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Figure 1. Examples of frame interpolation in real-world and animation scenes. Compared to other methods, our approach, MoG,
exhibits superior stability in motion and consistency in content relative to the input frames. For optimal viewing, please zoom in.

Abstract

Generative frame interpolation, empowered by large-scale
pre-trained video generation models, has demonstrated re-
markable advantages in complex scenes. However, existing
methods heavily rely on the generative model to indepen-
dently infer the correspondences between input frames—an
ability that is inadequately developed during pre-training.
In this work, we propose a novel framework, termed
Motion-aware Generative frame interpolation (MoG), to
significantly enhance the model’s motion awareness by in-
tegrating explicit motion guidance. Specifically we investi-
gate two key questions: what can serve as an effective mo-
tion guidance, and how we can seamlessly embed this guid-

*Work is done during internship at Tencent PCG. ‡Equal contribu-
tion. †Corresponding author (lmwang@nju.edu.cn).

ance into the generative model. For the first question, we
reveal that the intermediate flow from flow-based interpo-
lation models could efficiently provide task-oriented motion
guidance. Regarding the second, we first obtain guidance-
based representations of intermediate frames by warping
input frames’ representations using guidance, and then in-
tegrate them into the model at both latent and feature levels.
To demonstrate the versatility of our method, we train MoG
on both real-world and animation datasets. Comprehensive
evaluations show that our MoG significantly outperforms
the existing methods in both domains, achieving superior
video quality and improved fidelity.

1. Introduction
Video Frame Interpolation (VFI), which seeks to synthe-
size intermediate frames between two input frames, has gar-
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nered significant attention in recent years due to its capacity
for enhancing video frame rates in video post-processing.
Flow-based VFI methods [10, 13, 15, 41, 42] predomi-
nantly rely on correspondence information through estimat-
ing the motion between input frames—termed intermedi-
ate flow—to warp information and generate intermediate
frames. However, these approaches are primarily optimized
for rigid motion scenarios. Consequently, when confronted
with complex scenes, the interpolated frames often exhibit
pronounced blurring and artifacts, as the results of the flow-
based method EMA-VFI [41] shown in Fig. 1.

To overcome these limitations, recent advancements [3,
33–35] have shifted towards leveraging video generation
models [2, 35] for frame interpolation, capitalizing on their
strong generative capabilities in dynamic scenes. Despite
the notable improvements exhibited in complex scenar-
ios [34], current approaches still face a key challenge: they
fail to explicitly exploit the dynamics between the two input
frames. Instead, they solely rely on the generative model
to infer the correspondences between input frames by it-
self—an ability that is insufficiently nurtured during the
generative pre-training. Consequently, the videos gener-
ated by these methods often suffer from unstable motion
and incoherent content to input frames, as shown by Dy-
namiCrafter [35] and ToonCrafter [34] in Fig. 1.

In this work, we introduce a new framework, Motion-
aware Generative frame interpolation (MoG), marking the
first explicit incorporation of motion guidance between in-
put frames to enhance the motion awareness of generative
models. Our approach significantly alleviates the difficulty
of inferring the dynamics between input frames to generate
the realistic motion. To achieve this goal, we address two
pivotal questions: what can serve as an effective motion
guidance, and how to seamlessly and harmlessly integrate
this guidance into the generative model.

For the first question, we propose leveraging the in-
termediate flow from flow-based frame interpolation mod-
els [41] as explicit motion guidance. The intermediate
flow can be utilized to obtain coarse approximations of in-
termediate frames under the assumption of rigid motion,
which can serve as effective guidance to inspire and sta-
bilize the inference of realistic motion in the generation
process. Moreover, compared to direct estimation by pre-
trained optical flow models [28, 36, 37], the intermediate
flow is task-oriented trained [38], making it inherently more
suitable for generating intermediate frames. Flow-based in-
terpolation models also specifically account for occlusion
masks [41] between the two input frames, enabling a more
accurate aggregation of information into the intermediate
frame—something that optical flow often fails to achieve.

To address the second question, we propose a simple
yet effective strategy: warping the information from input
frames to derive the guidance-based intermediate frame rep-

resentations, which are subsequently integrated into the pre-
trained model as explicit motion cues. This integration is
performed at both the latent and feature levels, enabling the
model to be fully aware of the correspondences between
input frames. Specifically, at the latent level, we concate-
nate a collection of auxiliary latents to the input at each de-
noising step [8], which includes the latents from the input
frames as well as the warped intermediate latents. In terms
of feature-level integration, we reuse the pre-trained tem-
poral layers [35] to temporally smooth the warped features,
ensuring their alignment within the original feature space,
and then incorporate them into the network. Notably, our
design requires no additional parameters and achieves im-
proved performance with few fine-tuning steps.

To comprehensively evaluate the versatility of our
method, we develop MoG for both the real-world and an-
imation scenes. Furthermore, we meticulously curate two
testing datasets, VFIBench-Real and VFIBench-Ani, to as-
sess the performance of each scenes. Experimental re-
sults indicate that MoG significantly outperforms the exist-
ing generative interpolation models in both qualitative and
quantitative aspects. Qualitatively, the videos generated by
MoG exhibit enhanced motion stability and greater content
consistency, as evidenced in Fig. 1. Quantitatively, MoG
demonstrates the obvious improvements in video quality
metrics and superior fidelity when compared to ground truth
videos. Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• We introduce a new generative frame interpolation frame-

work, MoG, which is the first to incorporate motion guid-
ance to enhance the motion awareness.

• We demonstrate that the intermediate flow from flow-
based VFI can effectively serve as a motion guidance, and
we design a simple and efficient method to integrate this
prior into the network at both the latent and feature levels.

• We validate the effectiveness of MoG in both real-world
and animated scenarios, with experimental results show-
ing that MoG significantly outperforms existing open-
source generative frame interpolation methods.

2. Related Work

2.1. Flow-based Frame Interpolation

Flow-based video interpolation, explicitly estimating the in-
termediate flow from the input frames to the intermediate
frame, have become dominant in deterministic frame in-
terpolation [17]. It can be broadly categorized into two
classes based on how the intermediate optical flow is de-
rived. The first class [1, 9, 12, 18–20] utilized pre-trained
optical flow models to obtain the intermediate flow either
directly or through refinement. For instance, SoftSplat [19]
linearly adjusted the bidirectional flow estimated by PWC-
Net [27] to represent the intermediate flow and employs an
improved forward warping to aggregate information. The
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Figure 2. Overview of MoG. MoG consists of two parts. First, it extracts the motion guidance of the input frames using a pre-trained
flow-based VFI model. Subsequently, this guidance is seamlessly injected into the generative model at both the latent and feature levels.

second class [10, 13–16, 21, 41, 42] modeled the correspon-
dence information of the input frames to directly predict
the intermediate flow, offering greater flexibility and task-
oriented modeling capacity compared to the first approach.
RIFE [10] demonstrated that simple convolutional layers
can effectively predict the intermediate flow, achieving im-
pressive efficiency. Similarly, EMA-VFI [41] enhanced the
flow prediction by explicitly modeling the dynamics be-
tween frames through inter-frame cross-attention. However,
both of classes are primarily designed under the assumption
of rigid motion scenes. When confronted with complex mo-
tion scenarios, they often exhibit significant blurring and
artifacts. In our work, we focus on the generative frame
interpolation by leveraging the second class of flow-based
video frame interpolation (EMA-VFI [41]) to provide ex-
plicit motion guidance.

2.2. Generative Frame Interpolation
Recent work has begun to explore the use of large-scale
pre-trained video generation models [2, 35], which excel at
generating videos in complex dynamic scenes, for the VFI
task. Current generative frame interpolation methods can
be categorized into two types: the first [3, 33] employed
pre-trained generative models to perform image-to-video
tasks conditioned on the initial and final frames, subse-
quently merging the resulting videos to create the final inter-
polated frame. For example, GI [33] enhanced the motion
stability by controlling the consistency of temporal correla-
tions across the two generation processes. The second cate-
gory [15, 32, 34, 35, 44] focused on fine-tuning video gen-
eration models specifically for interpolation, by integrating
information from input frames into the model’s architec-
ture and optimizing it for end-to-end interpolation. Dy-
namiCrafter [35] was trained for real-world interpolation,
while ToonCrafter [34] was tailored for animated scenes.
Although all these methods have demonstrated significant
improvements in generating complex scenarios, they do

not explicitly consider the correspondence between input
frames, which complicates the motion inference of genera-
tive models. In contrast, we are the first to explicitly intro-
duce the correspondence guidance to enhance the motion
awareness of generative models and our method achieves
superior video quality and fidelity.

3. Preliminaries
3.1. Task Definition
For the input frames x1 and xN ∈ R3×H×W , frame inter-
polation aims to generate a video comprising N frames, de-
noted as x ∈ RN×3×H×W , where the first and last frames
correspond to the input frames.

3.2. Intermediate Flow from Flow-based VFI
Flow-based methods explicitly estimate the correspondence
between the starting and ending frames with respect to the
intermediate frame, termed the intermediate flow. The in-
termediate flow can be obtained either by scaling the opti-
cal flow between frames [9, 19] or through direct predic-
tion [10, 41]. In this work, we adopt the prediction-based
method EMA-VFI [41], owing to its versatility across vari-
ous time steps and its task-oriented training [39].

Specifically, given the input frames x1, xN ∈ R3×H×W

as well as the n-th frame xn to be predicted, the intermedi-
ate flow f is computed using a learnable network O:

f1→n, fN→n,M
n = O(x1, xN , n). (1)

Here, fi→n ∈ R2×H×W denotes the intermediate flow from
the i-th frame xi to the n-th frame xn, and M ∈ R1×H×W

represents the occlusion mask between the two frames at
the n-th frame, taking values in the range of (0, 1). Sub-
sequently, we can coarsely estimate the intermediate frame
x̄n as follows:

x̄n = warp(x1, f1→n)⊙Mn+warp(xN , fN→n)⊙(1−Mn),
(2)
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Figure 3. Comparison of different methods for approximating intermediate frames. Linear interpolation merely overlays the input
frames, while optical flow often introduces significant artifacts. In contrast, the frames warped through intermediate flow demonstrate
superior stability, providing the generative model with robust correspondence information.

where warp(xi, fi→n) denotes the backward warping by
fi→n, and ⊙ signifies the element-wise multiplication.

3.3. VFI with Diffusion Models
Empowered by large-scale pre-training, video diffusion
models [2, 35] exhibit remarkable capabilities in generat-
ing videos within complex scenarios. Recent works [3, 33–
35] have begun to leverage pre-trained video diffusion mod-
els for frame interpolation tasks. In this work, we ex-
plore our method based on two generative frame interpola-
tion models, DynamiCrafter [35] and ToonCrafter [34], for
real-world and animation scenes respectively. Both mod-
els are based on Latent Diffusion Models (LDMs) [25],
which conduct diffusion in the latent space of an autoen-
coder. Specifically, for any video x ∈ RN×3×H×W , where
N denotes the number of frames, the video is transformed
into the latent space using a pre-trained encoder E (i.e., VQ-
VAE) [25] to obtain the corresponding latent code z0 =
E(x) ∈ RN×C×h×w.

During training, z0 is first converted into an intermediate
noisy video at timestep t using the equation:

zt = αtz0 +
√
1− αtϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I). (3)

To achieve frame interpolation task, a learnable denoising
network ϵθ is then employed to predict the noise ϵ given
the condition information from the first and the last frames.
DynamiCrafter and ToonCrafter incorporate such condition
information by:

z̃t = [zt; z̄0] , z̃t ∈ RN×(2×C)×h×w, (4)

where z̄0 is composed of the latent codes of bound frames
z10 , z

N
0 , while other positions remain zero. Then the denois-

ing network is optimized by minimizing the following loss:

L(θ) = Ez0,t,ϵ∼N (0,I)

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ (z̃t; t, c)∥22

]
. (5)

Here, c includes other condition information like the text
and the fps. After training, we can iteratively recover ẑ0

using the input conditions and pure noise zT ∼ N (0, I),
generating the video x̂ = D(ẑ0) via the decoder D.

The design of the denoising network ϵθ follows an U-
Net-like structure [26], consisting of contracting blocks,
middle blocks, and expansive blocks. Each block comprises
spatial and temporal layers. The spatial layers mainly con-
sist of ResNet blocks [6] and Transformer blocks [31] with
spatial attention, modeling spatial information within each
frame, while the temporal layers are formed by Transformer
blocks with temporal self-attention.

4. Motion-Aware Generative VFI

Currently, most generative interpolation methods [3, 5, 33–
35] conduct frame interpolation by directly incorporating
information from the input frames into the model’s in-
put [5, 35] or decoder [35]. However, in these methods,
the correspondence between input frames, which is crucial
for understanding and reasoning about the motion and ap-
pearance of the intermediate frames, have to be inferred in-
dependently by the generative model itself. This correspon-
dence estimation capability has not been adequately culti-
vated in the pre-training of large-scale text-to-video gen-
eration or pure video generation tasks. Consequently, this
insufficient exploration of correspondence leads to incon-
sistencies in motion and appearance of the generated videos
relative to the input frames.

To address this issue, we propose Motion-Aware Gener-
ative Frame Interpolation (MoG), the first approach to ex-
plicitly introduce correspondence information between the
two frames into the generative model, thereby reducing
the difficulty of the inference for motion and appearance
for generative model. As illustrated in Fig. 2, MoG com-
prises two parts: it first extracts an explicit motion guidance
based on the input frames by a pre-trained flow-based VFI
model [41]; it then seamlessly injects this guidance into the
generative model at both the latent and feature levels. No-
tably, our method does not require any additional param-
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eters; it merely necessitates minimal fine-tuning steps on
spatial layers of the denoising network to compensate for
changes in feature distribution.

4.1. Choice of motion guidance
As illustrated in Fig. 3, in addition to the intermediate flow
described in Eq. (1), there are two other guidance for rep-
resenting intermediate frames based on input frames. The
first method is linear interpolation, which directly weights
the representations of the initial and final frames according
to the time step of the intermediate frame. While straight-
forward, this technique merely overlays the input frames,
offering limited correspondence information. The second
method employs a pre-trained optical flow estimator, such
as [37], to derive the flow between input frames, which
is then scaled to generate the intermediate flow. This ap-
proach often suffers from limited generalization due to be-
ing predominantly trained on synthetic datasets. Moreover,
it cannot account for occlusion relationships between input
frames. This can lead to artifacts in complex scenes, such
as jagged edges and ghosting effects.

In contrast, the intermediate flow defined in Eq. (1) is
specifically trained for the VFI task, making it inherently
more suitable for representing the correlation between in-
termediate frames and the initial and final frames. It also
predicts an occlusion mask Mn for each frame. As illus-
trated in Fig. 3, the intermediate flow allows for the approx-
imation of intermediate frames, which, despite some blur-
riness, maintains stable motion trajectories and consistent
object appearances. This stability alleviates the difficulties
of real motion inference in generative models. This is fur-
ther validated by our experiments in Sec. 5.4.

4.2. Motion Guidance Integration
Due to the inability of diffusion models to directly use cor-
respondence guidance, it is necessary to devise a strategy to
inject these motion informaiton into the denoising network.
To achieve this, we propose a simple yet effective approach
that leverages the guidance, akin to the Eq. (2), to coarsely
estimate the representation of the intermediate frames from
the representations of the start and end frames. This es-
timated representation is then seamlessly merged into the
denoising network. Furthermore, to fully exploit the cor-
respondence guidance across different granularities of the
generation process, we conduct the guidance injection at
both the latent and feature levels.

Latent-Level Injection. To introduce motion guidance at
the latent level, we propose to coarsely estimate the la-
tent code of intermediate frames by backward warping of
the input frame’s latent code with the intermediate flow.
Specifically, given the latent codes of the start and end
frames z10 and zN0 , along with the motion guidance obtained

via Eq. (1), we estimate the latent code of the n-th interme-
diate frame:

z̄n0 = warp(z10 , f1→n)⊙Mn+warp(zN0 , fN→n)⊙(1−Mn).
(6)

Here, z̄n0 represents the estimated latent code for the n-th
frame using the motion guidance. During training, the input
to the denoising network is modified to:

z̃t = [zt; z̄0] , z̃t ∈ RN×(2×C)×h×w. (7)

It is noteworthy that no additional parameters are required,
as our base models, DynamiCrafter or ToonCrafter, have
already designed to accommodate extra inputs; however, the
latent codes of intermediate frames in z̄0 are always zero at
their methods.

Feature-Level Injection. To effectively integrate the mo-
tion guidance in different granularities, we propose to in-
ject guidance also in feature-level. Analogous to the latent-
level, we estimate the features of intermediate frames based
on the features F 0, FN ∈ RD×H×W of the input frames:

F̄ i = warp(F 1, f1→i)⊙Mn+warp(FN , fN→i)⊙(1−Mn).
(8)

In this equation, F̄ i represents the estimated features of the
i-th frame under the correspondence prior. Unfortunately,
unlike in latent-level injection, direct concatenation of the
warped intermediate features into the network is not feasi-
ble. To address this issue, we leverage the temporal layer
of the denoising network, which enables us to smooth and
align the estimated intermediate features with the original
feature distribution without introducing additional parame-
ters, as shown in Fig. 2:

F̂ = Temporal layer(F̄). (9)

Subsequently, we incorporate the smoothed features Ḟ into
the original features:

F̃ = (F+ F̂)/2. (10)

Remarkably, our exploration (refer to Sec. 5.4) reveals that
this simple averaging already allows the generative model
to effectively utilize the introduced motion guidance.

5. Experiment
5.1. Implementation Details
We develop MoG based on DynamiCrafter [35] for real-
world scenes and ToonCrafter [34] for animation scenes.
MoG employs EMA-VFI [41] for intermediate flow predic-
tion. For model fine-tuning, we only train the spatial layers,
while keeping all other parameters fixed. We train with the
same loss in Eq. (5) for 20K steps on 1×10−5 learning rate
and batch size 32. The training dataset is internal collected
of 512×320 resolution with 16 frames. The sampling strat-
egy is consistent with [35] and [34].
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Models Consistency
Subject

Consistency
Background

Flickering
Temporal

Smoothness
Motion

Quality
Aesthetic

Quality
Imaging Average

Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime
Flow-based VFI models
RIFE [10] 86.63 86.92 91.67 94.25 97.92 98.46 99.28 99.38 45.18 48.22 46.15 48.11 77.81 79.22
EMA-VFI [41] 87.85 88.97 91.91 95.12 97.39 98.29 99.11 99.29 46.68 50.20 47.96 52.24 78.48 80.69
Generative VFI models
GI [33] 91.81 91.28 91.70 94.16 93.86 96.43 97.51 98.00 47.44 51.13 57.51 60.84 79.97 81.97
TRF [3] 89.25 89.25 92.26 94.01 93.48 95.77 96.77 97.18 47.94 50.12 54.38 58.40 79.01 80.79
DynamiCrafter [35] 89.06 – 91.94 – 92.97 – 96.39 – 48.47 – 58.24 – 79.51 –
ToonCrafter [34] – 91.78 – 95.42 – 95.63 – 96.75 – 51.44 – 64.37 – 82.57
MoG (ours) 92.65 92.91 94.34 96.11 94.69 96.58 97.90 96.94 49.84 52.43 59.23 64.89 81.44 83.31

Table 1. Quantitative comparison on video quality. Bold text indicates the best results in generative frame interpolation.

Models
PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓) FVD (↓) FID (↓) CLIPsim (↑)

Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime Real Anime
Flow-based VFI models
RIFE [10] 18.13 20.27 0.6094 0.7817 0.3745 0.3407 898.38 647.49 65.04 66.16 0.8228 0.8643
EMA-VFI [41] 18.11 20.45 0.6118 0.7843 0.3763 0.3701 808.54 544.48 60.28 55.84 0.8363 0.8895
Generative VFI models
GI [33] 15.95 18.04 0.5271 0.6971 0.3384 0.2891 521.00 449.31 36.06 46.18 0.8703 0.8710
TRF [3] 15.43 16.49 0.5132 0.6744 0.3920 0.3470 624.63 481.02 42.48 53.95 0.8491 0.8731
DynamiCrafter [35] 16.05 – 0.5225 – 0.3380 – 562.34 – 42.16 – 0.8634 –
ToonCrafter [34] – 18.01 – 0.7182 – 0.2944 – 425.71 – 40.63 – 0.9203
MoG (ours) 17.82 19.44 0.5898 0.7434 0.2716 0.2615 401.49 351.41 31.26 33.73 0.9083 0.9320

Table 2. Quantitative comparison on generation fidelity to the ground truth.

5.2. VFIBench

To evaluate interpolated frames, we present VFIBench, a
comprehensive benchmark that encompasses diverse data,
including real-world videos and animations. It employs var-
ious metrics for a detailed assessment of frame quality and
fidelity to ground truth. VFIBench also poses a challenge by
requiring models to interpolate 14 frames between specified
start and end frames. This setup demands advanced motion
modeling capabilities. For data collection, we meticulously
selected 100 samples from the DAVIS 2017 dataset [23],
referred to as the VFIBench-Real, to reflect real-world sce-
narios. Additionally, we curate another set of 100 samples
from internet animations, called VFIBench-Ani, which in-
cludes a diverse range of styles from Japanese, American,
and Chinese animations.

A well-interpolated video should not only be of high
quality inherently but also maintain fidelity to the ground
truth. For the former, we utilize six metrics from
VBench [11]: subject consistency, background consistency,
temporal flickering, motion smoothness, aesthetic quality,
and imaging quality. These metrics collectively assess the
intrinsic quality of the video. For the latter, we employ six
widely adopted metrics: PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS [43], FID [7],
and the CLIP similarity score [24] for image-level compar-
ison, and FVD [29, 30] for video-level comparison.

5.3. Comparative Analysis
We evaluate our MoG by benchmarking it against state-of-
the-art methods across two categories: flow-based interpo-
lation methods, specifically RIFE [10] and EMA-VFI [41],
and generative interpolation methods, including GI [33],
TRF [3], DynamiCrafter [35] and ToonCrafter [34]. Note
that DynamiCrafter and ToonCrafter are tailored for real-
world and cartoon animation data, respectively, and their
performance is reported separately for each data type.

Quantitative results. As shown in Tab. 1 and Tab. 2,
compared to others generative VFI methods, MoG exhibits
significant improvements in video quality and fidelity to
ground truth, particularly in consistency-related metrics.
This demonstrates that the introduced motion guidance in-
deed enables the generative model to better understand the
correspondence between input frames. Compared to flow-
based VFI models, our approach also demonstrates no-
table enhancements across most metrics; however, it lags
in PSNR, SSIM, Temporal Flickering, and Motion Smooth-
ness. We argue that this discrepancy arises because flow-
based VFI often produces blurry results in complex motion
scenarios (as illustrated in Fig. 1), which can inflate these
metrics while compromising actual visual quality [43].

Qualitative results. We present qualitative comparisons
with three generative VFI methods in Fig. 4. Lacking ex-
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Figure 4. Visual comparison on real-world and animation scenes.

plicit motion guidance, these methods struggle to accurately
infer and understanding the correspondences between input
frames, resulting in inconsistent content and unstable mo-
tion. In contrast, MoG achieves superior motion and visual
quality in complex scenarios. More comparisons are avail-
able on the provided website in supplementary materials.

User study. To further verify the advantage of our
method, we also conduct a comprehensive user study. Par-
ticipants are instructed to select the best-generated videos
based on motion quality, temporal coherence, frame fidelity,
and overall quality. We collect results from 27 participants
and report the findings in Tab. 3. Thanks to the explicit mo-
tion guidance, the study shows a clear preference for our
method in all aspects.

5.4. Ablation Study
For brevity, we only conduct ablation experiments in real-
world scenarios. Our analysis primarily relies on four met-

Methods Quality
Motion

Coherence
Temporal

Fidelity
Frame

Quality
Overall

EMA-VFI [41] 0.49% 0.74% 0.49% 0.49%
TRF [3] 1.73% 1.73% 0.99% 1.48%
GI [33] 16.05% 14.57% 23.21% 15.56%
DynamiCrafter [35] 3.70% 3.21% 4.20% 2.22%
MoG (ours) 78.02% 79.75% 71.11% 80.25%

Table 3. User study statistics.

rics to evaluate different strategies: two pertaining to video
quality, namely Subject Consistency and Background Con-
sistency (abbreviated as Sub. Cons. and Bg. Cons.
in Sec. 5.4), and two metrics assessing fidelity between the
video and ground truth, specifically LPIPS and FVD.

Effectiveness of motion guidance. As a key contribution
of our work, we thoroughly validate the efficacy of the pro-
posed motion guidance. In Fig. 5, (a) displays the results
from the DynamiCrafter, which suffers from significant mo-
tion instability and content inconsistency. (b) presents out-
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Sub. Cons. Bg. Cons. LPIPS FVD
Only fine-tuning 89.57 92.09 0.3290 540.47

Linear interpolation 90.77 92.75 0.3046 481.41
Pretrained optical flow 91.52 93.44 0.2871 454.29

Flow-based VFI 92.65 94.34 0.2716 401.49
(a) Choice of motion guidance.

Latent Feature Sub. Cons. Bg. Cons. LPIPS FVD
89.57 92.09 0.3290 540.47

✓ 91.87 93.92 0.2796 437.85
✓ 92.34 93.74 0.2811 424.50

✓ ✓ 92.65 94.34 0.2716 401.49
(b) Different levels of guidance injection.

Sub. Cons. Bg. Cons. LPIPS FVD
Transformers 92.35 94.01 0.2750 431.21
Convolution 92.44 94.09 0.2745 426.85

Linear 92.49 94.17 0.2739 422.97
Average 92.65 94.34 0.2716 401.49

(c) Different ways to merge guidance.

Sub. Cons. Bg. Cons. LPIPS FVD
All 92.17 93.51 0.2792 451.31

Decoder-only 91.74 92.97 0.2942 471.52
Encoder-only 92.65 94.34 0.2716 401.49

(d) Position of feature-level injection.

Table 4. Ablation experiments. The colored background indicates our default setting.
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Figure 5. Ablation on motion guidance integration.

comes warped by the intermediate flow from [41]. Al-
though noticeable blurring is evident, the warped interme-
diate frames offer valuable approximations of both motion
and appearance. (c) shows results obtained through direct
guidance integration using our method in a train-free man-
ner, demonstrating substantial improvements in motion sta-
bilization. However, this direct integration, lacking train-
ing, leads to alterations in feature distribution that affect the
color and details of generated frames. Finally, (d) show-
cases the results of the MoG, which both incorporates guid-
ance and fine-tunes the spatial layers. Our method effec-
tively leverages this guidance, producing realistic motion
trajectories and maintaining consistent content. More com-
parisons can be found in the supplementary materials.

Choice of motion guidance. To select the appropri-
ate motion guidance, we evaluate various approaches
in Sec. 4.1 and compare their results with those obtained
without motion guidance (only fine-tuning), as shown

in Tab. 4a. As discussed in Sec. 4.1, linear interpolation
offers only marginal improvements in video quality and fi-
delity, whereas the intermediate flow from flow-based VFI
achieves superior performance due to its task-oriented train-
ing and explicit occlusion modeling.

Different levels of guidance injection. We introduce mo-
tion guidance at both the latent and feature levels. To vali-
date the effectiveness of each level, we compare the perfor-
mance of models with motion guidance introduced at only
one level, or without motion guidance, as in Tab. 4d. The re-
sults demonstrate that the injection of either level all signif-
icantly enhances video quality and fidelity metrics. Specif-
ically, latent-level injection is more beneficial for back-
ground consistency, while feature-level injection improves
subject consistency. The best performance is achieved when
both levels are employed, allowing the generative model to
leverage motion guidance at different granularities to facil-
itate the generation of intermediate frames.

Design details of feature-level injection. We investigate
the details of feature-level injection from two perspectives:
how and where to merge motion guidance. Regarding how
to merge guidance, we also devise methods that first con-
catenate the warped intermediate features with the origi-
nal features, followed by learnable modules such as Trans-
former blocks, convolutions, or linear layers. Surprisingly,
as shown in Tab. 4c, a simple averaging yielded the best
performance, possibly due to the substantial data require-
ments for the learnable modules to achieve strong gener-
alization. In terms of where to merge motion guidance,
we experiment with three configurations: injecting into all
blocks (All), exclusively into expansive blocks (Decoder-
only), and solely into contracting blocks (Encoder-only).
As illustrated in Tab. 4b, the Encoder-only achieves the best
performance, while Decoder-only results in the poorest per-
formance. This discrepancy may stem from the fact that
modifications to the decoder can disrupt the powerful video
generation capabilities from pre-training.
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6. Conclusion
In this work, we have presented a novel generative frame in-
terpolation framework, MoG, which enhances the model’s
motion awareness by explicitly incorporating additional
motion guidance. We first reveal that the intermediate flow
in flow-based VFI can serve as a suitable motion guidance.
Subsequently, we propose a simple yet effective strategy
to inject this guidance into the generative network at both
the latent and feature levels, significantly reducing the chal-
lenge of inferring the motion of input frames. Through ex-
tensive experiments in both real-world and animated scenes,
we demonstrate that MoG achieves substantial improve-
ments in video quality and fidelity. User studies further in-
dicate that MoG exhibits superior overall visual quality.

Appendix
A. More Visual Comparisons
To further demonstrate the improvement of our method, we
provide video comparisons of different methods on the
provided website. We also provide additional qualitative
comparisons in Fig. 8.

B. Effectiveness of Introducing Motion Guidance
As shown in Fig. 6, we provide more examples similar
to Fig. 5 to demonstrate the effectiveness of introducing mo-
tion guidance. By explicitly incorporating a rough estimate
of the motion between input frames, our method effectively
stabilizes the generated motion and reduces the inconsis-
tency in content between the generated video and the input
frames.

C. Discussion on Ineffective Motion Guidance
Our method significantly enhances video generation quality
primarily by leveraging the coarse intermediate frame esti-
mates provided by motion guidance. To present a compre-
hensive analysis, it is essential to demonstrate our method’s
performance in scenarios where motion guidance is inef-
fective. As illustrated in the two examples in Fig. 7, when
the motion in the input frames is overly complex, the in-
termediate flow fails to deliver effective motion guidance.
Notably, despite the ineffectiveness of motion guidance in
these cases, our approach still yields high-quality results.
This indicates that our method, MoG, does not rely en-
tirely on motion guidance for generating identical motion.
Instead, it dynamically integrates the effective information
from motion guidance to assist in the inference of real mo-
tion. This aligns perfectly with our original intent.

D. Limitations and Future Work
Despite MoG has achieved non-trivial improvement in gen-
eration quality across various scenes, there still several lim-
itations warrant further exploration. Firstly, our approach

is built upon the U-Net architecture of the DynamiCrafter
model. However, the video generation capabilities of Dy-
namiCrafter has lagged behind recently DiT-based [22]
video generation models [4, 40], which constrains our per-
formance ceiling. Investigating our method within the new
framework presents a promising avenue for future work.
Secondly, our approach relies on a pre-trained flow-based
VFI model, meaning that the quality of its outputs may im-
pact the effectiveness of motion guidance. For instance,
flow-based VFI struggles to establish correspondences for
extremely large motion [15]. Enhancing the generalizabil-
ity of flow-based VFI across diverse scenes will also benefit
our method moving forward.
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Figure 6. Additional ablation experiments on motion guidance integration.
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Figure 8. Additional qualitative comparison on real-world and animation scenes.
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