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Abstract

The remarkable progress in text-to-video diffu-
sion models enables photorealistic generations,
although the contents of the generated video often
include unnatural movement or deformation, re-
verse playback, and motionless scenes. Recently,
an alignment problem has attracted huge atten-
tion, where we steer the output of diffusion mod-
els based on some quantity on the goodness of
the content. Because there is a large room for im-
provement of perceptual quality along the frame
direction, we should address which metrics we
should optimize and how we can optimize them
in the video generation. In this paper, we propose
diffusion latent beam search with lookahead esti-
mator, which can select better diffusion latent to
maximize a given alignment reward, at inference
time. We then point out that the improvement
of perceptual video quality considering the align-
ment to prompts requires reward calibration by
weighting existing metrics. When evaluating out-
puts by using vision language models as a proxy
of humans, many previous metrics to quantify
the naturalness of video do not always correlate
with evaluation and also depend on the degree of
dynamic descriptions in evaluation prompts. We
demonstrate that our method improves the percep-
tual quality based on the calibrated reward, with-
out model parameter update, and outputs the best
generation compared to greedy search and best-
of-N sampling. We provide practical guidelines
on which axes, among search budget, lookahead
steps for reward estimate, and denoising steps, in
the reverse diffusion process, we should allocate
the inference-time computation. 1
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Figure 1. Diffusion latent beam search (DLBS) seeks a better dif-
fusion path over the reverse process; sampling K latents per beam
and possessing B beams for the next step, which mitigates the
effect from inaccurate argmax. Lookahead estimator notably re-
duces the noise at latent reward evaluation by interpolating the rest
of the time steps from the current latent with deterministic DDIM.

1. Introduction
The remarkable progress in text-to-video diffusion mod-
els enables photorealistic, high-resolution video genera-
tion (OpenAI, 2024; Google DeepMind, 2024; Chen et al.,
2024; Blattmann et al., 2023a). Many future applications are
anticipated such as creating novel games (Bruce et al., 2024),
movies (Zhu et al., 2023), or simulators to control real-world
robots (Brooks et al., 2024). However, the detailed contents
of the generated video often include unnatural movement
or deformation, reverse playback, and motionless scenes,
which should not happen in the real world. For instance,
simulating factual physics in the generated video is still
challenging (Liu et al., 2024; Bansal et al., 2024). Recently,
it has attracted a lot of attention to steering the output of
diffusion models based on reward evaluation quantifying the
goodness of the content, which is studied as an alignment
problem (Lee et al., 2023b; Huang et al., 2024a). There is
a large room for improvement of perceptual quality along
the frame direction in the video, and to align models with
our preference, we should address which metrics we should
optimize and how we can optimize them.

In this paper, we propose Diffusion Latent Beam Search
(DLBS) with lookahead estimator, an inference-time search
over the reverse process (Figure 1), which can select better
diffusion latent to maximize a given alignment reward. A
lookahead estimator reduces the noise in reward estimate
and a beam search robustly explores the latent paths avoid-
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DLBS-LA (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟖, 𝑻′ = 𝟔)GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟑𝟐)GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟏)

Under a rainbow, a zebra kicks up a spray of water as it crosses a fast-flowing river.

GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟑𝟐)

A cool dj teddy bear with sunglasses on top of turntable with video static

DLBS-LA (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟖, 𝑻′ = 𝟔)GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟏)

GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟑𝟐)

some fake horses are standing around in a game

DLBS-LA (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟖, 𝑻′ = 𝟔)GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟏)

BoN (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟑𝟐)

dog puts paws together

DLBS-LA (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟖, 𝑻′ = 𝟔)GS (𝑲𝑩 = 𝟏)

Figure 2. Qualitative evaluation among different search methods. We test prompts from DEVIL-high (above) and DEVIL-static (below).
DLBS-LA generates more dynamic, and prompt-aligned videos than GS or BoN.

ing inaccurate argmax operation.

We then point out that the improvement of perceptual video
quality considering the alignment to prompts requires re-
ward calibration of existing metrics (Huang et al., 2024b).
When we evaluate outputs by leveraging capable vision lan-
guage models (OpenAI, 2023; Gemini Team, 2023) as a
proxy of human rater, many previous metrics to quantify the
naturalness of video do not always correlate with each other,
and optimal reward design to measure perceptual quality
highly depends on the degree of dynamic descriptions in
evaluation prompts. We design a weighted linear combina-
tion of multiple metrics, which is calibrated to perceptual
quality and improves the correlation with preference.

We demonstrate that our method can induce high-quality
outputs based on the calibrated reward or AI feedback (Fig-
ure 2), without model parameter update, and outputs the
best generation under the same search budget compared to
greedy search (Kim et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2024a) and
best-of-N sampling (Zhang et al., 2024b; Ma et al., 2025).
We also provide practical efficiency guidelines on which
axes, among search budget, lookahead steps for reward es-
timate, and denoising steps, in the denoising process we
should allocate the inference-time computation.

2. Preliminaries
Latent Diffusion Models Latent diffusion models (Rom-
bach et al., 2022; Ma et al., 2024) are a special class of
diffusion probabilistic models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015;
Ho et al., 2020), and popular choices for high-resolution
text-to-video generation (He et al., 2022; Blattmann et al.,

2023b;a), which considers the diffusion process in embed-
ding space. Let x0 as a video and encode it as z0 = Enc(x0)
using VAE (Kingma & Welling, 2013). Continuous-time
forward diffusion process can be modeled as a solution to a
stochastic differential equation (SDE) (Song et al., 2021b):

dz = f(z, t)dt+ g(t)dw, (1)

where z0 ∼ p0(z) is the latent as initial condition while pt(z)
is the marginal distribution of zt, f : Rd × R → Rd is the
drift coefficient, g : R× R→ R is the diffusion coefficient,
and w ∈ Rd is d-dimensional standard Wiener process.
f(·, ·) and g(·) are designed appropriately for the marginal
distribution to reach pT (z) ≈ N (0, I) as t → T (Karras
et al., 2022). Reverse diffusion process generates samples
z0 through the following reverse-time SDE:

dz = [f(z, t)− g(t)2∇z log pt(z)]dt+ g(t)dw̄, (2)

where dt here is an infinitesimal negative time step from T
to 0 and w̄ ∈ Rd is a standard reverse-time Wiener process.
We start this with zT ∼ N (0, I). This SDE induces the
marginal distribution on the data ppre(z) (i.e. pre-trained
diffusion models). While we omit the notation for simplicity,
we consider the text-to-video generation problem, where the
diffusion process is conditioned on text prompts c.

Alignment for Text-to-Video Diffusion Models In this
paper, we define the alignment problem in text-to-video gen-
eration as increasing the probability of generating perceptu-
ally good video for humans, such as maxE[p(O = 1|x0, c)]
where O ∈ {0, 1} represents if the generated video x0 con-
ditioned on c is perceptually higher quality or not. The com-
mon assumption is such a probability depends on a proxy
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scalar reward function r(x0, c) such as p(O = 1|x0, c) ∝
exp(β−1r(x0, c)) with β ∈ R, and then the problem comes
down to reward maximization. The proxy reward function
may take generated video x0 and a prompt c as inputs.

Alignment as Stochastic Optimal Control Previous
works formulate such a reward maximization problem from
the view of stochastic optimal control (Uehara et al., 2024;
Huang et al., 2024a; Domingo-Enrich et al., 2024), where
we aim to find an additional drift term u(·, ·) for the follow-
ing reverse SDE:

dz = [f(z, t)−g(t)2∇z log pt(z)+u(z, t)]dt+g(t)dw̄. (3)

For convenience, we adopt the change-of-variables as νt :=
zT−t and f̄(ν, t) := f(ν, t) − g(t)2∇ν log pt(ν) because
stochastic control is often based on the standard flow of
time (t : 0→ T ), and then Equation 3 is written as:

dν = [̄f(ν, t) + u(ν, t)]dt+ g(t)dw, (4)

where dt here is an infinitesimal time step and dw is a
standard Wiener process.

Because the alignment problem comes down to reward max-
imization, the objective in stochastic control literature is

u∗ = argmax
u

E

[
r′(νT )−

λ

2

∫ T

t=0

∥u(νt, t)∥2

g(t)2
dt

]
(5)

where r′(·) := r(Dec(·)) evaluates the latent in the video
space and λ > 0. The expectation is taken over samples
from Equation 4. In stochastic control, it is known that we
can define the optimal value function,

v∗t (ν) = Ep∗

[
r′(νT )−

λ

2

∫ T

s=t

∥u(νs, s)∥2

g(s)2
ds|νt = ν

]
,

(6)

where p∗t (ν) = 1
Z exp(

v∗
t (ν)
λ )ppre

t (ν), and obtain the op-
timal drift u∗(ν, t) = g(t)2∇ν

v∗
t (ν)
λ (Pavon, 1989). This

optimal value function is the solution of stochastic Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation (Evans, 2022) according to this
Feynman-Kac formula (Øksendal, 2003; Moral, 2004):

exp

(
v∗t (ν)

λ

)
= Eppre

[
exp

(
r′(νT )

λ

)
|νt = ν

]
(7)

and then we obtain a tractable form of optimal drift term as:

u∗(νt, t) = g(t)2∇ν logEppre

[
exp

(
r′(νT )

λ

)
|νt = ν

]
.

(8)
The intuition here is the optimal drift pulls the current latent
ν, while following the pre-trained reverse SDE, into the
region achieving a higher reward at time T .

Algorithm 1 Diffusion Latent Beam Search (DLBS) with
Stochastic DDIM
Input: latent diffusion model ϵθ, reward function r′, noise

scheduling parameter {αt}Tt=0, {σt}Tt=0, number of
beams B, number of candidates K

1: z1T , · · · , zBT ∼ N (0, I) ▷ Initial B beams
2: for t = T to 1 do
3: for j = 1 to B do
4: ▷ Compute the posterior mean of zjt−1

5: ẑj0|t =
1√
αt
(zjt −

√
1− αtϵθ(zjt ))

6: zjt−1 =
√
αt−1ẑj0|t +

√
1− αt−1 − σ2

t ϵθ(z
j
t )

7: end for
8: if t > 1 then
9: for j = 1 to B do

10: ▷ Sample K next candidate latents
11: zijt−1 = zjt−1 + σtϵ

i
t with ϵ1t , ..., ϵ

K
t ∼ N (0, I)

12: ▷ Estimate the clean sample from noisy latent
13: ẑij0|t−1 = 1√

αt−1
(zijt−1−

√
1− αt−1ϵθ(z

ij
t−1))

14: end for
15: ▷ Search B higher-reward beams from KB latents
16: budget := {(z11t−1, ẑ

11
0|t−1), · · · , (z

KB
t−1 , ẑ

KB
0|t−1)}

17: for j′ = 1 to B do
18: zj

′

t−1 = argmaxzij
t−1∈budget

r′(ẑij0|t−1)

19: budget = budget \ {(zj
′

t−1, ẑ
argmax
0|t−1 )}

20: end for
21: j ∈ {1, · · · , B} ← j′ ▷ Reset selected B indices
22: end if
23: end for
24: return: z0 = argmaxzj

0∈{z10,··· ,zB0 } r′(zj0)

3. Diffusion Latent Beam Search
We first provide a unified view of existing inference-time
alignment methods through several practical approximations
of optimal drift u∗(νt, t) (Section 3.1). To mitigate errors
from those approximations, we propose a novel inference-
time search algorithm, diffusion latent beam search with
lookahead estimator (Section 3.2).

3.1. A Unified View for Practical Approximations

While Equation 8 has a relatively tractable form, it is still
computationally expensive, since the expectation requires
full diffusion sampling to evaluate latent at each time step,
as well as facing numerical instability. Previous alignment
methods rely on multiple-step practical approximations.

Step. 1: Jensen’s Inequality First, when assuming r′(νT )
λ

is almost deterministic (this might hold when t → T ),
Jensen’s inequality yields the following approximation by
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Algorithm 2 Lookahead (LA) with Deterministic DDIM

Input: latent diffusion model ϵθ, current diffusion latent
zt−1, number of lookahead steps T ′(<< T )

1: ▷ Run T ′-step deterministic DDIM starting from zt−1

2: t̃(s) ∈ {t− 1, . . . , ⌊ s
T ′ (t− 1)⌋, . . . , ⌊ 1

T ′ (t− 1)⌋, 0}
3: Select new lookahead noise schedule {α̃s}T

′

s=0 for T ′-
step interpolation of the rest of original {αt′}t−1

t′=0

4: zt̃(T ′) := zt−1

5: z̃0|t̃(T ′) =
zt̃(T ′)−

√
1−α̃T ′ ϵθ(zt̃(T ′))√

α̃T ′

6: for s = T ′ to 1 do
7: zt̃(s−1) =

√
α̃s−1z̃0|t̃(s) +

√
1− α̃s−1ϵθ(zt̃(s))

8: z̃0|t̃(s−1) =
zt̃(s−1)−

√
1−α̃s−1ϵθ(zt̃(s−1))√

α̃s−1

9: end for
10: return: (zt−1, z̃0|t̃(0)) ▷ Latent and LA estimator

exchanging log and E[·], which can be considered as a cer-
tain form of classifier guidance (Dhariwal & Nichol, 2021):

u∗(νt, t) ≈
g(t)2

λ
∇νEppre [r′(νT )|νt = ν] . (9)

Step. 2: Tweedie’s Formula To avoid the computation-
ally expensive expectation, the expected reward is further
approximated as Eppre [r′(νT )|νt = ν] ≈ r′(ν̂T |t) where
ν̂T |t ≈ Eppre [νT |νt = ν] is a one-step approximation of
posterior mean (Chung et al., 2023), which can be calcu-
lated only with the current latent νt without full diffusion
path. Therefore, the optimal drift term can be seen as solely
depending on the current time step t:

u∗(νt, t) ≈
g(t)2

λ
∇νr

′(ν̂T |t). (10)

Such a computationally tractable drift term has been lever-
aged for previous inference-time alignment methods via
approximate guidance or twisted sequential Monte Carlo
(SMC) (Wu et al., 2024b). However, as the approximated
posterior mean ν̂T |tin intermediate steps is noisy, evaluation
with the reward function for clean data r′(·) may not provide
a reliable signal (Liang et al., 2024). Moreover, Equation 10
requires the reward gradient, which is not applicable to non-
differentiable reward, such as AI feedback, and is also not
suitable for the modality whose reward gradient imposes a
huge computational cost in practice, such as video.

Step. 3: Converting Reward Gradient into argmax The
usage of reward gradient can be converted into argmax op-
erator (Huang et al., 2024a; Li et al., 2024b; Bansal et al.,
2023). The intuition here is since the optimal drift in Equa-
tion 10 induces the diffusion latent to the direction where
it maximizes the reward, we replace such a maximization

with a zeroth-order search. The SDE is approximated as:

dν = f̄(ν, t)dt+g(t)dw∗ where dw∗ = argmax
dw

r′(ν̂T |t).

(11)
Note that the current diffusion latents νt and posterior mean
ν̂T |t are sampled by following the standard Wiener process
dw. This approximation is leveraged for inference-time
alignment via greedy search (Huang et al., 2024a; Li et al.,
2024b) or SMC (Singhal et al., 2025) of diffusion latents.
However, greedy search can result in sub-optimal generation
affected by inaccurate reward estimate r′(ν̂T |t) due to its
noisy input. Moreover, for the high-dimensional domain,
such as video generation, it can be challenging to get an
accurate density ratio term required in SMC.

3.2. Mitigating Approximation Errors via Beam Search

Existing practical algorithms based on these three approx-
imations, such as greedy search (Huang et al., 2024a; Li
et al., 2024b), fall into sub-optimal generation due to the
erroneous reward evaluation with a noisy estimate of the
posterior mean (Chung et al., 2023), and argmax opera-
tor based on them. To resolve the error accumulation, we
propose a simple yet robust modification, diffusion latent
beam search (DLBS) with lookahead estimator. To clearly
describe the practical implementation, we use the notation
of discrete-time diffusion process in the rest of the section.

Practical Implementation We summarize the detailed
sampling procedure of DLBS in Algorithm 1. For
the diffusion sampler, we use stochastic DDIM (Song
et al., 2021a) with a decreasing sequence {αt}Tt=1 ∈
(0, 1]T , noise level η, and noise schedule σt =
η
√

(1− αt−1)/(1− αt)
√

1− αt−1/αt, which is equiva-
lent to DDPM (Ho et al., 2020) when η = 1.0. We initialize
B latent beams from the Gaussian distribution (Line 1.1),
sample K latents per beam in next time step (Line 1.11),
and then compute the one-step estimation of the posterior
mean (Line 1.13). DLBS evaluates the estimator of pos-
terior mean ẑ0|t−1 with reward function (Line 1.18) and
selects Top-B-rewarded latent beams instead of Top-1 (i.e.,
argmax) from KB candidates (Line 1.19), which is iterated
over entire reverse process from t = T to t = 0. DLBS can
possess latent beams more widely than greedy search under
the same budget, which mitigates error propagation due to
the approximated diffusion latent evaluation.

Lookahead Estimator The other source of approximation
errors than argmax operator is a one-step estimator of the
posterior mean ẑ0|t−1 from Tweedie’s formula, which is still
noisy, especially in earlier time steps and leads to inaccurate
reward evaluation. To reduce errors in reward evaluation,
we propose a lookahead (LA) estimator z̃0|t̃(0), which is
estimated by running T ′-step deterministic DDIM (1 <
T ′ << T ) while equally interpolating the rest of time steps

4
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Figure 3. 2D-histogram and correlation between reward functions for perceptual video quality (Huang et al., 2024b) and AI feedback from
Gemini (Gemini Team, 2023). A single reward (e.g., subject consistency; blue) is often not aligned well with a preference from Gemini,
which happens for all the prompt sets with different degree of dynamics. The calibrated reward, a linear combination of perceptual metrics
via brute-force search (green), achieves the best Pearson correlation coefficient in all settings (statistically significant with p < 0.01).

from the current latent zt−1 to z0 (Algorithm 2). While
requiring additional denoising steps, its cost is almost the
same as naive DLBS because most computational costs
come from when we decode z0 (i.e. reward evaluation).
This more “accurate” estimator significantly improves the
performance even with T ′ = 2 or 3 (Section 5.2).

4. Calibrating Reward to Preference Feedback
One of the most useful assessments for generative models
is human evaluation, yet gathering human feedback at scale
is prohibitively costly. A practical approach to reduce the
time and cost is to leverage AI feedback from VLMs (Wu
et al., 2024d), which has been shown to align with human
judgment on video quality to some extent (Na et al., 2024;
Furuta et al., 2024b). In this work, we assume that the
VLM evaluation works as an oracle and we align model
outputs to the preference of VLMs, which is reasonable due
to their capability and the cost to be saved. Our qualitative
evaluation also confirms that the high-rating video by VLMs
is good for us. It is possible to replace VLMs with humans
in our framework if the cost allows.

However, because alignment via inference-time search re-
quires massive reward evaluation queries, we still need to
build more tractable proxy rewards not relying on humans
or external VLM APIs. The question here is what kind of
metrics for perceptual video quality can improve the feed-
back from VLMs. Because the criteria of videos preferable
to humans are multi-objective, maximizing a single metric
may lead to undesirable generation due to over-optimization.
In this section, we first review the possible video quality
metrics (Section 4.1), evaluate the Pearson correlation be-
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Figure 4. The coefficient of calibrated reward wi with feedback
from Gemini. Each set of prompts depicting different degree of
dynamics requires different mixture of perceptual video qualities.

tween these and VLM feedback score, and then propose a
reward calibration (Section 4.2), aiming to align the existing
video rewards to VLMs by considering their weighted linear
combination through the brute-force search of coefficients.

4.1. Metric Reward for Perceptual Video Quality

Following Huang et al. (2024b), we select six base reward
functions for perceptual video quality (see Appendix B):

Subject Consistency quantifies how consistently the subject
appears across video frames with DINO (Caron et al., 2021).

Motion Smoothness leverages the motion prior in AMT (Li
et al., 2023) to evaluate whether the generated video’s mo-
tion is smooth and physically plausible.

Dynamic Degree quantifies the overall magnitude of dy-
namic object movement by estimating optical flow (Teed &
Deng, 2020) for each pair of consecutive frames.

Aesthetic Quality measures compositional rules, color har-
mony, and the overall artistic merit of each video frame with
LAION aesthetic predictor (LAION-AI, 2022).

Imaging Quality assesses low-level distortions (e.g., over-
exposure, noise, blur) in each frame with MUSIQ predic-
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Figure 5. Comparison among diffusion latent beam search (DLBS), best-of-N (BoN) and greedy search (GS). We measure the performance
in terms of a combinational reward calibrated to Gemini (above) and GPT-4o (below). DLBS improves all the calibrated reward the best
as the search budget KB increases (especially KB = 16, 32) while BoN and GS in some cases eventually slows down or saturates the
performance. Notably, LA estimator (KB = 8, T ′ = 6) is comparable to or even outperforming DLBS (KB = 32).

tor (Ke et al., 2021).

Text-Video Consistency captures how closely a content in
a video aligns with a prompt with ViCLIP (Xu et al., 2021).

Reward Calibration To reflect the multi-dimensional
aspect of preferable videos, we model the calibrated re-
ward function r∗(·, ·) as a weighted linear combination of
video quality metrics: r∗(x0, c) :=

∑M
i=1 wiri(x0, c). The

coefficient wi is determined by maximizing the Pearson cor-
relation with preference feedback. We heuristically conduct
a brute-force search within a reasonable range (Section 4.2).

Experimental Setup We leverage GPT-4o (OpenAI, 2023)
and Gemini-1.5 (Gemini Team, 2023) as automated raters
for generated videos. We provide a text prompt and gener-
ated video as inputs, instructing VLMs to assign discrete
scores (1–10) based on overall visual quality (including
clarity, resolution, brightness, and aesthetic appeal), the ap-
propriateness of motion for either static or dynamic scenes,
the smoothness and consistency of shapes and motions, and
the degree of alignment with a prompt (see Appendix E).

We select four prompt sets from two distinct dataset (see Ap-
pendix C). DEVIL (Liao et al., 2024) classifies its prompts
into five categories depending on the degree of movement,
each further divided by subject type (e.g., cat, horse, truck,
nature, etc.). We focus on three of five categories (static,
medium, and high) and select one prompt at random from
each subject-subdivision within a chosen category. We also
draw 30 random captions from the test split of MSRVTT (Xu
et al., 2016), widely used as a video benchmark.

To examine the correlation among AI feedback and percep-
tual quality metrics, we generate 64 videos per prompt from
pre-trained Latte (Ma et al., 2024) using DDIM sampler
with T = 50 and η = 0.0. We also prepare candidates
of the calibrated reward by choosing the combination of
weights wi ∈ {0.0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1.0} and use those later

to rank them based on the correlation with AI feedback.

4.2. Correlation and Reward Calibration

Figure 3 illustrates the 2D-histogram and corresponding
correlation between each individual metric and feedback
from Gemini (see Appendix F for GPT-4o). Relying on a
single metric often yields low correlation, which supports
the multifaceted nature of perceptual video quality. In addi-
tion, the relative importance of each metric depends on the
movement in the prompts; in highly-dynamic DEVIL-high,
dynamic degree correlates more strongly with VLMs than
consistency metrics. Conversely, in less-dynamic DEVIL-
medium or DEVIL-static, subject consistency and motion
smoothness play more prominent roles. Because the aes-
thetic score focuses on frame-by-frame visual quality, it
tends to exhibit a stronger correlation with VLM in low-
motion scenarios, while rapid movements and frequent tran-
sitions often introduce motion blur or abrupt changes in
composition, reducing the frame-level aesthetic quality and
thus weakening its correlation with VLMs.

Notably, a weighted linear combination of these metrics
yields the highest correlation with Gemini (Figure 3, green).
Among brute-force candidates, we select the best coeffi-
cients in terms of correlation with Gemini per a set of
prompts in Figure 4, which differ based on the degree of
movement in the prompts. The dynamic degree and motion
smoothness exhibit pronounced variation among DEVIL-
high, -medium, and -static, and the weights of other factors,
such as text-video consistency, subject consistency, and
aesthetic considerations, are also adjusted to the prompts ac-
cordingly. This underscores the importance of appropriately
weighting multiple evaluation criteria through the reward
calibration.
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Figure 6. DLBS can improve the performance in any prompts or reward, as we increase the search budget KB ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32}. In
addition, we can see an optimal balance between the number of latent K and the number of beam B under the same budget. For instance,
as we increase the budget to KB = 16, we have a peak around K = 4 or K = 8, which is about 25–50% of the budget.

5. Inference-Time Text-to-Video Alignment
Experimental Setup We compare following inference-time
search methods with a noise level η = 1.0 for DDIM:

• Best-of-N Sampling (BoN): We initialize B latents and
they follow the reverse process independently (K = 1).
At t = 0, we evaluate the reward and select the best.

• Greedy Search (GS): At each denoising step, we select
the best-rewarded diffusion latent (B = 1) from K
candidates sampled in a reverse process.

• DLBS: Given the budget KB, we sweep possible com-
binations in terms of multiple of 2 (e.g., K = 4, B = 4
or K = 8, B = 2), and then report the best results
except for the case with K = 1 and B = 1.

• DLBS-LA: We combine DLBS with lookahead esti-
mator from 6-step deterministic DDIM. Due to the re-
sources, we have experiments with KB = 8.

We use the same prompt sets as in Section 4, and Gemini-
/GPT-calibrated rewards in Section 4.2. Note that the range
of values may be different from each other as they have
different coefficients. We test the performance when scal-
ing (1) search budget KB (Section 5.1), (2) LA steps T ′

for reward estimate (Section 5.2), and (3) denoising steps
(Section 5.3). We further analyze whether DLBS maximiz-
ing reward calibrated to VLMs can actually improve VLM
evaluation (Section 5.4), and how the diversity of generated
samples is in the inference-time search (Section 5.5).

5.1. Scaling Search Budget

Figure 5 measures the combinational reward calibrated to
Gemini (above) and GPT-4o (below) while increasing the
search budget KB ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32}. DLBS improves
all the calibrated rewards the best as KB increases (espe-
cially KB = 16, 32) while BoN and GS in some cases
eventually slow down or saturate the performance. See Ap-
pendix H for the results with KB = 64 in DEVIL-medium
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Figure 7. Comparison among different LA steps T ′ on MSRVTT-
test (KB = 8). The performance improves, as increasing LA
steps. Even T ′ = 2 significantly outperforms the posterior mean.

where we still observe the improvement.

Figure 6 demonstrates the scaling trend of DLBS, propor-
tional to the search budget, under various choices of K. The
results show that there is an optimal balance between the
number of latent K and the number of beam B under the
same budget. For instance, as we increase the budget to
KB = 16, 32, we have a peak around K = 4, 8, 16, which
is about 25–50% of the budget. This implies that balancing
possession and exploration of diffusion latents in DLBS
help search for the best outputs robustly.

5.2. Scaling Lookahead Steps for Reward Estimate

We scale up LA steps T ′ to obtain an accurate reward esti-
mate. We use MSRVTT-test (KB = 8) and Gemini reward
for experiments. Figure 7 shows that as increasing LA
steps, the performance improves more. Even T ′ = 2, 3
significantly outperforms the posterior mean, which is of-
ten used in prior works (Kim et al., 2024; Huang et al.,
2024a; Singhal et al., 2025). This is because the sub-optimal
performance of inference-time search comes from the ap-
proximation errors and LA estimator can notably reduce
them. Moreover, as shown in Figure 5 (above), DLBS-LA
(KB = 8, T ′ = 6) achieves comparable or even outper-
forming results with DLBS (KB = 32). It is quite benefi-
cial to spend a computation to estimate reward accurately.
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Figure 8. (Left) Scaling the denoising steps T . DLBS benefits
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Range of denoising steps t ∈ [50, 0] to apply search methods.
While Kim et al. (2024) apply GS in the first 5–10 steps, DLBS
over the entire diffusion steps yields the largest improvement.

5.3. Scaling Denoising Steps

The last axis is denoising steps; in general, the more de-
noising steps are, the finer the video generated is (Ho et al.,
2020). We investigate (1) whether this also holds in DLBS,
(2) how the improvement is compared to other axes, and (3)
when we should run DLBS, while Kim et al. (2024) only
apply GS in the first 5–10 steps.

Figure 8 (left) shows the performance when increasing the
number of denoising steps T . Since DDIM exhibits fast
convergence (Song et al., 2021a), BoN with larger T does
not improve the reward much. DLBS improves the perfor-
mance when scaling denoising steps to T = 200 more than
BoN or GS, which implies that DLBS benefits from larger
computation as well as the other axes. As shown in Fig-
ure 5 (MSRVTT-test), the reward is comparable to the one in
KB = 16, although the range of improvement by denoising
steps is smaller than the one from the LA estimator. The
last point is how many times we should iterate DLBS. As
opposed to Kim et al. (2024), Figure 8 (right) shows that
applying DLBS for all the steps is much better than that for
limited steps. Scaling the timing when we employ DLBS
realizes better alignment on a calibrated reward, and the
number of time steps may also improve the performance,
while the LA estimator is a priority.

5.4. Evaluation with AI Feedback

As discussed in Section 4, we obtain a manageable reward
function through the reward calibration, which reduces the
cost for frequent evaluation queries in inference-time search.
While DLBS efficiently improves the calibrated reward,
(Figure 5), a natural question is whether DLBS can also
improve the original VLM feedback by optimizing their
calibrated rewards. We use each calibrated reward (Fig-
ure 4) for DLBS and evaluate the quality with Gemini or
GPT-4o. Figure 9 demonstrates that DLBS maximizing cali-
brated rewards can improve the original preference feedback
from VLMs, as we grow the search budget. This highlights
that our recipe to design inference-time search, combin-
ing reward calibration and beam search, can contribute to
improving video quality in general.
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Figure 9. VLM evaluation of video generated with DLBS. As in
Figure 5, we use each calibrated reward (Figure 4) for DLBS and
evaluate the quality with Gemini or GPT-4o. DLBS on calibrated
reward can improve the original preference feedback from VLMs.
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DLBS achieves high performance maintaining higher diversity.

5.5. Alignment–Diversity Tradeoff

Alignment for diffusion models can steer desirable outputs,
but it is said that the diversity of generated samples or the
performance of original models often degrade (Lee et al.,
2023b; Wu et al., 2024b). While inference-time search does
not change or degrade the model itself, we here compare
the diversity of samples among BoN, GS, and DLBS. We
measure the sample diversity as a mean pairwise distance
of ViCLIP embeddings (see Appendix J). Figure 10 reveals
that DLBS achieves high performance with higher diversity
than BoN or GS. This exhibits a benefit from the wider
possession and exploration of diffusion latents in DLBS.

6. Related Works
Classifier guidance (Dhariwal & Nichol, 2021; Ho & Sali-
mans, 2022) has been most popular to enhance text-content
alignment. On top of that, recent works (Huang et al., 2024a;
Li et al., 2024b) leverage reward or external feedback at
inference time by selecting better latents (Wallace et al.,
2023b), that probably achieve higher reward, during the re-
verse process. Kim et al. (2025) propose twisted SMC (Wu
et al., 2024b) with reward gradient, which is not suitable
for non-differentiable feedback and for the domain such as
video where reward gradient needs a huge memory cost.
Gradient-free methods (Zheng et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2025)
such as SMC (Singhal et al., 2025) or greedy search (Kim
et al., 2024) often exhibit sub-optimal results affected by
inaccurate reward estimate from noisy latents. Yeh et al.
(2024) use ODE to estimate the reward, but it highly de-
pends on Karras sampler (Karras et al., 2022) to avoid nu-
merical instability. In contrast, we address the error prop-
agation from inaccurate reward estimate with beam search
and lookahead estimator via deterministic DDIM, which is
more popular and stable. Our methods work more scalably
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when allocating more computation budget at inference time.
See Appendix I for further related works.

7. Discussion and Limitation
We here assume that VLMs work as a proxy of human eval-
uation, and we demonstrate both qualitative and quantitative
improvement of the video quality. It would be important to
extend us to scalable methods driven by human feedback
not limited to VLMs. While spending more computation at
inference time significantly improves perceptual quality, the
generation definitely requires more time. It is orthogonal
compared to speeding up the sampling process via distil-
lation (Meng et al., 2022; Song et al., 2023), architecture
changes (Oshima et al., 2024), or parallel sampling (Shih
et al., 2023). We believe both high-quality and speedy sam-
pling have practical needs and should be balanced.

8. Conclusion
This paper studies which metrics we should optimize and
how we can optimize them for better text-to-video genera-
tion. We point out that feedback from capable VLMs reflects
multiple dimensions of video quality so it is insufficient to
optimize an existing metric alone, rather we should calibrate
the reward by combination. Our DLBS with LA estimator
reduces the error propagation from the inaccurate reward
estimate. We demonstrate DLBS is the most scalable and ro-
bust inference-time search that significantly improves video
quality as we increase the search budget, lookahead, and
denoising steps. We hope our work encourages more uses
of inference-time computation for text-to-video models.
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cies, through the inference-time alignment algorithm. Such
advancements hold immense potential for revolutionizing
creative fields and enabling new applications in gaming,
filmmaking, and robotics.

On the other hand, the ability to generate highly realistic

videos raises concerns about the potential for misuse in
creating deceptive content, including deepfakes and mis-
information. Like other generative models such as large
language models, text-to-video models and their inference-
time search may inherit and amplify biases present in the
training data due to the misalignment. This might lead to
the generation of videos that perpetuate harmful stereotypes
or underrepresent certain groups.

Lastly, by focusing on inference-time alignment, our method
promotes more use of computational resources at test time.
On one side, this may increase the environmental footprint
for running large generative models and on the other side,
our detailed recipe can contribute to designing efficient
use of resources and reducing the footprint associated with
training. We believe that discussing this aspect is crucial as
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A. Implementation Details
We use the pre-trained T2V diffusion model Latte (Ma et al., 2024), a T5-conditioned (Raffel et al., 2020) Latent Diffusion
Transformer-based framework with 1.1B parameters. Our implementation is based on the publicly available code repository at
https://github.com/Vchitect/Latte, and we utilize the released checkpoint from https://huggingface.
co/maxin-cn/Latte-1.

Following the original configuration of Latte, we employ a linear noise schedule with βstart = 0.0001 and βend = 0.02, and
set the guidance scale wcfg = 7.5 for all experiments.

All experiments are conducted in half precision (fp16) on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU (40 GB) with a batch size of 1. We
report generation times for various configurations of the diffusion steps T , the lookahead steps T ′, and the search budget
KB. The approximate time consumption for different settings is summarized in Table 1.

For AI feedback, we use API endpoints: gpt-4o-2024-11-20 and gemini-1.5-pro-002.

Table 1. Approximate video generation time (minutes) for different settings of the diffusion steps T , the lookahead steps T ′, and the
search budget KB on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU (40 GB) with a batch size of 1, using the Gemini Calibrated Reward for MSRVTT-test.

T T ′ KB Execution Time (min)

50 1 4 11
50 1 8 22
50 1 16 45
50 1 32 90
50 6 8 30

100 1 8 45
200 1 8 90

B. Details of Metric Rewards
Subject Consistency We adopt the subject consistency metric proposed in VBench (Huang et al., 2024b) to quantify how
consistently a subject is depicted across consecutive video frames. Concretely, for each frame i in a video, we extract a
feature representation di using DINO (Caron et al., 2021) with a ViT-B/16 (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020) backbone. Let ⟨di,dj⟩
denote the cosine similarity between the features di and dj . Then, VBench defines the subject consistency metric as follows:

Rsubject =
1

T − 1

T∑
t=2

1

2

(
⟨d1, dt⟩+ ⟨dt−1, dt⟩

)
. (12)

DINO, which is trained in a self-supervised manner using unlabeled images and image augmentations, does not explicitly
suppress intra-class variations. As a result, it remains particularly sensitive to identity shifts within the same subject, making
it well-suited for evaluating subject consistency across frames.

Motion Smoothness We adopt the frame-interpolation-based metric originally proposed in VBench (Huang et al., 2024b) to
assess whether a generated video’s motion is smooth and physically plausible. In particular, this metric leverages the motion
prior from AMT (Li et al., 2023), employing its AMT-S variant for frame reconstruction. Concretely, let

[
f0, f1, f2, . . . , f2n

]
denote the frames of a generated video. We remove each odd-numbered frame to obtain a lower-frame-rate sequence[
f0, f2, f4, . . . , f2n

]
, and rely on AMT-S to reconstruct the missing frames

[
f̂1, f̂3, . . . , f̂2n−1

]
. We then compute the Mean

Absolute Error (MAE) between these reconstructed frames and the original odd-numbered frames, denoting this measure by
Rsmoothness. Finally, following the normalization scheme introduced in VBench, we define:

Rsmoothness-norm =
255−Rsmoothness

255
, (13)

which ensures that the final score lies in the range [0, 1], with higher values indicating smoother motion. This measure
leverages the motion prior in AMT to evaluate whether the generated video’s motion is smooth and physically plausible. We
remove each odd-numbered frame, then use AMT-S to reconstruct those frames based on short-term motion assumptions.
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Dynamic Degree This measure quantifies the overall magnitude of dynamic object movement. Let T be the total number
of frames in the generated video. For each pair of consecutive frames t and t+ 1, we estimate the optical flow vt using
RAFT (Teed & Deng, 2020), compute its norm ∥vt∥, and sum these values across all frames:

Rdynamics =

T−1∑
t=1

∥vt∥. (14)

We then apply a logarithmic transformation to Rdynamics and divide by 16:

Rdynamics-rescaled =
log

(
Rdynamics

)
16

. (15)

This rescaling helps ensure that the value range of Rdynamics-scaled is roughly comparable to other metrics in our evaluation.

Aesthetic Quality This criterion evaluates compositional rules, color harmony, and overall artistic merit on a per-frame
basis. Concretely, for each frame i in a video, we extract a CLIP image embedding cimage

i using the CLIP ViT-L/14
model (Radford et al., 2021). We then feed cimage

i into the LAION aesthetic predictor (LAION-AI, 2022), which assigns a
raw rating ri ∈ [0, 10]. To normalize these scores to the [0, 1] range, we set

r′i =
ri
10

. (16)

Let T be the total number of frames. The final aesthetic reward is then obtained by taking the average of the normalized
ratings across all frames:

Raesthetic =
1

T

T∑
i=1

r′i. (17)

Because the LAION aesthetic predictor leverages CLIP embeddings instead of raw images, it captures higher-level features
related to composition, color harmony, and artistic appeal.

Imaging Quality This indicator assesses low-level distortions (e.g., over-exposure, noise, blur) in each generated frame.
We adopt the MUSIQ predictor (Ke et al., 2021), trained on the SPAQ dataset (Fang et al., 2020). The frame-wise score is
normalized to [0, 1] by dividing by 100, and the final video score is the mean of these normalized values across all frames in
the same way as Equation 16 and Equation 17.

Text-Video Consistency This measure captures how closely a generated video’s content aligns with its text prompt. We
employ ViCLIP (Xu et al., 2021), a model pre-trained on a 10M video-text dataset and fine-tuned to handle temporal
relationships, to embed both the video frames and the text. Since ViCLIP computes embeddings from 8-frame inputs, we
sample 8 frames from 16-frame video. Let vvideo denote the resulting video embedding and vtext denote the text embedding.
We then define the final alignment score as the cosine similarity between these embeddings:

Rtv-consistency = ⟨vvideo,vtext⟩ (18)
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C. List of Prompts
MSRVTT-test

1. a woman is singing on stage about that one person being the one she wants

2. someone is filming a parked car in the parking lot

3. a cat is feed it s babies and a rabbit

4. mario game with bombs

5. someone is browsing a set of games on their console

6. a game is being played

7. a man holds a very large stick

8. a yellow-haired girl is explaining about a game

9. a ship is sailing around on the water

10. a woman with blonde hair and a black shirt is talking

11. a buffalo is attacking a man

12. a band is playing music and people are dancing

13. a child is playing a video game

14. a person is showing how to fold paper

15. a woman is sitting down on a couch in a room

16. a man inside of a car is using his finger to point

17. a man waters his plants

18. the symmetrical cone is japan s most famous symbol

19. an indoor soccer game

20. a japanese monkey bathing in a hot spring with pleasant music

21. some images of motorcycles are being shown on tv

22. someone is serving food in the restaurand

23. this is a competition type show

24. a woman on the news is talking about a story

25. this is a phone review video

26. some fake horses are standing around in a game

27. a person is filming a white car interior seat

28. video of clips from a movie

29. a man with a blue and white shirt is walking around

30. person making something in the kitchen

DEVIL-high
1. A bookshelf collapses loudly, books flying everywhere, creating chaos in the once quiet room.

2. Swift scenes of a sandstorm engulfing a desert oasis, with dunes shifting and palm trees bending in the relentless wind.

3. A chaotic scene of cowboys rounding up cattle during a stampede.

4. Suddenly, a storm hits the city, rain pouring down like a torrent, making rivers on the streets.

5. WWI biplanes in a dogfight with canvas wings ripping, dramatic cloud backdrop, ultra-detailed.

6. In the mountains, a bear erupts from the snow, creating a large cloud of powder.

7. Amidst a thunderstorm, a lightning bolt strikes a bicycle, setting it ablaze with crackling energy and lighting up the dark, rainy street.

8. A single eagle dives extremely fast, snatching a fish from the water.

9. A boat hits a big wave and flips, landing upside down.

10. A car drives through a wall of fire in a daring escape.

11. The cat tore across the living room, jumping over toys and furniture to catch the mouse.

12. A cow jumps over a fence, landing in a pond with a big splash.

13. Two dogs chase each other, suddenly skidding around a sharp corner.

14. A storm sweeps an elephant into a raging river, carrying it away swiftly.

15. Racing the sunset, a giraffe charges across the horizon, shadows stretching long.

16. Against the wind, a lone horse gallops, mane streaming behind.

17. Jumping over a gorge, the motorcycle lands just in time on the other side.

18. A thief sprints away from the scene, with the police in hot pursuit.

19. The ice cracks beneath their feet, making the sheep skid and slide, rushing to solid ground.

20. Lightning strikes as a train blasts its horn, cutting through a stormy night.

21. A truck speeds across the desert, dust clouds swirling behind it.

22. Under a rainbow, a zebra kicks up a spray of water as it crosses a fast-flowing river.
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DEVIL-medium
1. London heathrow, united kingdom - 05 12 2019: 4k super-telephoto plane accelerates down hot runway through heat shimmer

2. A cool dj teddy bear with sunglasses on top of turntable with video static

3. Aerial view. cute girl in the coat drive on country road on the bicycle

4. Brown pelican flying flight in fall bay harbor in ecuador

5. Small fishing boat, anchored on a silver ocean, in thailand.

6. a filled yellow school bus with over-sized black wheels drives through a flooded area with red lights on and gets splattered with mud

7. St. petersburg, russia - circa march, 2015: vehicles drive on city ringroad at evening time. st. petersburg ring road is a main route encircling the city

8. cat manages to hang on to dangling object

9. Taking cow milk cheese with fork 4k footage

10. dog passes in and out of view

11. 1930s: elephant roars, man shoots at elephant. elephants walk through jungle. man tries to fire gun, throws gun on ground, runs away.

12. the baby giraffe is zoomed in on and then camera shakes

13. Cowboys drive group of horses at farming enterprise.

14. 4k couple watching film or tv at home & jumping with shock at the action

15. contestants are reading themselves to start a mini-motorbike race

16. Macao beach with stone mountains aerial view from drone. travel destination. summer vacation. dominican republic

17. Male boxer resting and sweating after boxing training

18. Wild tulips in a meadow on background sky. sunrise. bonfire. a quiet spring morning in the steppe.

19. Sheep eating grass in punata and potosi, bolivia.

20. Bodo arctic town norway - ca july 2018: train station building and rails tilt up

21. a woman is describing different sets of tubes and hoses in the back of a white pick up truck which is parked on the side of a street with cars going by in the background

22. Istanbul, turkey - october 2018: commuters inside istanbul metro wagon travelling towards taksim station

DEVIL-static
1. airplane with red body is shown for first time.

2. a man holds up a stuffed bear.

3. when you can see the first view of the full bike

4. second bird lands on feedersecond bird lands on feeder

5. a red boat is first seen.

6. Tourist bus station 3d realistic footage. public transport front view animation. vehicles on modern urban highway bridge background. passengers transportation parking. city
bus stop video

7. black car is under the blue sign.

8. cat looks at the camera

9. dog puts paws together

10. a white horse standing beside red colored wearing girl dress standing with stick bending down knee displaying on screen

11. Blurred conference room with audience - 4k video

12. first time we see orange branch to the right

13. A woman and a man. holding a gift.

14. A tranquil tableau of the old red barn stood weathered and iconic against the backdrop of the countryside

15. black numbers 1758 at bottomof train

16. a large white box truck travels through water is followed by two other trucks and ascends a gray road through mountains

17. view of big city from balconyview of big city from balcony
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D. Detailed Analysis on Reward Function for Perceptual Video Quality
Figure 11 shows that different metrics in reward functions for perceptual video quality often exhibit negative or weak
correlations. For example, dynamic degree tends to be negatively correlated with many other metrics, indicating that
optimizing exclusively for one metric can either reduce motion dynamics or undermine temporal consistency and aesthetic
quality. These findings underscore the need to balance potentially conflicting reward functions rather than prioritizing any
single one in isolation, emphasizing the importance of a carefully calibrated approach to evaluating generated videos.
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Figure 11. Correlation between reward functions for perceptual video quality.

E. Prompt of AI Feedback

Prompt for AI Feedback from VLMs

You are a helpful assistant that evaluates the quality of a generated video from a textual prompt.

Compare the text prompt and generated video and evaluate the quality (visual quality, proper dynamics, etc...) of the video.

First explain the reasoning, then present the final assessment. Start the reasoning with ’Reasoning: ’.

After explaining the reasoning, present the final assessment with ’Assessment: ’.

Your final ’Assessment’ should be a single-number score from 1 to 10, not as a fraction.

When evaluating, consider the following points:

- Visual Quality: Evaluate the clearness, resolution, brightness, aesthetic appeal of the video.

- Dynamics: Evaluate whether the video demonstrates appropriate dynamics, ensuring it avoids excessive movement in
situations meant to be static or insufficient movement in situations intended to be dynamic.

- Smoothness, Consistency, and Naturalness: Assess the smoothness, consistency, and naturalness of shape and motion for
objects, animals, and humans.

- Contents: Evaluate whether the video content aligns with the given text prompt.

Textual Prompt: {instruction}

Video: {video file}
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F. Calibrating Reward to Preference Feedback from GPT-4o
Figure 12 shows the two dimensional histogram and correlation between reward function and AI feedback from GPT-
4o (OpenAI, 2023), and Figure 13 represent the coefficient of calibrated reward designed for GPT-4.
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Figure 12. 2D-histogram and correlation between reward function and AI feedback from GPT-4o.
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G. Qualitative Evaluation
We provide example videos among individual rewards and VLM calibrated rewards in Figure 14.

Gemini Calibrated RewardDynamic DegreeMotion Smoothness

A storm sweeps an elephant into a raging river, carrying it away swiftly.

Imaging Quality

Macao beach with stone mountains aerial view from drone. travel destination. summer vacation. dominican republic

GPT Calibrated RewardSubject Consistency

Gemini Calibrated RewardAesthetic QualityDynamic Degree

black car is under the blue sign.

Text-Video Consistency

a yellow-haired girl is explaining about a game

GPT Calibrated RewardSubject Consistency

Figure 14. We selected the video with the highest reward from 64 randomly generated videos. Videos chosen based on subject consistency
or motion smoothness tend to lack motion, while those selected based on dynamic degree or imaging quality often fail to adhere to the
given prompt. Additionally, evaluations based on dynamic degree may also lead to a loss of temporal consistency. Text-video consistency
often exhibits a high correlation with VLM-based evaluation and, among individual metrics (Figure 3), is relatively effective in capturing
the overall quality of a video. However, it may overlook certain aspects, such as frame-wise artifacts. Videos selected by VLM-calibrated
rewards demonstrate a more balanced quality.
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H. Additional Results for Inference-Time Text-to-Video Alignment
Figure 15 illustrates how varying the value of η in DDIM influences search performance. Here, η controls the degree of
randomness in the DDIM scheduler: η = 0.0 corresponds to the deterministic version of DDIM, while η = 1.0 is equivalent
to DDPM. As η decreases below 1.0, performance in terms of the final reward diminishes, presumably because lowering the
randomness in the sampling process narrows the scope of exploration.

Figure 16 the performance of inference-time search on DEVIL-medium that includes the results with KB = 64. We can
observe that the increasing trends still continue.
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Figure 15. Comparison among different η in DDIM sampler.
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Figure 16. Inference-time search on reward calibrated to Gemini including KB = 64.
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I. Extended Related Works
Aligning Diffusion Models via Finetuning Alignment by finetuning text-conditioned models has been investigated for
image (Lee et al., 2023b) and video (Furuta et al., 2024b; Wu et al., 2024c) generation. Typically, LoRA (Hu et al., 2021) in
a backbone model (Çiçek et al., 2016) is finetuned through policy gradient (Black et al., 2024; Fan et al., 2023; Zhang et al.,
2024a), direct preference optimization (Yuan et al., 2024; Na et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2023; Liang et al., 2024; Wallace
et al., 2023a), reward-weighted regression (Dong et al., 2023), or direct reward gradient (Prabhudesai et al., 2024; Clark
et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2024c; Li et al., 2024a). Some train an extra model for better initial noise space (Qi et al., 2024; Ahn
et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2024). In contrast, we focus on the search over the denoising process at inference time, which does
not require any model updates and may not degrade the original performance.

Evaluation of Text-to-Video Generation While there are several conventional metrics for video generation (or the one
repurposed from image generation) such as SSIM (Wang et al., 2004), IS (Salimans et al., 2016), LPIPS (Zhang et al.,
2018), or FVD (Unterthiner et al., 2019), those are not always suitable to evaluate how the quality of contents in video is,
which is much more emphasized in text-to-video generation (Wu et al., 2024a). It has been a long-standing challenge to
comprehensively and semantically evaluate the dynamics of contents or physical commonsense in generated videos (Bansal
et al., 2024; Liao et al., 2024). To deal with that, VBench (Huang et al., 2024b) is recently proposed as a suite of holistic
evaluations for text-to-video generation to reflect the perceptual aspect of the quality, such as consistency, smoothness,
aesthetics of contents or text–video alignment. Moreover, inspired by the success in LLMs (Bai et al., 2022; Lee et al.,
2023a; Furuta et al., 2024a), we could leverage VLMs, which become more capable these days, as a proxy of human
evaluation of the contents (Wu et al., 2024c); by finetuning CLIP-based models (He et al., 2024; Radford et al., 2021; Ma
et al., 2022), or prompting GPT-4o (OpenAI, 2023) or Gemini (Gemini Team, 2023). Our paper adopts AI feedback from
VLMs as an alternative to human rater, and proposes a recipe to calibrate a reward to other sources of feedback (such as AI
or human feedback), by considering a linear combination of fine-grained metrics.

J. Details of Sample Diversity
We compute the pairwise distances of ViCLIP (Xu et al., 2021) embeddings for video generation to quantify the diversity in
videos, inspired by the approach for evaluating diversity in images (Kim et al., 2025). Specifically, given N generated video
samples, we first extract ViCLIP embeddings vvideo,(i) for each sample i. The pairwise diversity score is then computed as
the mean pairwise distance:

Dvideo-diversity =
1

N(N − 1)

∑
i ̸=j

(
1− ⟨vvideo,(i),vvideo,(j)⟩

)
. (19)

Here, ⟨vvideo,(i),vvideo,(j)⟩ denotes the cosine similarity between the ViCLIP embeddings of two generated videos i and j.
This formulation is similar to Equation 18, but in the case of pairwise distance computation, we take the pairwise mean of
1− (cosine similarity) to obtain a diversity measure.
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