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Abstract

Video diffusion models have advanced rapidly in the recent
years as a result of series of architectural innovations (e.g.,
diffusion transformers) and use of novel training objectives
(e.g., flow matching). In contrast, less attention has been
paid to improving the feature representation power of such
models. In this work, we show that training video diffusion
models can benefit from aligning the intermediate features
of the video generator with feature representations of pre-
trained vision encoders. We propose a new metric and con-
duct an in-depth analysis of various vision encoders to eval-
uate their discriminability and temporal consistency, thereby
assessing their suitability for video feature alignment. Based
on the analysis, we present Align4Gen which provides a
novel multi-feature fusion and alignment method integrated
into video diffusion model training. We evaluate Align4Gen
both for unconditional and class-conditional video generation
tasks and show that it results in improved video generation as
quantified by various metrics. Full video results are available
on our project page: https://alignd4gen.github.io/align4gen/

1 Introduction

Video generative models have made rapid strides in recent
years. State-of-the-art video diffusion models (Polyak et al.
2024; Brooks et al. 2024; Kong et al. 2024; Yang et al.
2024; Ma et al. 2025) have advanced in synthesizing high-
resolution photorealistic videos that last several minutes.
To achieve these advancements, recent studies have focused
on architectural innovations, e.g., transitioning from U-Net
to Diffusion Transformers (DiT) (Peebles and Xie 2023),
and rethinking the training objective, such as flow matching
(Lipman et al. 2022).

In contrast, less effort has been made to analyze the cor-
relation between the feature representation power of large
video models and their generation capabilities. In fact, var-
ious recent works have demonstrated that large-scale diffu-
sion models learn powerful and discriminative features that
can facilitate various analysis tasks (Tang et al. 2023; Luo
et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023). Such works make two im-
portant observations: first, the features of generative models
are still inferior (El Banani et al. 2024; Jeong et al. 2024)
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compared to the features of self-supervised vision models,
such as DINOv2 (Oquab et al. 2023). More interestingly, the
features of the generative models and self-supervised vision
models tend to exhibit complementary properties (Zhang
et al. 2023). Inspired by these observations, REPA (Yu et al.
2024) demonstrated that aligning the internal representa-
tions of DiT with an external pre-trained visual encoder dur-
ing training significantly improves both discriminative and
generative performance.

Given the success of REPA, we hypothesize that pre-
trained self-supervised vision models can be used as guid-
ance when training video diffusion models to ensure they
learn more discriminative features. Moreover, we assume
that operating at a more discriminative feature space would
facilitate higher quality video generation. Consequently, in
this work, we introduce Align4Gen, a novel framework that
exploits the rich representation of pre-trained vision en-
coders to improve video diffusion training. We begin by
proposing a novel metric that quantifies both discriminabil-
ity and temporal invariance, and use it to analyze features
from a variety of pre-trained image and video encoders.
Surprisingly, image-trained encoders often exhibit superior
discriminability and temporal consistency. We further ob-
serve that different pre-trained image features, such as DI-
NOvV2 (Oquab et al. 2023) and SAM2.1 Hiera (Ravi et al.
2024), focus on capturing different frequency signals and
hence exhibit complementary characteristics. we design a
multi-feature fusion and alignment strategy that aligns in-
termediate features of video diffusion transformers with
those from multiple pre-trained image encoders. We vali-
date Align4Gen on both unconditional and class-conditional
video generation tasks, demonstrating consistent improve-
ments across a range of evaluation metrics and datasets. Our
contributions are as follows:

* We propose a novel metric for assessing both discrim-
inability and temporal consistency of pre-trained vision-
encoder features, and use it to systematically analyze
their suitability as guidance for video diffusion.

* We present Align4Gen, a multi-feature fusion and align-
ment strategy that integrates multiple, but complemen-
tary image encoder representations (across frequencies)
into video diffusion training.

* We validate Align4Gen with extensive experiments,
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demonstrating consistent gains in generation quality and
accelerated training on both unconditional and class-
conditional video diffusion tasks.

2 Related Work

Video Diffusion Models. Inspired by the success of dif-
fusion models in image generation (Rombach et al. 2022;
Podell et al. 2023), early approaches in video generation
adapted existing image diffusion architectures by incorpo-
rating a temporal dimension, enabling models to be trained
on both image and video data (Blattmann et al. 2023; Singer
et al. 2022; Guo et al. 2023). Typically, U-Net-based ar-
chitectures add temporal attention blocks after spatial at-
tention blocks and expand 2D convolutions to 3D to cap-
ture temporal dynamics. More recently, the introduction of
DiT (Peebles and Xie 2023), combined with large-scale,
high-quality curated datasets (Ju et al. 2025; Wang et al.
2023; Nan et al. 2024), has led to more efficient and scal-
able diffusion generators (Ma et al. 2024; Yang et al. 2024;
Zhou et al. 2024; Brooks et al. 2024), significantly advanc-
ing video generation quality. Furthermore, rectified flows
(Lipman et al. 2022; Esser et al. 2024; Chen et al. 2018)
have shown faster training convergence and inference speed,
making them increasingly popular for both image and video
generation (Esser et al. 2024; Zheng et al. 2024; Kong et al.
2024; HaCohen et al. 2024). Following this wave, we build
our method on a video diffusion transformer (V-DiT) archi-
tecture and demonstrate its significant efficiency under both
diffusion-based and flow-based training paradigms.

Diffusion Training with Auxiliary Loss. To enhance dif-
fusion model training, various strategies incorporating auxil-
iary losses have been proposed. Notably, recent studies have
shown that diffusion models inherently learn highly dis-
criminative representations within their features (Tang et al.
2023; Luo et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023). Building on this
insight, REPA (Yu et al. 2024) aligns diffusion features with
external pretrained visual encoders (Oquab et al. 2023; He
et al. 2021) to improve image diffusion training. More re-
cently, a range of efforts have been made to enhance video
diffusion training. Track4Gen (Jeong et al. 2024) identifies
a strong correlation between pixel-space appearance incon-
sistencies and feature-space temporal inconsistencies—i.e.,
video point tracking failures—and demonstrates that adding
dense point tracking loss to video diffusion features sig-
nificantly improves generation quality. Similarly, JOG3R
(Huang et al. 2025) integrates a camera pose estimation loss
into video diffusion training, showing that video genera-
tion and pose estimation can be jointly optimized. Addition-
ally, GenRec (Weng et al. 2025) performs joint training of
video generation and video recognition, leveraging mutual
reinforcement between these tasks. VideoJAM (Chefer et al.
2025) enhances motion coherence by incorporating an opti-
cal flow denoising loss, explicitly encoding a strong motion
prior into a video diffusion transformer.

Although these works demonstrate that leveraging the
auxiliary loss can support the training of video diffusion
models, the potential of feature learning with powerful pre-
trained vision encoders remains underexplored. In this pa-
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Figure 1: IICR comparisons. We present IICR values for
different pre-trained vision encoders across varying number
of clusters(k) in K-Means over 1,000 videos. DUSt3R and
VideoMAE show a decline in IICR as k increases, indicat-
ing weaker discriminative power relative to temporal con-
sistency. In contrast, DINOv2 and SAM2 maintain higher
values, with DINOV2 slightly decreasing due to its focus on
semantics over high-frequency details.

per, we investigate whether our proposed additional loss,
guided by pretrained vision encoders, eases learning features
for video diffusion models.

Self-supervised Vision Encoders. Self-supervised learn-
ing (SSL) methods have demonstrated remarkable success
in vision tasks by learning effective feature representa-
tions without human-annotated labels. These methods can
be broadly categorized into contrastive learning (Caron et al.
2021; Oquab et al. 2023), masked image modeling (He et al.
2021; Tong et al. 2022), and predictive modeling (Wang
et al. 2024; Weinzaepfel et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2024).
Many existing studies have not only focused on learning
high-quality representations but have also delved into ana-
lyzing the features extracted from different vision encoders
to gain deeper insights into their underlying structure. Tak-
ing a similar approach (Stevens et al. 2025), some methods
employ a sparse autoencoder to extract interpretable features
from vision models. Inspired by this, we perform feature
frequency analysis to classify feature characteristics and de-
velop a training framework that enhances generative video
diffusion transformer features by leveraging these traits.

3 Align4Gen
Preliminaries

Diffusion Models. Diffusion models (Sohl-Dickstein
et al. 2015; Ho, Jain, and Abbeel 2020) generate data by
gradually corrupting a clean sample with Gaussian noise and
then learning to reverse this noising process. In the forward
process, a data sample x is progressively corrupted over T’
steps. At each time step ¢, a Gaussian transition is defined as
follows:

(J(wt | $t71) = N(wt; V1—=pizi_, 57&1) (D



where {3; } is a fixed noise scheduler. Using the properties of
Gaussian distributions, the marginal distribution ¢(z: | @)
can be computed in a closed form.

In the reverse diffusion process, the model aims to recover
x( by denoising x; step by step. Instead of directly predict-
ing x;_1, the network €y(xy,t) is trained to estimate the
noise € that was injected during the forward process. The
training objective can be expressed as follows:
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where @; = [['_, (1 — B). This formulation of ¢ prediction
loss has been shown to stabilize training and produce high
quality samples.

Flow Models. Recently, flow-based training frame-
works (Liu, Gong, and Liu 2022; Esser et al. 2024; Chen
et al. 2025; Zheng et al. 2024) have gained attention for their
ability to progressively transform samples from a prior dis-
tribution to the target data distribution through a series of
linear interpolations. Specifically, we define a velocity field
ve(x) of a flow ¥y (x) : [0,1] x RY — R? that satisfies
Ye(xo) = @y and 1 (xg) = x1. Here, the 1, is uniquely
characterized by a flow ODE:

In particular, linear conditional flow defines the flow as x; =
Yi(x1|xg) = (1 — t)xo + ta;. Then, we can compute the
velocity field v, (| @o) = b (; ' (z4]@0)|T0) = 1 — o),
leading to the following conditional flow matching loss:

Liw = By gy, c-von) || (@0 = €) = va(@e, )*] . &)
During inference, the predicted velocity is utilized to guide
the transformation of an initial noise sample towards the tar-
get data distribution through a reverse integration process.
This approach enables efficient and controlled generation of
high-quality samples.

Analysis of Features

In order to find optimal vision encoders that accelerate video
diffusion model training, we begin by analyzing the features
of the pretrained image, video, and 3D encoders as well as
the features of DiTs.

Discriminative Power and Temporal Consistency. An
effective pretrained vision encoder for video models should
possess two key properties: (1) strong discriminative power
and (2) temporal consistency. This is especially crucial in
our setting, where the video diffusion model employs a 2D
VAE to produce frame-wise independent latents and un-
patchifies each frame independently at the final layer of the
DiT. In this setup, it is essential that temporally aligned ob-
jects yield similar features regardless of their frame posi-
tions. To jointly quantify these two properties, we propose a
novel metric, Intra-Inter Consistency Ratio (IICR), to eval-
uate the suitability for video diffusion model training.

Given a video, we extract per-frame feature representa-
tions using a pretrained vision encoder. Let u; be the cen-
troid (mean embedding) of cluster ¢. We define the inter-
cluster distance as
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Figure 2: PCA visualization of different vision encoder
features. Pretrained image encoders—DINOv2 (Oquab
et al. 2023) and SAM2 Hiera image encoder (Ravi et al.
2024)—yield feature representations that remain consistent
across frames for both foreground objects and background.
In contrast, video or 3D vision encoders such as VideoMAE
(Tong et al. 2022) and DUSt3R (Wang et al. 2024) exhibit
significant temporal inconsistencies in their feature repre-
sentations.

Dinier = min{|lu; — u|| [ # j}. (5)
which captures the smallest separation between distinct clus-

ters; larger Diyer implies more discriminative features. We
then define the intra-cluster distance Dj,, as

Dinra = max{o; | ¢ in number of clusters}, (6)

where o; is the standard deviation of embeddings within
cluster . Larger Dj,, indicates poorer temporal consis-
tency. Finally, we define the Intra-Inter Consistency Ratio
(IICR) as D

[ICR = =2t @)

ntra

A higher IICR indicates that the pre-trained encoder pro-
duces features that are simultaneously discriminative (large
inter-cluster separation) and temporally stable (small intra-
cluster variation).

Using the IICR metric, we evaluate four vision en-
coders: the image-based DINOv2 (Oquab et al. 2023)
and SAM2.1 Hiera (Ravi et al. 2024), the video encoder
VideoMAE (Tong et al. 2022), and DUSt3R (Wang et al.
2024), which is trained for 3D reconstruction. As illus-
trated in Fig. 1, both DINOv2 and SAM?2.1 Hiera con-
sistently achieve high IICR scores across varying K. On
the other hand, VideoMAE and DUSt3R degrade notice-
ably as K increases, indicating a loss in fine-grained dis-
criminability. We corroborate this with PCA visualizations
in Fig. 2: the image-level encoders (DINOv2 and SAM2.1
Hiera) produce stable, consistent color assignments for the
same backgrounds and subjects across frames, reflecting
strong temporal invariance, whereas VideoMAE and the 3D-
aware DUSt3R exhibit substantial instability and fluctua-
tions. These results motivate our selection of DINOv2 and
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Figure 3: Mean log differences between the lowest and
highest frequency components. DINOv2 focuses more on
low-frequency components, whereas SAM2.1 Hiera places
greater emphasis on high-frequency regions. We also plot
the same metric for the features obtained from a mid-block
of a video diffusion transformer model as a reference.

SAM2.1 Hiera as the primary sources for feature alignment
in video diffusion.

Frequency Distribution. Given the candidate image-level
encoders £, we analyze the frequency distribution of their
extracted features F = &(zg) € R">w>¢ We first transform
the features into the frequency domain via a 2D Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) and compute the log-magnitude spectrum:

S = FFTyp(F), ®)
M = log (|S| + ), )

where € is a small constant for numerical stability.

We then measure the mean log-magnitude difference
between the lowest- and highest-frequency regions. The
lowest-frequency (DC) component is given by:

Lowest frequency: My o, (10)

where (0, 0) denotes the center of the Fourier spectrum. The
high-frequency (HF) region is defined as:

High-frequency region: H = {(u7 v)

(11)
where r = h/2 for a square input of size h x h.
The frequency difference metric is computed as
1
Afreq = w Z Mu,v - MO,O~ (12)
(u,w)EH

As shown in Fig. 3, the value Ageq for DINOV2 and
SAM2.1 Hiera differs by 0.3 in log scale, corresponding to
a x1.35 ratio. This indicates a clear gap in their frequency
composition: DINOv2 (Oquab et al. 2023) predominantly
captures low-frequency, semantic structures, while the Hi-
era (Ryali et al. 2023) encoder in SAM2.1 (Ravi et al. 2024)
exhibits stronger sensitivity to high-frequency details. Given
the complementary nature of these features, we incorporate
both into our video diffusion training, as discussed in the
following section.

Vu? 402> 0.757‘} ,

Video DiT Training with Feature Alignment

Guided by the prior analysis, we design a training frame-
work that enforces consistency between the intermediate to-
kens of a video diffusion transformer (V-DiT) and represen-
tations from pre-trained image encoders.

Patch Token Alignment. At the heart of our method is
patch token alignment, which regularizes V-DiT by align-
ing its patch-level tokens with those extracted from a pre-
trained image transformer 7. For each video frame, T pro-
duces local patch embeddings p;, and V-DiT produces cor-
responding tokens ¢;, where ¢ denotes the patch or token in-
dex. To bridge the gap between their feature spaces, we pass
q; through a lightweight mapper—implemented as a multi-
layer perceptron (MLP)—before alignment. Feature align-
ment is then enforced by minimizing:

N
1
Laign = 37 > Lpi MLP(g;)) (13)

i=1

where £(-, -) is a distance measure (e.g., cosine distance) and
N is the total number of patch tokens. The full training ob-
jective augments the base video denoising loss (diffusion or
flow-based) with the alignment term:

Liotal = Laitire + 7 - Lalign (14)

where 7y balances the contribution of the alignment regular-
izer.

Multi-Feature Fusion. We further enhance training by
aligning V-DiT features with a fused representation con-
structed from multiple complementary image encoders.
Different encoders capture distinct frequency characteris-
tics—e.g., DINOv2 emphasizes low-frequency semantics,
while SAM2.1 Hiera captures high-frequency detail—so we
combine their strengths. Given a set of encoder outputs

I, Fs, ... F,, we construct a unified feature representa-
tion via concatenation along the feature dimension:
F =[F; Fy;...; F] (15)

producing a richer, multi-frequency supervisory signal.
This aggregated representation enforces consistency across
diverse feature sources and preserves both coarse and
fine-grained information. In specific, we integrate DI-
NOv2 and SAM2.1 Hiera, leveraging their complemen-
tary strengths—DINOV2 captures low-frequency semantics,
while SAM2.1 Hiera focuses on high-frequency details. This
combination enables a more holistic representation enables
capturing nuanced details beyond mere high-level seman-
tics.

4 Experiments
Experiment Setup

Implementation details. We validate the performance
of Align4Gen in both unconditional and class-conditional
video generation tasks. For class-conditional video genera-
tion, we implement the V-DiT model at two scales, V-DiT-L
and V-DiT-XL, following previous practice (Ma et al. 2024).



The patch size of 2 is utilized for all V-DiT models. V-DiT-L
consists of 24 transformer blocks with a total of 466M pa-
rameters in its transformer backbone, while V-DiT-XL com-
prises 28 transformer blocks with 683M parameters. We use
the UCF-101 (Soomro, Zamir, and Shah 2012), SkyTime-
lapse (Xiong et al. 2018), and FaceForensics (Rossler et al.
2018) datasets for training, with videos at a uniform reso-
lution of 256 x 256 x 16. We train V-DiT-L for 1M steps
with a batch size of 24 and V-DiT-XL for 200K steps with
a batch size of 16. For video sampling after training, we use
the DDIM sampler (Song, Meng, and Ermon 2020) with 50
steps for diffusion-based models and the Euler sampler with
50 steps for flow-based models.

Baselines. We compare our method (denoted as ‘V-DiT +
Ours’) to several baselines. First, we train the V-DiT-L and
V-DiT-XL models using only the standard diffusion or flow
loss which we denote as ‘V-DiT’. Next, we also train the V-
DiT models using only a single pretrained image encoder for
feature alignment, either DINOv2 or SAM2.1 Hiera.

Evaluation metrics. We assess video generation quality
using Fréchet Video Distance (FVD) (Unterthiner et al.
2019), Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) (Heusel et al.
2018), Inception Score (IS) , and frame-wise CLIP simi-
larity (Radford et al. 2021). Classical FVD computed with
the I3D backbone tends to emphasize per-frame fidelity
over motion. To counterbalance this bias and better cap-
ture both content and temporal dynamics, we adopt the
content-debiased FVD variant (Ge et al. 2024) using Video-
MAE (Tong et al. 2022) as the feature extractor.

Results

Class-conditional Video Generation. Tab. 1 demon-
strates that Align4Gen yields substantial gains in both FVD
(Unterthiner et al. 2019) and FID (Heusel et al. 2018) over
the vanilla V-DiT baseline, reflecting improvements in over-
all video fidelity as well as per-frame image quality. More-
over, aligning with a single image encoder (V-DiT + Ours
(DINOV2) or V-DiT + Ours (SAM2)) already outperforms
the original model, while fusing DINOv2 and SAM2.1 Hiera
(V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) delivers the best FVD and FID. No-
tably, the fusion variant at 400K steps surpasses the baseline
at 1M steps, indicating at least a x2.5 faster convergence,
substantially reducing the computational cost of video dif-
fusion model training.

Feature alignment does not compromise diversity: the
Inception Score increases, implying quality gains are not
due to mode collapse. For temporal consistency (measured
via frame-wise CLIP similarity), Align4Gen consistently
matches or exceeds the vanilla baseline, with differences
among non-baseline variants being negligible—showing
maintained scene-level coherence.

Qualitatively (Fig. 4), V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) produces
sharper and more anatomically coherent human structures,
and X-T slice visualizations reveal smoother motion com-
pared to the baseline.

Unconditional Video Generation. As shown in Tab. 2,
our method consistently outperforms the baseline across

Method Iteration FVD | FID | ISt CLIP 1

V-DiT 400K 262.77 43.87 78.23+1.65 0.9309
V-DiT + Ours (DINOv2) 400K 22532 40.88 82.46+1.53 0.9329
V-DiT + Ours (SAM2) 400K 220.16 40.65 81.99+1.54 0.9321
V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) 400K 206.73 38.89 83.16+1.52 0.9333

V-DiT IM 221.63 40.70 81.62+1.57 0.9331
V-DiT + Ours (DINOv2) IM 19470 38.19 84.56+1.48 0.9340
V-DiT + Ours (SAM2) IM 19648 38.80 83.54+1.50 0.9338
V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) IM 187.46 37.31 84.67+1.49 0.9338

Table 1: Quantitative comparisons of V-DiT-L training
on UCF-101 (Class-conditional generation). The Fusion
method generates higher-quality videos more than 2.5 times
faster than Vanilla and achieves the best performance even
after extended training. While using a single feature align-
ment significantly improves quality, the Fusion method fur-
ther amplifies this effect, maximizing the benefits of align-
ment. Here, SAM2 refers to the SAM2.1 Hiera image en-
coder.

Dataset Method Iteration FVD| FID| CLIP?T
V-DiT 50K 250.54 5044  0.9684

SkyTimelapse  V-DIT +Ours (Fusion) 50K 24542 49.86  0.9688
Y PSe v.DpiT 200K 200.51 39.54 0.9723
V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) ~ 200K 196.01 3838 0.9724

V-DiT 50K 9159 1828 0.9466

FaceForensics  V-DIT+0urs (Fusion)  SOK 7682 16.16  0.9470
SIS v.piT 200K 4577 602 09514

V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) 200K 39.86 5.60 0.9526

Table 2: Quantitative comparisons of V-DiT-L training
on SkyTimelapse and FaceForensics (Unconditional gen-
eration). Our method consistently improves upon the base-
line model, with a particularly notable increase in perfor-
mance for FaceForensics. We use a depth of 8 for feature
alignment.

all metrics. However, in the case of the SkyTimeLapse
dataset, the performance gap is notably small. We attribute
this to the characteristics of the dataset itself. Unlike other
datasets (Soomro, Zamir, and Shah 2012), SkyTimeLapse
primarily captures sky scenes with minimal object presence.
As aresult, the discriminability of pre-trained vision encoder
plays a limited role in this setting. It means that for datasets
where discriminability is minimal or unnecessary, the role
of feature alignment is significantly reduced. This will un-
doubtedly be an important insight for future video diffusion
model training.

In contrast, for subject-centric datasets such as Face-
Forensics, the effectiveness of our vision encoder’s discrim-
inability is more pronounced, leading to significant perfor-
mance improvements as we can see in Tab. 2. As seen in
Fig. 5, at the same training iteration step 50K, our method
produces videos with higher fidelity, where the shape and
position of human faces are more clearly defined.

Ablation Studies

In this section, we provide a thorough analysis of the various
design choices we make in Align4Gen.

Effect of denoising objectives for V-DiT. We integrate
Align4Gen with two prevalent denoisingV-DiT objectives:



Figure 4: Qualitative comparisons on UCF-101. Our method converges noticeably faster than the original model. Moreover, in
addition to improved per-frame image quality, the X-T slice analysis reveals smoother frame transitions, highlighting enhanced
visual fidelity and motion consistency in the V-DiT model. Here, the green line indicates the position of the X-T slice, and

videos in the same row share the same green line.

flow loss Lrr and diffusion loss Lgig. As shown in Tab 6,
Align4Gen yields substantial FVD improvements for V-DiT-
XL under both setups, with the fusion variant delivering the
best overall results. This confirms that Align4Gen consis-
tently accelerates training and boosts quality independent of
the underlying objective.

Effect of feature alignment layer. An important design
choice in Align4Gen is which transformer block to use in V-
DiT to perform feature alignment. Hence, we conducted ex-
periments using blocks at different depths and observed per-
formance variations across models, as shown in Table 3. For
the V-DiT-XL model, aligning at a mid-level depth produced
slightly improved results. This suggests that the depth = 12
performs better as it has a sufficient number of blocks to
effectively capture semantic representations. Additionally,
aligning features immediately after the spatial block—rather
than after the temporal block—yielded a slight performance
gains. The difference is minimal, but the temporal block
only considers embeddings at the same position rather than

neighboring pixels, making it more challenging to directly
model discriminative features.

These insights reinforce the robustness of our methodol-
ogy across different configurations and emphasize the strate-
gic advantage of spatially guided feature alignment for im-
proving both training efficiency and final model quality.

Effect of pretrained feature representations. We have
used DINOv2 and SAM2.1 Hiera features in Align4Gen
based on our prior analysis of different feature represen-
tations with respect to discriminative power and temporal
consistency. In order to further validate this choice, we per-
form V-DiT training using different pretrained feature repre-
sentations including DUSt3R, VideoMAE, and additionally
Stable Diffusion 3. As illustrated in Tab 4, DUSt3R leads
to degraded performance which we attribute to temporal in-
consistencies it suffers from. Use of VideoMAE also yields
suboptimal results compared to using image encoders. We
attribute the primary reason for VideoMAE’s underperfor-
mance to its temporal compression mechanism, which re-



Figure 5: Qualitative comparison on FaceForensics. Our
Fusion method preserves finer details and achieves higher
fidelity than the baseline

Method Depth Alignment FVD
Spatial Temporal
V-DiT 12 - - 379.90
“+Ours (DINOV2) 12 v - 31114
+ Ours (DINOv2) 8 v - 313.18
+ Ours (DINOv2) 12 - v 315.41

Table 3: Quantitative ablation on feature alignment layer.
We train the V-DiT-XL model on the UCF-101 dataset
(Soomro, Zamir, and Shah 2012) using joint diffusion and
alignment loss for 200K iterations, exploring the effects of
spatial, temporal, and depth variations.

duces the temporal dimension by a factor of two. This com-
pression can disrupt temporal consistency in the extracted
features, leading to instability during V-DiT training. Based
on these results, we observed that the performance met-
rics follow the order defined by our proposed IICR metric.
Therefore, when training a video diffusion model, IICR can
be used to estimate the expected performance without the
need to experimentally evaluate all features directly.

Additionally, we test the performance of using pre-trained
features from Stable Diffusion 3 (SD3) (Esser et al. 2024)
(discussion of which feature we use is in Suppl. D). While
SD3 contributes to a moderate improvement in performance,
its computationally intensive nature renders it an inefficient
choice for practical applications. The high computational
cost associated with SD3 diminishes its viability, particu-
larly when aiming for a more efficient and scalable video
diffusion model.

Effect of multi-feature concatenation. Align4Gen con-
catenates multiple feature representations as a fusion mech-
anism. An alternative approach is to use two separate MLPs
to map the features of the video diffusion model into the

Features A DINOv2 SAM2 VideoMAE DUSt3R SD3
FVD 301.67 314.12 323.11 384.17  351.03

Table 4: Quantitative ablation on using different feature
representations. For this experiment, we train on UCF-101
dataset (Soomro, Zamir, and Shah 2012) with joint flow and
alignment loss for 200K iterations. For the alignment, spatial
layer at depth 12 of V-DiT-XL is uniformly used.

Integration Method . 2-MLP  Fusion
FVD 307.63  295.63

Table 5: Quantitative ablation on using two separate
MLPs versus feature concatenation. For this experiment,
we train on UCF-101 dataset (Soomro, Zamir, and Shah
2012) with joint flow and alignment loss for 200K iterations.
For the feature alignment, we use DINOv2 and SAM2.1 (Hi-
era) features and spatial layer at depth 12 of V-DiT-XL is
uniformly used.

feature spaces of two different pre-trained vision encoders.
Tab. 5 shows that the fusion approach significantly outper-
forms the method of using separate mapper MLPs. This in-
dicates that leveraging a unified feature space leads to more
effective representation learning and improved performance.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce Align4Gen, a framework de-
signed to reduce the training cost of video diffusion models
by incorporating key insights and methodologies. Specifi-
cally, we propose a new metric to evaluate the suitability of
various pretrained vision encoders for video diffusion model
training. Our results show that performance trends follow a
similar pattern based on this metric. Additionally, we lever-
age pretrained image encoder features that preserve tempo-
ral consistency and propose a novel feature fusion approach
that exploits a broad range of frequency bands. By aligning
these enhanced features within the Video DiT transformer
block, we not only improve video diffusion model training
but also accelerate convergence. We validate our method
on un-conditional and class-conditional diffusion models,
demonstrating its effectiveness in reducing training costs.
We anticipate that our approach will play a significant role in
advancing cost-efficient training strategies for future video
diffusion models.
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This supplementary material is organized as follows:
(A) Evaluation Metrics
(B) Additional Experimental Details
(C) V-DiT Architecture
(D) Additional Feature Analysis
(E) Limitation
(F) Comparison to Previous Methods
(G) Additional Qualitative Results

A Evaluation Metrics

Content-debiased FVD. In videos, when image quality is
similar but motion appears unrealistic, FVD often produces
overly favorable scores. Since motion quality is crucial for
video evaluation, computing FVD using features extracted
from a large-scale unsupervised model instead of the con-
ventional 13D network can mitigate this bias, leading to a
more reliable assessment (Ge et al. 2024). Therefore, we ex-
tracted features using the VideoMAE model and computed
FVD based on those features.

FVD Protocol. To compute the Fréchet Video Distance
(FVD), we follow the evaluation protocol of StyleGAN-
V (Skorokhodov, Tulyakov, and Elhoseiny 2021). Specifi-
cally, we use the UCF-101 dataset, where we first split the
dataset into 9,537 training and 3,783 testing subsets. The
model is trained exclusively on the training set, while evalu-
ation is performed on a subset of the test set.

For evaluation, we sample 2,048 videos from the test split,
ensuring that the number of selected videos per class main-
tains the original class distribution within the test set. Within
each class, videos are randomly selected according to its
proportion. From each selected video, we extract a single
16-frame clip at a random temporal location, ensuring that
each video contributes only one clip to the final evaluation
set. These extracted clips are then processed through the
VideoMAE network to obtain content-debiased FVD fea-
tures, which are used to compute the real feature statistics.

For the generated (fake) feature statistics, we generate
2,048 videos without classifier-free guidance and process
them in the same manner as the real videos. That is, a sin-
gle random 16-frame clip is extracted from each generated
video, and feature statistics are computed.

The Fréchet Video Distance (FVD) is then computed us-
ing the following formulation:

FVD = [y = py|I* + Tr (S, + 5, — 2(5,5,)}) (16)

where:
* u, and ¥, denote the mean and covariance matrix of the
real feature distribution.
* g and X4 denote the mean and covariance matrix of the
generated (fake) feature distribution.
* Tr(-) represents the trace of a matrix.
This metric quantifies the distributional discrepancy be-
tween real and generated video feature embeddings, where

lower FVD values indicate higher fidelity and temporal co-
herence in the generated videos.

[ceDancing]

(a) SAM2.1 PCA (b) SAM2.1 Track (c) VideoMAE (d) VideoMAE
PCA Track

Figure 6: PCA visualization and tracking comparison videos of
image and video encoders. Click each image to play the video in
Acrobat Reader.

FID Protocol. To compute FID for video generators, we
follow the approach used in StyleGAN-V. Specifically, we
generate 2,048 videos, each containing 16 frames, and use
all frames for FID computation. For real statistics, similar to
the FVD protocol, we sample 2,048 clips from these videos
with a random starting frame ¢. This results in approximately
33,000 images for constructing the dataset. However, since
consecutive frames within a video share substantial content,
the dataset exhibits lower diversity compared to the standard
50,000-image set typically used for evaluating image gener-
ators. While generating 50,000 videos and sampling a single
frame from each would provide a more comprehensive as-
sessment of image quality, the computational cost of such
an approach is prohibitively high.

IS. We compute the Inception Score (IS) using a
C3D (Tran et al. 2015) network fine-tuned on the UCF-101
dataset. To assess diversity, we calculate the IS score using
2,048 generated videos. The IS score is computed as fol-
lows:

IS = exp (Ex [Drr (p(y|x) || p(¥))]) » (17)

where p(y|x) is the predicted class distribution of the video
x, and p(y) is the marginal distribution obtained by averag-
ing p(y|x)

Frame-wise CLIP similarity. To evaluate frame-wise clip
similarity, we compute the cosine similarity between the
CLIP features of the first frame and each preceding frame
within a video. This metric helps assess whether significant
changes occur in the overall background or between con-
secutive frames. Specifically, for a video with T" frames, we
compute the similarity between the first frame x; and each
subsequent frame x; (t = 2,...,7), and take the average
over all 7' — 1 comparisons:

T

1 1
e > Sloos (B(x1), 0(x1))+cos(9(xi1), B(x2)]
()

t=2
where ¢(x) represents the CLIP feature embedding of frame
x, and cos(-,-) denotes the cosine similarity. A higher
score indicates greater consistency in the background and
smoother transitions between frames.

Sclip =

B Additional Experimental Details

Training and Inference using Align4Gen. For patch to-
ken alignment, a single MLP is employed to map all patches,



rather than using separate MLPs for each patch. This en-
sures a consistent mapping across patches through a shared
MLP. Additionally, when performing concatenation, the fea-
ture vectors should first be normalized along the feature di-
mension before concatenation. This normalization step is
crucial because the projection loss is computed using cosine
similarity. Without normalization, discrepancies in the scale
of the feature vectors could cause one feature to dominate
the other, thereby diminishing its influence. By normalizing
both feature vectors before concatenation, we ensure a bal-
anced alignment. During training, this alignment process is
applied, while at inference, the MLP is removed, and the
video diffusion model is used as in standard inference.

Algorithm 1: Training Procedure

Require: Video V, VAE SVAEa DINOv2 SD]Novz, SAM2.1
Hiera Esam, trainable M LP(-), and 7.
Ensure: Total Loss Lo
1: // Step 1: Encode video using VAE

2: z < Evar(V) > Encode the video V
3: // Step 2: Extract features using Vision Encoders

4: Fy < Epmvove(V) > Extract feature F using Epmova
5: Fy < Esam(V) > Extract feature Fo using Esam
6
7
8

. // Step 3: Normalize and concatenate features

. . s
P F e {*HFIH’ 4\|F2||}

. // Step 4: Compute Projection Loss
9: f < M LP(intermediate diffusion feature)
10: Lprj 1 — cos(f, F)
11: // Step 5: Calculate Total Loss
12: Lol < Laiftusion + ¥ Lproj
13: return Ly

> Feature Fusion

Algorithm 2: Inference Procedure

Require: Flow model f(z,t), initial latent zg, VAE De-
coder Dyag, total time 7', and time step At.
Ensure: Generated video V
1: // Step 1: Initialization
t<T
Z < Z7 > Initialized from N (0, I)
// Step 2: Euler Integration for Flow Model
while ¢ > 0 do
z<+z+ f(z,t) At
t+t— At
end while
// Step 3: Decode the Final Latent to Generate Video
Y DYAE(Z)
: return V
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Datasets. We validate our experiments using three video
datasets: one class-conditional dataset and two uncondi-
tional datasets.

UCF-101. UCF-101 (Soomro, Zamir, and Shah 2012) is a
widely used action recognition dataset that contains 13,320
videos spanning 101 action categories. For our experiments,
we use only the training split for model training, ensuring
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Figure 7: (a) The V-DiT architecture, consisting of IV trans-
former blocks, each comprising one spatial block and one
temporal block. (b) The architecture of a single transformer
block.

that the test split is not utilized during training. All metric
evaluations are conducted on the test split.

SkyTimelapse. SkyTimelapse is an unconstrained video
dataset featuring various time-lapse sequences of the sky,
capturing dynamic weather changes and atmospheric condi-
tions. As in (Yu et al. 2023), we conduct both training and
evaluation on the training split.

FaceForensics. FaceForensics (Rossler et al. 2019) is a
dataset designed for facial manipulation detection, contain-
ing both real and manipulated face videos. We follow the
same protocol as SkyTimeLapse, using the training split for
both model training and metric evaluations.

C V-DiT Architecture

V-DiT constructs the latent space representation of a video
by processing frames individually using the VAE from Sta-
ble Diffusion v1.4 (Rombach et al. 2022). Each frame is
then transformed into patches via patch embedding, specifi-
cally employing a uniform frame patch embedding strategy,
where patches are extracted in a frame-wise manner without
inter-frame interactions.

The model consists of /N transformer blocks, where each
unit comprises two sub-blocks: a spatial transformer block
and a temporal transformer block. The architecture stacks
these units iteratively to build the full transformer model.
To encode positional information, spatial positional embed-
dings and temporal positional embeddings are incorporated
before the input is passed into the transformer blocks. No-



tably, the temporal positional embeddings are applied after
the first spatial transformer block and before entering the
first temporal transformer block.

Additionally, to incorporate timestep and class infor-
mation, the model employs adaptive layer normalization
(AdalLN), where the scaling parameters [ and +y are learned
through a linear projection of the timestep and class embed-
dings.

D Additional Feature Analysis
Additional Assessment of Temporal Stability

Video encoders such as VideoMAE, which are trained with
objectives like masked frame reconstruction and tempo-
ral modeling, primarily capture semantic-level dynamics
for tasks such as action recognition by aggregating mul-
tiple frames into spatio-temporal patches. While effective
for classification, this design often results in lower dis-
criminability and reduced temporal stability, as also re-
ported in recent zero-shot video segmentation studies (Wang
et al. 2025). Such instability poses challenges for feature
alignment in video diffusion models, where a shared MLP
projects all tokens regardless of their temporal position. In
particular, fluctuations in object features across frames can
make the alignment optimization process unstable.

In contrast, image encoders such as DINOv2 and SAM2
better preserve local patterns and maintain consistent spa-
tial representations when applied frame-by-frame, leading
to more stable alignment. Moreover, PCA-based color con-
sistency serves as a qualitative indicator of temporal coher-
ence; for example, frame-to-frame color shifts can introduce
tracking errors (see Fig. 6). Such color-consistency anal-
ysis has also been adopted as a practical proxy for eval-
vating temporal stability in prior works, including Token-
Flow (Geyer et al. 2023) and Chrono PointTrack (Kim et al.
2025).

Analysis of Generative Model Feature
Representation (SD3)

We conducted a PCA analysis of features extracted from the
transformer blocks of SD3 at different layer depths. The re-
sults showed that as the layer depth increased, the extracted
information became more detailed and well-defined. Based
on the PCA results in Fig. 8, we identified that the output
features from the 22th transformer block exhibited the high-
est degree of object distinction and consistency. Therefore,
we selected the features from this specific layer in Tab 4.

Analysis of MLLM Feature Representation

Recently, multi-modal large language models (MLLMs)
have emerged as a rapidly growing research direction, with
vision encoders playing a crucial role in their performance.
Motivated by this trend, we also analyzed the vision encoder
used in a state-of-the-art MLLM to better understand its po-
tential for video generation tasks. In particular, we evaluated
InternVL, a leading MLLM, for discriminative power and
temporal consistency using the proposed IICR metric and
PCA analysis, as shown in Fig. 9-left. Although InternVL
features are less discriminative than those of DINOv2, they
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Figure 8: Based on our PCA analysis of the SD3 transformer
block, we observed that the output following the 22th trans-
former block is the most discriminative and retains high-
frequency details. Therefore, we have decided to use this
feature for alignment.

~Method FVD
. V-DiT 412.21

+ DINOv2 347.29

T +SAM2.1 357.70
+ Fusion 347.45

=+ +InternVL 360.93

Figure 9: From left to right: input video, PCA visualization using
InternVL features, IICR metric plot, and FVD scores.

still exhibit reasonable performance. However, they intro-
duce a substantial computational overhead, running approx-
imately 5x slower than DINOv2. Due to time constraints,
we trained InternVL-based models for up to 100K itera-
tions and compared them with baselines, as shown in Fig. 9-
right. While achieving competitive performance, this ap-
proach faces practical limitations in terms of training effi-
ciency.

E Limitation

Extending Text-to-Image to Text-to-Video. For text-to-
video generation, we implement a larger-scale V-DiT model
using OpenDiT, resulting in 28 transformer blocks with
760M parameters. The spatial layers are initialized with
text-to-image pre-trained weights from PixArt-a (Chen
et al. 2023). Training is conducted on the OpenVid-1M
dataset (Nan et al. 2024), where videos have a resolution
of 256 x 256 x 16. To capture longer-range motion, we sam-
ple video data with a frame stride of 3 and train the model
for 70K steps with a total batch size of 128. Also, we set the
patch size to 2 x 2 and fix the alignment loss coefficient -y at
0.5.

Despite these efforts, we encountered several challenges.
In particular, the feature projection loss (projection loss) ini-



Method Latte (V-DiT) V-DiT + Fusion PVDM Matten
FVD | 180.06 154.21 493.67 210.61

Table 7: FVD comparison of different methods. We report
standard I3D-based FVD without content-debiased evalua-
tion.

tially struggled to align the image diffusion model with the
video model, leading to poor projection in the early training
stages. However, as training progressed, the projection score
improved beyond 0.6, indicating better alignment. Never-
theless, this improvement came at a cost: the spatial trans-
former blocks deviated from their original logic, which ulti-
mately led to a decline in overall performance. We observed
that while feature projection can accelerate semantic learn-
ing when training from scratch, it interferes with models that
already possess strong semantic priors, potentially disrupt-
ing pre-learned representations.

Given computational constraints, we were unable to train
the text-to-video model entirely from scratch, which would
have provided a cleaner evaluation of semantic learning dy-
namics. Therefore, as part of our future work, we will try
applying our method to a text-to-video model from scratch.

F Comparison to Previous Methods

To rigorously validate the effectiveness of our method, it
is ideal to conduct training under identical conditions (e.g.,
batch size, learning rate, etc.). However, prior works adopt
varying batch sizes and learning rates, making a direct com-
parison inherently challenging. For fairness, we nonetheless
report Fréchet Video Distance (FVD) values for all meth-
ods. Specifically, for Latte, we re-trained the model using
our experimental settings; for PVDM, we used the publicly
released checkpoint; and for Matten, which is not publicly
available, we report the values provided in its original paper.
Moreover, since none of the compared methods employed
content-debiased FVD, we evaluate all methods using the
standard 13D-based FVD metric. Our approach not only en-
hances the original baseline but also achieves superior per-
formance compared to all other baselines as Tab 7.

G Additional Qualitative Results
We provide additional qualitative comparison results in Fig.
10, 13, and 14. Please visit our project page for full video
results.
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Figure 10: More qualitative results on the UCF-101 dataset for V-DiT versus V-DiT + Ours trained on 1M iterations, clearly
demonstrating enhanced image quality and superior motion dynamics. Best viewed with Acrobat Reader. Click image to play
the video clip.



V-DiT

Figure 11: Qualitative results on the FaceForensics dataset for V-DiT versus V-DiT + Ours trained on 200K iterations, demon-
strating enhanced image quality with better-defined structure.
V-DiT

Figure 12: Qualitative results on the SkyTimeLapse dataset for V-DiT versus V-DiT + Ours trained on 200K iterations.

Figure 13: More qualitative results comparing V-DiT and V-DiT + Ours (Fusion) on unconditional video datasets. Best viewed
with Acrobat Reader. Click image to play the video clip.



First Row of Fig. 4

Figure 14: Qualitative video result of Fig. 4 and Fig. 5. Best
viewed with Acrobat Reader. Click image to play the video
clip.
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