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Abstract—Recent text-to-video (T2V) technology advance-
ments, as demonstrated by models such as Gen3, Pika, and Sora,
have significantly broadened its applicability and popularity. This
progress has created a growing demand for accurate quality
assessment metrics to evaluate the perceptual quality of text-
generated videos and optimize video generation models. However,
assessing the quality of text-generated videos remains challenging
due to the presence of highly complex distortions, such as unnatu-
ral actions and phenomena that defy human cognition. To address
these challenges, we constructed a large-scale benchmark dataset
for Text-generated Video evaluation, T2VEval-Bench, comprising
148 textual words and 1,783 videos generated by 12 models.
During the subjective evaluation, we collected five key scores:
overall impression, video quality, aesthetic quality, realness, and
text-video consistency. For objective evaluation, we developed the
T2VEval model, which assesses videos across three branches:
quality, authenticity, and consistency. Using an attention-based
fusion module, T2VEval effectively integrates features from each
branch and predicts scores with the aid of a large oracle
model. Additionally, we implemented a progressive training
strategy, enabling each branch to learn targeted knowledge
while maintaining synergy with the others. Experimental results
demonstrate that T2VEval achieves state-of-the-art performance
across multiple metrics. The dataset and code will be open-
sourced upon completion of the follow-up work.

I. INTRODUCTION

Text-to-video (T2V) technology has made significant ad-
vancements in the last two years and garnered increasing
attention from the general community. As an important branch
of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI), T2V models
[1, 2, 12, 33, 43, 44, 13, 39, 58, 19, 29, 11, 40, 52, 53,
41, 3] have developed rapidly recently. Contemporary T2V
models like Sora, Gen, PixVerse, KLing etc. have enabled
video generation from simple textual prompts and demon-
strated impressive visual quality and alignment with prompts.
However, as illustrated in Figure 1, text-generated videos still
exhibit several notable deficiencies that cannot be overlooked.
These shortcomings can significantly detract from the user’s
viewing experience. Therefore, developing a comprehensive
and effective Text-to-Video Quality Assessment (T2VQA)
strategy is essential to ensure an optimal user experience and
to guide the optimization of T2V models.

In recent years, numerous studies have focused on estab-
lishing T2V evaluation benchmarks and automated metrics
[25, 24, 50, 16, 54, 20, 35], assessing text-generated videos
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across dimensions such as visual quality, temporal consistency,
and text-video alignment. Although this approach offers a
more detailed representation of the generative abilities of
T2V models, it might lead to metrics that are less applicable
and generalizable. For instance, readability assessments of
generated text become redundant in contexts where text gener-
ation is irrelevant. Furthermore, many works design automated
metrics by directly employing models such as DOVER[45]
and RAFT[37], which are trained and tested on real video
datasets, thus overlooking the inherent statistical distribution
differences between real videos and text-generated videos.
In addition, some studies, similar to traditional video/image
quality assessments, use a single score to represent the quality
of text-generated videos. Although this approach simplifies the
evaluation process and enhances metric applicability, it can
easily overlook the strengths and weaknesses of certain T2V
models in specific generation tasks.

(c) Example of unalignment of video and prompt

(a) Example of poor quality (b) Example of weak realness

Fig. 1. Examples of defects in text-generated videos. (a) As shown in the
yellow matrix part of the picture, there is obvious distortion similar to ”block
effect” in the picture. (b) As shown in the red matrix part of the picture, the
camel’s limbs and head are ”broken”. (c) The prompt describes a cheetah
chasing an antelope. However, the generated video only has a cheetah, no
antelope, and the state of ”chasing” is not simulated.

To overcome the aforementioned challenges, we first con-
structed T2VEval-Bench, a comprehensive benchmark for
T2VQA. T2VEval-Bench encompasses four key components:
standardized evaluation dimensions, textual prompt generation,
video generation, and subjective score collection. Specifi-
cally, we achieved a balanced trade-off between evaluation
granularity and metric applicability by defining five scoring
dimensions, including video quality, aesthetic quality, text-
video alignment, realness, and overall preference, considering
the prevalent defects in current text-generated videos. Overall
preference refers to the evaluators’ initial impressions of the
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{
  “subject”:{teen,
woman, man…}
  “act”:{sing a song,
walking…}
  “clothes”:{T-shirt,
jeans…}
}
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Fig. 2. The overall framework of our work, which includes the T2V evaluation benchmark T2VEval-Bench, encompassing standardized evaluation dimensions,
textual prompt generation, video generation and subjective experiment. Building upon this benchmark, we further designed T2VEval, an objective evaluation
method for text-generated videos.

videos, which are collectively influenced by the other four
dimensions. For prompt generation, we utilized large language
models (LLMs) in conjunction with manual verification to
create 100 textual prompts covering four themes: humans,
animals, landscapes, and imagination. Additionally, we de-
signed prompts to reflect regional and cultural characteristics
as well as physical laws. We also incorporated 48 publicly
available prompts from Sora. Subsequently, we generated
videos using 12 state-of-the-art T2V models and included 48
videos publicly available from Sora, resulting in a total of
1,783 text-generated videos. Building on this dataset, we con-
ducted extensive subjective evaluation experiments, collecting
subjective annotations within a strictly controlled laboratory
environment and performing the necessary data processing.

Based on the dataset we constructed, we further designed
T2VEval, an objective evaluation model for text-generated
videos. Previous works, such as FETV [25], EvalCrafter
[24], and VBench [16], have developed dedicated evaluation
metrics for each evaluation dimension. However, these metrics
generally lack broad applicability, and they directly employ
models trained on real video datasets, thereby overlooking
the inherent distributional differences between real videos
and text-generated videos. Other studies like T2VQA[20] and
AIGC-VQA [28], have implemented end-to-end evaluations
of videos, but they only consider video quality and text-
video alignment. Therefore, we designed a novel end-to-end
evaluation model, which includes a video quality encoding
branch, a video realness encoding branch, and a text-video
alignment representation branch. The video quality encoder is
implemented based on the Swin-3D network [26], the video
realness encoder utilizes the ConvLexNet-3D network [27],
which is specifically pre-trained on a generated video discrim-
ination dataset, and the text-video alignment is achieved using
BLIP [22]. Considering that video quality and realness rely
solely on visual perception, we prioritize the fusion of quality
and realness features before integrating them with text-video
alignment features. Additionally, we adopted a progressive

training strategy that ensures the independent effectiveness
of each branch while promoting collaboration among the
branches.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• We propose a systematic evaluation benchmark called

T2VEval-Bench that encompasses four core com-
ponents—standardized evaluation dimensions, textual
prompt generation, video generation, and subjective score
collection—ultimately defining five refined scoring di-
mensions (video quality, aesthetic quality, text-video
alignment, realness, and overall preference) tailored to
address common defects in text-generated videos. We
further compile a large-scale, multi-model text-generated
video dataset (a total of 1,783 videos), annotated under
rigorously controlled experimental conditions, providing
a reproducible and robust benchmark for future research.

• We introduce a multi-branch end-to-end framework called
T2VEval, which incorporating a video quality encod-
ing branch, a video realness encoding branch, and a
text-video alignment representation branch. In terms of
model architecture, a progressive training strategy is
adopted: we first fuse visually pertinent features (quality
and realness) before integrating the text-video alignment
branch. This design ensures each branch’s independent
effectiveness while maintaining overall synergy, leading
to more precise and objective assessments of defects in
text-generated videos.

• Our designed T2V objective evaluation metric achieved
state-of-the-art performance on both T2VEval-Bench
and T2VQA-DB[20]. Experimental results show that
T2VEval effectively assesses the performance of different
T2V models and has broad potential applications.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Subjective evaluation for Text-generated Videos

Chivileva et al. [7] constructed the first text-generated video
evaluation dataset. They obtained 201 textual prompts by



combining ChatGPT and manual writing, covering topics such
as famous figures, regions, and special festivals. Five T2V
models, namely Aphantasia, Text2Video-Zero, T2VSynthesis,
Tune-a-Video, and Video Fusion, were selected to generate
1005 videos. Subsequently, 24 subjects were invited to sub-
jectively score the generated videos from the perspectives of
naturalness and consistency. Liu et al. proposed FETV [25].
They designed a set of diverse and fine-grained textual prompts
and classified them into three aspects: main content, control
attributes, and text complexity. At the same time, a time
category was specifically designed for text-to-video, covering
spatial and temporal dimensions. On this basis, the authors
selected four T2V models, including CogVideo, Text2Video-
zero, ModelScopeT2V, and ZeroScope, and conducted subjec-
tive evaluations in terms of static quality, temporal quality,
overall alignment, and fine-grained alignment. EvalCrafter
[24] first constructed a comprehensive text prompt corpus
covering daily objects, attributes, and actions. It specified
the metadata of common elements in the real world and
expanded them using large language models like ChatGPT to
obtain complete text prompts. It also enriched and expanded
the prompts through those written by real-world users and
from text-to-image (T2I) datasets. Subsequently, 2500 videos
were generated on 5 T2V models, and subjective evaluations
were carried out in terms of video quality, text-video consis-
tency, motion quality, and time consistency. Wu et al. [50]
constructed the TVGE dataset. They adopted the prompt set
proposed in EvalCrafter [24] and generated 2543 videos on
5 T2V models. Ten professional scorers were invited to score
the videos in terms of video quality and video-text consistency.
Huang et al. [16] believed that the existing evaluation bench-
marks could not accurately reflect the highlights and problems
of different generation models. Based on this, they proposed
Vbench, which further refined the evaluation dimensions of
T2V. Sixteen fine-grained evaluation dimensions for generated
videos were designed, including subject identity inconsistency,
motion smoothness, time flicker, and spatial relationship. One
hundred text prompts were designed for each evaluation di-
mension. In addition, the authors also evaluated T2V models
for different content categories, such as people, animals, and
landscapes. A total of 8 content categories were considered,
and 100 prompts were designed for each category. Based on
this, the authors conducted subjective evaluations on 4 T2V
models and collected corresponding 16-dimensional scores. Li
et al. [55] constructed the LGVQ dataset, which contains 468
text prompts covering combinations of different foreground
contents, background contents, and motion states. Six T2V
models were used to generate 2808 videos, and 60 subjects
were invited to perceptually score the spatial quality, temporal
quality, and text-video alignment of each video. Based on the
LGVQ dataset, the authors carried out benchmark tests using
14 IQA methods, 16 VQA methods, and 9 methods based on
CLIP and visual question answering. Zhang et al. [54] pointed
out that the existing subjective evaluation benchmarks for
T2V generally have limitations in reliability, reproducibility,
and practicability. In view of this, this paper proposes the
T2VHE benchmark, which specifies the evaluation dimensions
(including video quality, temporal quality, motion quality, text

alignment, etc.) used in T2V evaluation, the annotator training
process and example descriptions, and a user-friendly GUI
interface. The authors further proposed a dynamic scoring
scheme. By combining the automatic scoring method to pre-
annotate the videos, the amount of manually annotated data
was subsequently reduced by 50%. Kou et al. [20] believed
that the current T2V evaluation benchmarks have overly com-
plex divisions of evaluation dimensions and lack a simple and
effective evaluation index. Therefore, the authors constructed
T2VQA-DB and invited 24 subjects to score 10,000 text-
generated videos. The subjects were required to give an overall
score considering video quality and text-video consistency.

All of the above works focus on constructing general
subjective evaluation benchmarks for text-to-video. At the
same time, there are also works that conduct subjective
evaluations for specific video content types or evaluation
angles. Chen et al. [6] constructed the GAIA dataset for action
quality assessment of generated videos from the perspective
of actions in the generated videos, covering various full-body,
hand, and facial actions. TC-Bench [9] focuses on evaluating
the temporal composition and consistency of each element
in the generated videos. T2VBench [17] and DEVIL [23]
evaluate from the perspective of the dynamic degree of text-
to-video. T2V-CompBench [35] evaluates T2V models from
seven dimensions such as dynamic attribute binding, spatial
relationship, and generation computing ability in terms of the
ability of T2V models to combine different objects, attributes,
and actions. In addition, Miao et al. [31] paid special attention
to the security risks of text-to-video. They pointed out that
the generated videos may contain illegal or unethical content,
and previous work lacked a quantitative understanding of
security. Therefore, the authors introduced T2VSafetyBench
to evaluate T2V models in 12 aspects such as violence, gore,
discrimination, political sensitivity, copyright, and trademark
infringement.

B. Objective Metrics for T2V Generation

Chivileva et al. [7] proposed the first T2V evaluation index,
which assesses the naturalness of the video and the similarity
between the text and the video. In the text similarity eval-
uation, corresponding captions are generated for each video
based on the BLIP model. Then, the similarity between the
generated captions and the text prompts is calculated using
the text encoder of BLIP. For the evaluation of naturalness,
a series of handcrafted features are introduced, including
texture, sharpness, color, spectrum, entropy, contrast, keypoint
detection, and the number and size of speckles. FETV [25]
aimed at the problem that previous text-to-video evaluation
metrics such as FVD, CLIPSim, and IS could not accurately
reflect human subjective perception. It improved FVD and
CLIPSim and proposed the index FVD-UMT for evaluating
video fidelity and the index UMTScore for evaluating text-
video alignment. Wu et al. [50] proposed T2VScore to au-
tomatically evaluate text-to-video in terms of video quality
and text-video consistency. T2VScore consists of two com-
ponents, T2VScore-A and T2VScore-Q, which evaluate text-
video consistency and video quality respectively. Specifically,



T2VScore-A uses LLMs to generate question-answer pairs for
the prompt and then uses MLLMs to ask questions about the
video and answer them. The consistency score is obtained by
calculating the answer accuracy. The structure of T2VScore-Q
adopts a mixture of experts structure, and the basic architecture
adopts Fast-VQA. EvalCrafter [24] believes that traditional
metrics such as FVD and IS cannot well fit human perception,
and simple metrics cannot achieve effective evaluation. The
article divides video quality, consistency, motion quality, and
time consistency into fine-grained sub-dimensions, obtaining
a total of 17 evaluation dimensions, and designs a dedicated
evaluation algorithm for each dimension (for example, to
evaluate the ability of the current T2V model to generate
text, EvalCrafter directly uses the PaddleOCR toolkit [30] to
extract text from the generated video. Then, the word error
rate, normalized edit distance, and character error rate are
calculated and averaged). VBench [16] also makes a finer
division based on the evaluation of video quality and text-
video consistency, finally obtaining 16 evaluation dimensions
and corresponding 16 evaluation algorithms. Kou et al. [20]
designed the first end-to-end text-to-video evaluation model
T2VQA based on the proposed T2VQA-DB dataset. It in-
cludes a video fidelity encoding module based on Siwn-3D and
a text-video consistency representation module based on BLIP.
Finally, the quality score is regressed through a large language
model. Lu et al. [28] improved on T2VQA by introducing
a progressive training strategy, enabling different branches of
the model to gradually learn relevant knowledge and achieving
SOTA performance on T2VQA-DB. Li et al. [55] found that
the current metrics could not comprehensively and effectively
evaluate text-to-video based on the LGVQ benchmark test.
Therefore, the authors proposed the UGVQ model, which sys-
tematically extracts spatial, temporal, and text-video alignment
features by combining the ViT model, SlowFast network, and

CLIP model, and obtains multi-dimensional scores through
MLP regression.

III. TEXT-GENERATED VIDEO ASSESSMENT DATABASE

A. Subjective Evaluation Dimensions

Unlike traditional video quality assessment tasks [20, 42, 34,
14, 15], which typically represent video quality using a single
score, this approach may obscure the strengths and weaknesses
of T2V models in specific tasks. It fails to provide a detailed
analysis of the dimensions where the model performs well or
poorly. Moreover, it is essential to strike a balance between
evaluation granularity and metric applicability. To address
these challenges, we propose a multi-dimensional fine-grained
subjective evaluation method. Specifically, we decompose the
video generation capabilities of text-to-video models into an
overall impression and four primary dimensions:

• Overall Impression: The intuitive feel and general im-
pression of the video of the evaluators serve as the
model’s overall score.

• Text-Video Consistency: Whether the video content
aligns with the given prompt.

• Video Realness: Whether the video appears to be
machine-generated. For videos depicting real-world
scenes, this dimension evaluates their conformity with
reality; for surreal scenes, it assesses how well the video
matches participants’ expectations of animated, sci-fi, or
other surreal content.

• Technical Quality: The performance of the video in
terms of clarity, smoothness, and other technical aspects.

• Aesthetic Quality: The video’s overall artistic presenta-
tion, including composition, color balance, artistic style,
harmony, depth of field, and detail rendering.

Describe a scene about {Count of humans}, 
{motions | None}, with the attribute of {some 
attributes}, the length description is {length o
f prompt} words.

{
  “subject”:{teen, 
woman, man…}
  “act”:{sing a song, 
walking…}
  “clothes”: {T-shirt, 
jeans…}
  ……
} Meta DataClass : Human Select Attribution

ü Whether the number of words is limite
d to 50 words.

ü Whether it meets the specifications of 
meta data.

ü Whether it is diverse and comprehensi
ve.

Manual 
screening 

An Indian women p
-ray devoutly at the 
Taj Mahal.

Candidate Prompt

(a) The Prompt generation strategy used in our work. (b) Word cloud of selected prompts.

Fig. 3. The Prompt generation strategy used in our work.



TABLE I
DETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT THE MODELS INCLUDED IN THIS ARTICLE, INCLUDING FRAME RATE, DURATION, RESOLUTION, ABILITIES AND

RELEASE DATE OF THE VERSION USED IN THE EXPERIMENT. *SORA HAS NOT YET OPENED ITS INTERFACE, AND ONLY 48 PUBLISHED VIDEOS
PARTICIPATED IN OUR EVALUATION.

Model Duration FPS Resolution Abilities Release Date
Sora* 8-60s 30fps 1280 × 720 or 1920 × 1080 T2V 23.12
Gen-3 8s 24fps 2816 × 1536 T2V & I2V & V2V 24.06
KLing 5s 30fps 1280 × 720 T2V & I2V 24.06

Dreamina 12s 8fps 1680 × 720 T2V & I2V 24.08
Typemovie 32s 24fps 1024 × 576 T2V & I2V 24.09

Pixeling 5s 24fps 1024 × 576 T2V & I2V 23.12
Dream Machine 5s 24fps 1360 × 752 T2V & I2V 24.06

Vega AI 4s 12fps 1024 × 576 T2V & I2V 23.12
PixVerse V2 4s 18fps 1408 × 768 or 1024 × 576 T2V & I2V 24.07

Pika 1.5 3s 24fps 1280 × 720 T2V & I2V 24.10
Show-1 3.63s 8fps 576 × 320 T2V 23.10

VideoCrafter 1.6s 10fps 512 × 320 T2V & I2V 24.02
Open-Sora 1.2 4.25s 24fps 1280 × 720 T2V & I2V & V2V 24.06

B. Prompt Selection and Video Generation

The construction and selection of prompts are critical to
the evaluation of text-to-video (T2V) models, as they directly
influence the credibility and reliability of the results. To
ensure both diversity and comprehensiveness, we designed
representative prompts aligned with evaluation dimensions
and content categories. These prompts are derived from 48
publicly available entries in the Sora dataset and 100 additional
manually curated prompts to enhance fairness and accuracy.

The prompts are divided into four categories: humans,
animals, landscapes, and surreal scenes. Referring to the
scheme adopted by [9, 24, 16], we utilized a large language
model (LLM) to pre-generate prompts, followed by manual
refinement, as illustrated in Figure 3. Basic elements for
each category were predefined and organized into JSON files,
which were used as inputs for the LLM to generate over 50
candidates per category, each limited to 50 words. After a
thorough review, we finalized 100 test prompts: 30 for humans,
14 for animals, 38 for landscapes, and 18 for surreal scenes.
These prompts are designed to align with the dimensions of
the evaluation, covering aspects such as real world scenes,
cultural characteristics, extreme weather conditions, actions,

expressions, spatial relationships and visual styles, as detailed
in Figure 4.

For subjective evaluation, we tested 12 of the most represen-
tative and advanced T2V models, including Sora, Pika, Gen-
3, Open-Sora, PixVerse, Show-1, VideoCrafter, Dreamina,
KLing, Dream Machine, Pixeling, and TypeMovie. Details
of these models are provided in Table I. Using 100 custom
prompts and Sora’s 48 prompts, a total of 1,735 videos were
generated across 11 models (excluding Sora). The distribution
of generated videos for each category is shown in Figure 4.

Notably, the T2V models included in this evaluation are
current as of July 2024. We plan to supplement and update
the list of models in future evaluations to ensure continued
relevance and comprehensiveness.

C. Subjective Experiment

Subjective evaluations were conducted in strict accordance
with the criteria of the ITU.BT series [4]. The evaluation
process was conducted in a controlled laboratory setting to
maintain consistent video viewing and evaluation conditions.
Subjective evaluations were conducted using a 5-point scale
continuous single stimulus quality scoring method, classified

Consistency of visual style

Physical Laws and General Knowledge

A fantastical stop-motion world where colorful 
clay figures dance in vibrant gardens.

A necklace broke and slipped onto the table, with 
beads rolling off.

Human

AnimalScene

Imagination

Fig. 4. Prompt content category distribution and example of prompt-video pairs.



(a) Overall Impression (b) Realness (c) Text-Video Consistency

(d) Technical Quality (e) Aesthetic Quality

Fig. 5. Distribution of subjective scores in each dimension.

as 0-1 (bad), 1-2 (poor), 2-3 (average), 3-4 (good), 4-5 (ex-
cellent), and each video was evaluated by 7 to 9 professional
evaluators. In total, we recruited 73 evaluators, including 20
men and 53 women, aged between 18 and 28, all from
Communication University of China. Their academic back-
grounds range from undergraduate to doctoral level, covering
science and engineering (e.g. electronic information, computer
science) and humanities and arts (e.g. international journalism,
new media, film studies). We collected at least 7 subjective
scores for each video in all evaluation dimensions, for a total
of 58,660 raw scores.

Based on the requirements of ITU-R series standards, we

use 95% confidence intervals to detect and remove outliers
from the original scores. For the score of a video generated by
model i for prompt j in dimension k, the confidence interval
is calculated as [µijk−2σijk, µijk+2σijk]. Any scores falling
outside this interval are considered outliers and removed. To
maintain data integrity, we ensure that at least five valid scores
remain for each video in every dimension.

After outlier removal, we normalize the data and calculate
the Mean Opinion Score (MOS) for model i on prompt j
in dimension k, denoted as MOSijk. The final score for each
model in each dimension was obtained by averaging its scores

TABLE II
THE FINAL RANKING OF THE PARTICIPATING MODELS, SORA’S SCORE ONLY INCLUDES 48 PROMPTS SCORES, WHICH MAY HAVE CERTAIN LIMITATIONS.
THE RED FONT REPRESENTS THE HIGHEST SCORE, THE BLUE FONT REPRESENTS THE SECOND HIGHEST SCORE, THE BOLD FONT REPRESENTS A SCORE

WITH COMPETITIVE POTENTIAL, AND THE GREEN FONT REPRESENTS THE LOWEST SCORE.

Model Overall Impression Text-Video Consistency Realness Technical Quality Aesthetic Quality
Sora* 0.851 0.864 0.823 0.882 0.851
Gen-3 0.633 0.668 0.574 0.695 0.662
KLing 0.565 0.608 0.572 0.557 0.536

Dreamina 0.590 0.629 0.512 0.633 0.651
Typemovie 0.483 0.451 0.500 0.560 0.562

Pixeling 0.466 0.544 0.420 0.464 0.467
Dream Machine 0.496 0.543 0.478 0.528 0.488

Vega AI 0.453 0.496 0.427 0.481 0.454
Pixverse 0.531 0.589 0.498 0.539 0.565

Pika 0.445 0.499 0.407 0.504 0.468
Show1 0.356 0.486 0.385 0.286 0.336

Open-Sora 0.392 0.500 0.350 0.375 0.372
VideoCrafter 0.410 0.545 0.381 0.347 0.390



(a) Violin distribution map of Overall Impression (b) Violin distribution map of Realness 

(c) Violin distribution map of Text-Video Consistency (c) Violin distribution map of Technical Quality 

(c) Violin distribution map of Aesthetic Quality 

Fig. 6. The Violin distribution maps of the model’s subjective score in each evaluation dimension

across all prompts:

MOSik =

∑M
j=1 MOSijk

M
(1)

Figure 5 shows the MOS distribution for each dimension,
demonstrating that the scores cover nearly the entire possible
range and follow a normal distribution. This confirms the
comprehensiveness and validity of the subjective scores.

D. Subjective Evaluation Results
We performed a comprehensive set of experiments and

analyses on T2VEval-Bench to summarize the performance
of the evaluated models. Table II provides the scores of the
12 models across all evaluation dimensions, while Figure 6
visualizes the score distribution using a violin plot. Notably,
Sora achieves the highest scores in all dimensions, exhibiting
a highly concentrated and stable distribution. However, it is
important to note that Sora’s ranking is based solely on its 48
publicly available videos, which introduces certain limitations
to the evaluation.

Aside from Sora, the Gen-3 model demonstrates strong
competitiveness and potential across all dimensions. Addition-
ally, KLing excels in the realness dimension, while Dreamina
stands out in aesthetic quality, highlighting its strengths in
specific application scenarios. For instance, Dreamina shows
potential for animation creation, whereas KLing is well-suited
for tasks such as storyboard enhancement. In contrast, Open-
Sora V1.2 and Show1 exhibit the weakest performance, pri-
marily due to poor video quality with noticeable artifacts like

TABLE III
GRADIENT SENSITIVITY OF EACH DIMENSION.

Model Sensitivity
Text-Video Consistency 0.316132

Realness 0.246698
Video Quality 0.233618

Aesthetic Quality 0.235428

block distortions. These models also struggle with maintaining
entity consistency (e.g., people and animals) and frame-to-
frame coherence.

To explore which dimensions have the greatest impact on
participants’ overall impression when watching text-generated
videos, we build a simple MLP regression model. The input
consists of the scores from the four dimensions, intending to
predict the overall impression score. We divide the data into
an 8: 2 ratio for training and testing, achieving an accuracy
of 84% on the test set, demonstrating the effectiveness of the
model. Based on this, we perform a gradual sensitivity analysis
to determine the influence of each dimension, as shown in
Table III. Notably, we find that the video quality dimension
has a limited impact, which contradicts general expectations.
We think this may be because there is a certain correlation
between video quality and aesthetic quality and realness. This
may lead to the limited impact of perturbing video quality
alone on the final output.

Finally, based on our categorization of prompt content, we



Animal ClassHuman Class

Scene Class Imagination Class

Fig. 7. The radar maps of each model under different prompt’s categories

(a) A group of colorful koi fish gracefully swim in a tranquil 
pond adorned with lotus flowers.

(b) A man quickly reached out to catch the thrown apple.

Fig. 8. Examples of realness distortion in text-generated videos. (a) It is
impossible to simulate the natural feeling of fish swimming in water. (b) The
limbs of the person are distorted and the action of ”catching an apple” is not
expressed.

analyze model performance across each category, as shown
in Figure 7. Gen-3 consistently outperforms other models
across all prompt categories, while Open-Sora, VideoCrafter,
and Show-1 exhibit the weakest performance. This aligns
with the conclusions presented in Table II. Furthermore, it
is evident that regardless of the prompt category, the scores
for the realness dimension are generally lower than those of
other dimensions. This highlights that the primary challenge
faced by current T2V models lies in the semantic distortions

associated with the realness dimension. Specifically, these
models struggle to accurately understand and represent the
physiological structures (e.g., facial features, limbs), move-
ment patterns (e.g., running, dancing), and physical laws (e.g.,
sliding, dripping) of organisms in the real world, as illustrated
in Figure 8.

IV. OBJECTIVE EVALUATION METRIC

Based on the T2VEval-Bench we constructed, we propose
an innovative model, T2VEval, which employs a multi-task
architecture to accomplish the objective evaluation of T2V
models. The model consists of four main components: a video
quality encoder, a realness representation module, a text-video
alignment encoder, and a quality regression module. Figure 9
illustrates the architecture of T2VEval. Below, we provide a
detailed description of each component.

A. Video Quality Encoder

The video quality encoding module aims to represent distor-
tions in both the spatial and temporal domains. In the spatial
domain, common distortions include blur, noise, overexpo-
sure/underexposure, etc., while temporal domain distortions
include jitter, motion blur, and others. This dimension can be
understood as a conventional video quality assessment (VQA)
problem. The Swin-T 3D architecture has been shown in recent
studies to be well-suited for various VQA tasks [46, 45]. By



using a 3D sliding window attention mechanism, it has strong
capabilities for extracting spatiotemporal features, making it
effective for analyzing video distortions in both the spatial
and temporal domains. Therefore, we directly adopt the Tec
branch from DOVER as the backbone for the video quality
encoder. Given a video clip v, we have:

fq = Swin3D(v) (2)

B. Realness Representation Module

Common realness distortions in the spatial domain of text-
generated videos include the loss of limbs or face of the
subject, lack of texture details, etc. In the temporal domain,
the main problems are unnatural motion and inconsistency
between consecutive frames. We believe that the realness flaw
in text-generated videos is essentially a phenomenon that goes
against conventional human cognition, and this cognitive-level
semantic distortion is often difficult to characterize through
simple networks.

Inspired by natural language processing work such as BERT
[8] and PPT [10], we designed a pre-training task for the
realness evaluation module, namely AI-generated videos de-
tection. We collected 5,000 AI-generated videos and 5,000
real-world videos from the DeMemba datasets [5], respec-
tively, to construct a pre-training dataset. These data will
be used to train a classification network with ConvNeXt 3D
[27] as the backbone. The final pre-trained network achieved
a classification accuracy of 98% in the dataset and 83%
zero-shot classification accuracy on T2VEval-Bench. This pre-
trained network will be further fine-tuned in the evaluation
task.

fr = ConvNeXt3D(v) (3)

C. Text-Video Alignment Encoder

Text-video alignment refers to the consistency between the
video content and the text prompt. CLIP [32] and BLIP
[22] are models with strong zero-shot text-to-image matching
capabilities. However, experiments [7, 16, 24, 25] have shown
that directly using CLIP or BLIP to compute this similarity
has a low correlation with subjective scores. Additionally,
some approaches attempt to generate captions for the video
using MLLM (Multimodal Large Language Models) and then
compare the similarity between the captions and prompts [7],
but results indicate this method is also unreliable.

Therefore, we consider modeling text-video alignment in
the latent space. Specifically, we use a frozen BLIP encoder to
separately encode the text and video frames, and then project
the text and video features into a unified feature space through
a feature alignment layer. Finally, a cross-attention module
is used to encode the similarity between the text and video
features. Given a video V and text prompt t, we have:

fb = SA(CA{BLIP (vi), BLIP (prompt)}Ni=1) (4)

D. Quality Regression Module

The proposed Quality Regression Module consists of two
key components: the Fidelity Fusion Module and the Feature
Fusion Module. Inspired by T2VQA [50], the module adopts
a Transformer-based architecture to achieve a progressive and
effective integration of features.

First, the Fidelity Fusion Module focuses on fusing the
video quality feature fq and the realness feature fr, resulting
in fidelity features fv that capture the visual defects of the
video. This step leverages the strong task dependency between
video realness and quality, both of which are entirely reliant on
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visual content. By prioritizing this fusion, the module aligns
with the perceptual hierarchy of humans, who tend to be more
sensitive to visual distortion when evaluating text-generated
videos.

fv = FFN(SA(CA(fr), fq)) (5)

Then the Feature Fusion Module further fuse fv with fb to
help the model unify features from the visual-textual perspec-
tive to understand the video features more comprehensively.

f = FFN(SA(CA(fv), fb)) (6)

LLM has achieved excellent results on IQA/VQA tasks [48,
47, 49, 56]. Inspired by this, we use LLM as the quality
regression module in T2VEval and guide LLM by designing
a special prompt word ”Please rate the quality of the video”.
The output of LLM is the probability distribution of the five
quality levels (bad, poor, fair, good, and excellent) specified
by ITU, and assigns them weights of 1-5 in order. Finally, the
final quality score is obtained by calculating the softmax of
each token and multiplying it by the corresponding weight.

spred =

5∑
i=1

i× softmax(λi) =

5∑
i=1

i× eλi∑5
j=1 e

λj

(7)

where λi is the probability distribution of the i-th level token.

E. Training Strategy

To maximize the effectiveness of each branch and enable
them to focus on task-specific learning, we propose a divide-
and-conquer training strategy. This approach ensures each
branch specializes in its designated task while contributing
to the overall performance.

Initially, we prioritize enhancing features unrelated to text,
such as video quality and realism, by refining purely visual
dimensions without involving text input. In the next phase, we
fine-tune the full parameters of the BLIP model to optimize
text-video alignment. Finally, we integrate the three branches
with a fusion module, fine-tuning a limited set of parameters
to promote cooperative learning across multiple aspects, in-
cluding video quality, realism, and text-video alignment.

Specifically, we first fine-tune all parameters of the video
quality evaluation branch using video quality scores, and
similarly fine-tune all parameters of the realism evaluation

branch using realism scores. For the alignment branch, text-
video consistency scores are used to fine-tune all parameters
of the BLIP model. In the final stage, we incorporate the
fusion module and selectively fine-tune a subset of the BLIP
parameters.

To further enhance performance, we adopt a dual-loss
optimization strategy [21] for each branch. This strategy
combines Pearson’s linear correlation coefficient and ranking
loss, ensuring robust optimization tailored to each evaluation
dimension.

Lplcc =
1

2

(
1−

∑m
i=1(si − s̄)(yi − ȳ)√∑m

i=1(si − s̄)2
√∑m

i=1(yi − ȳ)2

)
(8)

Lrank =
1

m2

m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

(max (0, |yi − yj | − e(yi, yj) · (si − sj)))

(9)
Here, y and ȳ denote the quality annotations and their

mean value, respectively, while s and s̄ represent the quality
predictions and their mean value. This optimization strategy
enhances each branch by aligning its outputs with human
perceptual judgments and ensuring that the rank order of the
outputs adheres to the expected ordinal properties.

V. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Implement Details

When training and testing on T2VEval-Bench, we followed
common dataset splitting practices, reserving 80% for training
and 20% for testing. To eliminate bias from a single split, we
randomly split the dataset 10 times and averaged the results
for performance comparison.

For the text-video alignment branch, we use the BLIP
encoder [22] to extract features, while the video quality
encoder is initialized with weights pre-trained by Swin-T
on the Kinetics-400 dataset [18]. For the realness encoder,
we initialize it with pre-trained parameters on a self-built
classification dataset. The LLM used in the quality regression
head is the 7B version of Vicuna v1.5 [57], which is finetuned
from Llama2 [38]. It is worth noting that the gradients of the
BLIP encoder and Vicuna v1.5 are frozen during training.

TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT MODELS

Type Models T2VEval-Bench T2VQA-DB

SROCC ↑ PLCC ↑ KROCC ↑ RMSE ↓ SROCC ↑ PLCC ↑ KROCC ↑ RMSE ↓

Zero-shot

CLIPSim 0.0460 0.0656 0.0296 0.9171 0.1047 0.1277 0.0702 21.683
BLIP 0.1690 0.1718 0.1116 0.9131 0.1659 0.1860 0.1112 18.373

ImageReward 0.2611 0.2798 0.1738 0.8515 0.1875 0.2121 0.1266 18.243
UMTScore 0.1832 0.1600 0.1258 0.9196 0.0676 0.0721 0.0453 22.559

Finetuned

SimpleVQA 0.4815 0.5206 0.3421 0.6031 0.6275 0.6338 0.4466 11.163
FAST-VQA 0.5878 0.5952 0.4382 0.6660 0.7173 0.7295 0.5303 10.595

DOVER 0.6070 0.5994 0.4272 0.6107 0.7609 0.7693 0.5704 9.8072
T2VQA 0.6598 0.6603 0.4757 0.5749 0.7965 0.8066 0.6058 9.0210

T2VEval (Ours) 0.7098 0.7252 0.5218 0.5296 0.8049 0.8175 0.6159 8.6133



In the training and testing process, we first sampled 8 frames
from the input video and resized them to 224 × 224 pixels.
We used the Adam optimizer initialized with a learning rate
of 1e-5, and the learning rate decayed from 1 to 0 using a
cosine scheduler. T2VEval was trained for 30 epochs with a
batch size of 4 on a server equipped with one Nvidia GeForce
RTX 3090.

We employ the differentiable Pearson Linear Correlation
Coefficient (PLCC) and rank loss as the loss function. PLCC
is a common metric for evaluating the correlation between
sequences, while the rank loss was introduced to help the
model better distinguish relative video quality. The final loss
function is defined as:

L = Lplcc + λ · Lrank (10)

λ is a hyperparameter used to balance the different loss
functions, which we set to 0.3.

The evaluation metrics we selected include the Pearson
Correlation Coefficient (PLCC), Spearman Rank-Order Cor-
relation Coefficient (SROCC), Kendall’s Rankorder Corre-
lation Coefficient (KROCC) and Root Mean Square Error
(RMSE). SROCC and PLCC measure the monotonicity of
the predictions, while RMSE assesses prediction accuracy. A
better model should exhibit higher SROCC and PLCC scores,
whereas lower RMSE values indicate better performance.

B. Performance Comparison

We utilized BLIP [22], CLIPSim [43], ImageReward [51],
UMTScore [25], Simple VQA [36], Fast-VQA [46], DOVER
[45], and T2VQA [50] as reference algorithms. Among them,
T2VQA is specifically designed for T2V evaluation. DOVER,
Simple VQA, and Fast-VQA are established and effective
models for video quality assessment (VQA) tasks. CLIPSim
computes the average similarity between text and individ-
ual video frames. BLIP and ImageReward are adapted to

convert image quality assessment (IQA) metrics into VQA
metrics, while UMTScore is tailored for evaluating text-video
alignment. We employed pretrained weights for CLIPSim,
BLIP, and ImageReward for zero-shot testing, while Simple
VQA, Fast-VQA, DOVER, and T2VQA were fine-tuned on
the T2VEval-Bench.

Table IV compares the performance of T2VEval with other
methods. The results demonstrate that our method achieves
state-of-the-art performance on T2VEval-Bench, surpassing
the second-best method by nearly 4%. Zero-shot models
performed significantly lower, likely due to their focus on
either text-video alignment or the inability to capture temporal
information in video frames. While VQA models achieved
higher scores, indicating the importance of video quality in
influencing user perception of text-generated videos, relying
solely on video quality is insufficient. High-quality videos
may still exhibit misalignment with prompts or semantic
inconsistencies, underscoring the need for multi-dimensional
evaluation.

Figure 10 shows scatter plots comparing predicted scores
and MOS for BLIP, CLIPSim, ImageReward, UMTScore,
Simple VQA, Fast-VQA, DOVER, T2VQA, and T2VEval. A
better-performing model exhibits a fitting curve closer to the
diagonal with fewer scattered points. As depicted, T2VEval
significantly outperforms other algorithms, demonstrating a
closer fit and reduced dispersion in predictions.

Additionally, we fine-tuned and tested T2VEval on the
T2VQA-DB dataset, following the same data partitioning
method as T2VEval-Bench. The results, averaged across 10
partitions, are presented in the table. These experiments con-
firm that T2VEval also achieves state-of-the-art performance
on this dataset.

C. Ablation Studies
To verify the effectiveness of the key modules in T2VEval,

we conducted a series of ablation experiments, including

(a) CLIPSim (b) BLIP (c) ImageReward (d) UMTScore

(e) SimpleVQA (f) FAST-VQA (g) DOVER (h) T2VQA (i) MPTVA

Fig. 10. Scatter plots of the predicted scores vs. MOSs. The curves are obtained by a four-order polynomial nonlinear fitting. The brightness of scatter points
from dark to bright means density from low to high.



TABLE V
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF ABLATION STUDIES.

Models PLCC ↑ SROCC ↑ KROCC ↑ RMSE ↓

T2VEval-QC 0.6826 0.6946 0.5001 0.5826
T2VEval-RC 0.6838 0.6691 0.4925 0.5664

T2VEval-RC&QC 0.6757 0.6680 0.4833 0.5988
T2VEval-Cat 0.6524 0.6493 0.4680 0.5857
T2VEval-Add 0.6678 0.6609 0.4867 0.5782

T2VEval-Random 0.6683 0.6443 0.4630 0.5721
T2VEval-ImageNet 0.6704 0.6760 0.4901 0.5883

T2VEval-Once 0.6977 0.6860 0.5001 0.5553
T2VEval 0.7098 0.7252 0.5218 0.5296

MOS: 1.90

Pre: 1.74 (-0.16)

Pre: 1.60 (-0.30)

Pre: 1.58 (-0.32)

MOS: 1.88

Pre: 2.14 (+0.26) 

Pre: 2.35 (+0.47)

Pre: 2.29 (+0.41)

Fig. 11. Grad-CAM diagram of 3D network under different pre-training strategies and the final T2VEval.



the vision fidelity fusion strategy, realness module pre-train
strategy and divide-and-conquer training strategy.

1) Video Fidelity Fusion Strategy Ablation Experiment:
A well-designed and accurate fusion strategy is crucial for
capturing complementary information between features while
preserving their independence, thereby enhancing the model’s
overall performance. To explore the optimal fusion order, we
compared the existing approach with three alternative fusion
strategies: (1) realness-consistency first fusion (denoted as
T2VEval-RC), (2) quality-consistency first fusion (denoted as
T2VEval-QC), and (3) separate fusion of realness and quality
with consistency (denoted as T2VEval-RC&QC). All fusion
processes utilize a cross-attention mechanism. Experimental
results indicate that the best performance is achieved by first
fusing video quality and realness features, as shown in Table
V.

This result may be attributed to two key factors. First, real-
ness and video quality are entirely dependent on visual content
and exhibit a strong task dependency. Second, this fusion order
aligns more closely with human perceptual priorities when
watching T2V content, where viewers are more sensitive to
visual defects. Thus, prioritizing the fusion of quality and
realness features allows the model to better focus on critical
visual information.

Additionally, T2VEval employs a cross-attention mecha-
nism to fuse quality and realness features. In previous studies,
alternative fusion methods, such as feature summation and
concatenation, have also been utilized. To evaluate their ef-
fectiveness, we compared the cross-attention fusion strategy
against summation and concatenation methods. As shown in
Table V, the cross-attention method significantly outperforms
the other two approaches.

This superiority can be explained by the dynamic nature
of cross-attention, which assigns adaptive weights to different
features based on their relevance. Unlike summation and
concatenation, cross-attention selectively highlights valuable
information while maintaining contextual integrity. Feature
summation, on the other hand, may result in information loss
due to the ”smoothing” effect during addition, which reduces
the distinctions between features. While concatenation pre-
serves all feature information, it fails to establish meaningful
interactions between features.

In contrast, cross-attention enables pairwise interactions and
weight calculations for features, effectively preserving and
enhancing information integrity. This mechanism allows the
model to capture more complex relationships between features,
ensuring that key information is neither diluted nor masked,
ultimately leading to superior performance.

2) Realness Module Pre-train Strategy Ablation Exper-
iment: When designing the realness evaluation branch,
we introduced the pre-training task of AI-generated video
detection, instead of simply using ImageNet pre-trained
weights or random initialization. We replaced the pre-
trained weights of Conv3D with ImageNet weights (denoted
as T2VEval-ImageNet), random initialization (denoted as
T2VEval-Random) and fine-tuned them in the same training
environment, experimental results are shown in Table V. In
addition, we further used Grad-CAM to analyze the impact of

different pre-training strategies on the model’s focus area, as
shown in Figure 11. In the figure, we show the activation map
of the 3D network under loading different pre-trained weights.

As shown in Figure 11, we present Grid-CAM heatmaps
from the same layer of a 3D network for three initialization
methods: random initialization, ImageNet initialization, and
AI-generated video detection-based initialization. The figure
illustrates results for two samples from the test set. Each
sample includes four sets of data:

• The first set shows the original video frame and its
corresponding MOS score.

• The second set displays the heatmap, predicted score, and
the error relative to the MOS score obtained using the
initialization method proposed in this paper.

• The third and fourth sets show the results for ImageNet
initialization and random initialization, respectively.

In the first sample, the video shows characters with missing
legs. Ideally, the model should focus on the area around
the legs. The heatmap reveals that our proposed initialization
method effectively guides the model to focus on the lower
leg area, whereas the heatmaps from ImageNet and random
initialization methods appear more disorganized. Furthermore,
the prediction error demonstrates that our initialization method
achieves the lowest error.

In the second sample, the legs of the horses intermittently
leave the ground, disappearing and reappearing abnormally
over time. The visualization results show that our initialization
method produces heatmaps with significantly lower entropy
than the other methods, with a sharper focus on the leg area
in the frame. This highlights the effectiveness of our approach
in guiding the model to concentrate on critical regions and
achieve more accurate predictions.

This fully demonstrates the effectiveness of introducing
valid and highly relevant prior information in the model
training phase, which we will further explore in future work.

3) The effectiveness of each branch and Training Strategy
Ablation Experiment: In this section, we perform ablation
experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of each branch and
the divide-and-conquer training strategy employed. Specifi-
cally, we remove each of the three branches of the model
and conduct fine-tuning tests on the T2VEval-Bench dataset.
The dataset partitioning method remains consistent with the
previous experiments. The results, presented in Table VI,
demonstrate that removing any branch leads to varying degrees
of performance degradation, confirming the importance and
effectiveness of the three dimensions assessed in the T2VQA
task. Notably, removing the quality branch has the smallest
impact on model performance, suggesting that accounting for
the unique properties of text-generated videos in T2VQA
tasks is more critical than solely relying on general quality
assessments.

Additionally, we evaluate the impact of the divide-and-
conquer training strategy by comparing it to a single-stage
training approach where the entire model is trained at once
using overall impression scores (denoted as T2VEval-Once).
The results, shown in Table V, indicate that the progressive
training strategy outperforms the single-stage approach. This
finding highlights that the progressive strategy effectively



TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDY ON THE USAGE OF QUALITY BRANCH, REALNESS BRANCH AND ALIGNMENT BRANCH IN T2VEVAL.

Quality Branch Realness Branch Alignment Branch PLCC ↑ SROCC ↑ KROCC ↑ RMSE ↓

× ✓ ✓ 0.6831 0.6829 0.4922 0.5631
✓ × ✓ 0.6572 0.6713 0.4845 0.5911
✓ ✓ × 0.6402 0.6211 0.4475 0.6055
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.7098 0.7252 0.5218 0.5296

facilitates cooperation between branches, leading to improved
overall performance.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this paper focuses on both subjective and
objective quality assessment of text-generated videos. To this
end, we constructed a multi-dimensional text-generated video
subjective evaluation dataset, T2VEval-Bench, which com-
prises 1,783 videos generated by 12 advanced T2V models.
Through subjective research, we collected mean opinion scores
for overall impression, video quality, realness, and text-video
consistency. Based on T2VEval-Bench, we developed a text-
generated video quality evaluation model called T2VEval,
which extracts video features from three key perspectives: text-
video alignment, video quality, and realness. These features are
fused using an attention-based mechanism, and the final pre-
diction is performed through regression using a large language
model (LLM). To enhance training efficiency, a divide-and-
conquer strategy is employed, enabling collaborative training
across the branches. Experimental results demonstrate that
T2VEval effectively evaluates the quality of text-generated
videos. In future work, we plan to expand the dataset by in-
cluding additional models and keeping up-to-date with model
version updates. Moreover, we aim to address challenges
related to detecting and evaluating realness defects in text-
generated videos.
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