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Figure 1. Based on the given reference image and masks indicating the regions to be edited in the source video, our IVEDIFF can
automatically extract semantically related information from the reference image to edit the video without the need for additional text
descriptions, while ensuring the temporal smoothness. [Best viewed with zoom-in.]

Abstract

Recent advancements in diffusion models have significantly
facilitated text-guided video editing. However, there is a
relative scarcity of research on image-guided video edit-
ing, a method that empowers users to edit videos by merely
indicating a target object in the initial frame and provid-
ing an RGB image as reference, without relying on the text
prompts. In this paper, we propose a novel Image-guided
Video Editing Diffusion model, termed IVEDIFF for the
image-guided video editing. IVEDIFF is built on top of
image editing models, and is equipped with learnable mo-
tion modules to maintain the temporal consistency of edited
video. Inspired by self-supervised learning concepts, we in-
troduce a masked motion modeling fine-tuning strategy that
empowers the motion module’s capabilities for capturing
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inter-frame motion dynamics, while preserving the capa-
bilities for intra-frame semantic correlations modeling of
the base image editing model. Moreover, an optical-flow-
guided motion reference network is proposed to ensure the
accurate propagation of information between edited video
frames, alleviating the misleading effects of invalid infor-
mation. We also construct a benchmark to facilitate further
research. The comprehensive experiments demonstrate that
our method is able to generate temporally smooth edited
videos while robustly dealing with various editing objects
with high quality.

1. Introduction

In recent years, video, as a medium for information trans-
mission, has not only changed the way information is dis-
seminated but also profoundly influenced human communi-
cation, learning, and entertainment, becoming an essential
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part of modern society. With the rapid growth of video con-
tent on the Internet, the demand of users for video editing
has also increased dramatically.

Recently, diffusion models [8, 11, 16, 17, 32, 38], a pow-
erful generative model, have shown promising progress in
the fields of image and video generation, and have demon-
strated significant potential in video editing tasks [4, 5, 10,
13, 19, 26, 31, 34, 40].By automatically editing the given
video, the costs of manual editing can be greatly reduced.
A series of works [44, 45, 53] firstly use pre-trained text-to-
image models to achieve the first video frame editing, and
then using image animation models to predict subsequent
frames, thereby generating new video content that aligns
with the given editing text prompt. For preserving the mo-
tion trajectories and spatial structures of the original video,
attention manipulations and the motion conditions (like ob-
ject trajectories, etc.) are always incorporated. Unfortu-
nately, these methods can only change the global style of
the entire video, and are generally unable to perform local
fine-grained editing without modifying unrelated regions.
Meanwhile, most of the current work focuses on achiev-
ing video editing based on text descriptions. However, a
picture is worth a thousand words, only a few words are
insufficient to describe rich content. By decomposing the
video editing task into indicating contents that to be edited
in the source video and providing an image as the refer-
ence of edited contents, models can generate edited videos
that more closely align with the user’s imagination. Re-
cently, MimicBrush [6] has been proposed as a powerful
image-guided image editing (IIE) diffusion model, which
has capabilities of capturing semantic correlations between
two images, enabling direct editing of contents within the
marked regions of the source image based on the reference
one. This provides a powerful tool for subsequent research
on image-guided video editing (IVE).

To implement IVE based on off-the-shelf IIE models,
a straightforward approach is to apply the IIE method to
edit each frame of the source video directly. However, this
method does not take into account the temporal consistency
of the edited frames, making it difficult to generate visu-
ally smooth results. Meanwhile, training a video editing
diffusion model from scratch is resource-intensive. Thus,
a more reasonable and resource-saving method is to utilize
image animation techniques [28, 41, 42]. AnimateDiff [14],
a promising image animation method, first inflates an image
diffusion model and then integrates a learnable motion mod-
ule to capture inter-frame motion dynamics, followed by
fine-tuning the motion module using the original de-noising
objectives. However, directly applying the fine-tuning strat-
egy used in AnimateDiff to IVE is non-trivial for the fol-
lowing reasons: (1) Compared to the image animation task,
in the editing task, the model’s input is incomplete, making
the inter-frame regional correlations which is calculated di-

rectly from the corrupted regions misleading. This makes
it more challenging for the model to establish reliable inter-
frame correlations, leading to distorted structures. (2) Di-
rectly fine-tuning the motion modules with the de-noising
training objectives may cause the model to over-focus on
the temporal consistency maintaining, while sacrificing the
original capabilities for modeling intra-frame semantic cor-
relations of base image editing model, resulting in an exces-
sive loss of visual quality in each edited frame.

To this end, we propose IVEDIFF, which, to the best
of our knowledge, is the first image-guided video edit-
ing diffusion model. IVEDIFF utilizes a powerful image-
guided image editing diffusion model, MimicBrush [6], as
the base model and incorporates an optical-flow-guided mo-
tion reference network, termed as MOTREFNET, into each
layer of the de-noising network to maintain the appearance
consistency between neighboring edited frames under the
guidance of optical flow predicted from the source video.
By fully leveraging the inter-frame motion priors within
the source video, IVEDIFF mitigates the inaccurate cor-
relation modeling caused by invalid information in the re-
gions to be edited. Following AnimateDiff, we only fine-
tune the MOTREFNET in IVEDiff while keeping the other
model weights fixed. Unlike AnimateDiff, to better as-
sist the model in modeling inter-frame correlations and to
minimize the degradation of the visual quality of single-
frame editing results, we propose a masked motion mod-
eling (MMM) fine-tuning strategy. During the fine-tuning
process, a randomly selected video clip is first temoprally
downsampled at a certain stride, then the first video frame
is taken as the reference image, and the remaining frames
are partially masked at a certain ratio as the training video.
Finally, the model is optimized through a de-noising objec-
tive [16]. With the MMM fine-tuning strategy, MOTRE-
FNET is required to have a stronger capability for main-
taining inter-frame appearance consistency. Besides, by
aligning the fine-tuning and inference processes, IVEDIFF
is able to preserve the capabilities for intra-frame seman-
tic correlation modeling of the original image-guided im-
age editing diffusion model, thereby minimizing the loss of
visual editing quality in each individual frame.We also con-
struct a benchmark to facilitate further research. The com-
prehensive experiments demonstrate that our method is able
to generate temporally smooth edited videos while robustly
dealing with various editing objects with high quality. The
main contributions of our work are as follows:

• We propose an optical-flow-guided reference network
(MOTREFNET) that incorporates the inter-frame opti-
cal flow priors from the source video. By leveraging
MOTREFNET, our model is capable of more effectively
modeling inter-frame correlations, thereby achieving vi-
sually smooth results.

• For image-guided video editing, we propose an effective
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fine-tuning strategy, termed as masked motion modeling
(MMM). This strategy involves utilizing the initial frame
of a video clip as a reference image and randomly masks
spatial areas of subsequent frames. By utilizing MMM,
we not only align the fine-tuning and inference processes
to empower IVEDIFF with the capability to model inter-
frame consistency, but also maintain the ability for intra-
frame semantic correlation modeling of the original im-
age editing model, thereby minimizing the sacrifice of vi-
sual quality due to temporal consistency constraints.

• We have conducted a benchmark comprising five met-
rics to assess inter-frame consistency and frame image
quality, complemented by a dataset of 236 video-mask-
reference triplets. This benchmark is designed to thor-
oughly evaluate the efficiency of various methods in pre-
serving visual coherence and quality across frames during
image-guided video editing. The comprehensive exper-
iments demonstrate that our method is able to generate
temporally smooth edited videos while robustly dealing
with various editing objects with high quality.

2. Related work
Diffusion-based Image Editing. Image editing mod-
els [9, 20, 35, 46, 51] typically edit the source image based
on the given prompts. In addition to being required to main-
tain semantic consistency between the editing results and
the given prompts, the editing models are sometimes also
required to preserve specific characteristics of the source
image, for example spatial layout. Many attempts have
been made to achieve this task using the pre-trained text-to-
image model. IP-Adapter [49] employs a decoupled cross-
attention mechanism to integrate image prompts into pre-
trained text-to-image diffusion models, preserving the orig-
inal appearance of original image in the editing one. Edi-
tAnything [12] leverages segmentation masks and Control-
Net [50] to enable flexible and high-quality image editing
while preserving original layout. Recently, a pioneer image-
guided image editing diffusion models, MimicBrush [6], is
proposed. By modeling the semantic correlations between
the editing image and the given reference one during the
training process, the MimicBrush is able to edit the local
regions according to the reference without relying on text
prompts. In our IVEDIFF, we utilize the MimicBrush as
our base image editing model.
Image Animation. Currently, image diffusion models have
achieved promising progress in various fields of computer
vision. Meanwhile, due to the limitations of computational
resources, it is not easy to train a video diffusion model from
scratch. Therefore, image animation [21, 28, 36, 41, 42] has
received widespread attention recently. Most existing meth-
ods achieve image animation by leveraging the strong gen-
erative priors of image diffusion models and estimating the
potential motion relationships of single-frame images. An-

imateDiff [14] firstly inflates a pre-trained image model to
process video data and then optimizing a temporal motion
module on real-world videos while keeping the base im-
age model weights fixed to learn generalized motion priors.
GID [25] introduces spectral volumes, which are predicted
by a frequency-coordinated latent diffusion model and used
to animate future video frames through an image-based ren-
dering module. However, directly applying image anima-
tion techniques to build video editing diffusion models on
top of image editing ones is non-trivial, as the modeling of
motion dynamics between edited frames can be misled by
the lack of input information, and models tend to sacrifice
visual quality of individual frame to meet the requirements
of inter-frame temporal consistency. To address these is-
sues, we propose a MOTREFNET and a MMM fine-tuning
strategy, which will be detailed below.
Text-guided Video Editing. Text-guided video editing [1–
3, 20, 27, 29] aims to modify the specific foreground or
background of the source videos according to the given text
prompts while preserving some characteristics of the orig-
inal video. Existing approaches inflating the pre-trained
text-to-image models and incorporate the cross-frame tem-
poral correlation modeling for achieving zero-shot text-
guided video editing. Rerender-A-Video [48] is able to pro-
duces temporal coherent edited frames by applying heavy
cross-frame constraints, but is limited to global style trans-
fer and do not support local region editing. AVID [52]
achieving fine-grained control by injecting the textual infor-
mation into the de-noising UNet following the ControlNet.
Different from these text-guided video editing or inpainting
methods, our IVEDIFF can edit the specific fine-grained re-
gions of the source video by automatically referring to the
semantic-related contents in the given reference image, and
the editing process is not relying on text descriptions.

3. Preliminary
We introduce the preliminary of Stable Diffusion (SD) [32]
and AnimateDiff [14] for helping better understand the
MOTREFNET and MMM proposed in our IVEDIFF.
Stable Diffusion. Stable Diffusion (SD) is a text-to-image
generation model that can automatically create high-quality,
high-resolution images based on any given text. And it
is open-sourced and has a well-developed community with
many high-quality variant models. SD operates on the prin-
ciple of diffusion models which are designed to generate
new data similar to what they have learned. SD works by
first compressing images into a latent space, which is sig-
nificantly smaller than the pixel space, making the diffu-
sion process much faster than traditional diffusion models
that operate directly on pixel data. SD uses a variational
auto-encoder (VAE) to achieve this compression, with the
encoder E(·) reducing the image into a lower-dimensional
representation in the latent space and the decoder D(·) re-
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Figure 2. Overall pipeline of the proposed masked motion modeling fine-tuning strategy. To align the fine-tuning process with the inference
process, we use the first frame of the video clip in the training set as the reference image, and partially obscure the remaining frames. By this
fine-tuning process, model gains the capabilities of capturing inter-frame temporal consistency while preserving the base image model’s
original ability to model intra-frame semantic correlations.

construct the image from the latent. And then SD performs
the diffusion process on the latent space. In the training pro-
cess, an encoded image z0 = E(I) is perturbed to zt by the
forward diffusion:

zt =
√
ᾱtz0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ (1)

where ϵ ∼ N (0, I), t = 1, ..., T , and ᾱt is pre-defined
and it determines the noise strength in time step t. The de-
noising network with learnable parameters θ is optimized
to reverse this diffusion process by predicting the added
noises. The training objectives is:

L = E[∥ϵ−ϵθ(zt, t, fprompt(text prompt))] (2)

where text prompt is the given text prompt corresponding
to the image I, fprompt(·) is the encoder mapping the text
prompt to a vector sequence, ϵθ is a UNet with learnable
weights θ. The UNet consisting of pairs of down/up blocks
at four resolution levels, as well as the middle block. Each
block consists of ResNet, spatial self-attention layers, and
cross-attention layers that introduce text conditions.
AnimateDiff. Directly training a Text-to-Video (T2V)
model from scratch requires a significant amount of com-
putational resources. In contrast, AnimateDiff is a method
that leverages a pre-trained Text-to-Image (T2I) model and
uses minimal computational resources to achieve T2V capa-
bilities . Specifically, rather than generating frames individ-
ually, AnimateDiff inflates the T2I model at first and then
embeds a motion model into each layer of the de-noising
network to construct the correlations of the same spatial lo-
cation across different frame of the same video clip. This
motion model is typically a temporal Transformer block
which is adapted from the original Transformer one to oper-
ate information propagation along the temporal dimension.
Finally, all pre-trained T2I model parameters in AnimateD-

iff are fixed, and the de-noising objective following the orig-
inal diffusion model is used to fine-tune the motion module.

4. Methods

4.1. Overall Pipeline
Compared to directly constructing a video diffusion model,
we choose to leverage existing powerful image-based mod-
els to accomplish the spatial dimension generation of
videos, and incorporate motion modules to model the inter-
frame dynamic motion along the temporal dimension. As
shown in Figure 3, the input of IVEDIFF consist of a f -
frame source video V [0:f ] = {I0, ...If−1}, Ii ∈ R3×U×V

and a mask sequence M[0:f ] = {m0, ...mf−1},mi ∈
RU×V which indicated the target object to be edited
in each frame. For the given source video, we firstly
extract the depth map D[0:f ] = {d0, ...df−1}, di ∈
R4×U×V for each frame through the pre-trained depth es-
timator Depth-Anything [47], and extract the optical flow
prior OF [0:f−1] = {of0�1, ...off−2�f−1}, of i�i+1 ∈
R2×U×V from two neighboring frames through the pre-
trained optical flow predictor GMFlow [43]. And then,
we frame-wisely encode the source video through the en-
coder of auto-encoder of pre-trained SD1.5, obtaining the
encoded latents Z [0:f ] = {z0, ...zf−1}, zi ∈ R4×H×W of
each frame. For the spatial editing, we build up our IVED-
IFF on the top of the MimicBrush [6], a powerful image-
guided image editing methods. The de-noising network
consists of two main components: the editing UNet and the
reference UNet. Specifically, the editing UNet takes 4 parts
and concatenate them along the channel dimension as in-
put: (1) the masked latent, which is obtained by element-
wisely multiplying the encoded latent and the correspond-
ing mask; (2) the noised latent at timestep t; (3) the mask;
(4) the depth map, where the mask and the depth map are
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Figure 3. Overall framework of the proposed IVEDIFF.

spatially downsampled to the resolution of the noised latent.
And the reference image which is encoded to the image em-
bedding through the CLIP, is fused into the UNet via the
cross-attention mechanism. The noised latents takes charge
of the diffusion procedure from initial noises to the output
latent codes step by step. Besides, to help the model to bet-
ter capture the fine-grained information of the given refer-
ence image, the reference UNet takes the latent code of the
reference image as input, where the latent code is encoded
through the encoder of Auto-encoder of the SD1.5. Then
the multi-level fine-grained features extracted from the ref-
erence UNet are injected into the editing UNet. Instead of
edit each frame individually, the image diffusion model in-
flated with learnable optical-flow-guided motion reference
network (MOTREFNET) and motion module learns to cap-
ture temporal changes of video frames, constituting the mo-
tion dynamics of edited target.

4.2. Motion Reference Network

In editing and inpainting tasks, since the regions to be
edited in the input video is missing, the inter-frame corre-
lations calculated directly from the corrupted regions are
misleading. This makes it difficult for the editing model
to accurately model inter-frame correlations, resulting in
distorted structures. To address this issue, we propose
an optical-flow-guided motion reference network, MOTRE-
FNET, which leverages the undamaged inter-frame optical
flow priors from the source video which is available, to ef-
fectively guide the information propagation process across
neighboring frames in the edited video.

In MOTREFNET, we utilize the pre-trained GM-
Flow [43], which is a robust optical flow predictor, to cap-
ture the complete and confident optical flows across neigh-
boring frames of the source video, and treat it as the infor-
mation propagation prior between two neighboring frames
in the edited video. Specifically, given two neighboring
frames Ii

src, Ii+1
src ∈ R3×U×V from the source video Vsrc,

where Ii
src denotes the previous frame and Ii+1

src denotes
the subsequent one, the uni-directional optical flow prior is

firstly extracted from the pre-trained GMFlow fOF (·):

of i�i+1 = fOF (Ii
src, Ii+1

src ) (3)

where of i�i+1 ∈ R2×U×V denotes the optical flow indi-
cating the pixel mapping from the previous frame Ii

src to
the next one Ii+1

src . Then, for the input latents hi
edit, h

i+1
edit ∈

RC×H×W of the corresponding frames in the editing video,
a learnable neural network foffset(·) is applied to learn the
pixel-level feature correlations between two editing frames
under the guidance of optical flow prior extracted from the
source video:

Ωi�i+1 = foffset(h
i
edit, h

i+1
edit, of

i�i+1
down ) (4)

where Ωi�i+1 ∈ R2×H×W is a 2-channel offset map,
and of i�i+1

down ∈ R2×H×W is the optical-flow map down-
sampled to be aligned with the resolution of corresponding
latents. After that, a warp function fwarp(·) [18] is intro-
duced and serves as a information propagation mechanism
from the latent of the previous frame to the next one:

hi�i+1
edit = fwarp(Ω

i�i+1, hi
edit) (5)

In addition, a learnable scalar value α is introduced to fur-
ther enhance performance and account for occlusion:

h̃i+1
edit = hi�i+1

edit + α · δi+1
edit (6)

where h̃i+1
edit is the output of MOTREFNET.

Finally, for a video clip of length L, we can obtain a sub-
clip of length L−1 enhanced by MOTREFNET, which uses
the previous frame to enhance the subsequent one. Since the
first frame lacks a previous frame, we directly use the orig-
inal latent of the first frame as the enhanced result of first
frame. By hierarchically applying MOTREFNET at each
layer of the de-noising network, we can implicitly achieve
information propagation between frames with any interval.

4.3. Masked Motion Modeling Fine-tuning Strategy
Directly using the de-noising training objectives of diffu-
sion models to fine-tune the motion module and MOTRE-
FNET not only fails to effectively exploit the potential of
the motion module in modeling inter-frame semantic cor-
relations, but also this fine-tuning process is inconsistent
with the practical inference phase, severely impacting the
frame-wise editing results of the original image-guided im-
age editing model. That is, in order to maintain temporal
consistency, the model will excessively sacrifice the visual
quality of the editing in each individual frame.

To address the aforementioned issue, inspired by self-
supervised learning [15, 39], we propose a simple yet ef-
fective fine-tuning strategy, called masked motion model-
ing (MMM), as shown in Figure 2. This strategy aims
to enhance the temporal consistency of the editing results
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while preserving the quality of individual frame as much
as possible. Specifically, during the fine-tuning phase, we
randomly select a video from the training set and down-
sample it along the temporal dimension at a certain stride
to obtain a video clip of a fixed length. To maintain con-
sistency with the model’s inference phase, we choose the
first frame of this video clip as the reference image and use
the remaining frames for the fine-tuning. We feed the com-
plete video frames into the pre-trained SD auto-encoder for
frame-wisely encoding, obtaining the latent codes Z0. And
then the latent codes are noised using the defined forward
diffusion schedule as in Equation (10). Subsequently, for
the latent code of each frame image in the fine-tuning pro-
cess, we generate a mask to accomplish the random mask-
ing of a certain proportion of the spatial information. For
the mask generation, we create a tensor with the same res-
olution as the latent code, filled entirely with the value one,
and divide it into an N×N grid along the spatial dimension.
Then, we element-wisely multiply the obtained masks with
the latent codes, completing the random occlusion of spa-
tial regions in the latents. Finally, we feed the partially oc-
cluded latents into the de-noising network, simultaneously
completing the noise prediction for both the occluded and
un-occluded regions. And we utilize the original de-noising
objective for the fine-tuning process.

Following AnimateDiff [14], we only fine-tune the mo-
tion module and MOTREFNET, while keeping all other
model weights in IVEDIFF fixed. By randomly occluding
regions in the video frames, we can effectively help our mo-
tion model and MOTREFNET to model inter-frame tempo-
ral and semantic correlations, thereby enabling IVEDIFF to
generate visually continuous results between frames while
ensuring the visual quality of single-frame editing results.
The process is formulated as follows:

Iref =V [0]
src, Vedit = V [1:f+1]

src (7)

z
[0:f ]
0 = fenc(Vedit) (8)

z
[0:f ]
t =

√
ᾱtz

[0:f ]
0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ

[0:f ] (9)

L = E[∥ϵ−ϵθ(z
[0:f ]
t ⊙m[0:f ], t, fclip(Iref ))] (10)

where ϵ ∼ N (0, I) is a standard Gaussian noise, f is the
number of frames in the editing video, fenc(·) is the encoder
of the auto-encoder of a pre-trained SD, θ is the parameter
of the de-noising UNet of IVEDIFF.

5. Experiments

5.1. Implement Details
Training Details. We implement IVEDIFF upon Mim-
icBrush [6] and fine-tune the MOTREFNET and motion
module using the Pexels dataset [23]. In the masked motion
modeling fine-tuning process, we set the video clip stride

to 4, video frame resolution to the 512×512. We choose
the grid mask for masking, and set the mask grid size to 8
(the resolution of input latent is 64×64, the mask ratio to
0.5. We use the AdamW as the optimizer, set the learning
rate to 10−5. The type of learning rate scheduler is con-
stant. And we follow DDPM [16], and use 1000 steps for
the noising schedule. For the MOTREFNET, we initialize
all layers with zero. For each layer of the de-noising net-
work, we embed an additional motion module following
the embedded MOTREFNET, and we initialize all layers of
the motion module with AnimateDiffV3 [14]. For the other
layers of the de-noising network, we initialize with the pre-
trained weights from MimicBrush [6], and ensure that only
the weights of MOTREFNET and the motion module are
optimized during the fine-tuning process.

Inference Details. In the inference stage, we follow
DDIM [37], use a 50 sampling steps and the classifier-free
guidance scale is 7.5. The mask for each video frame can
be obtained by any automatic mask generation tools, for
example, SAM2 [22] and Xmem [7], or provided by the
user according to their preferences and intentions. To eval-
uation the performance of our IVEDIFF in image-guided
video editing, we conduct our experiments on the IVE-
Benchmark we proposed. The details of IVE-Benchmark
will be introduced below.

IVE-Benchmark. Due to the lack of relevant prior work,
we construct our own benchmark to systematically evalu-
ate the model’s performance in editing specified areas of a
video by referring to a given reference image. We divide
the application into two sub-applications: object modifica-
tion and texture transfer. Additionally, we provide two lev-
els of granularity for masks: fine-grained object masks and
coarse-grained rectangular masks. The fine-grained masks
are obtained by segmenting the specified objects in each
frame using SAM2, while the coarse-grained masks are cre-
ated by building the smallest rectangle that can fully cover
the fine-grained masks. We use the fine-grained masks for
both object modification and texture transfer applications,
and the coarse-grained masks are used for the object modi-
fication application. Ultimately, we select 40 source videos
from the Davis90 dataset and extracted masks for 101 ob-
jects and backgrounds. And the objects covering four cat-
egories: animals, clothing, vehicle, and daily items. Ad-
ditionally, for both object modification and texture trans-
fer applications, we respectively provided reference im-
ages of the different and the same types of objects for the
videos to be edited. In the end, we obtained a total of
236 video-object-reference triplets. Additionally, we as-
sess the performance of different methods from 3 perspec-
tives, including the temporal smoothness (Warp Error [24],
Temporal Consistency [52]), the visual quality of edited
frames (FID [33]) and the semantic alignment between
edited frames and the reference image (CLIP Score [54]).
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Figure 4. The qualitative comparisons between our methods with baselines. For the texture transfer, we use the fine-grained masks which
are generated by SAM2 to indicate the editing target, and use the highly semantic-related reference image; For the object modification, we
use the rectangle masks which coarsely cover the editing target and the semantically unrelated reference image.

5.2. Quantitative Comparison.

Due to the deficiencies of previous IVE methods, we have
selected two models as baselines to compare with our
IVEDIFF: (1) MimicBrush [6], which edits each frame of
the source video frame-wisely based on the given reference
image; (2) AnimateDiffV3 [14], whose implementation
process first involves expanding MimicBrush and then us-
ing the pretrained AnimateDiffV3 motion module to model
inter-frame consistency; (3) AnimateDiffV3⋆, the motion
module of AnimateDiffV3 is fine-tuned on our training
dataset. According to the IVE-Benchmark, we evaluate the
performance of the IVE models in two applications: texture
transfer and object modification. The evaluation results are
shown in Tab. 1. We can observe that our IVEDIFF sig-
nificantly outperforms other baselines in maintaining tem-
poral consistency. Besides, in terms of video frame visual
quality and the semantic alignment between the edited re-
sults and the reference image, the model may make some
sacrifices due to the additional inter-frame consistency con-
straints. For the texture transfer, our IVEDIFF incurs some
loss compared to frame-wise editing, but achieves a bet-
ter trade-off between image quality and inter-frame con-
sistency compared to other baselines. Meanwhile, for ob-

ject modification, our IVEDIFF actually improves the vi-
sual quality of the editing results compared to the baseline,
which we speculate is due to the consistency constraints sta-
bilizing large-region editing results and avoiding the gener-
ation of extremely poor editing results by the model during
the frame-wise editing.

5.3. Qualitative Comparison.

We compare our IVEDIFF with baselines mentioned above.
From the results in Figure 4, we can observe that frame-
wisely editing videos through MimicBrush always results
in significant discrepancy between frames since the lack
of inter-frame consistency constraints; Additionally, due to
the lack of consideration for effectively modeling seman-
tic correlation among frames during the fine-tuning process,
as well as the discrepancies between the fine-tuning pro-
cess and the practical inference process, AnimateDiff and
AnimateDiff⋆ tend to sacrifice the visual quality of the orig-
inal image model editing for maintaining temporal consis-
tency. In contrast, our IVEDIFF, by introducing MMM for
fine-tuning the model, can achieve a balance between main-
taining inter-frame consistency and the visual quality of the
results generated by the original image model, producing
temporally smooth and visually realistic results.
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Methods
Texture Transfer Object Modification

Warp Error (10−1) ↓ Temporal Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP Score ↑ Warp Error (10−1) ↓ Temporal Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP Score ↑

Source Video 0.301 0.583 0.00 23.21 0.531 0.734 0.00 23.26

MimicBrush 0.793 0.530 69.72 25.64 0.890 0.658 104.19 27.36
AnimateDiffV3 0.639 0.552 86.27 23.10 0.704 0.687 118.61 23.64
AnimateDiffV3⋆ 0.576 0.538 71.86 23.74 0.683 0.665 111.44 23.43
IVEDIFF 0.462 0.560 71.09 24.76 0.553 0.710 96.88 25.84

Table 1. Quantitative comparison on the IVE-Benchmark. We assess different methods from 3 perspectives, including the temporal
smoothness (Warp Error, Temporal Consistency), the visual quality of edited frames (FID) and the semantic alignment between edited
frames and the reference image (CLIP Score). And we conduct experiments on two applications, texture transfer and object modification.

5.4. Model Analysis

Main Components. We conducted a series of ablation ex-
periments on the object modification of the IVE-Benchmark
to investigate the impact of the main components in IVED-
IFF. And the experiments on the object modification ap-
plication: (1) Exp0: inflating the MimicBrush at first,
and then apply the motion module AnimateDiffV3 to cap-
ture the inter-frame correlations. The fine-tuning objec-
tives is following AnimateDiffV3. (2) Exp1: introduce
the MMM to fine-tune the motion module in the model
of Exp0. (3) Exp2: introduce the MOTREFNET into the
de-noising UNet in the model of Exp1, and then simulta-
neously fine-tuning the MOTREFNET and the motion mod-
ule through MMM. From Tab. 2, we can see that the in-
troduction of MOTREFNET and MMM can effectively en-
hance the base model’s ability to maintain temporal con-
sistency of edited video and preserve the visual quality of
each frame. Especially, the introduction of MMM signif-
icantly improves the performance of temporal consistency
and visual quality compared to the baseline model (Exp0).
Meanwhile, from the visualization results in Figure 5, we
also observed some phenomena. When directly fine-tuning
the motion model with the de-noising objectives instead of
MMM, the model tends to generate trivial solutions in ob-
ject modification tasks (which usually involve large masked
regions). We attribute this phenomenon to the differences
between the fine-tuning and inference pipeline of the base
image editing method. By using the original de-noising ob-
jective, the fine-tuning process neglects the modeling of se-
mantic correlations between different regions of the masked
input frame images, causing the model focus solely on mod-
eling inter-frame consistency, which may harm its original
ability to model semantic correlations. Besides, when using
MMM without MOTREFNET, the model sometimes over-
focuses on contents outside editing regions and neglect the
reference image due to inaccurate information propagation.
Masked Motion Modeling Fine-tuning. We set up a se-
ries of experiments to explore the impact of mask settings
in MMM on the performance of IVEDIFF, including (1)
the way masks are applied to videos: using different masks
for each frame or the same mask for individual video clip

Exps MOTREFNET MMM Warp Error
(10−1) ↓ Temporal

Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP
Score ↑

Exp0 ✘ ✘ 0.683 0.665 111.44 23.43
Exp1 ✘ ✔ 0.558 0.700 99.09 25.52
Exp2 ✔ ✔ 0.553 0.710 96.88 25.84

Table 2. The effect of main components in IVEDIFF.

Exp2

…

Source VideoReference Image Exp0

Exp1

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of main components.

Methods
Texture Transfer Object Modification

Warp Error
(10−1) ↓ Temporal

Consistency ↑
Warp Error

(10−1) ↓ Temporal
Consistency ↑

0 % 0.509 0.537 0.595 0.660
25 % 0.469 0.558 0.558 0.700
50 % 0.464 0.560 0.554 0.707
75 % 0.462 0.560 0.553 0.710

Table 3. The effect of different masking ratio in MMM.

(Frame-wise and Clip-wise in Tab. 4); (2) the ratio of
masked regions ({0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75} in Tab. 3). The results
presented in Tabs. 3 and 4 indicate that by applying masks
that occlude different regions to different frames within a
video clip and setting a larger proportion of masked regions,
the model is required to have a stronger capability for mod-
eling both intra- and inter-frame correlations, thereby effec-
tively enhancing the model’s ability to maintain temporal
consistency between frames. For more ablation studies on
the MMM, please refer to the Appendix.

Mask Strategy Warp Error
(10−1) ↓ Temporal

Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP
Score ↑

Clip-wise 0.598 0.700 100.38 26.46
Frame-wise 0.553 0.710 96.88 25.84

Table 4. The effect of different masking strategies in MMM.
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6. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose the first image-guided video edit-
ing diffusion model, IVEDIFF. Given a source video, a ref-
erence image and masks indicating the regions to be edited
in each video frame, IVEDIFF automatically edits the video
by replacing masked regions with semantically related con-
tents from the reference image. IVEDIFF is built upon
a powerful image editing diffusion model. Specifically,
IVEDIFF firstly inflates the image editing diffusion model
and then applying a motion module capable of model-
ing inter-frame correlations along the temporal dimension.
By proposing a MOTREFNET to mitigate the misleading
information propagation process between masked editing
frames in the source video, and a masked motion modeling
fine-tuning strategy to enhance both intra- and inter-frame
semantic correlations while modeling inter-frame tempo-
ral consistency, our method avoids excessive sacrifice of
the visual quality of individual edited frame for maintain-
ing inter-frame consistency. We also constructed a bench-
mark (IVE-Benchmark) to assess our method from perspec-
tives of inter-frame consistency and visual quality of edited
frames. Comprehensive experiments indicates that IVED-
IFF can generate temporally smooth videos while robustly
handling various editing targets with high visual qual-
ity.
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A. IVE-Benchmark, Training and Inference
Details

A.1. IVE-Benchmark.

Similar to MimicBrush [6], in the construction of IVE-
Benchmark, we select target editing content from videos in
Davis90 and randomly found semantically similar and dis-
similar reference contents from Pexels website [30] for tex-
ture transfer and object modification applications, respec-
tively. For the texture transfer, we need to preserve the orig-
inal shape of the object to be edited, so we used SAM2 [22]
to obtain fine-grained masks for the specified object in each
video frame; for the object modification, since the original
shape of the content to be edited is not needed, we con-
structed rectangular masks based on fine-grained masks and
set the depth map used by the model in the inference stage to
guide the editing results to zero. Figure 6 presents examples
of video-mask-ref triplets. It is worth noting that for both
applications, we use the same pre-trained IVEDIFF and do
not need to fine-tune the model for different application.

A.2. Training Details.

Since our chosen base image editing model, Mim-
icBrush [6], was trained with the resolution of 512×512,
to ensure that our IVEDIFF achieves the best results, we
also fine-tune our model with the resolution of 512×512.
Limited by computational resources, we downsample the
original video with a stride of 4 and select 7 frames for fine-
tuning (with the first frame serving as the reference image
and the rest as training data), and set the batch size to 1. All
experiments are conducted with a single AMD Mi250 GPU.
Our model is trained on the Pexels dataset following [23],
with approximately 75,000 raw video data, for 200,000 it-
erations of training.

A.3. Inference Details.

During the inference phase, due to computational resource
limitations, we edit 16 frames of images with a resolution of
336×336, where 336 is the maximum resolution our GPU
can handle for editing 16 frames at a time.

Mask Strategy Warp Error
(10−1) ↓ Temporal

Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP
Score ↑

stride=2 0.553 0.703 97.13 25.87
stride=4 0.553 0.710 96.88 25.84
stride=8 0.549 0.711 96.91 25.81

Table 5. The effect of different downsample stride in MMM fine-
tuning process.

B. Ablation Study on Configurations of MMM
B.1. Mask Ratio.
We provide the complete comparison results in Tab. 6. The
results indicate that by applying masks with a larger pro-
portion of masked regions, the model is required to have a
stronger capability for modeling inter-frame dynamics and
intra-frame semantic correlations, thereby effectively en-
hancing the model’s ability to maintain temporal consis-
tency between frames.

B.2. Downsampling Stride.
We conducted a set of experiments to analyze the downsam-
pling stride during the training process of the original video,
and the results are presented in Tab. 5. We observed that the
model performed best when the stride was set to 4. The rea-
son might be that the stride influences two key factors: (1)
The semantic correlation between the first frame serving as
a reference image and the video frames used for fine-tuning.
Generally, a larger stride results in a lower semantic corre-
lation between the first frame and the subsequent training
video frames. (2) The difficulty of modeling inter-frame
correlations. With the stride increasing, the inter-frame cor-
relation weakens, posing a greater challenge for MMM in
capturing these correlations. And this requires the model
to possess a more robust capability to capture the motion
dynamics between neighboring frames. Therefore, if the
stride is too large, the reference image may have reduced
semantic correlation with the training data, making the re-
construction task more difficult and potentially causing the
model to overlook the reference information in maintaining
inter-frame consistency during the fine-tuning process. On
the other hand, if the stride is too short, the model might
not be effectively optimized to develop its inter-frame cor-
relation modeling capabilities, as the reconstruction process
becomes too easy.

C. Multi-Target Editing
Since our method enables editing of fine-grained regions
while completely preserving the non-edited regions un-
changed, we can iteratively edit multiple targets within a
single video. The results are shown in Figure 7.

D. More Qualitative Comparison
We provide more qualitative comparison between (1)
frame-wisely edit the video through MimicBrush [6]; (2)
apply motion module of pretrained AnimateDiff V3 [14]
to capture inter-frame dynamics; (3) our IVEDIFF. And
we provide comparisons on two editing application (tex-
ture transfer and object modification) according on the IVE-
Benchmark as presented in Figures 8 and 9, respectively.
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Figure 6. The exemplar of IVE-Benchmark. For the target contents in the source video, IVE-Benchmark provides two types of mask,
the fine- and coarse-grained mask for texture transfer and object modification application, respectively. Moreover, we provide two types of
reference image, including the semantically related and unrelated references.

Methods
Texture Transfer Object Modification

Warp Error (10−1) ↓ Temporal Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP Score ↑ Warp Error (10−1) ↓ Temporal Consistency ↑ FID ↓ CLIP Score ↑

0 % 0.509 0.537 73.02 23.14 0.595 0.660 118.58 22.49
25 % 0.469 0.558 69.97 24.75 0.558 0.700 97.00 25.59
50 % 0.464 0.560 70.16 24.84 0.554 0.707 97.99 26.08
75 % 0.462 0.560 71.09 24.76 0.553 0.710 96.88 25.84

Table 6. The effect of different masking ratio in MMM.
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Figure 7. Multi-target Editing. [Best viewed with zoom-in.]
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Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Figure 8. Qualitative comparisons on the object modification application. [Best viewed with zoom-in.]

15



Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush
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Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Reference Image

Source Video (1) MimicBrush

(2) AnimateDiff (3) IVEDiff

Figure 9. Qualitative comparisons on the texture transfer application. [Best viewed with zoom-in.]
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