 9.4% (8)
VideoCrafter2 95.67% (6) 12.2% (6)
Vchitect-2.0 95.03% (7) 21.7% (2)
Pyramid-Flow 97.56% (3) 16.0% (5)

Table 2. StoryEval can be an effective complementary met-
ric to the traditional detail-oriented metrics. Temporal consis-
tency result is obtained from VBench [15]. “≥ X” means that the
VBench records the results X of the previous version of that mod-
els (Pika-1.0 (2024-06) and Kling (2024-07 high-performance)),
where we simply assume the updated model should be better based
on human feedback. Some models can have quite different perfor-
mance on detail-oriented and story-oriented metrics.

rate, none of them can achieve this. If we further consider
the most difficult subset “Hard”, then no models can achieve
higher than 20% completion rate. This supports our claim
that the current models still need a large improvement on
story presentation capability.
(2) Closed-source models have large advantage, espe-
cially in “Creative” tasks, but they are not unbeatable.
In general, we can see that Kling-1.5 and Hailuo behave
much better than other models on all the metrics, while
some open-source model can also achieve quite well aver-
age performance. For example, Vchitect-2.0 (21.7%) ob-
tains even better result than Pika-1.5 (19.4%). Additionally,
closed-source models behave especially well on “Creative”
class compare to the open-source ones, which imply that
the current closed-source models are more helpful in ac-
complishing the presentation of those imaginative stories.
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Figure 6. Validate StoryEval’s human alignment. In StoryEval, the automatic evaluation result obtained by GPT-4o can align the human
annotations quite well, especially when considering all the data. Here x-axis denotes average completion rate annotated by human, and y-
axis presents that obtained from GPT-4o. We consider the 7 classes and all the data, and calculate the Spearman’s and Kendall’s coefficient
for measuring the rank correlation between the completion rates from human and GPT-4o.

3.1.1. Comparison StoryEval with VBench
Furthermore, we compare the story-oriented metric Sto-
ryEval together with the traditional detail-oriented one in
VBench [15]. The result is shown in Table 2. Here the
temporal consistency metric includes the evaluation of sub-
ject consistency, background consistency, temporal flicker-
ing and motion smoothness as in original paper [15]. We
can see that some models have quite different performance
on these two metrics. For example, Vchitect-2.0 performs
good at StoryEval but has quite bad temporal consistency,
while Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 has good VBench results but
has the worst story presentation. This shows that maybe
models have some tradeoff between temporal consistency
and StoryEval, since completing as few events as possible
may help the model improve temporal consistency. More
details about VBench results are in Appendix.

3.1.2. Human Alignment
As illustrated in Sec. 2.3, we perform human annotation for
a subset for the generated videos to validate that our verifier
can reflect the human estimation of models’ story present-
ing capability. The results are shown in Figure 6. We can
see that the completion rates obtained from GPT-4o and hu-
man are highly correlated, which support the reliability of
using GPT-4o as VLM verifier.

3.1.3. Using LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B
Apart from GPT-4o, we also conduct the experiments us-
ing open-source advanced VLM LLaVA-OneVision-Chat-
72B as illustrated in Sec. 2.2. The results are shown in Ta-
ble 3. We can observe that the result of using LLaVA-OV-
Chat-72B has very close ranking correlations with that of

Model Retrieval Creative Average

Pika-1.5 35.2 22.9 25.0
Hailuo 51.7 19.5 41.0
Kling-1.5 41.7 30.8 41.7

ModelScope 13.7 6.2 15.2
EasyAnimate v4 21.2 10.5 18.5
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 17.1 6.9 12.7
Open-Sora 1.2 32.2 15.4 23.6
VideoCrafter2 15.3 8.0 14.7
CogVideoX-5B 27.2 8.1 19.9
Vchitect-2.0 33.6 20.5 31.6
Pyramid-Flow 26.4 10.5 20.3

Spearman’s ρ 0.891 0.980 0.982
Kendall’s τ 0.782 0.917 0.927

Table 3. StoryEval evaluation results on 11 video generative
models with LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B [22] verifier. The ρ and τ
are evaluated between the completion rates of GPT-4o and that of
LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B model. More details are in Appendix.

using GPT-4o, showing the robustness StoryEval in terms
of VLM verifiers. What’s more, we also note that compared
to GPT-4o, LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B will further over-estimate
the results, resulting higher average completion rates.

3.1.4. Ablation Study of Unanimous Voting

Finally, we analyze different strategies for applying multi-
ple VLM responses illustrated in Sec. 2.2.3 in Table 4. We
observe that applying Unanimous voting for GPT-4o can
brings the best human alignment result.
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Strategy Kendall ↑ Spearman ↑ Mean Diff. ↓

Vanilla Average 0.75 0.86 0.14
1-over-3 Voting 0.71 0.85 0.22
2-over-3 Voting 0.71 0.86 0.14
Unanimous Voting 0.93 0.97 0.05

Table 4. Ablation study about why we use unanimous vot-
ing. For each event in every generated video, we have 3 inde-
pendent completion score from GPT-4o, and then we try vanilla
take their average or k-over-3 voting as illustrated in Sec. 2.2.3 to
process them into a final completion score. Metrics are compared
with human annotated completion rates. “Mean Diff.” denotes
the mean of absolute difference between human score and GPT-4o
score over all data and models.

4. Conclusion
Our evaluation with StoryEval demonstrates a substantial
gap between current video generative models and the
demands of coherent story presentation across sequential
events. Although top models perform adequately on
fine-grained quality measures, they struggle to complete
even half of the prompted events, especially within
creative scenarios. This reveals a critical challenge for
advancing T2V models toward real-world applicability
in long-format and story-driven video content. StoryE-
val proves to be a reliable and robust benchmark for
assessing these limitations, with automated VLM-based
scoring well-aligned to human annotations. As the
field progresses, addressing the specific storytelling and
event continuity challenges highlighted by StoryEval
will be essential to developing next-generation models.
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5. Related Works

5.1. Text-to-Video Generative Models

Recent advancements in vision generation have been largely
dominated by diffusion models [8, 21, 32, 42, 54, 56, 58].
The open-source release of Stable Diffusion [36] has cat-
alyzed extensive research and development in this field,
while closed-source models have achieved commercial-
grade quality [13, 19, 34, 37]. In parallel, another promising
research direction involves training autoregressive models
for video generation, where models are trained to sequen-
tially predict tokens for video generation [1, 11, 17, 20, 28,
45, 47, 50, 51, 55]. Despite these advancements, challenges
remain in the long-term event continuity and logical narra-
tive progression. Some contemporaneous work [52] sug-
gests certain method to alleviate this significant problem,
but there is still no standard way to quantify models’ capac-
ity in story presentation, and our creative-style prompts can
still be challenging for them. Our benchmark provides a
testbed for these lines of research by emphasizing the gen-
eration of coherent, long videos grounded in consecutive
events.

5.2. Video Generation Metrics and Benchmarks

The rapid advancements in text-to-video (T2V) generation
have driven the development of various benchmarks to eval-
uate the performance of generative models across diverse
dimensions [12, 15, 16, 25, 26, 29, 57]. Traditional metrics
like FVD [41] and IS [38] have been widely used to assess
frame quality and text-frame alignment but fall short in cap-
turing critical aspects such as subject consistency, temporal
coherence, and physical commonsense correctness, particu-
larly for novel or dynamic scenes [2]. Recently, benchmarks
like VBench [15] and EvalCrafter [25] have expanded the
evaluation scope, incorporating advanced metrics for dy-
namic attributes and human ratings. Specialized bench-
marks such as T2V-CompBench [39] and DEVIL [24], Phy-
GenBench [30] address compositional and dynamic charac-
teristics and physical realism. However, previous methods
largely focus on evaluating detailed dynamics within short
videos, failing to address the broader challenge of generat-
ing coherent, story-driven long videos. To bridge this gap,
our method introduces a holistic evaluation framework that
emphasizes narrative completion and the accurate depiction
of sequential events, providing a robust benchmark for as-
sessing long video generative models.

6. Supplementary of StoryEval Benchmark

6.1. More Details about Prompt Suite

Retrieval-Based Prompts. Here we claim that the
retrieval-based prompts (“Retrieval” class) we select are de-
signed to match the general condition as illustrated in main
paper. The lengths of videos retrieved from real-world are
always hard to control, but the major part of the retrieval-
based videos we select cover 5 to 20 second length, and
for the videos with longer time span (about 1 minute), their
events are also simple and direct enough to be completed in
10 seconds. Some of the retrieved videos are slow shots that
can be accelerated.
Examples that GPT-4o rejects to answer. We note that
for some prompts, GPT-4o always reject due to the security
concern about “self-harm”, “violence”, and “sexual” issues
in the generated videos, and we filter the prompts that may
induce evaluation models to obtain unsafe videos. Never-
theless, we claim that the prompts themselves are manu-
ally checked and safe, and for all the prompts before post-
processing filtration, there are always some closed-source
models be able to generate safe videos. We think the rea-
son for the security concerns may be that for most of the
open-source model, their generated videos are still not that
smooth and accurate, sometimes resulting unclear items and
actions, and there may be misaligned movements that con-
sidered unsafe by GPT-4o. Examples of some prompts that
are filtered because of this are shown in Figure 7. (Con-
tent Warning: the videos in Figure 7 are judged by GPT-4o
to be potentially uncomfortable (associated with self-harm,
violence, or sexual content, although human may disagree
with that), please watch with caution.)

Note that as illustrated in post-processing filtration part
in the main paper, we just filter the prompts which let at
least two models (except ModelScope) fail to get the com-
pletion rates, there still exist some prompts which let the
models fail to generate videos or make GPT-4o rejects to
answer. In this case, we just let the completion rates on
these cases to be zero and calculate the Non-Response Rate
for each model, which evaluates how probable it is that
the video model will fail to get a result for GPT-4o out of
423 prompts. The full experimental results containing Non-
Response Rate are in Table 6.

6.2. More Details about Evaluation Process

Discussion of VLM verifiers. In this paper, we choose
LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B rather than its lightweight version
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LLaVA-OV-Chat-7B, to evaluate the video generative mod-
els. The reason is that facing the videos generated by open-
source models, which may be noisier than the real-world
videos or those generated by closed-source models, a larger
72B model performs much better than the 7B model, even if
they always have similar results on the high quality videos.
We can view the low-quality generated videos as harder vi-
sual understanding task, so the robustness of VLM verifiers
is critical for all the VLM-based video generation bench-
marks [15, 25, 29, 39]. Therefore, we choose the strongest
model as verifier to ensure the accuracy of our StoryEval
benchmark.

Query Prompts. In our StoryEval benchmark, we use two-
step querying to obtain the completion rates. Here we use
blue words to denote the places that differ for each prompt
and video, and red to show the processed key frames that are
sent to VLM verifier together with the second query texts.

Step1: Describe the video clips

Please describe the given key frames in the video in detail,
in temporal order. The video may be generated by some
video generative model rather than sampling from the real
world, so it may be vague or not clear. You can point out if
you don’t see the video clearly.

Step2: Get completion rates

This is the description of the video you generated before,
please refer to it to complete the following tasks.
{ The key frames from the video depict a sequence involv-
ing a bear near a waterfall, moving from a rock into the
water. Here is the detailed temporal order of the frames:
1. The bear is standing on a rock near the edge of... }

Now, based on these descriptions and the video, you are
asked to accurately determine if the following generated
video fulfills the requirements of the prompt. The prompt
contains several (2∼4) events, you need to judge if each
event is strictly completed in the video. If the event is
completed, please mark it as 1, otherwise, mark it as 0. For
example, if the prompt is: “A man dribbles a basketball
and then throws it in a court”, the prompt describes two
events: “A man dribbles a basketball” and ”And then the
man throws the basketball in a court”. But if the video
generated using this prompt only accomplishes dribbling
or only accomplishes shooting, then the completion list
is [1, 0]. If you think both events are not completed, the
completion list is [0, 0], etc.

Please judge whether the event are completed very
strictly. If you think an item is blurry, hard to identify, or
the action is vague, you should judge it as not completed.
And please explain the reasons in detail before you give out
the score.

You also need to check the item consistency between dif-
ferent events. If the prompt implies that the subject (or
object) in different events should be the same, but in the
video they are different, you should mark the later event in
the prompt as not completed. For example, for the above
prompt, if the man that dribbles the basketball is different
from the man that throws the basketball (should be the same
people, but video shows two different people), or the bas-
ketball that’s dribbled is different from the basketball that’s
thrown (should be the same object, but video shows two dif-
ferent objects), you must mark the later event ‘throwing the
ball’ as not completed.
Remember, you should judge whether the events are
completed very strictly. And you should first provide the
reasons or analysis for each event, and then give out the list
of completion flag for each event (0 or 1 for uncompleted
or completed).
Please remember to output the complete list at the end of
output again, strictly follow the format: ‘Finally we have
[COMPLETE LIST]: 1, 0’ in a single line.

Now, let’s begin scoring! The prompt is ‘{A bear walks by
a waterfall, slips its foot, and then falls off a cliff.}’, there
are {3} events:
{ 1. A bear walks by a waterfall
2. The bear slips its foot
3. And then the bear falls off a cliff }
[Processed frames from generated videos appended]

7. Supplementary of Experiments
7.1. Model details about experimental settings.
Video Length. In Table 5, we show the length of generated
videos of each model in our experiments. Here for open-
source models, we increase the length of the video gener-
ation to 10 seconds as much as possible while keeping the
generation stable. For example, for Pyramid-Flow, if the
generation length is longer than 7 seconds, some examples
may become blurred at the end, so we set the number of
frames such that the generation length is about 7 seconds.
Number of key frames. Note that different generative
models have quite different number of key frames K in each
video, we use the following formula to select the number of
key frames used for evaluating the videos.

num of frames = max(min(32, ⌊K/4⌋), 4) (2)

Since our prompts consider short stories including simple
events, as well as the generative models generally generates
videos that present slow motion, this sampling strategy can
be sufficient for accurate evaluation results while keeping
reasonable cost for GPT-4o querying.
Length of prompts. In detail, the average number of the
characters in the prompts in StoryEval is 83.4. Note that we
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Model FPS Num. of Frames Length (s)

Pika-1.5 24.0 120 5.0
Hailuo 25.0 141 5.6
Kling-1.5 30.0 313 10.4

ModelScope 8.0 16 2.0
EasyAnimate v4 14.0 144 10.3
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 18.0 93 5.2
Open-Sora 1.2 24.0 255 10.6
VideoCrafter2 10.0 100 10.0
CogVideoX-5B 8.0 49 6.1
Vchitect-2.0 8.0 80 10.0
Pyramid-Flow 24.0 169 7.0

Table 5. Statistics of generated videos from different models.
We can see that longer generation length (second) or more number
of frames don’t necessarily ensure better StoryEval performance.

mainly consider the story or events of prompt, rather than
the detailed description of states, which always contain the
adjectival details like color. So the length of prompts are
always quite simple (as shown in the introduction figures in
the main paper). Besides, some models like CogVideoX
may over-fit to the long detailed prompts for generating
good videos, and will perform worse on short prompts we
provide. However, for fair comparison, we just use the same
prompts without LLM refining in StoryEval, and expect to
use long prompts suite in the next StoryEval version.

7.2. Detailed Results
We show the additional experimental results in Table 6, 7,
and 8, respectively. In Table 6, we show the Non-Response
Rate defined in Sec. 6.1 for GPT-4o verifier. In Table 7,
we append the average result of VBench, which still shows
ranking difference with StoryEval in Pyramid-Flow. And in
Table 8, we see that on almost all the submetrics, LLaVA-
OV-Chat-72B has similar ranking results to GPT-4o.

7.3. Examples
The evaluation results and some demos are provided in the
supplementary materials for support.

14



Open-Source Model Human Animal Object Retrieval Creative Easy Hard Non-R. Rate ↓ Average

Pika-1.5 [34] 17.1% 17.9% 22.1% 26.9% 20.6% 40.3% 4.4% 0.2% 19.4%
Hailuo [13] 38.2% 38.3% 27.5% 42.6% 18.0% 58.9% 9.7% 0.9% 35.1%
Kling-1.5 [19] 37.2% 44.9% 36.6% 39.4% 36.0% 60.8% 16.4% 1.7% 40.1%

Closed-Source Model

ModelScope [44] 11.5% 8.8% 8.2% 9.9% 5.2% 21.7% 5.0% 7.8% 9.8%
EasyAnimate v4 [54] 15.6% 12.8% 11.4% 18.4% 8.2% 26.7% 3.6% 1.7% 13.3%
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 [21] 9.1% 9.7% 9.4% 13.2% 7.1% 18.2% 3.2% 0.2% 9.4%
Open-Sora 1.2 [58] 16.4% 18.3% 16.2% 24.7% 11.8% 32.7% 4.3% 0.0% 17.9%
VideoCrafter2 [8] 11.0% 13.1% 9.8% 18.0% 5.5% 29.9% 1.7% 0.9% 12.2%
CogVideoX-5B [56] 17.1% 16.4% 14.0% 16.0% 7.4% 35.4% 4.6% 5.2% 16.4%
Vchitect-2.0 [42] 21.5% 19.9% 20.4% 22.0% 15.2% 42.8% 3.9% 1.7% 21.7%
Pyramid-Flow [17] 17.8% 16.5% 12.8% 23.4% 9.7% 35.1% 1.0% 0.5% 16.0%

Table 6. Full StoryEval evaluation results on 11 video generative models with GPT-4o verifier. Non-Response Rate (“Non-R. Rate”)
assesses the likelihood that the video model will fail to obtain completion rates from GPT-4o in 423 prompts.

Model VBench Temp. Cons. VBench Avg. StoryEval Avg.

Kling1.5 ≥ 97.93% (1) ≥ 81.85% (1) 40.1% (1)
Pika1.5 ≥ 97.83% (2) ≥ 80.69% (4) 19.4% (3)

ModelScope 90.88% (8) 75.75% (8) 9.8% (7)
Open-Sora 1.2 96.85% (5) 79.23% (6) 18.2% (4)
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 97.28% (4) 77.23% (7) 9.4% (8)
VideoCrafter2 95.67% (6) 80.44% (5) 12.2% (6)
Vchitect-2.0 95.03% (7) 81.57% (3) 21.7% (2)
Pyramid-Flow 97.56% (3) 81.72% (2) 16.0% (5)

Table 7. StoryEval can be an effective complementary metric to the traditional detail-oriented metrics. Here “VBench Avg.” means
the average value of VBench over and “Temp. Cons.” denotes VBench’s temporal consistency submetric, which including the evaluation
of subject consistency, background consistency, temporal flickering and motion smoothness.

Model Human Animal Object Retrieval Creative Easy Hard Average

Pika-1.5 23.9 23.8 26.5 35.2 22.9 41.1 13.0 25.0
Hailuo 48.0 40.1 35.6 51.7 19.5 58.3 17.1 41.0
Kling-1.5 41.9 46.0 35.1 41.7 30.8 56.1 24.1 41.7

ModelScope 17.1 13.1 13.2 13.7 6.2 25.3 4.9 15.2
EasyAnimate v4 21.7 18.1 15.5 21.2 10.5 29.6 5.0 18.5
Open-Sora-Plan 1.3.0 13.5 13.2 9.6 17.1 6.9 28.3 2.2 12.7
Open-Sora 1.2 26.2 22.2 20.2 32.2 15.4 37.8 10.8 23.6
VideoCrafter2 15.2 14.2 12.8 15.3 8.0 33.0 4.7 14.7
CogVideoX-5B 19.7 20.7 17.4 27.2 8.1 37.6 7.1 19.9
Vchitect-2.0 33.4 30.5 33.6 33.6 20.5 51.4 19.1 31.6
Pyramid-Flow 23.6 20.0 15.8 26.4 10.5 38.1 4.5 20.3

Spearman’s ρ 0.91 0.97 0.96 0.89 0.98 0.96 0.71 0.98
Kendall’s τ 0.81 0.89 0.86 0.78 0.92 0.86 0.53 0.93

Table 8. Full StoryEval evaluation results on 11 video generative models with LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B [22] verifier. The ρ and τ are
evaluated between the completion rates of GPT-4o and that of LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B model. We can see that on almost all the submetrics,
LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B has similar ranking results to GPT-4o. Here LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B will response all the generated videos, so we skip
Non-Response Rate.

15



A chef slices vegetables, and then tosses them into a salad.

A lumberjack makes a wedge cut in a tree trunk, and begins the felling cut.

A monkey steals a hat from a bag, wears it, and then returns it.

self-harm

CogVideoX

violence

EasyAnimate

sexual

Open-Sora

Figure 7. Some prompts that have their corresponding videos rejected by GPT-4o due to security concerns. Samples are selected
from three open-source models. Content Warning: These videos are judged by GPT-4o to be potentially uncomfortable (associated with
self-harm, violence, or sexual content, although human may disagree with that), please watch with caution.

16


	Introduction
	StoryEval
	Prompt Suite
	How to Create the Story-Oriented Prompt Suite?
	Post-Processing Filtration
	Prompt Suite Composition

	Evaluation Process
	Evaluation model
	Two-Step Quering
	Unanimous Voting

	Human Annotation
	Data Preparation
	Labeling Process


	Experiment
	Results
	Comparison StoryEval with VBench
	Human Alignment
	Using LLaVA-OV-Chat-72B
	Ablation Study of Unanimous Voting


	Conclusion
	Related Works
	Text-to-Video Generative Models
	Video Generation Metrics and Benchmarks

	Supplementary of StoryEval Benchmark
	More Details about Prompt Suite
	More Details about Evaluation Process

	Supplementary of Experiments
	Model details about experimental settings.
	Detailed Results
	Examples


