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ABSTRACT

Real-time video motion transfer applications such as immersive gaming and vision-based anomaly
detection require accurate yet diverse future predictions to support realistic synthesis and robust
downstream decision making under uncertainty. To improve the diversity of such sequential
forecasts we propose a novel inference-time refinement technique that combines Gated Recurrent
Unit-Normalizing Flows (GRU-NF) with stochastic sampling methods. While GRU-NF can capture
multimodal distributions through its integration of normalizing flows within a temporal forecasting
framework, its deterministic transformation structure can limit expressivity. To address this, inspired
by Stochastic Normalizing Flows (SNF), we introduce Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) steps
during GRU-NF inference, enabling the model to explore a richer output space and better approximate
the true data distribution without retraining. We validate our approach in a keypoint-based video
motion transfer pipeline, where capturing temporally coherent and perceptually diverse future
trajectories is essential for realistic samples and low bandwidth communication. Experiments show
that our inference framework, Gated Recurrent Unit- Stochastic Normalizing Flows (GRU-SNF)
outperforms GRU-NF in generating diverse outputs without sacrificing accuracy, even under longer
prediction horizons. By injecting stochasticity during inference, our approach captures multimodal
behavior more effectively. These results highlight the potential of integrating stochastic dynamics
with flow-based sequence models for generative time series forecasting.

Keywords Real-time video motion transfer · Diversity · Multimodality · Gated Recurrent Unit-Stochastic Normalizing
Flows (GRU-SNF) · MCMC · Inference-time refinement

1 Introduction

Motion transfer frameworks [1–4] operate by extracting low-dimensional keypoints or landmark representations from
a driving video and transferring the resulting motion to a static source image to synthesize new frames. Since these
keypoints compactly encode pose and deformation, they enable low bandwidth motion representations and minimize
the reliance on full-frame video during transmission, which is attractive for real-time systems. However, many deployed
applications require diverse predictions of the near future rather than a single best forecast. The reason is fundamental:
human motion and many physical interactions are multimodal and therefore the same current pose can evolve into
multiple, equally plausible futures.

Two representative use cases illustrate this need for diversity. In virtual reality (VR) gaming, users perform unscripted
actions; identical poses (e.g., a neutral stance) may precede different motions as shown in Figure 1. To preserve
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Inference-time Refinement of Video Motion Transfer

Figure 1: Diverse sample prediction in real-time virtual reality (VR) gaming

immersion and responsiveness, a motion-transfer model should produce multiple coherent samples that cover these
alternatives while remaining temporally smooth. In manufacturing anomaly detection, visual inspection systems often
face limited labeled defect data and class imbalance. Forecasting multiple plausible futures of the scene can expose
subtle, low-frequency anomalies that a single predicted trajectory would miss; these samples can also act as targeted data
augmentation to improve the robustness of anomaly classifiers trained on top of the generated frames. For such real-time
deployments, motion-transfer pipelines benefit from an explicit prediction module (Figure 2) that forecasts future
keypoints and feeds them to the renderer, achieving bandwidth reduction while still enabling synthesis of diverse high
quality video frames. In this framework keypoints are first extracted from source and driving videos following which
multiple plausible future keypoint trajectories are forecast from a single input sequence of keypoints corresponding
to the driving video using the latent space of the generative time series model. This maintains bandwidth efficiency
both spatially (keypoints are transmitted instead of video frames) and temporally (for M+N frames only the first M
are transmitted and the next N are generated using prediction). The keypoints are then synthesized into corresponding
future video frames through the conditional video generator.

Existing probabilistic sequence models such as Variational Recurrent Neural Networks (VRNNs) [5] augment recurrent
predictors with stochastic latent variables trained via variational inference in the Variational Autoencoder (VAE)
framework [6], and can provide strong one-step or short-horizon predictive accuracy on time series whose future
evolution is inherently stochastic or multimodal. However, because training relies on an approximate variational
objective, VRNNs may under-utilize the latent space or collapse modes, which can reduce the diversity of sampled
futures in practice [7]. On the other hand, Gated Recurrent Unit–Normalizing Flow (GRU-NF) models [8] combine
powerful temporal representations (GRUs) with exact-likelihood based normalizing flows [9]. However, the invertibility
constraint of such flow based networks imposes a structural bias that can make it difficult to map between distributions
with well-separated modes, a limitation that is often described as the topological constraint of flows [10]. In practice,
this can manifest as mode under-coverage especially at long horizons where compounding uncertainty is substantial.

To address these gaps, we propose Gated Recurrent Unit–Stochastic Normalizing Flow (GRU-SNF), inspired by
Stochastic Normalizing Flows (SNF) [10]. Unlike SNF, which incorporates stochastic refinement during training,
GRU-SNF keeps a trained GRU-NF fixed and inserts a small number of Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) refinement
steps [11] at inference. Specifically, each flow sample initializes a short MCMC chain that proposes local perturbations
and accepts or rejects them using an energy that balances prior plausibility (staying on the learned manifold) with
temporal consistency. This post-hoc refinement nudges samples toward higher-probability regions to improve mode
coverage without retraining, and a few steps per timestep typically suffice while preserving real-time latency.

2 Related Work

• Diverse video sample prediction: A major class of diverse video predictors extends deterministic recurrent
models with stochastic latent variables so the same past can yield multiple plausible futures. Video-specific
examples include SV2P [12] and SVG-LP [13], which learn priors over latents to sample multiple rollouts,
and SAVP [14], which combines a VAE objective with adversarial training to encourage realism. These
methods often face tradeoffs such as blurry frames from likelihood based training, instability in training with
adversarial losses, and long-horizon drift from compounding errors, especially while generating in pixel-space.
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Figure 2: The proposed pipeline for real-time video motion transfer for bandwidth reduction.

Diffusion-based generators (e.g., Video Diffusion Models, Masked Conditional Video Diffusion, Latent Video
Diffusion) improve quality and diversity via iterative denoising [15–17], but typically require many sampling
steps and large backbones, making them expensive for real-time or low-power deployment. Maintaining
temporal consistency over long videos also remains challenging [18]. Flow-based video models such as
VideoFlow [19] offer exact likelihoods and explicit temporal structure, however invertibility constraints and
full-frame modeling can still be computationally heavy. Because many of these approaches generate full
video frames, they are compute and bandwidth-intensive. In contrast, keypoint-based motion transfer schemes
(e.g. FOMM) use low-dimensional keypoints for generating frames. In such frameworks GRU-NF enables
diverse keypoint trajectory prediction with coherent rendered video samples [7]. Our work keeps this efficient
keypoint-space setup and improves diversity through lightweight inference-time sampling refinements on top
of a trained GRU-NF.

• Inference-time refinement for diverse video generation: A complementary line of work improves samples
after or during generation without retraining the base model, for various applications including video generation.
Video diffusion models widely employ inference-time guidance e.g., classifier guidance [20] and classifier-free
guidance [21] to steer samples toward higher-utility regions without modifying training. In energy-based
modeling, samples are often obtained via Langevin dynamics / MCMC, i.e., noisy gradient-based moves
on an energy landscape, and this has been used effectively for sequence and video generation [22, 23].
Our approach adds a few lightweight MCMC refinements at inference, guided by an energy function that
mixes prior plausibility with GRU-based predictive consistency, yielding better mode coverage with minimal
inference-time overhead. Conceptually, GRU-SNF differs from other inference-time refinement schemes
such as Discriminator Rejection Sampling (DRS) [24], which filter or reweight already generated samples.
Rather than discarding samples, our approach reshapes them through lightweight, principled stochastic moves
guided by a task-aware energy function. This distinction matters for interactive systems: refinement within
the sampling process yields higher acceptance of diverse yet coherent futures with minimal computational
overhead, whereas external rejection can waste compute and reduce throughput.

3 Proposed Methodology

Our baseline model GRU-NF combines the sequential modeling ability of GRU with NF which learns a differentiable,
invertible mapping f between real-world data x and a latent variable z with a tractable prior p(z). The density of x is
given as follows:

3



Inference-time Refinement of Video Motion Transfer

pX(x) = pZ(f(x))

∣∣∣∣det(∂f(x)

∂xT

)∣∣∣∣ (1)

where ∂f(x)
∂xT is the Jacobian of f at x.

During inference, the GRU component of the GRU-NF captures temporal dependence by using the past input yt−1 and
hidden state ht−1 corresponding to the previous timestep as follows:

ht = GRU(yt−1;ht−1) (2)

The predicted value yt at time t is then generated using zt ∼ N(0, I) and the GRU hidden state ht which captures the
sequence history:

yt = f−1(zt | ht) (3)

In our proposal the above described inference steps of the GRU-NF are extended with MCMC sampling to effectively
capture multimodal target distributions. Between each normalizing flow transformation yt,k → yt,k+1 at layer k, we
apply a stochastic sampling step governed by a potential function uλ(y) [10]:

uλ(y) = (1− λ)uZ(y) + λuX(y) (4)

where λ is a linear interpolation along n layers of NF: λ = k/n, where k = 1, . . . , n. Here uZ(y) denotes the prior
energy for a standard Gaussian prior and uX(y) denotes the target energy computed using the error between the output
of NF yt,k and the GRU predicted output yt(GRU) at time t.

uZ(y) =
1

2
∥yt,k∥2 (5)

uX(y) =
∥∥∥yt(GRU) − yt,k

∥∥∥
2

(6)

where, µX(y) ∝ exp(−uX(y)) is an unnormalized energy-based probability distribution over y.

In our proposal where GRU-NF is used for keypoint forecasting we use GRU predictions to define the target energy
function. This is because GRUs provide temporally consistent, low-bias estimates that can effectively distinguish
plausible keypoint trajectories making them well-suited for guiding our MCMC driven stochastic refinement. The
MCMC step is executed by first generating a sample from a proposal distribution q(. | .) such as a Gaussian centered at
the current state: y′

t,k ∼ q(y′
t,k | yt,k) which is then accepted with the Metropolis-Hastings [25] acceptance probability

based on the estimated potential function uλ:

α(yt,k → y′
t,k) = min

(
1,

exp(−uλ(y
′
t,k))

exp(−uλ(yt,k))

)
(7)

After running these steps m = 2 times, the accepted samples are passed to the next NF layer in the sequence. The final
sequence of transformations can be written as:

zt → yt(NF )1 → yt(MCMC)1 → · · · → yt(NF )n → yt(MCMC)n → y′
t.

Figure 3 shows the processing steps in the proposed GRU-SNF framework.

4 Results

We evaluate the diversity-fidelity tradeoff of GRU-NF and GRU-SNF, using the VoxCeleb [26] and BAIR [27] datasets
across multiple prediction horizons. For this purpose we train the baseline model GRU-NF on the VoxCeleb and
BAIR datasets using 3883 videos and 5001 videos, and test them on 44 videos and 256 videos respectively. For both
datasets the videos have 256 x 256 resolution. For each input sequence, we generate 100 samples during inference
and assess performance in two stages. First, we compute energy distance between the low-dimensional keypoints
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Figure 3: Processing steps in the proposed GRU-SNF framework showing the dependencies between the variables
during inference. Red arrows show the GRU hidden state update, green arrows show the conditional sample generation
with NF inverse transformation, and the blue arrow shows the MCMC refinement of NF output.

extracted using the motion transfer pipeline of the First Order Motion Model (FOMM) [2] and the keypoints which
are forecast with GRU-NF and GRU-SNF after they have been extracted using FOMM. Second, the diversity-fidelity
tradeoff between the original videos and the generated videos using FOMM and prediction module is evaluated. Since
longer prediction horizons contribute to greater bandwidth efficiency in real-time settings by reducing the frequency of
keypoint transmissions, we evaluate the performance at different horizons. As the prediction horizon increases, the
ambiguity in possible motions grows, requiring better multimodal modeling.

4.1 Evaluation on predicted keypoints

To quantify the distributional alignment between the predicted keypoint sequences y, y
′ ∈ Y ∼ Q and ground truth

keypoint sequences x, x
′ ∈ X ∼ P , we estimate the energy distance [28]:

E2(P,Q) = 2Ex∼P
y∼Q

∥x− y∥ − Ex,x′∼P ∥x− x′∥

− Ey,y′∼Q∥y − y′∥
(8)

The energy distance results are shown in Tables 1 and 2. It is observed that across all prediction horizons and both
datasets, GRU-SNF achieves consistently lower values than GRU-NF, demonstrating that even without retraining using
stochastic layers, our framework generates more diverse and realistic keypoint sequences.

Table 1: Energy distance results on predicted keypoints of VoxCeleb dataset
Prediction horizon (No. of input frames → Energy distance

No. of output frames) GRU-NF GRU-SNF
10 - 14 0.1917 0.1795
8 - 16 0.3296 0.2872
6 - 18 0.3924 0.3715

Table 2: Energy distance results on predicted keypoints of BAIR dataset
Prediction horizon (No. of input frames → Energy distance

No. of output frames) GRU-NF GRU-SNF
7 - 8 8.232 7.3468
6 - 9 14.9204 13.6054
5 - 10 82.7789 80.9237
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Table 3: Diversity-fidelity tradeoff results on generated videos of VoxCeleb dataset
Prediction horizon (No. of input frames → APD-to-MAE ratio

No. of output frames) GRU-NF GRU-SNF
10 - 14 1.1811 1.2288
8 - 16 1.0772 1.3359
6 - 18 1.3106 1.7942

Table 4: Diversity-fidelity tradeoff results on generated videos of BAIR dataset
Prediction horizon (No. of input frames → APD-to-MAE ratio

No. of output frames) GRU-NF GRU-SNF
7 - 8 1.3238 1.3337
6 - 9 1.0389 1.2076
5 - 10 1.1591 1.0915

4.2 Evaluation on generated videos

Full video frames are very high-dimensional, making energy distance estimates unreliable owing to the curse of
dimensionality. In this case to compare the model performances, we use the following two metrics:

• APD (Average Pairwise Distance): It measures diversity by computing the average pairwise distance across
all predicted samples corresponding to a given video [7]. A model that generates more diverse samples attains
a higher APD, indicating greater pairwise dissimilarity among its samples.

• MAE (Mean Absolute Error): It measures video reconstruction fidelity versus ground truth by measuring
the average of the absolute value of the errors across all pixels.

We keep C=20 samples among the generated D=100 samples per test video with the lowest MAE to examine the
diversity–fidelity tradeoff (values of C,D can be adapted per application). We then compute the average MAE across
these selected samples for each test video. For diversity, we compute APD as the mean pairwise distance among the
same top-20 samples for each test video. Finally, we min–max normalize both MAE and APD using global minima
and maxima computed over all test videos for both GRU-NF and GRU-SNF, placing the metrics on a common scale
for direct comparison. Then we calculate the APD-to-MAE ratio using the standardized APD and MAE values for
each test video and then average across all test videos, where higher values indicate better diversity without significant
loss in fidelity. As shown in Tables 3 and 4, the results across both the VoxCeleb and BAIR datasets indicate that
GRU-SNF beats GRU-NF in 5 out of 6 cases and is therefore the superior framework. Additionally, GRU-SNF’s
relative performance over GRU-NF, measured by the APD-to-MAE ratio, improves with longer prediction horizons.
In Table 3, it is observed that for the 10-14 horizon, GRU-SNF improves the APD-to-MAE ratio by 4.04% over
GRU-NF, for 8-16 the improvement is 24.02% and for 6-18, the improvement rises to 36.90%. We attribute this to
the increasing prominence of multimodality in the high-dimensional video space, compared to the more constrained,
lower-dimensional keypoint representations, where such effects are less pronounced.

Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate the comparison of the APD to MAE ratio distributions for both GRU-NF and GRU-SNF
using kernel density plots. Figure 4 and 5 show plots for VoxCeleb dataset in 8-16 prediction horizon and for BAIR
dataset in 6-9 prediction horizon respectively. The plots imply that GRU-SNF provides a better tradeoff between
diversity and fidelity since the density peak of GRU-SNF appears to the right of the peak of GRU-NF.

Figure 6 shows the qualitative results of VoxCeleb dataset for prediction horizon 8-16. It is evident that the generated
video frames using GRU-SNF show more diverse facial expressions compared to the frames generated using GRU-NF.

5 Conclusion

In this work we introduce GRU-SNF, which augments a trained GRU–NF with a limited number of inference-time
MCMC refinements guided by a GRU-consistency based energy function. Our training-free method improves mode
coverage and diversity–fidelity tradeoff, and demonstrates stronger gains at longer horizons. In video motion transfer,
GRU-SNF boosts both keypoint and frame-level metrics while adding only small, tunable latency making it practical for
real-time, low-bandwidth settings. Overall, our proposed inference-time stochastic refinement is a simple, general path
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Figure 4: Comparison of APD to MAE ratio
distributions for VoxCeleb dataset in 8–16 prediction
horizon
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Figure 5: Comparison of APD to MAE ratio
distributions for BAIR dataset in 6–9 prediction horizon

to more useful multimodal forecasts in flow-based sequence models by overcoming flow expressivity limits without
expensive retraining.
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Figure 6: Qualitative results for VoxCeleb dataset in generating diverse samples using GRU-NF (upper panel) and
GRU-SNF (lower panel) for keypoint prediction on 8 - 16 prediction horizon. The first row represents the ground truth
video and the second, third and fourth rows demonstrate the generated sample videos using the models.
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