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Figure 1. (Click to view Video online) Our method, 3to4D, takes a static 3D object and a textual prompt describing a desired action. It
then adds dynamics to the object based on the prompt to create a 4D animation, essentially a video viewable from any perspective. On the
right, we display four 3D frames from the generated 4D animation. Each 3D frame is split into an RGB image and a corresponding depth
map on its top right.

Abstract

Recent advancements in generative modeling now enable
the creation of 4D content (moving 3D objects) controlled
with text prompts. 4D generation has large potential in ap-
plications like virtual worlds, media, and gaming, but ex-
isting methods provide limited control over the appearance
and geometry of generated content. In this work, we in-
troduce a method for animating user-provided 3D objects
by conditioning on textual prompts to guide 4D generation,
enabling custom animations while maintaining the identity
of the original object. We first convert a 3D mesh into a
“static” 4D Neural Radiance Field (NeRF) that preserves
the visual attributes of the input object. Then, we animate
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the object using an Image-to-Video diffusion model driven
by text. To improve motion realism, we introduce an in-
cremental viewpoint selection protocol for sampling per-
spectives to promote lifelike movement and a masked Score
Distillation Sampling (SDS) loss, which leverages attention
maps to focus optimization on relevant regions. We evalu-
ate our model in terms of temporal coherence, prompt ad-
herence, and visual fidelity and find that our method outper-
forms baselines that are based on other approaches, achiev-
ing up to threefold improvements in identity preservation
measured using LPIPS scores, and effectively balancing vi-
sual quality with dynamic content. Project page
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1. Introduction
Generative models are progressing rapidly, making it possi-
ble to generate images, videos, 3D objects, and scenes from
text instructions only. It is now becoming possible to gen-
erate 4D content: dynamic 3D content conditioned on text
prompts using text-to-4D methods [1, 13, 20]. The 4D gen-
eration has the potential to change content creation, from
movies and games to simulating virtual worlds.

Despite this promise, text-to-4D methods provide very
limited control over the appearance of generated 4D con-
tent. Instead of generating a 4D dynamic object using text
control only, one may want to animate an existing 3D ob-
ject, like your favorite 3D toy or character. Condition-
ing 4D generation on 3D assets offers several advantages:
it enhances control, leverages existing 3D resources effi-
ciently, and accelerates 4D generation by using 3D as a
strong initialization. Despite the availability of extensive,
high-quality 3D models [3], current methods have not yet
used 3D assets to guide 4D generation.

Current approaches for text-to-4D generation [1, 13, 20]
typically follow a two-stage process. First, they generate a
static 3D object using text-to-3D techniques. Then, they add
dynamics guided by textual prompts. At first, it may seem
straightforward to follow the same two-stage process to an-
imate an input 3D object. In practice, however, applying
the second stage of these methods to introduce dynamics to
the static 3D, tends to significantly modify the object itself,
destroying its identity. These methods are not well fit for
animating a given 3D object while preserving its identity.

In this paper, we introduce a novel method for generat-
ing 4D scenes from user-provided 3D representations, tak-
ing a simple approach that incorporates textual descriptions
to govern the animation of the 3D objects. First, we train
a “static” 4D Neural Radiance Field (NeRF) based on the
3D mesh input, effectively capturing the object structure
and appearance from multiple views, replicated across time.
Then, our method modifies the 4D object using an image-
to-video diffusion model [7, 23, 27], conditioning the first
frame on renderings of the input object. This maintains the
identity of the original object and adds motion based on a
provided text prompt.

Unfortunately, we find that applying this approach
naively is insufficient, because it reduces dramatically the
level of dynamic motion in the video. To encourage the
model to generate more dynamic movements, we pro-
pose two key improvements. First, a new camera view-
point selector that incrementally samples different view-
points around the object during optimization. This gradual-
widening sampling approach enhances the generation pro-
cess, resulting in more pronounced movement in the ani-
mated 4D outcome. Second, we introduce a masked variant
of the SDS loss, using attention maps obtained from the
Image-to-Video model. This masked SDS focuses on opti-

mizing the object-relevant “foreground” areas of the latent
space pixels, enhancing the optimization of elements related
to the object. We name our approach simply 3to4D.

We evaluate 3to4D with a comprehensive set of metrics
designed to assess various aspects of the generated 4D
scenes across multiple viewpoints. We focus on three
main criteria: temporal coherence of the generated video,
adherence to the prompt description, and visual consistency
with the initial 3D object. Since there are no existing
approaches to generate 4D from a given 3D object, we
built three different baseline approaches based on existing
approaches. Our results show that our method significantly
outperforms an approach based on traditional text-to-video
methods, achieving a 3 times better LPIPS score compared
to existing methods, indicating superior visual fidelity to
the provided 3D object. We also find that our proposed
incremental viewpoint selection protocol and the attention-
masked SDS enhance the dynamic content of the generated
videos while still maintaining a high degree of consistency
with the original object’s appearance. These improvements
demonstrate that our method not only generates more
realistic 4D scenes but also effectively balances visual
quality and dynamic richness.

This paper makes the following contributions:
1. We introduce the 3D-to-4D generation problem, adding

a temporal dimension and dynamic motion to a static 3D
model.

2. We propose a novel architecture for generating 4D
scenes conditioned on a given 3D model and text prompt.

3. We present the first integration of Image-to-Video diffu-
sion models with the Score Distillation Sampling (SDS)
process.

4. We introduce two enhancements to improve motion gen-
eration and optimization: (a) A new viewpoint sam-
pling strategy that incrementally captures perspectives
around the object, creating more dynamic movement in
the 4D scene. (b) A masked SDS loss that uses the cross-
attention mechanism of the diffusion model to enhance
the optimization of 4D content.

5. Improved 4D quality than baselines on an extensive set
of metrics.

2. Related Work

Personalization in Image and 3D Generation. In recent
years, there have been significant advances in subject-driven
image generation, enabling users to personalize generated
images for specific subjects and concepts. The first works
focused on personalized image generation and fine-tuned
the diffusion model [19] or a new token [5]. However, per-
sonalized 3D generation has remained challenging, as these
generation models struggle to recognize that an object can
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Figure 2. Workflow of our 3to4D approach, designed to optimize a 4D radiance field using a neural representation that captures both
static and dynamic elements. First, a 4D NeRF is trained to represent the static object (plant, left), having the same input structure at each
time step. Then, we introduce dynamics to the 4D NeRF by distilling the prior from a pre-trained image-to-video model. At each SDS
step, we select a viewpoint and render both the input object and the 4D NeRF from the same selected viewpoint. These renders, along
with the textual prompts, are then fed into the image-to-video model, and the SDS loss is calculated to guide the generation of motion
while preserving the object’s identity. The attention-masked SDS, focuses learning on the relevant parts of the object, improving identity
preservation.

be the same, even when it appears different from various
viewpoints. Recent work [17] addressed this challenge by
initially partially fine-tuning DreamBooth and then using it
to generate additional views, which were subsequently used
for full fine-tuning.

4D Generation. With the rise of 3D generation, 4D
generation has also emerged. Similar to how 3D gen-
eration approaches elevated image diffusion models for
3D generation, recent methods in 4D generation involve
uplifting video diffusion models to optimize a NeRF in
an SDS (Score Distillation Sampling) supervision fashion
for creating dynamic 3D scenes. Particularly by using
spatio-temporal priors from text-to-video diffusion models.
MAV3D [20] achieves text-to-4D generation by distilling
text-to-video diffusion models. 4D-fy [1] combines text-to-
image and text-to-video diffusion models to produce coher-
ent 4D scenes. Animate124 [28] transforms a single in-the-
wild image into 3D videos based on textual motion descrip-
tions, Consistent4D [9] generates 4D scenes from statically
captured videos.

Image to video generation. Image-to-video models [2]
condition on an image alone, unlike text-to-video models,
which condition on a textual prompt. The image-to-video
approach allows users to create motion based on their spe-
cific description, while text-to-video models generate mo-
tion inferred from the conditioned image, limiting the user’s

flexibility to control dynamics explicitly through a prompt.
Two works that combine both image and prompt condi-
tioning are I2VGen [27], which is capable of generating
high-resolution videos, and DynamiCrafter [23], a family
of models designed to handle various input image resolu-
tions. Both these models project the given image into a
text-aligned representation space using a pre-trained CLIP
image encoder, the same way text is conditioned. The image
features are then integrated into the model through cross-
attention layers in the U-Net architecture, similar to how
text-conditioned features are processed. This approach ef-
fectively combines information from both the visual input
and the textual prompt.

SDS loss and masked SDS. Score Distillation Sampling
(SDS) [14] is a widely adopted method that uses image
diffusion models to guide optimization problems via text
prompts. It is primarily applied in 3D generation. Recent
work shows that SDS can be optimized using maps that em-
phasize different features. For instance, [24] incorporates a
semantic map to improve the generation of multiple objects
with diverse attributes. SV3D [22] applies a mask to unseen
areas, focusing learning on those regions. Additionally, [11]
manipulates images by multiplying the loss in areas of in-
terest using a mask. Unlike our approach, which attends
to the object’s pixels in every frame, none of these works
effectively handle 4D content.
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3. Method

Our method receives an input 3D model - like a model of
your favorite plant, and a textual prompt - like “A plant
blooming”. Our goal is to animate the object, generating
a 4D scene that reflects the described action in the prompt,
yielding a 4D object of your favorite flower blooming.

To bridge the gap between static 3D content and ani-
mated 4D scenes, our work enables objects to exhibit dy-
namic behaviors and simulate how they might move. This
approach transforms static assets into animated objects,
adding life to 3D objects by introducing motion that aligns
with the user’s descriptions. Our approach is illustrated in
Figure 2.

3.1. Initialize a static 4D from a 3D object
We first optimize a ”static” 4D representation, where at ev-
ery time t, the 4D NeRF captures the same static form of
the input object.

More specifically, beginning with the input 3D mesh, we
randomly select a camera position. A ray is cast from the
camera center through both the mesh and the neural repre-
sentation. Along this ray, 3D points are sampled, and three
properties are computed: color (RGB), depth, and surface
normals from both representations. We then optimize the
neural representation to align with the properties of the in-
put object. This is achieved using the loss function:

Lstatic = LMAE(RGBmesh, RGBNeRF )

+ LMAE(Depthmesh, DepthNeRF )

+ LMAE(Normalmesh, NormalNeRF ). (1)

Here, LMAE denotes the mean absolute error between the
RGB, depth, and normals of the mesh renders and the neural
representation renders. During this process, we randomly
sample the time dimension, creating a static 4D scene where
the object stays unchanged over time.

3.2. Adding dynamics
Next, we aim to “bring the object to life” by introducing
motion to the static 3D input object. To do this, we need to
condition the SDS process on the input 3D object to achieve
the desired 4D output. Here, we propose to distill informa-
tion from image-to-video diffusion models, to achieve the
condition of the SDS. By aligning the 3D model’s renders
from the same viewpoint as the NeRF and using them as in-
put to the generation model, we effectively anchor the gen-
erated motion to the object’s identity.

Therefore, by rendering the object from all viewpoints,
we can maintain the input object’s identity in the 3D space
while introducing motion. This approach ensures that the
object remains consistent throughout the animation, pre-
serving its characteristics across different perspectives.

Optimizing the dynamic of the 4D scene using an image-
to-video model can then be done using SDS [14] loss:

∇θLI2V = Etd,ϵ

[
ω(td)

(
ϵϕ

(
ztd ; td, y,X

obj
)
− ϵ

) ∂Xθ

∂θ

]
(2)

Here, ϵϕ and ϵ denote the predicted and actual noise for
each video frame, respectively. We denote Xθ as a col-
lection of V video frames, where Xθ =

[
x0
θ, . . . , x

V−1
θ

]
,

which are rendered from the representation. Additionally,
the rendered object is denoted as Xobj .

This SDS loss (Eq. 2) is then added to the static loss (Eq.
1), which is applied to the frame. This combined approach
generates dynamic motion while ensuring that the 3D object
remains consistent at t = 0. The overall loss is:

L = LI2V + λLstatic(x
0
θ) (3)

Here, λ is a weighting hyperparameter used to balance the
magnitude of Lstatic with that of LI2V , and x0

θ is the render
at time t = 0.

Viewpoint sampling. When computing distillation scores
from text-to-image and text-to-video models, it is common
to sample camera positions uniformly at random [14]. How-
ever, randomly sampling viewpoints usually leads to incon-
sistent generations with varying appearances and motions,
disrupting optimization and thus hurting motion generation
(see ablation Sec. 5, Table 2 and Figure 7 for more details).
To address this, we propose a new viewpoint sampling pro-
tocol, inspired by [10]. This approach begins with a limited
set of closely spaced viewpoints, gradually expanding the
azimuth range as optimization progresses. The rationale is
that optimizing the 4D scene across all viewpoints simul-
taneously is challenging; by starting within a smaller sub-
space, later optimization is provided with a better initial-
ization. We gradually increase the viewpoint coverage as
the model gains stability from prior optimizations. Specif-
ically, we begin the SDS optimization by sampling view-
points within a small range [−A0, A0]. After n iterations,
we expand the range to [−A1, A1], continuing to widen
the range as optimization proceeds incrementally. By the
end of the process, we extend the range to the full span of
[−180◦, 180◦].

Here, A0, A1, and n are hyperparameters; refer to the
implementation details for further information and to the
ablation (Sec 5) for qualitative and quantitative results. We
find that this protocol ensures greater consistency between
viewpoints, resulting in improved optimization and more
dynamic motion generation.

3.3. Attention-masked SDS
The standard implementation of SDS loss computes the loss
over the full latent representation. In 4D generation, this
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includes areas that correspond to the (non-existing) back-
ground. This may cause severe interference when the gen-
erated image or video contains content in the background,
because it may cause the 4D scene to include irrelevant con-
tent in the background.

This problem does not appear to be severe when gener-
ating 3D objects by distilling from text-to-image models,
perhaps because their training set also contains sufficient
samples with white backgrounds. For video data, text-to-
video models often generate irrelevant backgrounds.

To address this issue, we propose to find the spatial ex-
tent where the object is represented in the latent space, and
then mask the loss to only cover the object and not the back-
ground. Where the mask can be extracted from the spatial
cross-attention with the object token in the provided tex-
tual prompt. For example, in Fig.1 we masked the SDS
loss with the spatial attention corresponding to the words
“plant“, “hulk“, and “elephant“, respectively. The masked
SDS loss is the pointwise product:

Lmasked−SDS = MLI2V (4)

Where M is the attention mask.

3.4. Modeling time
The current video generative models typically work with
sequences of 16 frames. Here, we aim for our 4D repre-
sentation to be flexible enough to generate videos at any
time resolution, ensuring smooth and continuous dynam-
ics without being constrained by fixed frame lengths. To
ensure time smoothness, [1, 20] suggests sampling a video
from the NeRF at different times. At each optimization step,
randomly select a start time t0 = U [0, 1] and an end time,
tV = U [t0, 1] then uniformly sample V frames within this
range. This method enables continuous sampling across the
entire time range. However, since image-to-video extrap-
olates the condition image, randomly changing the start-
ing time forces the static object to appear across a range
of times, resulting in smaller movements and limiting the
dynamic range.

However, this approach is not ideal for our method, as
our optimization requires a fixed time to represent the static
input object. While image-to-video models extend a con-
dition image into a video, 3to4D extends the input object
into a 4D representation. For this purpose, we fix the input
object at time t = 0.

In 3to4D, we propose a new time sampling strategy to fit
the use of Image-to-Video models better. Given the time
range [0, 1], we evenly select V frame times within this
range ti = i/V . The first frame is always fixed at t0 = 0,
while the later frame times are adjusted with small noise,
resulting in frame times of ti = i/V + ϵi. Our time sam-
pling strategy ensures uniform sampling across the entire

time range while maintaining the input object condition re-
quirements.

4. Experiments
4.1. Dataset
For a collection of 3D objects, we used the Google Scanned
Objects (GSO) [4] dataset. This is a collection of high-
quality 3D scans of everyday items. We selected 20 objects
from the GSO dataset, focusing on those that could support
interesting dynamics and motion. We then queried Chat-
GPT for dynamic prompts and selected several prompts for
each object, resulting in a total of 62 prompts.

4.2. Generation quality metrics
To evaluate our approach, we assess three main qualities:
(1) the natural appearance of the generated 4D content, (2)
alignment with the text prompt, and (3) preservation of the
input object’s identity. We use evaluation metrics for video
generation described in Vbench [8] and [28].

(1) Video quality: The following metrics were measured:
Motion Smoothness. We evaluate the smoothness of mo-
tion in the generated video to check whether the video is
accurate to the physical laws of the real world. To evaluate
this, we assess three metrics. First, we leverage the mo-
tion priors from the video frame interpolation model [12]
(”smoothness”) as suggested in Vbench [8], as well as as-
sessing the cosine similarity and LPIPS scores between ev-
ery two consecutive frames (CLIP-F and LPIPS-F) [15, 26].
Dynamic Degree - Since static objects inherently exhibit
smoothness, we introduce an additional metric to assess the
dynamic content in the generated video. To quantify the
amount of movement, we compute the optical flow between
frames using [21] as suggested in Vbench [8].

(2) Agreement with prompt. To measure consistency
with the prompt, we followed Vbench [8] and measured the
similarity between the video frame features and the textual
description features with ViCLIP [16] (”style”). Also, fol-
lowing [28] we measure the image-text cosine similarity be-
tween the textual CLIP [15] features of the prompt and the
visual CLIP features of every generated frame (CLIP-T).

(3) Agreement with input object. Ensuring visual con-
sistency between the input 3D object and the generated 4D
data. To evaluate this, we used LPIPS [26] to measure the
perceptual similarity between the input object renders and
the generated frames, assessing the consistency of visual ap-
pearance over time. Moreover, following [28] we use CLIP
[15] to assess the similarity between the input 3D object and
the generated frames, by calculating the cosine similarity
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between the reference image visual features and the visual
features of each frame in the rendered video (CLIP-I).

We compute all metrics across four distinct viewpoints
of the generated 4D data. Specifically, azimuth angles are
set to {0◦, 90◦, 180◦, 270◦} degrees, and elevation is set to
0◦. We then averaged the scores across the viewpoints to
obtain a single score for each metric per object. We then
averaged the scores, across all objects and also calculated
the standard error of the mean to measure the variability
among them.

4.3. Compared methods
Since there are no existing methods that animate a given 3D
object, we adapted existing methods for this task.
(1) 4D-fy, a text-to-4D method [1]. We initialized the 4D
NeRF with the input static object, added the static loss to the
SDS loss (so the input object will be at time t = 0), and re-
placed their random time sampling with our time sampling
protocol.
(2) Animate124, an image-to-4D method [28]. We pro-
vided a frontal-view render of the input object as the input
image, and then applied their pipeline.
(3) STAG4D, a video-to-4D method [25]. STAG4D gener-
ates 4D content based on a video. We rendered the input
object and generated a video based on the render using Dy-
namiCrafter. This video was then fed into STAG4D [25],

4.4. Implementation details
We implement Image-to-Video SDS using the ThreeStudio
framework [6]. Our implementation builds upon the text-
to-4D [1] capabilities within ThreeStudio.

Networks and rendering: We used a hash encoding-
based neural representation, following the implementation
in [1]. For the image-to-video model, we used Dynam-
iCrafter [23], which generates videos at a resolution of
256x256. The input 3D object was rendered using Py-
Torch3D [18], matching DynamiCrafter resolution with a
rendering size of 256x256. The number of frames is V =
16.

Running Time: Our NeRF representation conversion
was performed over 2000 iterations with uniform viewpoint
sampling, taking approximately 10 minutes on an NVIDIA
A100 GPU. The second phase was run for 10,000 steps and
took ∼ 240 minutes, and the third phase ran for 3,000 steps
and required 80 minutes.

Hyper parameters tuning: We found that incremental
steps of 20◦, starting with A0 = 20◦ and increasing as Ai =
Ai−1 + 20◦, work best for all objects. In all experiments,
we set λ = 104 (Eq.3).

5. Results
We first provide qualitative examples of 3to4D, then a quan-
titative and qualitative comparison of 3to4D with the base-

line methods. Finally, quantitative and qualitative results of
an ablation study, and the effect of different prompts.

Qualitative results: Figure 3 shows four examples of 4D
generations (right) from a 3D object (left). See more video
examples online)

Quantitative comparison with baselines: Table (1) com-
pares 3to4D with the three baselines. 3to4D achieves far
better agreement with the input object (identity preserva-
tion) in both LPIPS and CLIP-I. It also generates a slightly
more smooth and natural-looking 4D than other baselines.
Agreement with the prompt is lower, presumably because
the content adheres to the input object, which may deviate
from the canonical representation of the corresponding text
term. In other words, the text prompt may push an object to
have other appearance than the given input object.

To illustrate the most important metrics, Fig.4 presents
a scatter plot comparing the dynamic degree and temporal
style of each object against the LPIPS (agreement with the
input object) score for all baselines. 3to4D achieves bet-
ter object preservation across all objects, outperforming the
other methods in maintaining the object identity while in-
corporating motion.

Qualitative comparisons: Figure 5 shows two example
objects, a hand-bell, and Mario, and how they are trans-
formed by various baselines. Importantly, the Mario figure
on the bottom row is a specific object that (we assume) the
text-to-video model has observed during training.

For both the hand-bell and Mario, STAG4D, 4D-fy,
and animate124 significantly change the object appearance,
leading to a higher LPIPS score. Interestingly, 4Dfy and
Animate124, succeed in preserving the identity of the Mario
figure, but they generate a more prototypical Mario, which
is different from the input Mario. This yields a better align-
ment score with the text prompt in Table.1.

Ablation analysis: We conducted an ablation study to
evaluate the contributions of each component of 3to4D. Ta-
ble.2 provides the quantitative results. Without the Image-
to-Video-based SDS, consistency with the input object de-
clines significantly, leading to a much higher LPIPS score.
This suggests that the generated objects differ substantially
from the input objects. Using a random viewpoint instead
of our incremental viewpoint selector results in reduced dy-
namics for the input object, yielding a noticeably lower dy-
namic degree of 39 compared to 64.7. Additionally, the
attention-masked SDS enhances the model’s ability to pre-
serve consistency with the input object. Altogether, 3to4D
achieves a balanced trade-off between preserving the input
object’s identity, fulfilling the prompt, and maintaining a
high dynamic degree.
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Figure 3. (click-to-view-online) 3to4D brings various objects to life. On the left, we display the input object along with a textual prompt
describing the desired action. On the right, we present four frames from the generated object, viewed from the front. Each 3D frame is
split into an RGB image and its corresponding depth map, shown in the top right corner.

Agreement with Agreement Video quality
input object with prompt

LPIPS ↓ CLIP-I ↑ Style ↑ CLIP-T ↑ Smoothness ↑ LPIPS-F ↓ CLIP-F ↑ Dynamic Deg. ↑
4D-fy* [1] 44.3± 0.2 77.6± .04 21.5± .07 29.1± .04 98.9± .001 2.7± .02 97.9± .01 55.4± 0.5
Animate124* [28] 34.8± 0.2 80.2± 0.2 22.5 ±.09 29.6 ±.05 98.9± .009 2.3± .03 98.1± .01 82.7 ±1.3
STAG3D* [25] 101.2± 0.1 69.5± 0.3 21.7± .08 10.1± 0.1 94.6± .005 4.4± .04 83.8± .02 50.1± 0.2

3to4D ( Ours) 15.0 ±0.1 90.2 ±.08 20.5± .01 27.4± .05 99.2 ±.007 2.1 ±.02 98.3 ±.01 50.0± 0.3

Table 1. Comparison between 3to4D and baseline approaches. The set of objects and prompts is described in Sec. 4.1. Metrics are
explained in Sec. 4.2. Our 3to4D excels in preserving object identity and also improves video quality. Agreement with the prompt is lower
because the given object slightly differs from the canonical meaning of the text word. * denotes that the methods are not identical to their
corresponding papers because the methods are not designed for the 3D-to-4D task.

Figure 7 illustrates the effect of ablation using two qual-
itative examples.

Sensitivity to prompt. We explore the effect of different
prompts, describing different dynamics, on the generated
4D scene. Figure. 6 shows the results when using the 3D ob-

ject “Mario” and supplying it with three different dynamic
prompts: “jumping” (top row), “running” (middle row), and
“waving” (bottom row). The “Mario” figure, moves differ-
ently, according to the specified actions in the description

7
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Agreement with Agreement Video quality
input object with prompt

LPIPS ↓ CLIP-I ↑ Style ↑ CLIP-T ↑ Smoothness ↑ LPIPS-F ↓ CLIP-F ↑ Dynamic Deg. ↑
3to4D (Ours) 15.0 ±0.1 90.2 ±.08 20.5± .01 27.4± .05 99.2 ±.007 2.1 ±.02 98.3 ±.01 50.0 ±2.2
w/o image-to-video 40.3± 0.2 76.6± 0.1 21.1 ± .07 28.5 ±.04 98.5± .007 2.7± .02 97.5± .01 64.7 ± 2.0
w/o viewpoint selector 15.0 ± 0.2 89.6± 0.1 18.7± 0.1 27.7± .09 99.2± .008 2.1± .04 98.3± .02 43.8± 0.6
w/o masked-SDS 15.8± 0.1 89.7± 0.1 18.9± 0.1 27.5± .09 99.1± .007 2.1± .02 98.2± .01 50.8± 0.6

Table 2. Ablation study. Evaluating the contribution of various components of our method on objects and prompts in Sec. 4.1.

better

be
tt
er

be
tt
er

better

Figure 4. Comparison between our method and baselines, across
all objects tested. We consistently achieve better LPIPS scores
across all objects.

6. Limitations

3to4D has several limitations. First, it relies on distilling
knowledge from video-generation models and inherits its
challenges, such as limb confusion and missing object parts.
For instance, we observed issues in generating dynamics
when animating walking motions, where the method strug-
gled with leg positioning, resulting in poor-quality motion
generation. Also, current video generations are limited to
a small number of frames, and we cannot experiment with
longer and more complex motion.

Input object                  Ours                4Dfy            Animate124   STAG4D

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison with competing methods. A ren-
dered image of the input object is shown on the left, alongside
rendered images from our and other methods. While our method
preserves the identity of the input object, all other baselines gen-
erate different objects. .

7. Conclusion
We introduce 3to4D, a novel approach for animating 3D
objects into dynamic 4D scenes based on textual motion de-
scriptions. Our method leverages Image-to-Video diffusion
models for 3D-to-4D generation, preserving object consis-
tency by conditioning on rendered images of the input ob-
ject and applying a tailored SDS loss. To enhance motion
realism, we propose two key improvements: a novel view-
point sampling strategy for capturing dynamic perspectives
and an attention-guided masked SDS loss for focused op-
timization. Our results demonstrate superior temporal co-
herence, prompt adherence, and visual fidelity compared to
existing methods, establishing 3to4D as an effective solu-
tion for controlled 4D content creation.

A. Appendix: Camera Viewpoint Sampling
During the optimization of the 4D object, the standard pro-
tocol suggests sampling the azimuth of camera viewpoints
uniformly at random. We hypothesized that this would
make it challenging for the model to converge, and experi-
ment with other protocols.

We evaluate four viewpoint sampling protocols: In all
four protocols, the camera remains consistently oriented to-
ward the target object, ensuring a steady focus. Uniform
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time

Mario 
jumping

Mario 
running

Mario 
waving

Figure 6. (Click to view video online). Different prompts generated different 4D, matching the movement description. The object in
question is a Mario figure (on the left), and we provide three distinct prompts that describe three different dynamics of the figure. On the
right, the generated 4D illustrates the corresponding movements based on these prompts.

                    w/o image-to-video     w/o viewpoint selector                             w/o attention         Ours  

Plant 
Blooming

The hulk
smashing

time time time time

Figure 7. Qualitative ablation result demonstrates the contribution of each part of 3to4D. Without our viewpoint selector (described in
Sec. 3.2) the plant does not “bloom”. Without our attention-masked SDS, the plant is less rich in detail.

intrinsic camera parameters are employed throughout the
optimization process, ensuring consistency in rendering and
evaluation.

(1) Incremental: sampling viewpoints within a small
range [−A0, A0]. After n iterations, we expand the range
to [−A1, A1], widening the range as optimization proceeds
incrementally. By the end of the process, we extend the
range to the full span of [−180◦, 180◦], where starting with
A0 = 20◦ and increasing as Ai = Ai−1 + 20◦.

(2) Uniform: The standard sampling protocol from [1].
Uniformly samples a camera viewpoint from entire azimuth
range [−180◦, 180◦].

(3) Four views: Viewpoints are randomly selected from
a predefined set of azimuths [0◦, 90◦, 180◦, 270(◦]. The ra-
tionale is that reducing the set of views could help the model
converge faster.

(4) Sweep: Performing a discrete sweep on a gradu-
ally expanding azimuthal angle interval. For instance, start
sweeping from the lower bound of [−20◦, 20◦] up to the
upper bound. Then, smoothly transition to the expanded
interval [−40◦, 40◦], repeating the sweeping process, incre-
menting the azimuth range by 20◦ each time until reaching
[−180◦, 180◦]. After completing the entire sweeping pro-
cess, switch to a uniform protocol.

Table 3 provides a quantitative evaluation of four pro-
tocols. Incremental achieves the highest motion score in
the generated 4D, with only slightly decreased style fidelity.
There was also a slight increase in the LPIPS score between
sweep and incremental, which reflects the connection to the
given object. This increase is related to added motion, mak-
ing the generated object appear somewhat different from the
original, though the core object remains recognizable.

9

https://3-to-4d.github.io/3-to-4d/#Mario-videos


LPIPS ↓ CLIP-I ↑ Style ↑ CLIP-T ↑ Smoothness ↑ LPIPS-F ↓ CLIP-F ↑ Dynamic Deg. ↑
Uniform 14.0 ±0.6 90.1± 0.5 19.0± 0.6 27.0± 0.3 99.2± 0.02 2.1 ± 0.1 98.1± 0.6 52.1± 1.9
Four-views 14.0 ±0.5 90.0± 0.4 19.3± 0.5 27.0± 0.3 99.2± 0.02 2.1± 0.1 98.2± 0.6 51.3± 1.5
Sweep 14.3± 0.6 90.0± 0.5 19.6± 0.5 27.0± 0.3 99.2± 0.02 2.2± 0.1 98.1± 0.6 53.6± 2.3

Incremental (Ours) 15.0± 0.7 90.0± 0.4 20.0 ±0.5 27.3 ±0.2 99.2± 0.03 2.6± 0.1 98.1± 0.6 59.4 ±2.2

Table 3. Comparison of 4 viewpoint sampling methods: Incremental, uniform, deterministic, and sweep. In sweep sampling, consecutive
steps are visually similar to each other, as described in Sec.A. Our proposed incremental approach combines visual similarity with ran-
domness, leading to better preservation of 3D perspectives while maintaining dynamic variability.
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