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Abstract

Driven by the growing capacity and training scale, Text-to-
Video (T2V) generation models have recently achieved sub-
stantial progress in video quality, length, and instruction-
following capability. However, whether these models
can understand physics and generate physically plausible
videos remains a question. While Vision-Language Mod-
els (VLMs) have been widely used as general-purpose eval-
uators in various applications, they struggle to identify
the physically impossible content from generated videos.
To investigate this issue, we construct a PID (Physical
Implausibility Detection) dataset, which consists of a test
split of 500 manually annotated videos and a train split
of 2,588 paired videos, where each implausible video is
generated by carefully rewriting the caption of its corre-
sponding real-world video to induce T2V models produc-
ing physically implausible content. With the constructed
dataset, we introduce a lightweight fine-tuning approach,
enabling VLMs to not only detect physically implausible
events but also generate textual explanations on the vio-
lated physical principles. Taking the fine-tuned VLM as a
physical plausibility detector and explainer, namely Phy-
DetEx, we benchmark a series of state-of-the-art T2V mod-
els to assess their adherence to physical laws. Our find-
ings show that although recent T2V models have made no-
table progress toward generating physically plausible con-
tent, understanding and adhering to physical laws remains
a challenging issue, especially for open-source models. Our
dataset, training code, and checkpoints are available at
https://github.com/Zeqing-Wang/PhyDetEx.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in Text-to-Video (T2V) generation mod-
els have significantly improved the visual quality, tempo-
ral consistency, etc., of the generated videos [15, 23, 24,
30, 42, 55]. With the rapid scaling of model capacity
and multimodal training data, these models are increasingly
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QwenVL

InternVL

Human

Question: Given the video content, evaluate whether the depicted 
motion of objects or individuals adheres to the real world. 

Yes. The video depicts a realistic motion of water being poured into a glass 
bottle, which is a common and physically plausible action in the real world.

Yes. The motion depicted in the video shows water being poured from one 
container into another, which is a common and realistic action ......  There 
are no unusual or physically anomalous activities observed in the video.

No. Although water is poured into the cup, the water level does not rise. 
At the same time, the edge of the cup into which the water is poured 
passes through the other bottle without being affected. 

the cup pass through the bottle the water level keep static

Figure 1. Illustration of the physical implausibility detection task.
Given a video where water is poured into a bottle, but the water
level remains static and the cup passes through the bottle, humans
can easily identify the violation of physical laws. However, current
powerful VLMs (e.g., QwenVL and InternVL) incorrectly judge
the motion as physically plausible, highlighting their difficulty in
recognising implausible dynamics that are trivial for humans.

viewed as promising candidates toward realising a world
model [19, 22, 44], which can describe the dynamics and
causality of the physical world. However, despite impres-
sive progress, existing T2V models often produce physi-
cally implausible content that contradicts basic real-world
principles [4, 5, 48]. Detecting and explaining these vio-
lations is crucial to measure how well current T2V models
can understand the physical world.

Several studies attempt to assess the physical plausibil-
ity of generated videos using either pre-defined prompts [4,
5, 31, 54] or detectors trained with extensive human anno-
tations [4, 5, 46]. However, the first kind of methods are
inherently restricted by their reliance on carefully designed
prompts, while the second suffer from poor transferabil-
ity and limited interpretability, which often produce only
coarse plausibility scores without revealing why physical
laws are violated. Consequently, these approaches remain
narrow in scope and generality, underscoring the need for a
more generalizable and interpretable evaluation framework
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that can handle a wide range of generated videos.
A natural approach to evaluate the physical plausibility

of the generated videos with an explanation is to leverage
Vision-Language Models (VLMs), which have achieved re-
markable success across diverse perception and reasoning
tasks [2, 8, 9, 11, 28, 43, 50, 51]. VLMs are trained on mas-
sive visual–text corpora [12] and possess strong generaliza-
tion and interpretability through textual reasoning [21, 58].
It is intuitive to use them as general evaluators to identify
physically implausible content in videos. However, recent
evidence shows that even the most capable VLMs strug-
gle to recognise physically implausible content generated
by T2V models [3, 48]. As shown in Fig. 1, VLMs often
fail to detect implausible content that is easy for humans to
perceive. This motivates us to investigate whether we can
endow VLMs, which have shown strong capability in many
downstream visual tasks, with the ability to detect and ex-
plain the physical implausibility in generated videos.

To answer the above question, we first conduct a pre-
liminary experiment by prompting several state-of-the-art
VLMs to detect the physical pausibility in videos with vary-
ing degrees of prior information, without any additional
training. We observe that their detection accuracy changes
substantially depending on the given priors, suggesting that
VLMs may possess certain physical knowledge, yet they
struggle to apply this knowledge to unseen implausible
cases without proper training. Therefore, we first construct
a Physical Implausibility Detection (PID) dataset, which
includes a train split and a test split. The train split con-
sists of 2,588 paired videos, where each pair consists of
a physically plausible (positive) video and an implausible
(negative) counterpart. The implausible videos are gener-
ated by carefully rewriting captions to induce T2V mod-
els to produce physically impossible videos. The test split
consists of 500 videos, including 250 physically implau-
sible videos with manually annotated content of physical
violations and 250 physically plausible counterparts. The
implausible videos are collected from various T2V models
that unintentionally generate abnormal content under nor-
mal prompts, while the plausible ones are drawn from both
real-world videos and high-quality T2V generations.

Using the PID train split, we propose a lightweight fine-
tuning approach that requires only minimal computational
cost (via LoRA-based parameter-efficient tuning). The re-
sulting model, namely PhyDetEx (Physical Plausibility
Detector and Explainer), empowers VLMs to (i) accurately
identify physically implausible events and (ii) produce tex-
tual explanations of the violated physical principles. Our
experiments demonstrate that PhyDetEx achieves signifi-
cant improvements in detecting physical implausibility, val-
idating that VLMs indeed possess an implicit understand-
ing of physics that can be unlocked with a small number
of contrastive examples. Finally, we apply PhyDetEx as

an evaluation tool to benchmark the physical plausibility of
current T2V models. Our results reveal that while recent
closed-source models have made remarkable strides toward
generating physically consistent videos, understanding and
adhering to physical laws remain a substantial challenge, es-
pecially for open-source models. These findings highlight
both the progress and the limitations of current T2V sys-
tems in genuine world modeling.

In summary, our contributions are as follows. First, we
introduce PID, a comprehensive benchmark for physical
implausibility detection of T2V models, which includes a
test split of 500 annotated videos (250 physically plausi-
ble and 250 implausible) and a train split of 2,588 plau-
sible/implausible paired videos. Second, we reveal the
reasons behind VLMs’ poor performance on physical im-
plausibility based on comprehensive experiments. Third,
we propose a lightweight contrastive fine-tuning strategy,
which enables VLMs to detect and explain physical im-
plausibility in generated videos. Finally, we employ the
fine-tuned PhyDetEx to evaluate the physical plausibility of
mainstream T2V models, providing new insights on their
progress and challenges toward world modeling.

2. Related Work
Text-to-Video (T2V) Models. Recent large-scale T2V
models have demonstrated significantly improved video fi-
delity, motion coherence, and instruction following capabil-
ity [23, 24, 26, 33, 35, 42, 53, 55], making them a promis-
ing path toward building world models [10, 36, 52] that can
capture the causal dynamics of the real world. However,
despite the impressive improvement in video quality, these
models often violate basic physical laws [22, 49, 60, 62],
such as object penetration, momentum inconsistency, or en-
ergy non-conservation. Such implausible generations even
under semantically normal prompts are typically unaccept-
able for practical applications, which necessites the need to
evaluate the physical plausibility beyond visual quality.
Physical Implausibility Detection. Given the prevalence
of physically implausible content in T2V outputs, sev-
eral approaches have been proposed for detecting it. One
line of work trains end-to-end detectors with annotated
datasets [4, 5, 14, 18, 46], assigning a physical plausibil-
ity score to generated videos. Another direction defines a
set of rule-based prompts with known physical attributes
and checks whether the generated content satisfies these
predefined conditions [6, 32, 49, 54, 61]. However, both
paradigms face key limitations: end-to-end detectors of-
ten lack interpretability, while rule-based methods are re-
stricted to predefined prompt scenarios. Hence, a more gen-
eralizable and interpretable method is required to measure
models’ adherence to physical laws. In contrast, Vision-
Language Models [2, 8, 9, 28], which are trained on mas-
sive multimodal data [12, 27] and are capable of producing



textual explanations [17, 29, 38, 39], offer a promising al-
ternative for interpretable and generalizable detection.
Vision-Language Models (VLMs). VLMs have achieved
remarkable progress in recent years [2, 8, 25, 28], excelling
not only at traditional vision tasks such as visual question
answering [16, 20, 38] and captioning [41] but also at more
complex reasoning tasks like visual grounding and genera-
tion [13, 47, 57, 59]. Nonetheless, prior studies reveal that
even strong VLMs struggle to detect physically implausible
events in generated content [3, 48]. Impossible Videos [3]
is the first work to evaluate VLMs’ understanding of such
implausibility, establishing a benchmark to assess their de-
tection ability. However, it focuses solely on videos that are
generated by implausible prompts and cannot reflect real-
world T2V failures caused by normal prompts. These lim-
itations motivate our study to explore how to equip VLMs
with the capability to not only detect physically implausible
events and explain the violated physical principles, but also
identify real-world T2V failures, thereby benchmarking the
physical plausibility of current T2V models.

3. Preliminary Investigation
As introduced in Sec. 1, prior studies [3, 48] have shown
that even powerful VLMs struggle to detect physically im-
possible or implausible content generated by T2V models.
However, it is unclear whether these failures stem from a
lack of understanding of physical plausibility, or are caused
by the biases caused by training predominantly on physi-
cally plausible real-world data. To find out the reason and
provide guidance for future improvements, we conduct a
series of preliminary analyses. Specifically, we evaluate
VLMs under three different prompt configurations with pro-
gressively increasing prior information based on the Impos-
sible Videos [3]. Since all implausible videos in Impossible
Videos are generated, we define three conditions: (C1) the
model is not informed that the video is generated (our pri-
mary evaluation setting); (C2) the VLMs are told that the
video may be generated; and (C3) the VLMs are explicitly
told that the video is generated by a T2V model.

As shown in Fig. 2, the detection performance varies
substantially across these conditions. The accuracy of
identifying physically implausible content consistently in-
creases from C1 to C3, whereas the accuracy for physi-
cally plausible videos decreases accordingly. Furthermore,
VLMs not only improve in detection accuracy but also pro-
duce more precise explanations for the implausible events.
These findings reveal that VLMs inherently possess a la-
tent understanding of physical laws, but their reasoning is
heavily influenced by the assumed authenticity of the in-
put video. When VLMs presume the video is real (as most
of their training data are), they tend to overlook violations
of physical plausibility. Conversely, when explicitly in-
formed that the video is generated, they adopt a more crit-
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C2 (Prompt with “ the video Might be generated by AIGC ”)

C3 (Prompt with “ the video Is generated by AIGC ”)
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Figure 2. Results of preliminary experiments in the Impossible-
Videos under three prompting conditions (C1–C3) based on In-
ternVL2.5 26B. As the prompt provides progressively stronger
hints that the video may be generated by an AIGC model, the VLM
achieve notably higher accuracy in detecting physically implausi-
ble videos and generate more accurate reasoning (higher reasoning
scores). However, their accuracy on physically plausible videos
decreases accordingly. These trends indicate that VLMs possess
an implicit understanding of physical plausibility, yet their judg-
ments are strongly biased by the type of the input.

ical stance and successfully identify physical inconsisten-
cies. We provideo more detials and results of our prelimi-
nary experiments in Supplemental Material A.

4. Methodology

4.1. Construction of PID
Building upon our preliminary findings, we observe that
VLMs indeed possess the capability to understand phys-
ically implausible content in generated videos. However,
because their training data predominantly consist of physi-
cally plausible, real-world content, they tend to assume that
any given video is real, and thus free of anomalies. Con-
versely, they often over-associate generated videos with im-
plausibility. To mitigate this bias, we build the Physical
Implausibility Detection (PID) dataset to help VLMs de-
tect implausible content within generated data rather than
merely distinguishing between real and generated videos.

Training Split. As shown in Fig. 3(a), the training split
of PID is built from the real-world T2V dataset, VIDGEN-
1M [40]. The goal of PID’s training split is twofold: (1) it
should not require a massive scale, since VLMs already ex-
hibit a latent understanding of physical plausibility; and (2)
it should explicitly expose the models to physical implausi-
bility patterns that are absent from their pretraining data, but
the overall content of the data should still be highly relevant
to the real world, thereby breaking the shortcut that equates
“generated videos” with “physically implausibile videos”.

To construct the dataset, we first select videos from
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Total 2,588 
Paired Videos

Generate

Example
Original Caption: A rider rides up .....

Physically Implausible Caption: A rider flows up .....

(c) Finetune the PhyDetEx

QwenVL2.5 7B

Lora

Training Target: Distinguish between physical implausible and 
physical plausible content under the same shared content.

Acc in Implausible Videos F1 Score

PhyDetEx (7B)

QwenVL 72B QwenVL 72B

PhyDetEx (7B)

+ 35.2% + 10.4%51.2%

86.4%

77.4%

87.8%

VIDGEN-1M

Figure 3. Overview of the construction pipeline of the PID dataset and the training process of PhyDetEx. (a) The PID training split. The
training split includes 2,588 paired videos, where each implausible video is generated by rewriting the caption of a real-world video to
describe an implausible event while keeping other content unchanged. (b) The PID test split. The test set consists of physically implausible
and physically plausible videos. The implausible subset is collected from videos generated by multiple T2V models based on physically
plausible prompts, where human annotators identify implausible events and provide textual explanations. The plausible subset combines
generated and real-world videos verified to contain no physical violations, thereby eliminating the shortcut of distinguishing between
generated and real videos. (c) Training the PhyDetEx. Using the PID training split, we finetune the base VLM via LoRA adaptation to
distinguish between physically plausible and implausible events within the same video contexts. The resulting model, PhyDetEx, achieves
substantial improvements in detecting physically implausible content.

VIDGEN-1M that involve clear physical interactions with
their corresponding captions. We then employ an LLM to
rewrite each caption such that it contains a physically im-
plausible description while preserving all other contextual
elements. A T2V model is then used to generate videos
based on these rewritten captions. This process produces
video pairs where the physically plausible videos originate
from VIDGEN-1M, and the corresponding physically im-
plausible videos are generated from the modified caption.
Based on the insights from our preliminary investigation
that VLMs can reliably identify implausible content when
provided with prior information, we then instruct the VLM
that the videos are generated by a T2V model and use it to
filter out pairs where the physically implausible content is
accurately reflected in the generated video. Through this
process, we obtain 2,588 paired videos.

This construction pipeline offers two major advantages.
First, by generating physically implausible videos from the
real-world ones, the PID training split closely mirrors the
true distribution of physical content and avoids biases intro-
duced by hand-defined “implausibility classes”. Second, as
illustrated in Fig. 3(a), during caption rewriting, we modify
only the physical aspect of the scene while keeping all other
elements unchanged. Consequently, each video pair differs
only in physical plausibility, forming a contrastive structure
that isolates the target concept. This ensures that the gener-
ated videos remain semantically similar to their real coun-
terparts, reducing the domain gap from the VLMs’ training
data and eliminating the shortcut of detecting the physical

implausibility. The advantages of such a design are further
analysed in Supplemental Material B.

Test Split. To verify whether the model truly acquires the
ability to detect physically implausible content, we then
introduce the test split of our PID. While the Impossible
Videos [3] offers an initial benchmark for evaluating the
physical implausibility detecting ability of VLMs, it suf-
fers from two key limitations. First, most of its physically
implausible videos are derived from explicitly physically
implausible prompts, which diverge from realistic scenar-
ios, where users typically input plausible prompts, but T2V
models still produce physically implausible videos. Second,
the physically plausible videos of Impossible Videos consist
entirely of real-world videos, creating a shortcut: VLMs
may simply distinguish between generated and real videos
instead of genuinely reasoning about physical plausibility.

To address these issues, we construct the PID test split,
specifically designed to remove such shortcuts and more
faithfully assess VLMs’ understanding of physical laws.
As illustrated in Fig. 3(b), the construction of test split in-
volves several stages. We first sample prompts from Vid-
ProM [45], a large-scale prompts dataset crawled from the
real user community, filtering out those containing inher-
ently unrealistic or science fictional elements (e.g., cartoon,
futuristic, magical), as well as prompts lacking physical in-
teractions (e.g., static scenes). Using these filtered prompts,
we generate videos via multiple T2V models and manually
identify those exhibiting physical implausibility, accompa-



nied by textual explanations describing the physically im-
plausible content. For the physically plausible subset, to
eliminate the “generated vs. real” shortcut, we deliberately
avoid relying solely on real-world videos. Instead, we com-
bine physically plausible generated videos with real-world
videos from VIDGEN-1M [40], filtered to be under 10 sec-
onds and contain clear physical interactions. Following this
pipeline, the PID test split comprises 250 physically plau-
sible and 250 physically implausible videos, resulting in a
total of 500 balanced test samples.

We provide detailed statistics and more details of the
construction pipeline of our proposed PID train split and
the test split in Supplemental Material C.

4.2. Tuning the VLM
With the constructed PID dataset, our objective is to tune the
VLM so that it can accurately detect physically implausible
content in the generated videos. As discussed in Sec. 3,
VLMs tend to treat “real” as “physically plausible” and
“generated” as “physically implausible”. Our tuning should
remove this shortcut and enable the VLMs to reason about
whether a video contains physically implausible content.
Notation. Let vr denote a real-world video and tr its corre-
sponding caption with physically plausible events. We first
rewrite the caption tr using an LLM, producing a modified
caption tg where the physically plausible event is changed
to a physically implausible event, while keeping all other
contextual elements the same:

tg = Rphys(tr), (1)

where Rphys(·) denotes the rewriting operation. Then,
a physically implausible video vg is generated from the
rewritten caption tg using a T2V model G:

vg = G(tg). (2)

The content in videos vr and vg can be partitioned
into two parts, one part about the physically plausi-
ble/implausible event, and another shared part with the
same content (e.g., environment, background objects, scene
layout), denoted by cshare. Then, we can express the content
of the two videos as follows:

vr = (crphys, cshare), vg = (cgphys, cshare), (3)

where crphys and cgphys represent the content of the physically
plausible and implausible events in the real and generated
videos, respectively. The resulting paired samples can then
be represented as:

(vr, tr), (vg, tg), (4)

where (vr, tr) represents a physically plausible video from
the real world, and (vg, tg) represents the corresponding

physically implausible video generated from the modified
caption while preserving the other content.
Training Objective. Given paired videos (vr, vg), the goal
of our training is to teach the VLM to correctly distinguish
the content of each video as physically plausible or implau-
sible. Let fθ(·) denote the prediction of a VLM model on
the physical plausibility of a video:

yr = fθ(vr), yg = fθ(vg), (5)

where yr, yg ∈ {physically plausible, physically implausible}.
The model is trained with the target such that, for each
paired sample videos, the predicted labels should correctly
reflect the plausibility of the physical content:{

yr = physically plausible,
yg = physically implausible.

(6)

In other words, the VLM is encouraged to rely solely
on the content cphys to make its decision, while ignoring
the shared content cshare. This ensures that the model does
not exploit shortcuts based on background, environment, or
other unrelated content of the underlying physical event.
There are two key motivations for this design. First, phys-
ical event is a highly diverse and context-dependent phe-
nomenon that is difficult to categorize explicitly. By gener-
ating physically implausible samples through caption modi-
fications of real-world videos, the resulting content remains
within the distribution of real-world motions, preserving
meaningful context dependencies; for instance, surfing mo-
tions only make sense in scenes containing water. Sec-
ond, as discussed in Sec. 3, our preliminary investiga-
tion indicates that VLMs may develop a shortcut correlat-
ing generated videos with physical implausibility and real-
world videos with physical plausibility, rather than reason-
ing about the physics. Our design minimizes cues from gen-
eration artifacts and encourages the model to focus on the
physical event itself, thereby mitigating such shortcuts.
Language Modeling Supervision. Because the physically
implausible videos vg are generated from rewritten captions
tg with known physical implausibility, the model can be di-
rectly supervised to predict both the correct plausibility la-
bel and its corresponding reasoning. Similar to the current
training objective of VLMs and LLMs, the entire training
can be unified under a single language modelling (LM) ob-
jective. For each video–caption pair (v, t), the VLM is re-
quired to generate a textual sequence s = [s1, s2, . . . , sT ],
where the first token s1 represents the physical plausibil-
ity judgment ([YES] or [NO]), and the remaining tokens
{s2, . . . , sT } form a natural-language explanation support-
ing this judgment. Given the visual and textual inputs, the
model is trained autoregressively using the standard nega-
tive log-likelihood loss:

LLM(s | v, t) = −
∑T

u=1 log pθ(su | s<u, v, t), (7)



where θ denotes the trainable parameters of the VLM.
This unified LM-based supervision activates the VLM’s

latent capability to detect physical implausibility and lever-
ages its inherent strength in generating textual explanations,
enabling the model to serve as both a reliable detector and
an interpretable reasoner for physical plausibility.

5. Experiments

5.1. Experiments Setup

Training Details. We adopt QwenVL2.5-7B as the base
model and fine-tune it using LoRA on our PID training split
for three epochs. The learning rate is set to 1e-4 with a co-
sine learning rate scheduler. We set the LoRA rank to 8
and apply it to all target modules to ensure comprehensive
adaptation. To further validate the effectiveness of our PID
train split and training strategy in enhancing the model’s un-
derstanding of physical plausibility, we conduct additional
analyses and experiments in Supplemental Material B.

Evaluation Datasets. We evaluate our proposed PhyDetEx
on two datasets: Impossible Videos [3] and our PID test
split. For Impossible Videos, to better align with our focus
on physical plausibility detection, we select the videos un-
der the Physical Laws category, comprising 535 physically
implausible videos. For the physically plausible subset, we
adopt all real-world videos, resulting in 650 physically plau-
sible samples. Our PID test split contains 250 physically
implausible and 250 physically plausible videos. Mode de-
tails are described in Supplemental Material C.

Evaluation Metrics. We compare our PhyDetEx with sev-
eral state-of-the-art VLMs using four metrics, specifically:
(1) Accuracy Implausible (Acc. Impl.): accuracy on phys-
ically implausible videos; (2) Accuracy Plausible (Acc.
Plaus.): accuracy on physically plausible videos; (3) the
F1 Score: the overall detection performance balancing be-
tween the two accuracies; and (4) the Reasoning Score: the
correctness and depth of the model’s explanation for the de-
tected physical implausibility.

The inclusion of the F1 Score is crucial, as many VLMs
tend to exploit shortcuts, achieving high accuracy on the
physically plausible class while failing on the other. For in-
stance, MiniCPM-V 4.5 attains an exceptionally high Accu-
racy Plausible of 98.9% on ImpossibleVideos, but this coin-
cides with a very low Acc Implausible, indicating a strong
bias toward assuming all videos are physically plausible.
Thus, the F1 Score serves as a more reliable indicator of
true detection capability. The Reasoning Score further eval-
uates whether the model genuinely understands the under-
lying physical inconsistency rather than relying on superfi-
cial correlations. Detailed metric definitions and evaluation
protocols are provided in the Supplemental Material D.

5.2. Experimental Results

As shown in Tab. 1, on both Impossible Videos and our PID
test split, most VLMs exhibit a notable bias when detecting
physically implausible videos. For example, MiniCPM-V
4.5 achieves 97.6% Acc. Plaus. but only 10.4% Acc. Impl.
on the PID test split. Similarly, LLaVA-One-Vision shows
a comparable bias, leading to high Acc. Impl. but low F1
Scores. It is worth noting that, the recent QwenVL3 8B
and QwenVL3 30B-A3 models, although having smaller
model sizes than QwenVL2.5 32B and 72B, achieve the
highest F1 Scores among all baselines on both benchmarks.
This observation suggests that current VLM models’ ca-
pacity is sufficient for physical implausibility detection, but
the lack of implausible content in pretraining data prevents
them from fully unlocking their potential in detecting physi-
cal implausibility. With architectural and training improve-
ments, recent VLMs can demonstrate strong physical rea-
soning ability even at smaller scales.

Nevertheless, our tuned PhyDetEx substantially outper-
forms all competitors across Acc. Impl., F1 Score, and Rea-
soning Score on both datasets, achieving state-of-the-art re-
sults. PhyDetEx does not reach the highest Acc. Plaus.,
which is largely due to current VLMs’ strong bias toward
predicting plausibility. Therefore, the F1 Score is the most
appropriate and balanced measure for this task. Moreover,
the superior Reasoning Score confirms that PhyDetEx can
not only detect physical implausibility but also provide ac-
curate, interpretable explanations leveraging the VLM’s in-
herent reasoning capabilities.

5.3. Case Study

In Fig. 4, we present two representative examples from our
PID test split, comparing the outputs of PhyDetEx with sev-
eral recent VLMs. The first case depicts a dolphin floating
above the sea surface. LLaVA-OneVision and MiniCPM-
V misinterpret this as a dolphin jumping out of the water,
thus considering it physically plausible. They fail to recog-
nize that the dolphin’s height remains nearly constant over
time, showing no effect of gravity. In contrast, PhyDetEx
correctly identifies the scene as physically implausible and
explicitly reasons that the object does not fall under gravity.

The second case is more complex: a woman jumps
from a jungle cliff toward a river’s surface but remains
suspended above it without descending. Similar to the
first example, MiniCPM-V again overlooks the implausi-
bility and interprets the scene as a normal jumping motion,
while QwenVL2.5-72B focuses on general scene descrip-
tion rather than the physical implausibility. In compari-
son, PhyDetEx successfully identifies the implausible sub-
ject and provides a concise, accurate explanation for its ab-
normality. Additional qualitative examples and failure cases
are discussed in Supplemental Material E.



Model
Impossible Video PID Test

Acc. Acc. F1 Reasoning Acc. Acc. F1 Reasoning
Impl. Plaus. Score Score Impl. Plaus. Score Score

Random Guess 50.0 50.0 47.4 – 50.0 50.0 50.0 –

InternVL2.5 4B [7] 61.3 69.3 69.0 2.72 61.6 84.4 75.8 2.26
InternVL2.5 8B [7] 52.3 76.9 71.2 2.32 53.2 90.8 76.4 2.13
InternVL2.5 26B [7] 65.2 78.0 73.2 2.89 58.4 92.8 79.2 2.16
LLaVA One-Vision [25] 29.3 81.5 68.0 1.70 36.8 94.0 73.1 1.75
MiniCPM-V 4.5 8B [56] 21.3 98.9 75.0 1.91 10.4 97.6 68.0 1.52
Qwen2.5VL 3B [2] 38.7 84.3 71.8 2.36 45.2 88.0 72.5 2.30
Qwen2.5VL 7B [2] 64.9 69.8 70.3 1.73 57.2 86.4 75.4 1.66
Qwen2.5VL 32B [2] 63.2 84.5 78.7 1.84 35.6 96.4 73.9 1.70
Qwen2.5VL 72B [2] 51.2 88.5 77.4 3.22 54.0 91.2 76.9 3.13
Qwen3VL 8B [1] 47.3 97.8 81.1 3.20 51.6 93.6 77.4 3.13
Qwen3VL 30B A3 [1] 63.2 84.4 78.7 3.71 58.4 90.0 77.7 3.28

PhyDetEx (ours, 7B) 86.4 87.1 87.8 4.20 75.6 89.2 83.5 4.24

Table 1. Quantitative comparison of physical implausibility detection results across different VLMs on the Impossible Videos and our PID
test split. The bold indicates the best performance. We report four metrics for each model: accuracy on implausible videos (Acc. Impl.),
accuracy on plausible videos (Acc. Plaus.), overall detection performance (F1 Score), and explanation quality (Reasoning Score). Our
proposed PhyDetEx achieves the best performance on both datasets, significantly surpassing existing VLMs in F1 Score and Reasoning
Score, demonstrating its superior capability in detecting and reasoning about the physical implausibility in generated videos.

5.4. Benchmarking Modern T2V Models
Having valiadted that our PhyDetEx can effectively de-
tect the physically implausibility in generated videos, we
leverage it to assess the ability of recent state-of-the-art
T2V models in generating physically plausibile videos.
Specifically, we first extract 50 prompts involving clear
physical interactions from the VIDGEN-1M [40] dataset.
These prompts are then used to generate videos with
a variety of T2V models, including open-source mod-

T2V Model
Phy plausible Evaluation

Rate Score

Open-Source

CogVideoX1.5 52.0 5.35
HunyuanVideo 60.0 8.73
WanX2.1 1.3B 66.0 16.54
WanX2.1 14B 62.0 10.84
WanX2.2 14B 66.0 12.96

Clsoed-Source

Veo3.1 72.0 12.98
Sora2.0 86.0 32.62

Table 2. Physical plausibility evaluation results of videos gener-
ated by various T2V models, benchmarked with our PhyDetEx.
The closed-source model Sora2.0 shows the best performance, sig-
nificantly higher than the second best player, Veo3.1.

els—CogVideoX1.5 5B [55], HunyuanVideo [24], WanX2.1
5B, WanX2.1 14B, and WanX2.2 14B [42]—as well as
the powerful closed-source systems—Veo3.1 [15] and
Sora2.0 [34]. Finally, we apply PhyDetEx to detect whether
the generated videos exhibit physical implausibility.

Owing to its VLM-based architecture, PhyDetEx pro-
duces not only binary judgments but also token-level logits.
Based on these outputs, we compute two complementary
indicators: (1) the Plausibility Rate, defined as the propor-
tion of videos judged to be physically plausible; and (2) a
fine-grained Plausibility Score derived from the logits cor-
responding to the plausibility prediction, providing a con-
tinuous measure of physical realism. Detailed information
on the benchmarking procedure for T2V models is provided
in the Supplemental Material F. In particular, for videos
judged as “Physically Plausible” by PhyDetEx, the corre-
sponding logits are added to the score, whereas for videos
judged as “Physical Implausible”, the logits are subtracted,
resulting in an overall cumulative score.

The results are shown in Tab. 2. We see that the closed-
source T2V system Sora2.0 achieves significantly higher
Rate and Score than other models, demonstrating its supe-
rior understanding of physical laws. Veo3.1 is the second
best but lags much behind Sora2.0. Among open-source
models, WanX2.1 1.3B attains the same Rate as WanX2.2
14B and achieves the highest Score. Our analysis indicates
that although WanX2.1 1.3B produces lower visual quality
compared to larger models, this does not reflect a deficiency



QwenVL2.5 72B

LLaVA-OneVision

PhyDetEx (Ours)

The dolphin in the 
video is floating in 
the air without any 
external force ......

Implausible Content

Yes. The dolphins' motion in the video adheres to the real world as they are depicted leaping out of the 
water in a manner consistent with their natural behavior.

MiniCPM-V

Yes. The motion of the dolphin in these images adheres to real-world physics and natural behavior. 
Dolphins are known to leap out of the water, which is consistent with the sequence shown here where 
the dolphin appears progressively further along its path above the ocean waves.

No. The dolphins' movement through the air without visible propulsion or support is implausible because 
they lack a means to generate lift or overcome gravity. The absence of a visible force acting on them 
makes their motion impossible according to physical principles ......

Implausible Content

...... the person floats 
from the woods to 

above the river 
without the help of 
any objects ......

PhyDetEx (Ours)

Yes. The motion of the girl jumping into the river and her subsequent descent towards the water adheres 
to real-world physics, depicting a natural fall under gravity's influence.

MiniCPM-V

Yes. The motion of the individual in the video appears to adhere to the real world. The person is seen 
running along a fallen tree trunk over a stream, which is a plausible action given the natural setting. The 
movement is fluid and consistent with how a person would balance and run on such a surface ......

No. The woman's floating above the water without touching it is implausible because she would be 
subject to gravity and buoyancy forces that should cause her to sink or float according to her density 
relative to water ......

Evaluate whether the depicted motion of objects or individuals adheres to the real world. 

Figure 4. Qualitative comparison between our PhyDetEx and recent VLMs on detecting physical implausibility. We illustrate two rep-
resentative cases from our PID test split. In the first case (top), the dolphin remains floating above the sea surface without descending,
violating gravity. LLaVA-OneVision and MiniCPM-V misinterpret the scene as a normal leap. Our PhyDetEx correctly identifies the
physical implausibility and attributes it to the lack of gravitational influence. In the second case (bottom), a woman jumps from the woods
toward the river but remains suspended midair. Other VLMs again regard this as plausible or irrelevant to physics, whereas PhyDetEx
identifies the implausible subject and provides the correct reasoning that her motion defies gravity and buoyancy.

in its physical reasoning capability. Rather, its tendency to
generate simpler actions naturally reduces the likelihood of
producing physically implausible content.

Besides benchmarking existing T2V models, we also
leverage PhyDetEx to generate positive and negative sam-
ples for these models, enabling physical awareness Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO [37]) to improve the T2V
models. Detailed implementation and results are provided
in Supplemental Material G.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we first investigated why current VLMs strug-
gled to identify physical implausibility in generated videos.
Based on our investigation, we proposed to construct PID, a

dataset specifically designed for the physical implausibility
detection task, consisting of a train and a test splits. Based
on the train split, we developed PhyDetEx, a VLM-based
detector capable of not only identifying but also explain-
ing physical implausibility. PhyDetEx achieved SOTA per-
formance on both our test split and the public Impossible
Video benchmark. Furthermore, leveraging PhyDetEx, we
evaluated a range of modern T2V models in terms of their
ability to generate physically plausible videos. Our find-
ings revealed that the powerful closed-source models have
made significant progress in producing physically consis-
tent videos, but the open-source models still lagged sub-
stantially behind.

Limitations. Although our tuned PhyDetEx model per-



forms well in detecting physical implausibility in generated
videos, the diversity of physical events is vast. Thus, Phy-
DetEx still exhibits hallucinations in non-visual or complex
physical events. We provide several failure cases of PhyDe-
tEx in Supplementary Material E.
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Supplementary Material

We highly recommend watching the supplementary
video, which comprehensively demonstrates our moti-
vation and results, building a good starting point to un-
derstand our work.

A. Details of Preliminary Investigation

In Sec. 3 of the main paper, we present the preliminary in-
vestigation results on InternVL2.5-26B. This section pro-
vides additional details and extended results of these pre-
liminary experiments.

Prompts under three conditions. Tab. S1 lists all prompts
used in our preliminary investigation. The prompts under
different conditions provide the VLM with varying degrees
of information regarding whether the given video originates
from an AIGC model.

Additional results of our preliminary investigation. Be-
yond the InternVL2.5-26B results shown in Fig. 2 of the
main paper, we further evaluate several other VLMs, with
results summarized in Tab. S2. The results show that across
nearly all VLMs, the output changes substantially when
provided with different prompts under conditions C1–C3:
Acc. Impl and Reasoning Score increase markedly, while
Acc. Plaus drops significantly. This suggests that VLMs
generally tend to assume that a generated video is physi-
cally plausible, rather than leveraging their broad pretrain-
ing knowledge to assess the physical consistency of the
video content. These observations further motivate the de-
sign and construction of our PID dataset.

B. Ablation Study

In this section, we examine whether the design of our PID
training split and the training strategy effectively enhance
the VLM’s ability to understand physical plausibility.

Tab. S3 reports the results. Specifically, we first ran-
domly sample 2,000 paired videos from the PID training
split and train a new baseline model (denoted as Baseline*)
using the same training configuration described in Sec. 5 of
the main paper. Based on this randomly selected subset, we
then construct two variants: (1) w/o Balanced Data, where
we train the model using only the negative samples; and (2)
w/o Paired Data, where part of the samples are replaced
with non-paired videos. Note that the full PID training split
contains 2,588 paired videos; we intentionally select only
2,000 videos here to isolate and validate the role of paired
data in the training process.

The results show that removing either the balanced sam-
pling or the paired design leads to a clear performance

degradation in F1 Score compared with Baseline*. This
demonstrates that learning from paired and balanced data is
crucial for aligning the model with the distribution of phys-
ical plausibility in real world videos.

C. Detials of PID

In this section, we provide the detailed statistics of our pro-
posed PID dataset.

PID training split. The PID training split consists of two
components: (1) positive videos extracted from VIDGEN-
1M, which are real-world videos without any physical im-
plausibility, and (2) negative videos generated from cap-
tions whose physical content has been intentionally mod-
ified to introduce physical implausibility. Specifically, we
use HunyuanVideo to synthesize the negative videos from
these edited captions. Leveraging our findings from the
preliminary investigation, we additionally provide the VLM
with the information that each generated video is produced
by an AIGC model, and employ Qwen2.5-VL 72B to fil-
ter out any generated videos that fail to exhibit the intended
physical implausibility.

PID test split. As described in Sec. 4 of the main paper,
the construction of the PID test split is designed to more
accurately evaluate a VLM’s ability to understand physical
plausibility based on two key considerations.

First, all physically implausible samples (i.e., negative
samples) should originate from normal prompts. This de-
sign choice aligns with real-world scenarios, where detect-
ing physical implausibility in generated videos typically
does not come from the prompts with physical implausi-
bility. Second, the physically plausible set should include
both generated videos and real-world videos. If all phys-
ically plausible videos are sourced exclusively from real-
world videos, as done in datasets such as Impossible Video,
the test split would introduce a shortcut based on “generated
vs. non-generated”, preventing a fair assessment of whether
the VLM truly understands physical plausibility rather than
merely detecting generation artefacts.

Following these principles, we manually select phys-
ically implausible videos from WanX2.1-1.3B and
CogVideoX (2B, 5B) and annotate them accordingly.
Similarly, we collect generated and real-world videos
without physical implausibility to form the positive sam-
ples. Together, these constitute the PID test split. Detailed
statistics are provided in Tab. S4. We also provide some
samples from our PID test split in Fig. S1.



Prompts with Different Conditions

Prompt (C1) Given the video content, evaluate whether the depicted motion of objects or individuals adheres
to the real world. Start your answer with Yes. or No. and give the explanation.

Prompt (C2) Given the video content, which may be generated by artificial intelligence, which is generated
by artificial intelligence, evaluate whether the depicted motion of objects or individuals adheres
to the real world. Start your answer with Yes. or No. and give the explanation.

Prompt (C3) Given the video content, which is generated by artificial intelligence, evaluate whether the
depicted motion of objects or individuals adheres to the real world. Start your answer with Yes.
or No. and give the explanation.

Table S1. Prompts used under the preliminary investigation conditions. C1 provides no information about the video source, C2 weakly
suggests that the video may be AI-generated, and C3 explicitly states that the video is AI-generated.

Model
C1 C2 C3

Acc. Impl Acc. Plaus Reasoning Score Acc. Impl Acc. Plaus Reasoning Score Acc. Impl Acc. Plaus Reasoning Score

InternVL2.5 8B 52.3 76.9 2.32 69.35 74.77 2.81 87.29 48.31 3.11
InternVL2.5 26B 65.23 78 2.9 81.87 60.15 3.62 90.47 51.54 3.76
Qwen2.5VL 7B 53.08 73.85 1.73 62.43 71.85 1.88 64.86 69.85 1.69
Qwen2.5VL 32B 45.98 94.62 1.84 52.52 86.92 2.04 60.75 82.46 2.06
Qwen2.5VL 72B 51.21 88.46 3.22 49.72 89.08 3.32 56.07 87.08 3.38

Table S2. Preliminary investigation results across different VLMs under conditions C1–C3. For each model, we report Acc. Impl,
Acc. Plaus, and Reasoning Score. All models exhibit substantial performance shifts as the prompt condition changes.

D. Detials of Evaluation

In this section, we describe the evaluation protocols for all
metrics. For Acc. Impl., Acc. Plaus., and F1 Score, we ex-
tract the first token of each model’s response—either “Yes”
or “No”—using regular expression matching, and use this
predicted binary judgment to compute the corresponding
classification metrics.

For the Reasoning Score, we employ an LLM (LLaMA-
3.1 8B Instruct) as an automatic evaluator to assess the se-
mantic alignment between the model’s explanation and the

Method Acc. Acc. F1
Impl. Plaus. Score

Base Model 64.9 69.8 70.3

Baseline* 98.3 70.8 82.2
w/o balanced Data 100.0 0.0 0.0
w/o paired Data 2.4 99.8 71.3

PhyDetEx 86.4 87.1 87.8

Table S3. Ablation study on data design and training strategy. We
compare the base model, the reconstructed Baseline*, and variants
without balanced data or paired data. Both balanced sampling and
paired supervision are essential for achieving high physical plau-
sibility detection performance, as reflected in the F1 Score.

ground-truth rationale. To ensure fairness, we remove the
initial judgement token (“yes” or “no”) from the response
before evaluation, so that the score reflects only the quality
of the explanation rather than the predicted label, and the
scores range from 0 to 5. The prompts used for this evalua-
tion is provided in Tab. S5.

Category Source / Model Count

Positive Samples
Real World 148
Generated (General) 102

total 250

Negative Samples

Wanx2.1 1.3B 195
CogVideoX-5b 28
CogVideoX-2b 27

total 250
Avg. Explanation 27.58 words

Total 500

Table S4. Statistics of the collected PID test split. The total num-
ber of videos is 500, evenly split into positive and negative sam-
ples. The average annotation length is 27.58 words.



Explanation Annotation : The horse's limbs do not fully touch the ground, yet it is still running on the ground.

Explanation Annotation : The fruit basket floated into the air without any external force.

Figure S1. Samples in our PID test split.

E. More Cases and Failure Cases
In this section, we present additional qualitative examples
of PhyDetEx, along with failure cases that highlight its lim-

Prompt

You will be given a ground truth and a model output
couple.
Your task is to provide a ’total rating’ scoring
how well the model output matches the semantic
meaning of the ground truth.
Give your answer as an integer on a scale of 0 to 5,
where 0 means that the model output is completely
unrelated to the ground truth, and 5 means that
the model output perfectly matches the semantic
meaning of the ground truth.

Provide your feedback as follows:

Feedback:
Total rating: (your rating, as an integer between 0
and 5)

Now here are the ground truth and model output.

Ground Truth: {ground truth}
Model Output: {model output}

Feedback:
Total rating:

Table S5. Prompt used in the evaluation of Reasoning Score.

itations. Fig. S2 shows two representative cases correctly
identified by our model. In the first video, a cookie spon-
taneously transforms its shape without any external force,
which violates basic physical principles such as inertia and
action–reaction. In the second example, a sheet of pa-
per tears itself into smaller pieces without being touched
and remains intact after flying apart—another scenario that
is clearly physically implausible. PhyDetEx successfully
identifies both cases as containing physical implausibility
and gives the corresponding explanation.

Although PhyDetEx is effective in detecting physical
implausibility in generated videos, it still exhibits certain
limitations. This is largely due to the diverse ways in
which physical content can manifest, and many cases re-
main inherently difficult to judge solely from visual cues. In
Fig. S3, we present two representative failure cases. In the
first example, PhyDetEx correctly identifies that the video
contains physically implausible motion, but provides an in-
correct explanation. The implausibility arises because the
boat remains stationary despite the strong water current, yet
PhyDetEx mistakenly states that the boat moves upstream.
In the second example, the video is physically plausible,
but PhyDetEx incorrectly predicts implausibility and pro-
vides an erroneous explanation, incorrectly assuming that
the boat is moving across the field.

F. Benchmarking the T2V Models
F.1. Benchmarking Details
Using the tuned PhyDetEx, we evaluate a variety of cur-
rent open-source and closed-source T2V models. For each
video generated from prompts extracted from VIDGEN-
1M, PhyDetEx determines whether the video contains phys-
ically implausible content. We extract the model’s binary
judgment (e.g., Yes or No) using a regular expression ap-



PhyDetEx (Ours)

The Cookie 
transforms itself

Implausible Content

No. The cookie's transformation into a perfect circle without any visible force acting on it is implausible. 
The cookie should remain in its original shape due to its inertia and the forces acting upon it. The 
scenario also lacks an action-reaction pair, as there is no visible force causing the cookie to change its 
shape.

The paper is torn 
into small pieces 
without touching, 
and kept intact.

PhyDetEx (Ours)

No. The paper tears into smaller pieces without any visible external force acting on it. This contradicts 
the principle that an object at rest remains at rest unless acted upon by an external force. The paper's 
change in state from intact to torn requires a force, which is not present in this scenario.

Evaluate whether the depicted motion of objects or individuals adheres to the real world. 

Implausible Content

Figure S2. Qualitative examples of PhyDetEx on physically implausible video. Top: a cookie spontaneously transforms its shape without
any external force. Bottom: a sheet of paper tears itself into multiple pieces without contact and remains intact afterwards. Both cases
violate fundamental physical principles, and PhyDetEx correctly flags them as implausible and gives the corresponding explanation.

Implausible Content: The boat remained stationary in the current.

PhyDetEx (Ours)

No. The abnormal scenario is implausible because the ship moves through the field 
without any visible force acting on it ......

No. The boat moves upstream without any visible force being applied, contradicting the 
principle that an object requires a force to change its state of motion ......

No Physical Plausibility

PhyDetEx (Ours)

Evaluate whether the depicted motion of objects or individuals adheres to the real world. 

Figure S3. Representative failure cases of PhyDetEx. Top: the model correctly flags the video as implausible but produces an incorrect
explanation, mistakenly claiming that the boat moves upstream rather than recognizing that it remains stationary despite the water current.
Bottom: a physically plausible video that PhyDetEx incorrectly labels as implausible, accompanied by an incorrect explanation that the
boat is moving through the field.



plied to the first token of its output, which forms the basis
of the Rate metric. To obtain a more fine-grained assess-
ment, we further leverage the VLM-based design of Phy-
DetEx and directly read the logits associated with its judg-
ment, forming the Score metric. It is important to note that
the two metrics are not strictly equivalent. For example, al-
though WanX2.1-14B yields a much lower Rate compared
with Veo-3.1, the difference between the two models be-
comes marginal under the Score metric. This phenomenon
arises because some physical events in videos are inherently
ambiguous, causing PhyDetEx to produce judgments with
varying degrees of confidence.

F.2. Assessment of T2V Models
Open-Source T2V Models. All experiments involv-
ing open-source T2V models are conducted on servers
equipped with NVIDIA A800 GPUs. The models evaluated
in this work are obtained from the following sources:
• CogVideoX-1.5: downloaded from the official GitHub

repository.1

• Wan2.1-14B and Wan2.1-1.3B: accessed via the offi-
cial GitHub repositories,2 with checkpoints and inference
scripts from Hugging Face.3

• Wan2.2-14B: accessed via the official GitHub reposi-
tory,4 with checkpoints and inference scripts from Hug-
ging Face.5

• Hunyuan Video: downloaded from the official GitHub
repository.6

Closed-Source T2V Models. Closed-source models are ac-
cessed exclusively through their official APIs: Veo-3.1 via
the Google Gemini API7 and Sora-2 via the OpenAI API.8

Due to the high cost of video generation for both Veo-3
and Sora-2, our experiments rely on the Veo-3.1-Fast and
Sora-2-Standard versions.

G. Implementation of Physical-Aware DPO

Beyond using PhyDetEx as an evaluator for existing T2V
models, we also employ it as a data generator for DPO train-
ing. Specifically, PhyDetEx provides comparative judg-
ments across multiple videos generated from the same
prompt, enabling us to construct positive–negative prefer-
ence pairs for Direct Preference Optimization (DPO). Fine-
tuning T2V models on such physically grounded preference

1https://github.com/THUDM/CogVideo
2https://github.com/Wan-Video/Wan2.1
3https://huggingface.co/Wan-AI
4https://github.com/Wan-Video/Wan2.2
5https://huggingface.co/Wan-AI/Wan2.2-T2V-A14B
6https : / / github . com / Tencent - Hunyuan /

HunyuanVideo
7https://developers.googleblog.com/en/veo- 3-

now-available-gemini-api/
8https://api.openai.com/v1/videos

Method PC SA

Baseline 36.16 42.66
DPO 37.63 43.81

Table S6. Performance of the WanX2.1 1.3B before and af-
ter Physical-Aware DPO. DPO fine-tuning yields improvements
across both metrics in the VideoPhy benchmark.

data improves their ability to produce physically plausible
videos. The overall procedure is described below.
Collecting DPO Data. We begin by sampling a large set of
prompts from the VidProM dataset, which is derived from
real user communities. Low-quality prompts or those lack-
ing meaningful physical interactions are filtered using an
LLM. For each remaining prompt, the T2V model gener-
ates 12 videos, which are then evaluated by PhyDetEx. Be-
cause the 12 videos may contain multiple plausible samples
or multiple implausible samples, we rely on the evaluation
logits to determine the most confident positive and nega-
tive instances. If both positive and negative samples are
present, we select the highest-logit plausible video as the
positive sample, and the highest-logit implausible video as
the negative sample. If one category is absent (e.g., no plau-
sible video), we use the lowest-logit video of the opposite
category as a surrogate to ensure that each prompt yields a
paired sample.
Fine-Tuning the T2V Model. With the DPO dataset, we
conduct experiments using WanX2.1-1.3B. We implement
the standard DPO loss and additionally incorporate an MSE
reconstruction loss to preserve the model’s basic generation
quality and prevent visual collapse. In our configuration, the
DPO loss weight is set to 0.5 and the MSE loss weight to
1.0. We train the model for one epoch on 2,500 preference
pairs generated by WanX2.1-1.3B itself, with a learning rate
of 1e-5 and a cosine Learning Rate scheduler.
Evaluation. Following fine-tuning, we evaluate the model
on VideoPhy, which is external to the PhyDetEx training
domain. As shown in Tab. S6, the model achieves consis-
tent improvements on both evaluation dimensions, Physical
Commonsense (PC) and Semantic Alignment (SA). Qual-
itative examples from VideoPhy are provided in Fig. S4.
In the first case, a tyre previously rotated in place without
moving downward along the slope; after DPO training, the
tyre rolls naturally along the incline. In the second case,
a foot produced a water splash despite not contacting the
water surface—an obvious physical violation. After DPO
training, the splash appears only upon actual contact, align-
ing with real-world physical behaviour. Together, these re-
sults demonstrate not only the reliability of PhyDetEx in
detecting physical implausibilities but also its wide utility
in downstream T2V model enhancement.

https://github.com/THUDM/CogVideo
https://github.com/Wan-Video/Wan2.1
https://huggingface.co/Wan-AI
https://github.com/Wan-Video/Wan2.2
https://huggingface.co/Wan-AI/Wan2.2-T2V-A14B
https://github.com/Tencent-Hunyuan/HunyuanVideo
https://github.com/Tencent-Hunyuan/HunyuanVideo
https://developers.googleblog.com/en/veo-3-now-available-gemini-api/
https://developers.googleblog.com/en/veo-3-now-available-gemini-api/
https://api.openai.com/v1/videos


Prompt:A wheel continually rolling along the asphalt road.

Prompt: Feet kick and splash about in a rain puddle.

Original Video: The tire rotates in place on the road.

After DPO:

Original Video: Water splashed but the feet didn't touch it.

After DPO:

Figure S4. Qualitative examples of results after DPO fine-tuning.
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