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ABSTRACT

Recent advances in image and video generation raise hopes that these models possess world modeling
capabilities—the ability to generate realistic, physically plausible videos. This could revolutionize
applications in robotics, autonomous driving, and scientific simulation. However, before treating these
models as world models, we must ask: Do they adhere to physical conservation laws? To answer this,
we introduce Morpheus, a benchmark for evaluating video generation models on physical reasoning.
It features 80 real-world videos capturing physical phenomena, guided by conservation laws. Since
artificial generations lack ground truth, we assess physical plausibility using physics-informed metrics
evaluated with respect to infallible conservation laws known per physical setting, leveraging advances
in physics-informed neural networks and vision-language foundation models. Our findings reveal that
even with advanced prompting and video conditioning, current models struggle to encode physical
principles despite generating aesthetically pleasing videos. All data, leaderboard, and code are
open-sourced at: https://physics-from-video.github.io/morpheus-bench/

1 Introduction

Video generative models (VGMs) such as SORA [7],
Veo2 [8], and COSMOS [5] have taken the world by storm,
building upon remarkable advances in image generative
models [9, 10, 11, 12], and achieving unprecedented levels
of visual fidelity and realism.

These developments have not only pushed the boundaries
of visual aesthetics but have also inspired the community
to envision video generative models as potential world
models [13, 5]. A world model, in this context, is more
than just a system for generating frames, however; it is a
model capable of understanding and predicting the dynam-
ics, causal interactions, and underlying mechanisms of the
physical world. Accurately benchmarking the physical dy-
namics of video generation is a critical requirement —and
the focus of this work— toward adopting them potentially
as world models.

Evaluating physical dynamics of generated video is far
from straightforward. When describing physical systems,
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Figure 1: Physical Evaluation of VGMs for the holonomic
pendulum experiment using Dynamical and Physical In-
variance scores computed from the extracted trajectories.

the mathematical descriptions such as Hamiltonians or La-
grangians correspond to idealized and simplified setups 1.

For instance, we often approximate objects to be point
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Benchmark Real-world
ground-through

Quantitative
evaluation

Initial condition
grounding

Physical laws
evaluation

VideoCon-Physics [1] ✓ ✗ ✗ (only text) ✗
VAMP [2] ✓ ✓ ✗ (only text) ✗
PhyGenBench [3] ✓ ✗ ✗ (only text) ✗
Kang et al. [4] ✗ ✓ ✓ (1 or 3 frames) ✗
COSMOS [5] ✗ ✓ ✓ (image and video) ✗
Physics-IQ [6] ✓ ✓ ✓ (image and video) ✗
Morpheus (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ (image and video) ✓

Table 1: Comparison of physics-based video understanding benchmarks. Symbols: ✓= supported, ✗= not supported

masses for convenience or we assume perfect knowledge of
physical variables such as velocity or acceleration. Evaluat-
ing the physics in generated videos, however, refers to the
exact opposite setting: assessing to what extent the physics
of arbitrary—not stylized—videos, featuring arbitrarily
shaped objects and non-canonical viewing angles, are
preserved in terms of the Ordinary Differential Equation
(ODE) dynamics governing the underlying physical system.
Evaluating the plausibility of these ODE dynamics in gov-
erning the generated pixels is key to assessing the physical
plausibility of the video. Perhaps the most daring challenge
from an AI perspective, however, is that physical dynamics
evaluation go beyond visual verification, whether in terms
of a) spatiotemporal locations of objects (e.g., predicting
the future location of a projectile correctly) [4, 6], b) hu-
man judgement (e.g., “does this video of an object falling
look legitimate?”) [1, 3], or c) visual plausibility (e.g., “is
the generated object visually consistent through time?”)
[5]. A deeper physical understanding requires accurately
capturing the physical invariants that govern these systems,
that is, system properties such as total energy of a system,
that remain consistent as it evolves, providing opportuni-
ties for both qualitative and quantitative benchmarks for
physical reasoning. Using these invariants, we can design
systematic benchmarks that reveal whether video genera-
tive models truly understand the dynamics of the physical
world or simply create visually plausible approximations.

We propose Morpheus, a novel benchmarking framework
designed to evaluate the physical reasoning capabilities of
video generative models using real-world physical exper-
iments. The key idea behind Morpheus is to map video
recordings of physical events—whether generated by mod-
els or recorded from real experiments—into a common
physical representation that can be analyzed and compared.
Leveraging advances in zero-shot object segmentation,
object tracking, and physics-informed neural networks
(PINNs) [14, 15], our framework a) fits to the video dy-
namics the ODE dynamics that should be governing the un-
derlying system, and b) extracts standardized physical mea-
surements, such as velocity and acceleration from video
data, which should conform to conservation laws. By col-
lecting measurements from both real physical videos and
generated ones, and comparing their summary statistics
with respect to governing ODEs and physical invariants,
Morpheus enables fair and systematic benchmarking of

physical invariants, such as the conservation of energy or
momentum, without requiring explicit ground truth data.

We make four contributions toward benchmarking the phys-
ical reasoning capabilities of video generative models.
First, we introduce Morpheus, the first benchmark, in-
cluding a public leaderboard, using real-world physical
experiments to systematically evaluate physical reasoning
based explicitly on physical invariants (section 3).
Second, we propose a novel framework that combines
physics-informed deep learning with advanced computer
vision techniques to enable coarse- and fine-grained analy-
sis of physical phenomena (section 4).
Third, we evaluate state-of-the-art video generative mod-
els on Morpheus generating over 9000 videos, including
CogVideoX [16], PyramidalFlow [17], LTX-Video [18]
and COSMOS [5], and show that while these models excel
in visual aesthetics, they fall short in modeling real-world
physical dynamics (section 5).
Finally, we highlight key limitations and provide action-
able insights for improving the physical reasoning capabil-
ities of video generation models.

2 Related work

Evaluation of VGMs. Benchmarking video gener-
ation models have evolved to include comprehensive
evaluation frameworks that assess multiple dimensions
of video quality, temporal coherence, and alignment with
prompts. Approaches like EvalCrafter [19], VBench [20],
VBench++ [21], AIGCBench [22], and TC-Bench [23] em-
phasize diverse metrics to evaluate visual fidelity, motion
smoothness, spatial consistency, and temporal dynamics.
For example, EvalCrafter [19] uses metrics like Motion-
Aware Consistency (MAC) and Scene Change Consistency
(SCC) to assess the smoothness and natural progression
of motion, while VBench introduces metrics for spatial
relationships and subject identity consistency to evaluate
logical scene composition. Despite the breadth of these
benchmarks, they primarily concentrate on perceptual and
semantic aspects of video generation, whereas Morpheus
focuses on physical plausibility of the generated videos.

Physical reasoning and plausibility in VGMs. Recent
advances in evaluating physical plausibility in video gen-

1Cf. iconic “spherical cows” metaphor for physical assumptions
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eration have employed both human assessments [1] and
automated approaches leveraging vision-language mod-
els (VLMs) [1, 3] and object tracking metrics [2, 6, 5].
Notable frameworks include VideoCon-Physics [1], Phy-
GenBench [3] and PhysBench [24], which utilize VLMs
to assess adherence to physical law prompts; VAMP [2],
which quantifies motion characteristics through accelera-
tion and velocity variance; and Physics-IQ [6] and COS-
MOS [5], which compare object masks between generated
and real-world videos. Kang et al. [4] used the PHYRE
simulator [25] to fine-tune VGM on synthetic 2D data,
facilitating out-of-distribution and combinatorial general-
ization evaluation.

Despite addressing diverse physical phenomena, these
benchmarks have significant limitations. VLM and human
evaluations often identify physical deviations categorically,
like noting gravity violations without quantifying them.
Moreover, VLM can hallucinate [26] and miss subtle
physical inconsistencies. On the other side, object tracking
metrics are often based on simulated data [5, 25] and
assume that modeled processes should be deterministic
and predictable [4, 6]. These limitations highlight the crit-
ical need for more robust, interpretable benchmarks that
can quantitatively evaluate physical realism by precisely
measuring how well-generated videos preserve physical
invariants and adhere to specific physical laws.

Learn physical invariants and equations from data.
There is progress for learning conservation laws from
trajectories [27], and equation discovery in hybrid dy-
namic systems [28]. Mechanistic Neural Networks
(MechNN) [29] are able to learn governing Ordinary Dif-
ferential Equations (ODEs) from data, while Mechanistic
PDE Networks [30] can learn Partial Differential Equations
(PDEs). On the other hand, to compare the theoretical pre-
diction with input data, PINNs [14, 15], who integrate
physical equations in the loss function, can help identify
possible physical factors causing errors (such as unmod-
eled friction, air drag, etc.) because it is able to learn
corrections to make the predictions closer to the actual
observed values.

3 Morpheus Benchmark

To rigorously examine the discrepancies in adherence to
physical laws within generated videos, we propose the
Morpheus benchmark.

3.1 Methodology for creating the dataset

We created a dataset of real-world recordings of specific
physical phenomena, focusing on fundamental aspects
of Newtonian mechanics. Recordings were conducted
under controlled laboratory conditions, allowing us to
systematically vary initial parameters and capture repeat-
able scenarios. By operating in this rigorously controlled
setting, we can isolate and test adherence to specific phys-
ical laws – such as the periodic dynamics of a harmonic

pendulum – rather than merely assessing overall visual
plausibility. This sets our dataset apart from previous
works that often focus on uncontrolled, general-purpose
video data [6, 4], allowing for a more precise and targeted
evaluation of physical consistency.

Physical experiments. We recorded a set of six core
experiments, each highlighting specific physical principles:

1. Falling ball: A ball dropped from rest until it makes im-
pact with the surface, used to test uniform gravitational
acceleration and energy conservation.

2. Bouncing ball: A ball observed from the moment it first
impacts the surface until it rebounds and impacts again,
testing gravitational acceleration and energy conserva-
tion in a more challenging setting.

3. Projectile motion: A ball launched at various initial
velocities and angles, testing the preservation of mo-
mentum and energy, as well as the uniformity of gravity.

4. Holonomic pendulum: A ball affixed to a rigid rod,
with periodic motion and energy conservation.

5. Non-holonomic pendulum: A ball suspended by a
string, showcasing approximate energy conservation
and approximate harmonic motion.

6. Double pendulum: A more complex system with a
pendulum attached to another pendulum, illustrating
chaotic behavior and conservation laws in nonlinear
dynamics.

Physical initial conditions. For each experiment, we
varied specific initial conditions: the initial speed for the
falling ball, the angle and initial speed for the projectile
motion, and the angle for the pendulums. This diverse
collection ensures robust coverage of dynamic behaviors,
enabling thorough evaluation of generated videos against
real-world physical phenomena. To maintain consistency
in these initial parameters, we employed an actuator –
namely, a robotic controller – ensuring accurate and repeat-
able setups. We recorded 5–7 videos per initial condition
setting, resulting in approximately 10-20 videos per exper-
iment. Complete dataset statistics and the photos of the
experiments can be found in App. A.

We use the recorded dataset images in two ways mainly in
our experiments. First, the initial frames of the real-world
videos serve as prompts to set the initial conditions for the
conditional video generation models. This ensures that the
generated sequences begin from the same starting point as
the real-world experiments.

Second, we use real-world videos as a “gold standard” to
validate that our evaluation metrics work as intended. By
analyzing the metrics on these ground-truth recordings, we
demonstrate the reliability of our approach and establish
an upper bound on performance, representing the precision
with which we can measure adherence to physical laws. In
essence, the metrics computed on real-world videos pro-
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Frame 0 Frame 9 Frame 38 Frame 120 Frame 0 Frame 80

Disappearance Duplicates Stillness

Figure 2: Different types of discarded generated videos: (left) A video showing the disappearance of the orange ball
during fall; (middle) A video illustrating generation of multiple non-holonomic pendulums; (right) A video in which
the double pendulum does not move.

vide a baseline for how closely any generative model can
align with physical principles.

To structurally analyze the videos, we extract the tra-
jectories of the objects by applying promptable visual
segmentation. These trajectories comprise 2D coordinates
of the recognized objects through time and are used for
further analysis with our physical metrics. We describe the
trajectory extraction in Sec. 3.3.

Video generation

Trajectory extraction

Segmented Depth

VGM

Depth

Segmentation
& tracking 

Mask post-
processing

Prompt: “A pendulum
with a spherical ball
swinging in a lab.“

Conditioning image / video
Generated video

Generated trajectory

Real world video

Real world video

Generated video

Real trajectory

Figure 3: The video generation (upper) and the trajectory
extraction pipeline (lower). We use the first frame (or mul-
tiple frames in case of video conditioning) of the real-world
recording of an experiment, as well as the textual descrip-
tion, as a prompt for a Video Generation Model (VGM).
Next, we extract object trajectories for both real-world and
generated videos using trajectory extraction pipeline, con-
sisting of Segmentation and Tracking (SAM2), and relative
depth estimation (DepthAnything V2) and postprocessing.

3.2 Prompting methods

The physical dynamics of a scene are fundamentally deter-
mined by its initial conditions, which include the positions,
velocities, and geometric constraints (e.g. shapes, rigid
body connections) of all objects at the outset. In the con-
text of generative models, these initial conditions are set
through prompting. There are three main approaches to
prompting: a) textual prompts, b) single-image prompts,
and c) video (or multi-frame) prompts. Each provides a
different level of control over the generation process.

Textual prompts offer minimal control. They can suggest
the general behavior or nature of a scene - such as a ball

rolling or falling - but lack the precision to define exact
starting positions, velocities, or trajectories. Single-image
prompts improve upon this by allowing the initial positions
of objects to be visually specified. However, they still fall
short in terms of velocity and motion details. Only video
prompts, which incorporate sequences of frames, grant
the ability to set both initial positions and velocities of all
currently visible objects. This introduces a gradation in
the level of control: from the broad suggestions of textual
prompts to the detailed specifications of video prompts.

With this gradation in mind, we investigate how different
levels of control affect the physical realism of the generated
samples. We explore both textual prompt enhancement and
various multi-frame prompting for models capable of lever-
aging these features (e.g. [5, 16]), allowing us to examine
the relationship between input precision and output physi-
cal fidelity. Following the approach of [16], simple scene
descriptions can be enhanced with the advanced capabili-
ties of a VLM [31] in creating rich and descriptive prompts
along when provided with a certain instruction template in
either a zero-shot or few-shot fashion. As not all VGMs
provide a prompt upsampler along the model, we rely on
the ChatGLM family of models [31], while for COSMOS
[5] we use their own devised [32, 33] upsamplers. In our
evaluation, we still try to create a highly descriptive prompt
with an emphasis on capturing the physical motion, and
the upsampler allows us to bring the distribution of the tex-
tual prompt during inference closer to the one used during
training.

3.3 Trajectory extraction

While generated videos could be directly evaluated in terms
of 3D consistency [19] or other pixel-level generation prop-
erties [5], such evaluations are limited to visual and geo-
metric realism of the generated videos. Instead, we are
interested in how well these videos conform to physical
laws. This means that we need to extract the relevant phys-
ical state variables, such as positions of objects, velocities,
accelerations, masses, and so on. Thus, it is essential to
transform the generated videos into perfect state variables
of the depicted objects and their trajectories, which can
then be further analyzed.

A supervised object-tracking model would work well for
specific video domains. However, for unseen generated
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Figure 4: Evaluation of trajectories extracted from real and VGMs videos using Physical Invariance score derived from
physical invariants.

videos, we need more general methods for reliable pro-
cessing. Thus, we propose leveraging a vision foundation
model for zero-shot object segmentation and tracking. In
particular, we use Segment Anything 2 (SAM2) [34], a
promptable segmentation and tracking model for images
and videos that provides 2D masks. We label the first
frames of the videos in our dataset using positive and neg-
ative clicks as spatial prompts and verify the segmentation
before tracking the object throughout the video. Finally,
we extract center-of-mass 2D coordinates by averaging
object mask centers. In addition, to check if objects have
consistent depth (necessary for using only 2D coordinates
for our physical scores, see App. C.2), we estimate rela-
tive object depth using Depth Anything V2 [35] to predict
depth values for the corresponding masks from SAM2 (see
Fig. 3 for illustration).

For velocity, acceleration and angular velocity, we employ
the central difference method [36]. To further reduce
the noise, generated by the imperfections in the tracking
pipeline, we follow with a series of smoothing operations,
such as learning a linear regression with a sliding window
and applying the Savitzky-Golay smoothing. The details
can be found in the App. B.

Since the generated videos may contain artifacts that pro-
hibit further analysis, e.g. objects’ permanence, jittering,
or absence of movement, we discard such samples and
keep track of the discard rate for each model.

4 Physics-informed evaluation metrics

To assess the alignment of the generated video trajectories
with physical laws, we propose a hierarchical evaluation
framework for analyzing physical experiments in both real-
world and generated videos.

Discard rate As a first metric, we compute the discard
rate, which reflects the proportion of model-generated sam-

ples that must be discarded to ensure reliable trajectory
extraction needed for Physical Invariances and Dynamical
scores. The discard filtering is automatic and consists of
three criteria: First, we discard generated videos where
objects lack sufficient permanence throughout the video.
Second, we discard generated videos which do not have
a consistent number of objects. Finally, we discard gener-
ated videos if there is little motion detected, as such videos
are not suitable for physical analysis. The overall discard
rate represents the proportion of generated videos that fail
at least one of these criteria. In addition, we verify that
none of the real-world extracted trajectories are discarded,
showing that our discard criteria are effective in distin-
guishing physical from non-physical videos. We provide
further details on our filtering methodology in App. C.1.

Beyond pixel-by-pixel evaluation For the videos that
pass the filtering, we employ two metrics: the Dynami-
cal score, which measures the overall adherence to the
equation of motion that governs the system, and the Phys-
ical Invariance score, which quantifies the invariance of
conserved physical quantities, such as energy or angular
momentum (Table A2).

As discussed above, pixel-by-pixel evaluation is inherently
problematic when perfect control over the initial condi-
tions is not achievable. Even with ideal control, the chaotic
nature of certain physical phenomena can cause minor
differences in initial conditions to produce vastly diver-
gent outcomes. Consequently, straightforward time-based
trajectory matching becomes an unreliable measure of per-
formance. For our benchmark, we instead rely on metrics
that do not depend on direct time-aligned comparisons.
These metrics are designed to evaluate physical consis-
tency and adherence to fundamental laws independently
of precise time synchronization, providing a more robust
and generalizable standard of evaluation. In our approach,
the obtained real-world trajectories act as reference points
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PINN

Real learned trajectoryReal trajectory

Generated learned trajectoryGenerated trajectory

Equation of motion

Total loss function

Dynamical score

Figure 5: Evaluation of trajectories extracted from real and VGMs videos using Dynamical score. For each of the
trajectory, real-world or generated videos, we fit a PINN with the corresponding equation of motion for the particular
physical law as an extra loss term.

to establish the upper bounds of performance and validate
our methods.

4.1 Dynamical score

To calculate the Dynamical score, we use physics-informed
neural networks (PINNs)[14], which directly incorporate
physical laws as a prior. This setting allows us to learn the
physical trajectory that fits the data the most, independent
of the initial conditions. Fig. 5 illustrates our approach.
A PINN is a neural network that receives a timestep i
of the trajectory as input and outputs the trajectory coor-
dinates T̂i, velocity ˆ̇Ti, and acceleration ˆ̈Ti. The model
is typically trained with a loss function, comprising two
components Ldata and Lphysics: Ltotal = Ldata + λLphysics,
where the Ldata is responsible for fitting the model to the
datapoints, Ldata = 1

N

∑N
i=1 ∥T̂i − Ti∥2, and Lphysics en-

forces following the physical law. For each experiment, we
explicitly implement the equation of motion in the form
of an ordinary differential equation as PINN loss func-
tions. E.g., for the falling ball, the equations of motion are:
ẋ = 0; ÿ+g = 0, where y is the vertical position, ÿ is the
acceleration and g is the gravitational constant. The Lphysics

is calculated as: Lphysics = 1
M

∑M
j=1

∥∥∥ˆ̈yj + g
∥∥∥2 + ∥∥∥ˆ̇x∥∥∥2,

where ˆ̈yj is the predicted acceleration derived from the
PINN at the j-th time step.

Computing the Dynamical score. In our context, we
use PINNs to assess the physical plausibility of trajectories
from generated videos by computing the normalized mean
square error (NMSE) of the model-learned trajectory de-
rived from real and generated videos. To normalize it into
the range of (0, 1), we inverse the error with 1 indicating a
maximal Dynamical score and 0 indicating worse than con-
stant function fit of the corresponding PINN. Dynamical
score shows the difference between theoretical prediction
from the ODEs and trajectory data. A higher Dynamical
score implies higher physical plausibility. For more details,
please see App. C.3.

4.2 Physical Invariance score

To calculate a more fine-grained Physical Invariance score,
we accompany each of our experiments with a list of
physical invariances, i.e. values that we can derive from
trajectories that stay constant in time. For the physical
model to work, we make a series of reasonable assump-
tions about the setting and test them on the real-world
trajectories. As invariances vary for different experiments,
we present here one case study for the falling ball exper-
iments, while describing all the other settings in App. C.4.
We list in Table A2 all theoretically conserved values per
experimental scenario.

Case study: Falling ball. In the falling ball experiments,
we have the following physical invariants.

⇒ Total energy. Assuming negligible air resistance, the
total energy —the sum of the kinetic and potential energy—
of the ball is conserved. The kinetic energy of the ball
is: T = 1

2m(v2x + v2y), where v = (vx, vy) is the speed
of the ball and m is it’s mass. Also, the potential energy
is V = mgy where g is the gravitational acceleration
constant and y is the vertical coordinate. So, as the to-
tal energy is the sum of kinetic and potential, we get:
E = T + V = 1

2m(v2x + v2y) +mgy.

⇒ Energy-to-mass ratio. Assuming that the mass of the
ball is constant, we derive the following invariant: Em =
1
2 (v

2
x + v2y) + gy = const, which we can estimate with the

data from our trajectory.

⇒ Acceleration. As no external forces are acting on the
ball except for gravity, which is uniform in space and time
and is directed downwards, the acceleration of the ball is
also constant: ay = g = const.
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Figure 6: Physical Invariance vs. Dynamical scores for all the experiments. Different colors correspond to different
models, whereas the hue of the color differentiates between base and enhanced prompts. Scores from trajectories
extracted from real-world videos are consistently close to maximum scores, while deviations are explained by trajectory
estimation errors and using only 2D trajectories.
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Figure 7: Average discard rates across all physical experi-
ments.

⇒ Horizontal momentum-to-mass ratio. As with accel-
eration, the horizontal momentum, px = mVx, is also
preserved given no external forces. This implies that the
horizontal velocity is conserved: vx = const

Computing the Physical Invariance score. To convert
the invariant into an actual score, like the Energy score, we

calculate the standard deviation of the invariant time series
and normalize it into the range of (0, 1), with 1 indicating
a perfect Physical Invariance score.

As invariants must be by nature constant, a high standard
deviation of these invariants (and thus a lower physical in-
variance score), indicates poor modeling of the respective
physical invariants. In addition, for discarded trajectories
we assign minimal Physical Invariance score equal to 0.
A detailed score calculation procedure is described in the
App. C.5. For the derivations of each invariant we used,
please refer to the App. C.4.
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Figure 8: Average Physical Invariance vs. Dynamical
scores over the experiments. Different colors correspond
to different models, whereas the hue of the color differenti-
ates between base and enhanced prompts.

7
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Real
Trajectory

Dynamical Score: High (0.94)
 Invariance Score: High (0.81)

Dynamical Score: High (0.96)
 Invariance Score: Low (0.45)

Dynamical Score: Low (0.24)
 Invariance Score: High (0.83)

Dynamical Score: Low (0.16)
 Invariance Score: Low (0.27)

Figure 9: Real pendulum trajectory alongside four cases
of generated videos, demonstrating how different combina-
tions of dynamical and physical invariance scores appear
in practice.

5 Analysis

In this section, we analyze the results of the experiments.
In tables A5 to A9, as well as Fig. 6 and Fig. 8, we note
plain for simple text prompts, and enhanced for upgraded
textual description (see Sec.3.2). We consider the multi-
frame prompting scenario separately.

Real-world videos consistently deliver optimal results
across all experiments, as demonstrated by their mini-
mal discard rates, high Dynamical scores (0.98-0.99), and
consistently high Physical Invariance scores (above 0.93).
These metrics confirm the reliability of real-world videos
as benchmarks for physically accurate and realistic motion,
and validate the correctness of our experimental setups,
providing the upper boundary for the performance of the
video generation models.

Enhanced prompts typically improve performance metrics
compared to plain prompts, although this trend varies de-
pending on the specific model. Enhanced prompting leads
to higher physical invariance and dynamical scores and
lower discard rates in many cases (e.g., COSMOS and
CogVideoX), yet occasionally decreases performance in
models such as LTX and PyramidalFlow, indicating that
prompt enhancement effectiveness is context-dependent.

Multi-frame prompting generally outperforms single-
frame prompting, achieving lower discard rates and higher
dynamical and physical invariance scores, thereby demon-
strating the advantage of increased temporal context. The
prompting with first and last frames, used exclusively by
CogVideoX as an interpolation regime, performs notably
well in specific experiments (e.g., holonomic pendulum),
suggesting a promising direction for improving temporal
coherence and physical realism, though limiting the ability
to generate from scratch.

Among the evaluated models, CogVideoX typically demon-
strates superior performance, especially in multi-frame
configurations with enhanced prompts. LTX, while oc-
casionally excelling in specific scenarios (such as single-
frame enhanced prompts for the falling ball), exhibits in-
consistent performance, with high variability and notably
high discard rates in certain tasks. COSMOS and Pyrami-
dalFlow show intermediate performance, with COSMOS

performing strongly in multi-frame scenarios and Pyrami-
dalFlow achieving moderate results.

The variability of discard rates across setups reflects the
reliability of different models in generating physically
plausible videos. Discard rates vary significantly, with
extremes ranging from as low as 0.0% (COSMOS single-
frame, plain prompt, double pendulum) to as high as
92% (LTX single-frame, enhanced prompt, holonomic
pendulum). The analysis of the major reasons (see Fig.7)
behind high discard rates reveals the absence of motion
(i.e. stillness) and the presence of duplicate objects, as well
as, to a lesser extent, the disappearance of the object from
the video. These persistent shortcomings in the models’
abilities to produce consistent and realistic videos are
well-known [21].

Analyzing fine-grained conservation metrics across experi-
ments reveals several interesting trends. In the falling and
bouncing ball scenarios, relatively high horizontal momen-
tum conservation scores can primarily be attributed to the
absence of significant horizontal motion rather than accu-
rate modeling of dynamics. In contrast, for the projectile
task, where horizontal motion is inherently present, hori-
zontal momentum conservation scores align closely with
the generally lower scores observed for energy and accel-
eration conservation, reflecting the genuine complexity of
modeling horizontal dynamics. Additionally, multi-frame
prompting substantially enhances distance conservation
metrics, likely because maintaining spatial relationships
between objects across frames is fundamentally simpler
than modeling intricate dynamical properties. Moderate
improvements in energy and period conservation further
support the advantage of multi-frame temporal context. In
pendulum scenarios, some periodic behavior emerges in
generated videos (see Fig. 9 and Fig. A10), suggesting that
models partly capture periodicity; however, adherence to
true dynamical behavior remains limited, as demonstrated
by, for example, the low-energy conservation scores.

Overall, all generated models exhibit substantial limita-
tions compared to real-world performance (see Fig. 8),
underscoring the significant gaps remaining in simulating
realistic and physically accurate dynamics. We present ad-
ditional per experiment and prompt analysis in the App. F.

6 Limitations

As the first to analyze detailed physics invariances in
generative models, we note individual scores can be mis-
leading alone. For example, a levitating object might
preserve energy (appearing correct) while violating gravity.
Thus, Physical Invariance scores must be combined with
Dynamical ones to get a complete and detailed picture of
generative model performance.
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7 Conclusion

Our study highlights a fundamental limitation in current
video generation models: despite their impressive real-
ism, they fail to consistently adhere to physical laws. To
address this gap, we introduced Morpheus, a benchmark
designed to assess the physical reasoning capabilities of
these models. Through a curated dataset of real-world
physics experiments and physics-informed evaluation met-

rics, we demonstrate that even with advanced prompting
techniques, existing models struggle to capture fundamen-
tal physical principles. In general, all models perform
poorly, with significant violations of physical principles,
though multi-frame prompting provides some improve-
ment. This underscores the need for future research in
integrating physical constraints into generative models.
We open-source our dataset, baselines, and code to foster
further advancements in physics-aware video generation
at physics-from-video.github.io/morpheus-bench.
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APPENDIX

A Dataset

Dataset Description: The dataset comprises recordings of five distinct real-world dynamic systems: a falling ball, a
non-holonomic pendulum, a holonomic pendulum, and a projectile motion. For each system, we recorded multiple
times the type of experiment trying to have homogenous videos, while after a few iterations, we varied the initial
conditions or configuration parameters. Table A1 below summarizes the number of recordings and configurations for
each experiment.

Experiment Videos Factors of
Variation Configuration/ Initial Condition Description

Falling Ball 12 1 Height from which the ball was released.
Projectile 15 3 Angle of launch, slingback extension levels, launched ball color.
Bouncing ball 12 1 Heights from which the ball was released before bouncing.
Holonomic Pendulum 22 1 Initial angle from the vertical (zero-degree resting position).
Non-Holonomic Pendulum 15 1 Initial angle from the vertical (zero-degree resting position).
Double Pendulum 10 1 Initial height of the second (top) pendulum bob.

Table A1: Summary of the Experimental Dataset from real-world recorded videos.

Falling ball For the falling ball experiment, we used a normal table tennis orange ball. A mechanic actuator 2 was
used to hold the ball at a certain height (initial position) and as a release mechanism to control the moment the ball was
let at a free fall, before making contact with the surface below. Different height levels from the surface were used as
initial positions, resulting in trajectories with different lengths (smaller or larger).

Frame 160 Frame 180 Frame 190 Frame 203

Falling Ball

Figure A1: Representative frames of the falling ball experiment. A mechanical actuator releases the ball from different
heights. The final frame of each sequence marks the exact moment the ball contacts the surface.

Bouncing ball The bouncing ball experiment begins immediately after the falling ball makes impact with the surface.
It focuses on observing the ball during its bounce, capturing its trajectory as it rebounds upwards after contact with the
surface.

Projectile For this experiment, a custom 3D printed projectile was built, along with three different balls of the same
plastic material but of different colors. The projectile works with string rubber bands following the same principle of a
slingback. During our recordings, we varied three different parameters. The angle of the launch for the ball, the force
with which the ball was launched into the air, and the color of the ball.

Holonomic pendulum For this setting, a rigid metal structure consisting of a pole, perpendicular to the ground,
on which a solid metal stick was mounted. The joint holding the stick was adjusted to allow for a normal friction
coefficient, resulting in an intuitive retrogressive back-and-forth movement simulating a typical pendulum oscillatory
trajectory. At the end of the metal stick a small table tennis ball was attached, as the SAM2 predictor can confidently
track the center of the ball aligning with the central axis at the end of the stick. Using the zero angle as the resting

2Motor Model: T825, Motor serial number: 00362129
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Frame 0 Frame 15 Frame 45 Frame 84

Bouncing Ball

Figure A2: Representative frames of the bouncing ball experiment. A mechanical actuator releases the ball from
different heights. This experiment begins immediately after the ball’s initial contact with the surface and ends after the
next touch.

Frame 25 Frame 40 Frame 60 Frame 80

Projectile

Figure A3: Representative frames of the projectile motion experiment with a 3D-printed launcher. In the dataset the
launch angle, force, and ball color are varied.

position, we varied the angle at which the pendulum was released resulting in distinct retrogressive trajectories. As in
the falling ball experiment the same release mechanism model was employed to manipulate the moment the pendulum
was let freely to swing.

Frame 30 Frame 45 Frame 80 Frame 90

Holonomic Pendulum

Figure A4: Representative frames of the holonomic pendulum experiment. The pendulum is released by a mechanical
actuator and swings from varying starting positions, resulting in different initial angles.

Non-holonomic pendulum The setup for the non-holonomic pendulum is almost identical to that of the holonomic
one, with the difference being that instead of a non-deformable metal structure, a flexible metal string was employed.
The metal string on its top end had a noose so that it can be hanged from certain points, while at the other end, we
attached a standard table tennis ball as in the holonomic pendulum case. Using the same release mechanism we can
control the initial angular position with respect to the resting (vertical) position, at the very beginning of the trajectory,
while the object is still stationary.

Double pendulum A custom structure consisting of a wooden base, a metal pole mounted on the top of the base, and
a joint mounted at a degrees angle to the center axis of the pole, to keep the longer bob of the pendulum in place. These
structures ensure that each 3D printed plastic bobs of the pendulum can rotate freely with normal friction resulting in the
typical chaotic motion double pendulum are known for. A double pendulum consists of two bobs attached end-to-end.
Each pendulum has its angle relative to the vertical. The same release mechanism as in previous experiments is utilized
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Frame 30 Frame 120 Frame 200 Frame 230

Non-Holonomic Pendulum

Figure A5: Representative frames of the non-holonomic pendulum experiment. A flexible metal string suspends a table
tennis ball, with initial angles controlled by a mechanical actuator functioning as release mechanism.

to define the starting position of each pendulum link. This starting position can be described as the angle each bob
makes with the vertical when it is still stationary.

Frame 30 Frame 60 Frame 90 Frame 120

Double Pendulum

Figure A6: Representative frames of the double pendulum experiment. A custom-built structure with a metal pole and
joint supports the 3D-printed plastic bobs, allowing for free rotation with minimal friction. The initial angles of both
pendulum links are precisely controlled using a mechanical actuator.

B Velocity and acceleration estimation

We estimate objects’ velocity and acceleration from the extracted trajectory using multiple stages.

We use the central difference method for most points in the time series. This method computes velocity by considering
both forward and backward positions, reducing single-sided differentiation errors.

vi =
xi+1 − xi−1

ti+1 − ti−1
, 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 2 (A1)

Since the central difference is not applicable at endpoints, we use one-sided differences. Forward difference (starting
point):

v0 =
x1 − x0

t1 − t0

Backward difference (ending point):

vN =
xN − xN−1

tN − tN−1

To enhance precision, we perform linear regression within a sliding window.

x(t) = vt+ b (A2)

The velocity (slope) is solved using the least squares method with window size w:[
v
b

]
=

(
ATA

)−1
ATx (A3)
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where matrix A contains time information.

A =


t1 1
t2 1
...

...
tw 1

 (A4)

We combine linear regression and central difference results using weighted averages.

vfinal = αvregression + (1− α)vcentral (A5)

Here α = 0.7, indicating greater confidence in the regression method. Finally, we apply Savitzky-Golay filtering for
smoothing [37]. This step effectively removes high-frequency noise from velocity calculations.

vsmoothed = SG(vfinal,window, 3) (A6)

The entire calculation process can be summarized as:

v(t) = SG (αvregression(t) + (1− α)vcentral(t), w, 3) (A7)

where w is the window size (odd number for symmetry); α = 0.7 is the weighting coefficient; SG represents Savitzky-
Golay filter of order 3; Regression window range: [t− w/2, t+ w/2].

For the acceleration, we first calculate the acceleration using the central difference. For 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 2:

ai =
vi+1 − vi−1

ti+1 − ti−1
(A8)

Dealing with the endpoints using the same metric as velocities, we get the final acceleration for the entire trajectory.

a0 =
a1 − a0
t1 − t0

aN =
vN − vN−1

tN − tN−1

C Evaluation metrics

C.1 Discard rate

We generate Ntotal videos for each type of experiment. Among these videos, we discard those that do not meet our
quality standards, following a three-stage filtering out. First, we discard videos where object are disappearing from the
videos the number of such videos is Ndisappear. Second, we analyze the number of objects in each video and discard
videos that do not maintain a consistent object count in the not discarded yet videos. For this purpose we employ DEVA
tracking [38] built on top of Grounded SAM [39] (with object names from the prompt as Grounding DINO [40] query)
for consistent open-vocabulary prediction of 2D object masks. We denote the number of discarded videos in this step
as Nduplicate. Specifically, we evaluate the proportion of frames containing multiple objects. Videos are filtered out
if this proportion exceeds a predetermined threshold. Finally, we discard videos where the motion is too small to be
meaningful in the not discarded yet videos, the number of such videos is Nstil. The overall discard rate DR is defined
as

DR =
Ndisappear +Nduplicate +Nstill

Ntotal
.

C.2 Depth Consistency Evaluation

In all the studied experiments, the video camera is orthogonal to the object’s motion and is fixed. This allows us to
compute the Physical Invariance and Dynamical scores using only information extracted from 2D pixel space, available
for generated videos. The results are presented in Fig. A7, showing that most of the models are reasonably consistent
and thus object properties like energy conservation could be also studied using only 2D coordinates.

C.3 Physically-informed Neural Networks

Unlike typical neural networks, which are normally trained only on data, prior knowledge about the physical system
is integrated into PINNs. This prior knowledge of the physical system, often in governing physical laws such as
Newtonian mechanics or energy conservation, is imposed during training. Given that the system modeled from the
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Figure A7: Average depth consistency for different video generation models across all studied experiments.

generated videos is known from the provided prompt, the training process incorporates these laws into the loss function.
The total loss for a PINN is defined as:

Ltotal = Ldata + λLphysics, (A9)
where Ldata ensures that the network’s output can match the observed data. At the same time, Lphysics is penalizing
deviations from the governing physical equation and λ is a hyperparameter balancing the contribution of the each loss
component. For our own experimentation λ has a value of 1. In this way, PINNs can bring both data and physical laws
together during training while being consistent with the underline physical system. For a trajectory T , the data loss is
defined as

Ldata =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥T̂i − Ti∥2, (A10)

, where T̂i is the trajectory predicted by the network at the i-th timestep and Ti is the corresponding ground truth
trajectory at the same timestep. On the other hand, the physics loss is derived separately for each experiment, given the
nature of the system’s dynamics. The motion of a free-falling object follows:

ÿ + g = 0, (A11)
where y is the vertical position, ÿ is the acceleration and g is the gravitational constant. This means that for this
phenomenon, the loss is defined as: The physics loss for free fall is defined as:

Lphysics =
1

M

M∑
j=1

∥∥∥ˆ̈yj + g
∥∥∥2 , (A12)

where ˆ̈yj is the predicted acceleration derived from the PINN at the j-th time step. The motion of a holonomic pendulum
is governed by:

θ̈ +
g

l
sin θ = 0, (A13)

where θ is the angular displacement, l is the pendulum length and g is the gravitational constant.

The corresponding physics loss is:

Lphysics =
1

M

M∑
j=1

∥∥∥ ˆ̈θj + g

l
sin(θ̂j)

∥∥∥2 , (A14)

where ˆ̈
θj and θ̂j are the network-predicted angular acceleration and displacement, respectively, at the j-th timestep. In

the present work, we use the Dynamical score to evaluate how well the does the predicted trajectories align with the
ground truth. The Dynamical score is derived from the Normalized Mean Squared Error (NMSE), which provides a
relative measure of error by normalizing the Mean Squared Error (MSE) with the variance of the ground truth trajectory.
Main motivation behind this choice, is to make the evaluation independent of scale. The NMSE is calculated as:

NMSE =
1
N

∑N
i=1(yi − ŷi)

2

1
N

∑N
i=1(yi − ȳ)2

, (A15)
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Table A2: Conserved quantities for each physical experiment in an ideal case.

Experiment Name Assumption Conserved Quantities

falling ball no air resistance energy, acceleration (gravity), horiz. momentum
projectile no air resistance energy, acceleration (gravity), horiz. momentum

bouncing ball no air resistance energy, acceleration (gravity), horiz. momentum
holonomic pendulum low resistance energy, period, pendulum length

non-holonomic pendulum low resistance energy (approximately)
double pendulum low resistance total energy, two pendulums length

where:

• yi is the true value at timestep i,

• ŷi is the predicted value at timestep i,

• ȳ is the mean of the ground truth values, defined as:

ȳ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

yi, (A16)

• 1
N

∑N
i=1(yi − ŷi)

2 represents the MSE between the predicted and ground truth trajectories,

• 1
N

∑N
i=1(yi − ȳ)2 = σ2 represents the variance of the ground truth trajectory.

To ensure robustness, the predicted trajectory is compared against the interpolated ground truth values. Depending on
the experiment, we address physical consistency by quantifying how well the learned solution adheres to the underlying
physical equation. This is quantified using the physics loss, which penalizes deviations from the expected dynamics.
For training, each PINN is optimized using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 10−3 for 200,000 iterations. The
network used for all experiments, consists of two hidden layers of 20 neurons, with tanh as activation functions. The
final score is defined as Sdyn = min(1 − NMSE, 0).. Similarly to the Physical Invariance score, in cases when the
original trajectory is discarded, the score is assigned to a minimal value equal to zero.

C.4 Physical Invariances

Falling Ball For falling balls, energy must be conserved between consecutive bouncing points. Additionally, according
to Newton’s second law:

F = ma

In free fall, gravity is the sole force acting on the object, resulting in constant acceleration. Assuming that the
gravitational field is uniform in space and time, we have F = mg, which means that a = g, so the acceleration should
stay constant. Therefore, in this part, we introduce three quantitative metrics to assess trajectory physics: the Energy
Conservation score (ES), which measures energy conservation within a specified time window, and the Acceleration
Conservation score (AS), which evaluates the consistency of acceleration during this interval, and the Horizontal
Momentum Conservation score (MS), which measures the conservation of momentum.

The Energy Conservation score is calculated as follows. Given the mass of the ball to be m, the g a freefall acceleration
constant, kinetic energy:

T =
1

2
m|v⃗|2 =

1

2
m(v2x + v2y)

and potential energy:
V = mgh

where h = y. Total energy is the sum of two:

E = T + V =
1

2
m(v2x + v2y) +mgy

From this formula, assuming the mass of the ball is constant in time, we get:

E

m
=

1

2
(v2x + v2y) + gy = const (A17)

18



The calculation of the Acceleration Conservation score is self-evident:
a = const (A18)

The conservation of horizontal momentum arises from the fact that the only force acting on the ball is gravity, which is
pointed downwards:

px = mVx = const
and analogous to the energy, we deduce:

px
m

= Vx = const (A19)

We provide some examples of estimated invariants in Fig. A8

Projectile For projectile motion, we analyze the same physical invariants as in the falling ball experiment. Throughout
the projectile’s trajectory, neglecting the air resistance, energy, acceleration, and horizontal momentum should be
conserved. The calculations for energy and acceleration follow the same methodology used in the falling ball analysis.

Holonomic Pendulum For the holonomic pendulum, let’s first examine energy conservation. Energy in the ideal
(frictionless) case:

H = T + V =
p2θ

2mL2
+mgL(1− cos θ)

where θ is the angular displacement, l is the pendulum length, g is the gravitational acceleration, and pθ = mL2θ̇ is the
momentum.

In this case, the equation that we obtain is:

θ̈ +
g

l
sin θ = 0

Since our real-world pendulum experiments were conducted in a laboratory environment, friction causes energy
attenuation over time. We quantify this energy loss by measuring both its range and rate of decline, establishing these as
upper bounds for evaluating generated videos. To be specific, the holonomic pendulum with friction can be expressed as

θ̈ +
b

m
θ̇ +

g

l
sin θ = 0 (A20)

where b is the damping coefficient, m is the bob mass, and b
m θ̇ represents the damping force term. The energy decay

over time:
dE

dt
= −b(θ̇)2 (A21)

In our experiments, we assume that the energy loss can be ignored for a short time period, meaning we can apply the
Energy Conservation score.

The period of holonomic pendulum with friction with a small amplitude can be expressed as

T = 2π

√
l

g

√
1−

(
b

2mω0

)2

(A22)

where ω0 =
√

g
l is the natural angular frequency without damping. When the damping is small (b ≪ mω0), the period

approaches that of an undamped pendulum T0 = 2π
√

l
g . We observe this regime in our experiments and propose to

use the Period Conservation score (PC).

For the holonomic pendulum, it is obvious that the pendulum length l remains constant throughout the experiment, as
the holonomic constraint of the system. Therefore, we also consider the pendulum length as a physical invariant.

Non-holonomic Pendulum For an ideal non-holonomic pendulum, energy conservation holds since non-holonomic
constraints only restrict possible paths without energy dissipation. However, in laboratory conditions, the suspension
string’s deformation and friction cause some energy decay. As with the holonomic pendulum case, we measure this
energy decay range in real-world videos and use it to evaluate generated videos.

Since both period and pendulum length vary in non-holonomic pendulums, we exclude these metrics from our analysis,
keeping only the energy.
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C.5 Physical Score Scaling

When we obtain the physical invariant value C, we calculate the relative standard deviation over time:

Cσ̄ = Cσ/Cmean (A23)

To ensure that the score is within the [0, 1] range, we design the Physical score, derived from the invariant, as follows

S =
1

1 + α ∗ Cσ̄
(A24)

Where α is a normalization factor. In the experiment, we set it to 1.0.

Two critical considerations emerge during the score calculation process. First, The time window must be carefully
selected. For each trajectory, we partition it using a sliding time window and select the highest score among all segments
as the trajectory’s overall score. This approach addresses a key challenge in real-world experiments like bouncing balls,
where fluctuations near bouncing points create large standard deviations and low scores. By using the highest score
across all segments, we effectively capture the most stable portion of the trajectory.

In our experiments, we set the time window length between 10% and 25% of the total trajectory duration. Specifically,
for real videos, we use twindow = Ltrajectory/10, while for generated videos, we use twindow = Ltrajectory/4.
This difference in window size is necessary because generated videos have much shorter total durations - using
twindow = Ltrajectory/10 would result in trajectory segments that are too short for meaningful analysis.

Second, proper scaling is essential: since the trajectory coordinates are recorded in pixel space rather than real-world 3D
coordinates, a precise coordinate transformation to physical units is required. Notably, improper scaling can significantly
impact the total energy calculations. Third, we need to be careful not to choose the range when the mean of the selected
physical invariant is near zero. The absolute value of mean of the selected physical invariant should be equal to or
greater than a threshold of 10 times of standard deviation:

Cthreshold = 10 ∗ Cσ (A25)

so it can be neglected that the influence of mean energy/acceleration is near zero. In the experiment, if |Cmean| ≥
Cthreshold, we calculate the Physical score as defined in Eq. A24. Otherwise, we use the following Eq. A26 that takes
the absolute standard deviation rather than the relative standard deviation.

S =
1

1 + α ∗ Cσ
(A26)

This method has two key limitations. First, the scores are highly sensitive to the choice of time window size. Larger
time windows tend to yield lower scores as they encompass more fluctuations in the trajectory. Second, the method
may fail to detect unphysical behavior in generated videos where objects remain stationary for long periods. Since we
only consider the highest score among all segments, these periods of stillness - which would receive low scores - are
effectively ignored in our evaluation. In future work, we plan to introduce a penalty term to specifically address and
discourage such unphysical stillness behavior.

D Video Generative Models Details

At their core, latent video generative models often utilize a combination of a 3D Variational Autoencoder (VAE) [41, 42]
to tokenize individual frames, a text encoder, like T5 [43] to encode frames into latent. During training a noisy latent is
produced by the forward diffusion process. This latent is then processed by a parametrized model, either a transformer
model [44] or a U-Net [45, 46, 47] resulting in a patchified long sequence of visual tokens, in case of the former type
of model.

Depending on the model architecture different input modalities can be handled like text-to-video, image-to-video,
text+image-to-video, and sometimes video continuation regimes facilitating both open-domain and controlled generation
scenarios [16, 48, 5, 49]. Although some state-of-the-art video generation models adopt an autoregressive framework,
predicting frames sequentially based on prior outputs [50, 51, 52], many others utilize non-autoregressive approaches
to generate frames simultaneously [16, 48, 53]. In Table A3, we specify the parameters of particular models used in
our benchmark, along with it’s architectural design choices. As to faithfully get the best generation outcome we use
the best hyperparameters reported for each model. Due to the high API costs-per five seconds video, along with the
impressive performance of COSMOS [5] among established benchmarks, we opted to not use any closed-source VGMs
like [7, 54]. Still all the open-source alternatives used for our analysis match the performance of most closed-source
one across established benchmarks for VGMs.
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Model Category Resolution Number of
Video Frames Guidance Scale Sampling Steps

CogVideoX single-frame generation 960 x 768 84 6.0 50
Cosmos single-frame generation 1280 × 704 121 7.0 35
LTX-Video single-frame generation 960x736 81 3.0 50
PyramidalFlow single-frame generation 1280 x 768 121 4.0 10

Table A3: Details of video generation models adopted in our benchmark study, including their category, resolution,
number of video frames, guidance scale, and sampling steps.

E Prompts for Video Generation Models

For each experiment, we carefully designed a prompt that describes the physical setup and motion of the experiment
being conducted. For example, in the falling ball experiment, the prompt specifies that the ball falls and makes contact
with the table below. Similarly, in the projectile experiment, we describe how the ball is launched at a slight upward
angle and follows a natural parabolic trajectory. We enhance these prompts using ChatGLM to incorporate more
detailed scene descriptions and contextual elements derived from the reference images. All prompts are shown in Table
A4,

F Additional Analysis

In Figure A8 we present additional visualization of the energy and acceleration conversation. In Figure A9 and Figure 9
we visualize difference between real-world and generated videos object trajectories.

F.1 Falling ball

In Figure A8 (a), we present the total, kinetic, and potential energy over time. As expected, the total energy dissipates
with every new bounce while remaining nearly constant between bounces. Per the video generation method, the discard
rate ranges from 11% for COSMOS with enhanced text prompts up to 77% for CogVideoX in a single-frame condition-
ing regime with plain prompt. The best Dynamical score is achieved by the COSMOS model of 0.35, which is, however,
still far from the real-world video score (0.99). Physical invariance scores range from 0.149 (CogVideoX, single-frame,
plain text prompt) to 0.582 (PyramidalFlow, multi-frame, plain text prompt). We notice that enhanced text prompts
increase the scores for COSMOS and CogVideoX, but reduce it for LTX and PyramidalFlow. The qualitative analysis of
the discard reasons in Fig. A12 (upper) provides the clue for the low scores, i.e. the overall abundance of duplicates in the
videos, as well as the lack of motion. The qualitative inspection of falling and bouncing ball (Fig. A8, c-d) supports this
claim. In the case of CogVideoX, generated videos partially exhibit the stillness problem, characterized by an initial ab-
sence of motion followed by abrupt and chaotic movements, which deviate significantly from realistic physical behavior.

F.2 Bouncing ball

The main results for the bouncing ball are presented in Tab. A6. Real-world videos achieve optimal performance,
reflected by a minimal Discard Rate (0.0), a high Dynamical score (0.99), and a high Physical Invariance score (0.99).
In contrast, generated videos display notably lower physical invariance scores, especially evident in plain prompts. The
discard rates, presented in Fig.A12 (lower) are lower on average compared to other experiments. Among single-frame
methods, COSMOS (enhanced) achieves the highest physical invariance score (0.546) but still falls substantially below
the real-world baseline. Multi-frame methods generally exhibit improved dynamical and physical scores compared to
their single-frame counterparts, although their overall scores remain significantly below those of real-world videos. The
first and last frame conditioning with plain prompts surprisingly shows slightly better performance (Physical Invariance
score of 0.587) compared to the enhanced version (0.550).

F.3 Projectile

In the case of the projectile, we present the main results in Tab. A7. As for generated videos, the Discard Rates seem to
have the same range as for the falling ball, with the main reasons for discarding being the presence of duplicate objects
and stillness (see Fig. A12 (middle)), though the disappearance now exhibiting more often, e.g. LTX multi-frame with
enhanced prompting. Though the Dynamical and Physical Invariance scores seem 10% lower for the real-world videos
compared to other experiments, they are still unreachable for other models.
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Experiment
Name

Base Prompt Enhanced Prompt

Falling Ball Orange ping-pong ball falling down and making
impact with the table surface below. Fixed camera
view, no camera movement.

A ping-pong ball is captured in mid-air, suspended above a laboratory table,
poised to make contact with the surface below. The ball’s descent is governed by
the force of gravity, creating an arc that suggests a controlled experiment in
progress. The backdrop is a stark, clinical room with a neutral palette, punctuated
by the sterile lines of a metal frame and the functional design of a nearby cabinet.
The lighting is subdued, casting a soft glow that highlights the ball’s trajectory
and the anticipation of impact. The table beneath the ball is marked with faint
lines, perhaps indicating measurements or guidelines for the experiment. As the
ball continues its downward journey, it will likely bounce off the table, adding a
dynamic element to the scene and marking the conclusion of this controlled
descent. Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

Bouncing
Ball

A single orange ping pong ball bounces vertically as a
result of making impact with the table after being in
free fall. The ball starts in the center of the frame, and
moves upwards. Fixed camera view, no camera
movement.

A solitary orange ping pong ball, with its vibrant hue standing out against the
stark white of the table, plummets from the center of the frame. As the ball
bounces upwards, it arcs gracefully, the trajectory a perfect parabola. The frame
remains centered, emphasizing the ball’s solitary dance of motion and the physics
of its rebound. Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

Projectile A single, small 3D-printed ball, dark gray in color, is
launched from a plastic, small-scale ramp with a
slight upward angle. The ball follows a natural,
smooth, arcing trajectory upward and then downward,
continuing along that arc until it exits the right side of
the video frame. The video should accurately simulate
the ball’s motion under standard Earth gravity,
showing a clear parabolic arc. The ball should not
bounce or collide with any objects in the scene. Fixed
camera view, no camera movement.

In a meticulously crafted scene, a solitary, dark gray 3D-printed ball, with its
sleek, spherical form, is propelled from a plastic ramp that slopes gently upward.
The ball, weighing a mere fraction of a kilogram, is captured in high-definition,
showcasing every nuance of its motion. As it leaves the ramp’s edge, the ball arcs
gracefully into the air, its trajectory a perfect parabola that mirrors the laws of
physics under standard earth gravity. The video’s frame follows the ball’s smooth
ascent and descent, highlighting the ball’s consistent speed and the absence of
any sudden accelerations or decelerations. The scene remains unobstructed,
ensuring that the ball’s journey is uninterrupted by any external forces, save for
the pull of gravity, resulting in a visually stunning and scientifically accurate
demonstration of a parabolic motion. Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

Holonomic
Pendulum

A single pendulum moving retrogressive back and
forth. At the bottom of the pendulum, there is a ball
attached to it. The pendulum is holonomic. Fixed
camera view, no camera movement.

A pendulum with a spherical ball attached swings back and forth in a controlled
manner, its motion captured in a moment of retrograde swing. The pendulum’s
arm, likely made of metal, extends horizontally from a stand, connected to a pivot
point that allows for rotational movement. The ball, positioned at the lower end
of the pendulum, appears to be in motion, indicating the pendulum’s swing. The
environment suggests a laboratory or testing setting, with a backdrop of technical
apparatus and equipment, and the lighting is artificial, casting a uniform glow
over the scene. The pendulum’s movement, while currently in a retrogressive
swing, could potentially change direction, continuing its oscillatory motion.
Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

Non-
Holonomic
Pendulum

A single pendulum swings smoothly back and forth.
The pendulum consists of a thin, dark string, and at
the bottom of the string, there is a small orange ball.
The motion of the pendulum is realistic, with slowing
at the peaks of its arc and accelerating through the
center, simulating gravity’s effect. The pendulum is
non-holonomic, so its swing is not perfectly planar,
and there might be small, natural deviations in its path.
Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

In high-definition clarity, a solitary pendulum gracefully arcs through the air, its
thin, dark silk string coiling and uncoiling with each oscillation. At the string’s
terminus, a small, vibrant orange ball swings with a life-like fluidity, its trajectory
punctuated by the subtle slowing at the zenith of its arc and the swift acceleration
as it crosses the midpoint. The pendulum’s non-holonomic nature is evident, as it
sways slightly off-axis, revealing the gentle, imperceptible wobble that mimics
the real-world influence of gravity. Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

Double Pen-
dulum

Double pendulum, consisting of a purple and an
orange segment. Each segment moves independently.
Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

In a meticulously arranged laboratory setting, a double pendulum setup swings
gracefully, each pendulum segment adhering to the immutable laws of physics.
The upper pendulum, a sleek purple rod, contrasts strikingly with the lower
orange rod, both suspended from a sturdy, metallic frame. The room is bathed in
soft, ambient light, casting subtle shadows that accentuate the pendulums’ arcs.
The scene captures the intricate dance of the pendulums, their movements a
mesmerizing testament to the natural order, with each swing a silent symphony of
motion and balance. Fixed camera view, no camera movement.

Table A4: Base and enhanced textual prompts used for video generation experiments. Enhanced prompts are generated
using ChatGLM [31]

and incorporate more detailed scene descriptions and contextual elements derived from the reference images.
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F.4 Holonomic pendulum

We present the main results in Tab. A8. Real-world videos achieve near-perfect Dynamical (0.99) and Physical
Invariance (0.94) scores, confirming our expectation that a real holonomic pendulum demonstrates consistent, physically
accurate periodic motion. The discard rates vary considerably, from as low as 0% for first&frame CogVideoX (enhanced
prompts) to as high as 92% for single-frame LTX with enhanced prompts (mainly due to the lack of motion, see Fig. A13
(upper)), indicating severe reliability issues for certain models. Multi-frame configurations tend to outperform single-
frame models, achieving higher Dynamical and Physical Invariance scores, with COSMOS (multi-frame, enhanced)
and PyramidalFlow (multi-frame, enhanced) showing strong relative performance. Additionally, CogVideoX using
the first&last frame conditioning achieves notably high Dynamical scores (0.85), though still below the real-world
benchmark. Despite capturing some periodic characteristics, the generated methods remain significantly below real-
world realism, both quantitatively and qualitatively, suggesting substantial limitations in their ability to accurately
model simple pendulum dynamics.

F.5 Non-holonomic pendulum

We present the main results for the non-holonomic pendulum experiment in Tab. A9. The real-world videos achieve
near-ideal performance, indicated by a minimal discard rate (0.000), a high Dynamical score (0.98), and an excellent
Physical Invariance score (0.996), validating that even non-holonomic pendulum motion adheres closely to expected
physical invariants. Generated videos exhibit variable performance. Discard rates are generally lower compared to
the holonomic pendulum scenario, suggesting that non-holonomic pendulum dynamics might be somewhat easier for
generative models to approximate. CogVideoX, especially in multi-frame setups, demonstrates low discard rates (as
low as 0.03) and high Dynamical scores (up to 0.86), indicating it can better capture some periodic characteristics of
the pendulum. Nevertheless, Physical Invariance scores remain considerably below real-world performance, with the
highest being 0.687 for single-frame COSMOS with plain prompts. Qualitative inspections (Fig. A9) further confirm
that while periodic motion patterns, responsible for high Dynamical scores, are partially reproduced, the generated
trajectories still significantly deviate from realistic physical behaviors in terms of energy conservation.

F.6 Double pendulum

We present the main results for the double pendulum experiment in Tab. A10. Real-world videos achieve near-perfect
Dynamical (0.99) and high Physical Invariance scores (0.938), serving as a robust benchmark and validating our
expectations of minimal dynamical error and strong adherence to physical invariance. Generated videos achieve
relatively high Dynamical scores, with the best synthetic performance being 0.94 (single-frame PyramidalFlow plain
prompt). The discard rates vary significantly, from an ideal 0.0% for COSMOS (single-frame, plain) to as high as
77.8% for LTX (single-frame, enhanced), highlighting considerable variability among methods. Despite relatively
strong Dynamical scores (up to 0.94), even the best-performing models show non-negligible dynamical errors (NMSE
of 0.06 compared to the real-world NMSE of 0.002). The high Dynamical score but low Physical Invariance score may
indicate plausible periodic-like motion, but no adherence to the actual physics, see Fig. 9.

F.7 Plain vs. enhanced text prompting

Enhanced text prompting consistently leads to a marked reduction in the discard rate across nearly all experiments
and models (e.g., Fig. 6), indicating that the relevance of the generated videos strongly depends on model prompting.
However, the gains in terms of the other scores are mixed. We can see that the difference varies from model to model
and experiment to experiment, either increasing or decreasing the score or does not provide any significant changes.
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(a)

(b)

Figure A8: Energy analysis of real-world and generated falling + bouncing ball videos: (a) Real-world video energy
conservation (b) CogVideoX plain single frame generated video energy conservation

Real Projectile Generated by LTX plain (single-frame)

Real non Holonomic Pendulum Generated by CogVideoX plain (single-frame)

Figure A9: Real (left) vs. generated (right) for projectile (upper) and non-holonomic pendulum (lower).

Real Holonomic Pendulum Generated by CogVideoX plain (first & last frame)

Generated by Cosmos enchanced (multi-frame) Generated by PyramidaFlow plain (multi-frame)

Figure A10: Real (top left) and generated trajectories for the holonomic pendulum.

Figure A11: Real (left) and generated trajectory (right) for the double pendulum and corresponding fitting curve with
PINN. While NMSE for generated trajectory is small 0.05, it is still 50 times worse that PINN with the same parameters
fitted to real-world trajectory.
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Figure A12: Discard rate reasons for Falling Ball, Projectile and Bouncing Ball experiments
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Figure A13: Discard rate reasons for Pendulum experiments
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Experiment Name Categories Prompt Type Discard
Rate(↓)

Dynamical
Score(↑)

Physical Invariance
Score(↑)

Energy
Conservation(↑)

Acceleration
Conservation(↑)

Horizontal Momentum
Conservation(↑)

real-world real-world video - 0.000 0.99 0.977 0.993 0.946 0.994

COSMOS single-frame enhanced 0.109 0.35 0.547 0.617 0.281 0.742
COSMOS single-frame plain 0.347 0.25 0.369 0.417 0.204 0.485
CogVideo single-frame enhanced 0.441 0.12 0.370 0.387 0.245 0.477
CogVideo single-frame plain 0.765 0.05 0.149 0.149 0.102 0.195

LTX single-frame enhanced 0.520 0.09 0.392 0.423 0.295 0.459
LTX single-frame plain 0.280 0.29 0.447 0.470 0.314 0.556

PyramidalFlow single-frame enhanced 0.320 0.26 0.491 0.587 0.299 0.586
PyramidalFlow single-frame plain 0.112 0.18 0.569 0.669 0.358 0.678

COSMOS multi-frame enhanced 0.416 0.20 0.395 0.447 0.202 0.535
COSMOS multi-frame plain 0.673 0.14 0.233 0.269 0.131 0.299
CogVideo multi-frame enhanced 0.400 0.21 0.457 0.463 0.337 0.572
CogVideo multi-frame plain 0.562 0.12 0.320 0.344 0.226 0.390

LTX multi-frame enhanced 0.450 0.18 0.371 0.389 0.243 0.480
LTX multi-frame plain 0.230 0.26 0.444 0.478 0.281 0.573

PyramidalFlow multi-frame enhanced 0.270 0.22 0.511 0.567 0.307 0.659
PyramidalFlow multi-frame plain 0.140 0.34 0.582 0.629 0.381 0.736

CogVideo first&last frame enhanced 0.500 0.13 0.372 0.371 0.308 0.437
CogVideo first&last frame plain 0.714 0.07 0.220 0.230 0.175 0.255

Table A5: Discard Rate, Dynamical score, Physical Invariance score, and Conservation metrics for Falling Ball
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Experiment Name Categories Prompt Type Discard
Rate(↓)

Dynamical
Score(↑)

Physical Invariance
Score(↑)

Energy
Conservation(↑)

Acceleration
Conservation(↑)

Horizontal Momentum
Conservation(↑)

real-world real-world video - 0.000 0.99 0.985 0.991 0.975 0.990

COSMOS single-frame enhanced 0.250 0.05 0.546 0.672 0.272 0.693
COSMOS single-frame plain 0.500 0.17 0.276 0.321 0.162 0.346
CogVideo single-frame enhanced 0.211 0.05 0.457 0.546 0.222 0.605
CogVideo single-frame plain 0.053 0.12 0.509 0.554 0.228 0.744

LTX single-frame enhanced 0.350 0.06 0.333 0.367 0.198 0.434
LTX single-frame plain 0.150 0.07 0.463 0.534 0.211 0.642

PyramidalFlow single-frame enhanced 0.100 0.11 0.663 0.789 0.382 0.819
PyramidalFlow single-frame plain 0.150 0.13 0.602 0.648 0.375 0.782

COSMOS multi-frame enhanced 0.400 0.35 0.362 0.341 0.229 0.516
COSMOS multi-frame plain 0.350 0.35 0.368 0.345 0.229 0.529
CogVideo multi-frame enhanced 0.500 0.11 0.331 0.335 0.237 0.422
CogVideo multi-frame plain 0.250 0.00 0.387 0.397 0.163 0.600

LTX multi-frame enhanced 0.050 0.12 0.476 0.532 0.265 0.630
LTX multi-frame plain 0.150 0.04 0.370 0.405 0.150 0.554

PyramidalFlow multi-frame enhanced 0.150 0.17 0.622 0.641 0.468 0.758
PyramidalFlow multi-frame plain 0.158 0.13 0.620 0.663 0.439 0.757

CogVideo first&last frame enhanced 0.200 0.22 0.550 0.537 0.498 0.614
CogVideo first&last frame plain 0.150 0.26 0.587 0.567 0.461 0.733

Table A6: Discard Rate, Dynamical score, Physical Invariance score, and Conservation metrics for Bouncing Ball
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Experiment Name Categories Prompt Type Discard
Rate(↓)

Dynamical
Score(↑)

Physical Invariance
Score(↑)

Energy
Conservation(↑)

Acceleration
Conservation(↑)

Horizontal Momentum
Conservation(↑)

real-world real-world video - 0.000 0.83 0.862 0.928 0.705 0.952

COSMOS single-frame enhanced 0.574 0.31 0.276 0.327 0.139 0.362
COSMOS single-frame plain 0.435 0.31 0.308 0.382 0.148 0.393
CogVideo single-frame enhanced 0.588 0.31 0.251 0.319 0.164 0.269
CogVideo single-frame plain 0.740 0.18 0.134 0.180 0.087 0.135

LTX single-frame enhanced 0.540 0.41 0.401 0.458 0.291 0.454
LTX single-frame plain 0.420 0.52 0.500 0.571 0.371 0.559

PyramidalFlow single-frame enhanced 0.480 0.43 0.410 0.470 0.282 0.479
PyramidalFlow single-frame plain 0.430 0.44 0.410 0.479 0.275 0.476

COSMOS multi-frame enhanced 0.386 0.30 0.350 0.382 0.209 0.460
COSMOS multi-frame plain 0.402 0.28 0.297 0.305 0.178 0.407
CogVideo multi-frame enhanced 0.430 0.38 0.273 0.354 0.199 0.267
CogVideo multi-frame plain 0.550 0.28 0.227 0.280 0.180 0.220

LTX multi-frame enhanced 0.760 0.19 0.150 0.165 0.118 0.168
LTX multi-frame plain 0.690 0.22 0.168 0.190 0.129 0.186

PyramidalFlow multi-frame enhanced 0.660 0.17 0.232 0.280 0.140 0.277
PyramidalFlow multi-frame plain 0.394 0.34 0.400 0.459 0.255 0.484

CogVideo first&last frame enhanced 0.200 0.61 0.506 0.542 0.335 0.640
CogVideo first&last frame plain 0.530 0.35 0.275 0.301 0.188 0.334

Table A7: Discard Rate, Dynamical score, Physical Invariance score, and Conservation metrics for Projectile
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Experiment Name Categories Prompt Type Discard
Rate(↓)

Dynamical
Score(↑)

Physical Invariance
Score(↑)

Energy
Conservation(↑)

Period
Conservation(↑)

Distance
Conservation(↑)

real-world real-world video - 0.000 0.98 0.939 0.999 0.882 0.936

COSMOS single-frame enhanced 0.370 0.51 0.484 0.477 0.443 0.531
COSMOS single-frame plain 0.250 0.54 0.481 0.607 0.531 0.305
CogVideo single-frame enhanced 0.141 0.35 0.545 0.539 0.331 0.765
CogVideo single-frame plain 0.400 0.43 0.352 0.279 0.312 0.464

LTX single-frame enhanced 0.920 0.05 0.065 0.072 0.047 0.076
LTX single-frame plain 0.560 0.26 0.348 0.407 0.223 0.414

PyramidalFlow single-frame enhanced 0.340 0.43 0.523 0.405 0.579 0.585
PyramidalFlow single-frame plain 0.235 0.45 0.408 0.617 0.315 0.290

COSMOS multi-frame enhanced 0.170 0.67 0.703 0.614 0.691 0.802
COSMOS multi-frame plain 0.374 0.47 0.535 0.475 0.524 0.604
CogVideo multi-frame enhanced 0.070 0.37 0.585 0.368 0.577 0.811
CogVideo multi-frame plain 0.140 0.53 0.528 0.388 0.508 0.688

LTX multi-frame enhanced 0.140 0.50 0.619 0.584 0.509 0.763
LTX multi-frame plain 0.240 0.52 0.599 0.537 0.595 0.663

PyramidalFlow multi-frame enhanced 0.130 0.46 0.686 0.555 0.718 0.785
PyramidalFlow multi-frame plain 0.130 0.45 0.548 0.702 0.517 0.424

CogVideo first&last frame enhanced 0.000 0.85 0.634 0.553 0.555 0.793
CogVideo first&last frame plain 0.030 0.85 0.660 0.613 0.604 0.763

Table A8: Discard Rate, Dynamical score, Physical Invariance score, and Conservation metrics for Holonomic Pendulum
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Experiment Name Categories Prompt Type Discard
Rate(↓)

Dynamical
Score(↑)

Physical Invariance
Score(↑)

real-world real-world video - 0.000 0.98 0.996

COSMOS single-frame enhanced 0.378 0.45 0.537
COSMOS single-frame plain 0.245 0.54 0.687
CogVideo single-frame enhanced 0.101 0.83 0.452
CogVideo single-frame plain 0.061 0.86 0.485

LTX single-frame enhanced 0.720 0.15 0.233
LTX single-frame plain 0.390 0.40 0.504

PyramidalFlow single-frame enhanced 0.330 0.52 0.512
PyramidalFlow single-frame plain 0.300 0.51 0.480

COSMOS multi-frame enhanced 0.364 0.45 0.594
COSMOS multi-frame plain 0.356 0.46 0.609
CogVideo multi-frame enhanced 0.040 0.80 0.503
CogVideo multi-frame plain 0.030 0.80 0.495

LTX multi-frame enhanced 0.130 0.62 0.685
LTX multi-frame plain 0.140 0.58 0.652

PyramidalFlow multi-frame enhanced 0.500 0.34 0.446
PyramidalFlow multi-frame plain 0.480 0.33 0.466

CogVideo first&last frame enhanced 0.230 0.71 0.448
CogVideo first&last frame plain 0.160 0.77 0.503

Table A9: Discard Rate, Dynamical score and Physical Invariance score for Non-nolonomic Pendulum
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G Impact statement

Advancing physics-aware generative models is crucial for bridging perception and reasoning in AI, enabling more
reliable simulations for robotics, scientific discovery, and autonomous systems. This paper introduces MORPHEUS, a
benchmark revealing significant physical violations in video generation models, highlighting the need for integrating
physics constraints into generative AI.

Experiment Name Categories Prompt Type Discard
Rate(↓)

Dynamical
Score(↑)

Physical Invariance
Score(↑)

real-world real-world video - 0.000 0.99 0.938

COSMOS single-frame enhanced 0.103 0.86 0.555
COSMOS single-frame plain 0.086 0.86 0.538
CogVideo single-frame enhanced 0.047 0.90 0.578
CogVideo single-frame plain 0.000 0.93 0.537

LTX single-frame enhanced 0.778 0.21 0.152
LTX single-frame plain 0.337 0.64 0.448

PyramidalFlow single-frame enhanced 0.207 0.77 0.463
PyramidalFlow single-frame plain 0.154 0.81 0.511

COSMOS multi-frame enhanced 0.101 0.88 0.547
COSMOS multi-frame plain 0.134 0.83 0.528
CogVideo multi-frame enhanced 0.060 0.88 0.526
CogVideo multi-frame plain 0.000 0.91 0.566

LTX multi-frame enhanced 0.059 0.91 0.617
LTX multi-frame plain 0.015 0.94 0.604

PyramidalFlow multi-frame enhanced 0.149 0.84 0.565
PyramidalFlow multi-frame plain 0.152 0.83 0.551

Table A10: Discard Rate, Dynamical score and Physical Invariance score for Double Pendulum
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