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Drop a small, freshly cut piece of metallic sodium 
into the beaker containing a clear mixture of 
water and phenolphthalein solution.

Upon contact with water, sodium reacts vigorously, 
producing hydrogen gas and forming sodium 
hydroxide. The metal rapidly moves across the 
water surface, melting into a bright, silvery 
sphere that darts around before disappearing. 
The reaction generates heat and releases ...

Generation Models

Prompt Suite

Sora2

Immediately after the sodium contacts 
the liquid, are bubbles produced at the 
contact area on the water surface?

Do the beaker, and background remain 
geometrically consistent throughout the 
video without sudden scene changes?

Is the video sharp enough to clearly 
distinguish small bubbles without blur, 
heavy noise, or ghosting artifacts?

Is only one piece of sodium added to the 
beaker without introducing any other 
reagents or solids?

Medium.

Good.

Good.

Good.

Evaluation Protocol
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Figure 1. Overview of RULER-Bench. We propose RULER-Bench, a comprehensive benchmark designed to evaluate the rule-based
reasoning abilities of video generation models. Left: Grounded in three fundamental domains, we formulate rule-based reasoning ability
into six categories: Science, Vision, Hypothesis, Game, Semantics, and Humanity. These categories are further subdivided into 40 tasks.
Center: Using the collected samples, we evaluate 10 video models based on the corresponding checklist across four metrics. Each
checklist question is scored by GPT-o3 with discrete labels. To validate the reliability of the evaluator, we conduct a human alignment
study, in which GPT-o3 achieves 85% agreement with human judgments. Right: Extensive experiments demonstrate that Veo3.1 achieves
the best performance. However, all models exhibit limited reasoning ability across different rule categories.

Abstract

Recent advances in video generation have enabled the syn-
thesis of videos with strong temporal consistency and im-
pressive visual quality, marking a crucial step toward vi-
sion foundation models. To evaluate these video genera-
tion models, existing benchmarks primarily focus on fac-
tors related to visual perception and understanding, like
visual aesthetics, instruction adherence, and temporal co-
herence. However, the rule-based reasoning capabilities
of video generation models remain largely unexplored. Al-
though recent studies have carried out preliminary explo-
rations into whether video models can serve as zero-shot
learners, they still lack a fine-grained decomposition of rea-
soning capabilities and a comprehensive evaluation proto-
col. To address this gap, we introduce RULER-Bench,
a benchmark designed to evaluate the reasoning ability of

*equal contributions. †project lead.

video generation models from the perspective of cognitive
rules. Built upon two fundamental paradigms: text-to-video
and image-to-video, RULER-Bench covers 40 representa-
tive tasks spanning six rule categories with 622 high-quality
annotated instances. For the evaluation of each generated
video, we construct a checklist covering four metrics and
leverage GPT-o3 to assign scores to each question, achiev-
ing 85% alignment with human judgements. Extensive
experiments show that the state-of-the-art model achieves
only 48.87% on the rule coherence metric, highlighting sig-
nificant room for improvement in the reasoning capability of
next-level video models. We expect that the insight obtained
from RULER-Bench will facilitate further development of
reasoning-aware video generation, advancing video gener-
ation models toward vision foundation intelligence.

1. Introduction
Video generation focuses on producing video clips that ex-
hibit strong temporal consistency and high visual quality,
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serving as a fundamental technique for downstream appli-
cations such as customization [43, 44, 75, 85] and world
modeling [1, 17, 74]. Empowered by advances in generative
frameworks such as diffusion models [8, 23, 32, 59, 61, 88]
and autoregressive [40, 66, 67] approaches, recent video
generation systems have achieved remarkable progress on
perceptual and understanding abilities, such as aesthetic
quality and instruction adherence. However, with the
rapid scaling of high-quality datasets and model parame-
ters, state-of-the-art models such as Sora2 [58], Veo3 [26],
and Wan2.5 [2] have nearly saturated on these dimensions.

Mirroring the evolution of foundation language mod-
els [5, 7, 25, 27, 68, 83] in natural language processing,
video models are expected to gradually advance from per-
ception and understanding to reasoning, thereby paving the
way for ultimately becoming the foundation model for vi-
sion. Fig. 1 illustrates the current stage of this evolution.
Given the instruction “drop a piece of sodium into the phe-
nolphthalein solution” and an input image, all four gener-
ation models produce visually coherent video clips. How-
ever, their reasoning abilities differ significantly. For in-
stance, Veo3.1 [26] accurately infers that sodium reacts
violently with phenolphthalein solution, releasing gas and
forming an alkaline product. Therefore, the generated video
depicts vigorous bubbling and the distinctive red coloration.
In contrast, Seedance1.0-pro [24], Wan2.5, and Sora2 ex-
hibit limited reasoning ability, capturing only a subset of
the expected reaction phenomena. This capability gap re-
veals a fundamental challenge: How to assess whether next-
level video generation models possess the reasoning abili-
ties necessary to achieve vision foundation intelligence?

Recently, Wiedemer et al. [76] have conducted an initial
exploration into whether Veo3 could serve as a vision foun-
dation model. They constructed instances spanning four as-
pects: perception, modeling, manipulation, and reasoning,
and then measured Veo3’s success rates on each dimension.
However, their exploration lacks a fine-grained decomposi-
tion of reasoning characteristics and a systematic evaluation
framework. Additionally, VBench-2.0 [94] and PhyGen-
bench [53] target intrinsic faithfulness and physical laws,
but remain limited to physics and commonsense reasoning,
overlooking the diversity of reasoning dimensions.

To bridge this gap, we conceptualize reasoning as cog-
nitive rule-based prediction, the ability of a generative
model to infer rules from inputs and apply them to pre-
dict plausible phenomena in videos. Building on this for-
mulation, we organize reasoning scenarios into three fun-
damental domains: Nature, Society, and Virtuality, which
correspond to real-world, human-centered, and virtual en-
vironments, respectively. Within these domains, we further
define six categories of cognitive rules: Vision, Science, Se-
mantics, Hypothesis, Game, and Humanity, which collec-
tively span diverse reasoning scenarios in video generation.

Based on these categories, we propose RULER-Bench
(RULE-based Reasoning Benchmark for video genera-
tion), a comprehensive benchmark designed to evaluate
the reasoning capabilities of next-level video generation
models in two typical generation scenarios: text-to-video
and image-to-video. RULER-Bench adopts a hierarchical
paradigm, organizing 40 tasks within six rule categories. To
ensure evaluation reliability, RULER-Bench comprises 622
high-quality instances, evenly distributed across tasks.

Furthermore, leveraging multimodal large language
models (MLLMs), we introduce a comprehensive evalua-
tion protocol that assesses generated videos across four met-
rics: Instruction Following, Visual Consistency, Visual Fi-
delity, and Rule Coherence. Unlike subjective continuous
scoring, we construct a checklist of objective questions for
each instance based on these four metrics. Each question
is then rated on a discrete three-point scale: good, medium,
or bad. To validate the reliability of our evaluation protocol,
we manually annotate 813 checklist questions based on gen-
erated videos and verify the consistency between MLLM
responses and human judgments. As shown in Fig. 1, our
evaluation protocol achieves alignment with human anno-
tation on 85% of the checklist questions, which confirms
its effectiveness. Building upon RULER-Bench, we fur-
ther conduct a systematic evaluation of 10 state-of-the-art
video generation models. Extensive experiments show that
all models consistently exhibit limitations in rule coherence,
demonstrating substantial potential for enhancing the rea-
soning capability of next-level video models.

The main contributions of this work are:
• We conceptualize reasoning in video generation as cog-

nitive rule-based prediction and formulate the first taxon-
omy that organizes reasoning into six rule categories.

• We introduce RULER-Bench, a comprehensive bench-
mark specifically designed to evaluate the reasoning abil-
ities of video generation models, and systematically cov-
ering 40 tasks and 622 high-quality instances.

• We conduct extensive experiments on 10 state-of-the-art
video generation models, revealing substantial limitations
across all models across different rule types.

2. Related Work
Video Generation Models. Recent advancements in dif-
fusion models [18, 32–34, 55, 62, 63, 88, 91, 92] and au-
toregressive approaches [10, 35, 40, 46, 67, 80] have led to
rapid progress in video generation [8, 28, 30, 31, 39, 47, 48,
52, 73, 77]. By leveraging large-scale, high-quality train-
ing data and expanding model capacity, recent systems such
as Sora2, Veo3, and Wan have achieved remarkable perfor-
mance in the dimensions of perception and understanding,
including visual consistency, aesthetic quality, and instruc-
tion adherence. As visual fidelity continues to improve, re-
search attention has begun to shift focus towards exploring
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reasoning capabilities [1, 12, 22, 49, 54, 72, 81, 82, 89, 90],
such as understanding physical laws and performing logi-
cal inference. NewtonGen [86] introduces Neural Newto-
nian Dynamics to model and predict Newtonian motions,
while V-Chain [37] incorporates a chain-of-visual-thought
mechanism to inject visual reasoning signals into generative
processes. However, existing benchmarks lack a systematic
framework to assess the reasoning abilities of video models.
To address this challenge, RULER-Bench provides a com-
prehensive benchmark for evaluating the emerging capabil-
ities of video generation models for rule-based reasoning.

Benchmarks for Video Generation Methods. To effec-
tively evaluate the capabilities of video generation models,
a variety of benchmarks have been proposed. VBench [36],
EvalCrafter [51], and FetV [50] primarily focus on Text-
to-Video (T2V) tasks, assessing fundamental technical at-
tributes. In contrast, T2V-CompBench [64], PhyGen-
bench [53], and VBench-2.0 [94] focus on deeper principles
such as compositionality, physical law, and intrinsic faith-
fulness. For Image-to-Video (I2V) tasks, benchmarks such
as AIGC-Bench [19] and AnimateBench [19] evaluate the
video generation models along perceptual dimensions, in-
cluding instruction following and visual consistency, while
UI2V-Bench [87] evaluates models from a general under-
standing perspective. Regarding Video-to-Video (V2V)
generation, VE-Bench [65] and EditBoard [13] cover gen-
eral editing scenarios, including subject, style, and attribute
editing, whereas IVE-Bench [14] integrates traditional met-
rics with large language model-based assessments across
multiple editing categories. However, as shown in Tab. 1,
these benchmarks are typically constrained to a single task
type and primarily concentrate on fundamental abilities or
specific emerging capabilities. Systematic evaluation of
reasoning dimensions remains largely unexplored, with in-
sufficient evaluation data [29] and a lack of formal rule-
based frameworks [76]. RULER-Bench unifies two task
paradigms: T2V and I2V, and provides a comprehensive
evaluation of rule-based reasoning in video models, ad-
dressing limitations in existing evaluation practices and ad-
vancing the field toward vision foundation models.

3. RULER-Bench

3.1. Rule-Based Task Formulation

Inspired by KRIS-Bench [78], a benchmark that evaluates
image editing models through the lens of knowledge, we
conceptualize reasoning in video generation as cognitive
rule-based prediction. Specifically, video models are re-
quired to infer implicit rules from the given input, predict
possible outcomes, and present them through the generated
video. Grounded in the three fundamental domains of the
world: Nature, Society, and Virtuality, we define six rule
categories that collectively characterize diverse and com-

Table 1. Comparison of open-source video generation bench-
marks. ✓✗ represents insufficient reasoning dimensions.

Benchmark Size Categories Tasks Type Reason Rule

FetV [50] 619 3 22 T2V ✗ ✗
EvalCrafter [51] 700 4 12 T2V ✗ ✗
TC-Bench [20] 270 - 3 T/I2V ✗ ✗
VBench-2.0 [94] 1260 5 18 T2V ✓✗ ✗
VideoPhy [6] 688 3 6 T2V ✓✗ ✗
UI2V-Bench [87] 500 4 21 I2V ✓✗ ✗
MME-CoF [29] 59 - 12 T/I2V ✓ ✗

RULER-Bench 622 6 40 T/I2V ✓ ✓

plex reasoning scenarios in video generation.
Natural Domain requires video generation models to

perform reasoning grounded in real-world rules, thereby
generating videos with plausible visual phenomena. The
rule categories in this domain include:
• Vision. The ability of video models to reason about real-

world visual compositions, such as appearance variations,
spatial arrangements, and dynamic transformations.

• Science. The ability of models to reason about scientific
phenomena by leveraging the underlying laws of nature.
Social Domain challenges video models to reason

grounded in rules derived from human society, generating
videos exhibiting socially consistent behaviors and interac-
tions. The rule categories in this domain encompass:
• Humanity. The ability of video models to infer human be-

haviors by leveraging principles of social dynamics, such
as sports rules, traditional customs, and festivals.

• Semantics. The ability of video models to reason about
authentic expressions through semantic regularities.
Virtual Domain requires video models to perform rea-

soning grounded in rules of virtual environments, generat-
ing videos that follow the internal logic of these environ-
ments. The rule categories within this domain include:
• Game. The ability of video models to perform rational ac-

tions according to game rules to win matches or complete
levels, for example, executing a checkmate in chess.

• Hypothesis. The ability of video models to reason about
and predict phenomena based on hypothetical premises.
For each rule category, we carefully design distinct

tasks to enable a finer-grained decomposition. As shown
in Fig. 1, RULER-Bench encompasses a total of 40 tasks,
with detailed descriptions provided in the Appendix.

3.2. Data Construction
RULER-Bench encompasses two task paradigms: Text-
to-Video (T2V) and Image-to-Video (I2V). To construct a
benchmark with high-quality and diverse coverage, we cu-
rate the data through a hybrid process that integrates human
annotation with GPT-5 [56] generation. In this section, we
provide a detailed elaboration on the data construction pro-
cedures for each task paradigm. An overview of the data
construction pipeline is illustrated in Part B of Fig. 2.
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Checklist Samples 
  Add several drops of the iodine 
solution into the starch suspension.

Iodine fits into the central 
cavity of the amylose helix... 
The mixture immediately 
develops a deep blue-black 
coloration, indicating the 
presence of starch ...
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16:9

     and       only support fixed 
aspect ratio. If an image does 
not match the fixed aspect 
ratio, it will be cropped or 
stretched.

We currently do not support uploads of 
images containing photorealistic people.

We need rigorous 
quality control !

Task Diversity

Rule Correctness

Typical Scenario

Full Checklist Validation

Rule Document Drafting

Small Batch Testing

Researchers Annotators

Correctness Irrelevant
Removal

Ambiguity
Elimination

Positive
Framing
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Completeness
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Curated
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Human
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Vision
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Hypothesis Humanity

Rule Categories

A. Task Formulation B1. Dataset Collection B2. Scenario-to-image Pipeline

B3. Image-to-scenario Pipeline

C. Checklist Construction D1. Dataset Quality Control D2. Checklist Quality Control 

Figure 2. Overview of dataset construction and validation. First, we formulate our tasks based on the six rule categories. Second, we
design task-specific data construction pipelines for T2V and I2V tasks. Third, we leverage MLLM to construct checklist questions across
four evaluation metrics. Finally, we conduct quality control and data refinement for the constructed dataset and checklists.

Seed sample collection. We first manually curate seed
samples for each task to provide GPT-5 with in-context
guidance, which enables it to better comprehend task re-
quirements and thereby generate more reliable samples.

T2V data collection. For each T2V instance, we first
define a tuple (prompt, implicit explanation), where the
prompt serves as the sole input to the video generation mod-
els, and the implicit explanation specifies the expected out-
come along with the underlying reasoning principles. Sec-
ond, we provide GPT-5 with detailed task requirements and
a set of seed samples, and instruct it to generate new sam-
ples that strictly adhere to the defined criteria, thereby en-
suring both diversity and consistency in the dataset.

I2V data collection. Traditional image collection for
generative model benchmarks relies on web-sourced im-
ages [78, 95]. However, these images are largely confined
to generic scenes, such as animals or cultural landscapes,
while providing minimal coverage of domain-specific con-
tent. With the recent advances in image generation, state-
of-the-art models [11, 16, 42] can generate richly detailed
images based on highly customizable prompts. Therefore,
we collect I2V data by integrating web-sourced and gener-
ated images based on the characteristics of each task.

For instances containing web images, we adopt the same
procedure as in T2V by defining a tuple (prompt, implicit
explanation). For each image, GPT-5 is used to design the

prompt and implicit explanation based on the image content
and task requirements. However, for samples in the Game
category, MLLMs often struggle to generate implicit expla-
nations that correctly reflect the underlying game strategies.
To address this limitation, we collect ground truth images
representing the final frame of the expected outcome, and
manually create the corresponding implicit explanations to
accurately capture the underlying rules.

For samples containing generated images, we define a
triplet (initial scenario, prompt, implicit explanation), with
the initial scenario serving as the input to the text-to-image
(T2I) model. To ensure consistency, we instruct GPT-5 to
leverage the initial scenario as the starting conditions when
generating the prompt. Additionally, to maintain high vi-
sual quality, GPT-5 is guided to design initial scenarios that
prevent the T2I model from generating images containing
textual content, which remains challenging in current T2I
systems. We employ the powerful nano banana [21] for im-
age generation, providing both the generated image and the
corresponding prompt as inputs to the I2V tasks.

3.3. Quality Control and Data Refinement
To ensure high data quality, we design a meticulous quality
control pipeline, illustrated in Part D1 of Fig. 2. First, we
use a robust embedding model to encode all prompts into
text embeddings. Second, we compute cosine similarity be-
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tween prompts in the feature space. Highly similar prompts
are deduplicated. To further ensure content fidelity, we in-
struct MLLM to verify consistency among the prompt, im-
plicit explanation, and the corresponding input image. We
then perform human refinement on instances that are dedu-
plicated and self-consistent, with each sample carefully val-
idated for rule correctness, task diversity, and scenario typ-
icality. Finally, we pre-generate the verified samples us-
ing Sora2 to filter out instances subject to privacy or ethical
constraints. During generation, we observe that Sora2 gen-
erates videos with fixed aspect ratios (16:9 or 9:16), which
may cause stretching or cropping. To prevent information
loss, we pad each input to match the target aspect ratio while
preserving all critical visual content.

4. Evaluation Protocol

4.1. Evaluation Metrics
To comprehensively evaluate the performance of state-of-
the-art video models on RULER-Bench, we consider 3
commonly used metrics: Instruction Following, Visual Con-
sistency, and Visual Fidelity [29, 78, 93]. Additionally, we
introduce a novel rule-based dimension, termed Rule Co-
herence, which assesses whether the generated video ad-
heres to the implicit rules underlying the given prompt. The
detailed definitions of the 4 metrics are presented below.

Instruction Following evaluates whether video mod-
els generate videos that faithfully follow the user’s instruc-
tions. It focuses on the semantic alignment with the input
prompt and is independent of implicit rules. For instance,
given the prompt “place a small wooden sphere and an iron
sphere into water”, the Instruction Following metric exam-
ines whether the balls are placed into water, without consid-
ering the subsequent phenomena or physical principles.

Visual Consistency evaluates whether video generation
models preserve identities of elements that are expected to
remain unchanged throughout the generated video. For ex-
ample, in sports scenes, the Visual Consistency dimension
focuses on whether visual attributes, such as stadium color,
remain consistent across the entire video.

Visual Fidelity assesses the overall visual quality of the
generated video, including whether it is visually clear, sta-
ble, and free from noise, artifacts, or distortions.

Rule Coherence assesses whether the generated video
adheres to scene-specific rules. It requires video models to
leverage implicit rules to predict or infer visual phenomena
from the given instructions. For example, given the prompt
“add extra water to the left arm of a transparent U-shaped
tube and observe the water levels in both arms”, generation
models are expected to apply the principle of communicat-
ing vessels to infer that the final water levels remain equal
and depict this phenomenon accurately in the video.

Inspired by [45], we design a checklist-based evaluation

Instruction Following

Visual Consistency

Rule Coherence

Does the video depict a resident holding a banana peel and dropping 
it into a bin as instructed by the prompt?

Does the banana peel visibly leave the resident's hand and land inside 
a bin during the clip?

Does the resident choose the wet waste bin for the 
banana peel, consistent with the waste-sorting rule ?

Is the banana peel's trajectory continuous from the resident's hand into 
the bin without teleportation, or abrupt motion changes?

Do the bins and the resident maintain consistent positions and 
appearance throughout the video without sudden changes ?

Visual Fidelity

Is the video clear enough to distinguish the banana peel, the resident, 
and the bin, with stable colors and no noticeable visual artifacts?

Is the scene and structure in the video reasonable?

Does the video show noticeable changes over time?

Good.

Good.

Medium.

Good.

Good.

Good.

Good.

Good.

Scores

G
P

T
-o

3
 G

en
eratio

n

Figure 3. Evaluation pipeline of RULER-Bench.

for each sample. As shown in Fig. 3, each checklist con-
tains multiple questions derived from the four evaluation
metrics, and each question is answered using one of the
three options: good, medium, or bad. Compared to tradi-
tional scoring methods [64, 78], the checklist protocol pro-
vides greater interpretability, allowing evaluators to make
more consistent and human-aligned judgements. Given the
recent advances in MLLMs of video understanding, we em-
ploy o3 [57] as the evaluator to assess the rule-based rea-
soning ability of video generation models.

4.2. Checklist Construction and Quality Control
As shown in Fig. 2, we leverage MLLMs to generate evalu-
ation checklists. For each sample, we instruct GPT-5 to gen-
erate multiple questions based on the input image, prompt,
and implicit explanation, covering the four evaluation met-
rics. Each question is designed to evaluate the generated
video from a distinct perspective, ensuring that diverse as-
pects of video content are systematically assessed. Detailed
instruction prompts are provided in the Appendix.

To ensure the quality of the checklists, we perform a
careful manual verification for each sample. We instruct
human annotators to review each checklist question and
make revisions based on accuracy, clarity, consistency, and
completeness. After manual verification, we finalize 6,500
checklist questions for 622 samples, ensuring comprehen-
sive coverage across all four evaluation metrics.

5. Experiments and Evaluations
General Settings. We evaluate the rule-based reasoning ca-
pabilities of 10 state-of-the-art video models on RULER-
Bench, including six closed-source models: Veo3.1 [26],
Veo2 [69], Sora2 [58], PixelVerse-V5 [60], Wan2.5 [2], and
Seedance1.0-pro [24], and four open-source models: Hun-
yuanVideo [41], CogVideoX1.5-5B [84], Wan2.1-14B [71],
and Wan2.2-A14B [71]. Notably, the four open-source
models provide separate T2V and I2V versions, whose re-
sults are reported as a unified entry in our experiments.

We use the default implementations of these video mod-
els, with detailed configurations provided in the Appendix.
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Table 2. Evaluation result across different rule categories and metrics, including Instruction Following (IF), Visual Consistency (VC),
Visual Fidelity (VF), and Rule Coherence (RC). All models exhibit limited rule-based reasoning ability. The performance of closed-source
models and open-source models is separately marked with the best results in bold, and the second best underlined.

Rule Categories Metric Closed-Source Models Open-Source Models

Veo3.1 Veo2 Sora2
Pixel

Verse-V5 Wan 2.5
Seedance
1.0-pro

Hunyuan
Video

CogVideoX
1.5 5B

Wan 2.2
A14B

Wan 2.1
14B

Science Rule

IF 65.05 42.17 66.00 57.13 57.38 58.86 24.92 27.97 37.15 35.80
VC 83.18 73.3 88.01 80.76 80.48 80.99 48.46 48.84 68.52 65.74
VF 91.37 82.33 89.49 89.74 85.35 87.69 71.29 70.96 80.37 81.93
RC 50.97 22.16 47.09 41.41 33.64 31.96 12.64 13.70 17.16 15.90
Avg 72.64 54.99 72.65 67.26 64.21 64.87 39.33 40.37 50.80 49.84

Game Rule

IF 39.75 24.25 39.19 30.10 26.59 24.26 14.75 22.75 16.29 19.30
VC 51.45 36.33 72.33 67.09 72.71 68.79 40.07 55.29 64.56 37.52
VF 77.95 59.15 88.18 80.59 86.28 88.39 59.13 69.45 80.13 72.20
RC 17.70 8.17 19.97 13.06 15.45 15.61 6.98 7.56 14.12 10.48
Avg 46.71 31.98 54.92 47.71 50.26 49.26 30.23 38.76 43.77 34.88

Semantics Rule

IF 71.83 56.44 68.12 65.08 59.91 61.28 38.51 46.06 48.77 46.27
VC 92.65 91.18 90.85 91.18 87.33 87.67 80.39 75.82 82.35 80.72
VF 91.62 82.50 83.43 89.02 82.19 84.55 79.17 70.69 82.70 83.09
RC 67.57 44.13 53.69 56.80 49.95 49.42 32.01 37.34 37.73 38.40
Avg 80.92 68.56 74.02 75.52 69.84 70.73 57.52 57.48 62.89 62.12

Hypothesis Rule

IF 86.97 58.55 72.44 80.13 71.93 64.32 44.44 41.45 61.11 61.75
VC 85.90 64.32 77.35 81.62 66.45 67.74 51.92 50.43 64.74 55.56
VF 92.20 81.54 82.50 85.73 76.86 79.66 73.89 63.8 77.03 75.17
RC 46.79 12.50 41.35 46.69 18.31 28.31 9.62 11.00 12.93 17.84
Avg 77.96 54.23 68.41 73.54 58.39 60.01 44.97 41.67 53.95 52.58

Humanity Rule

IF 79.90 53.46 80.04 72.87 63.28 68.93 46.56 42.32 49.76 52.28
VC 87.37 73.10 88.06 84.25 79.83 83.13 70.60 54.23 72.34 70.47
VF 94.49 84.38 88.08 89.65 83.90 88.52 80.94 67.76 83.15 82.32
RC 61.23 35.23 56.78 50.63 33.41 38.75 27.78 20.60 30.21 29.21
Avg 80.75 61.54 78.24 74.35 65.10 69.83 56.47 46.23 58.86 58.57

Vision Rule

VC 59.53 46.19 57.77 56.14 70.04 61.86 43.49 24.79 59.03 51.26
VF 72.67 57.63 57.77 71.61 68.32 76.06 52.94 29.41 65.55 49.58
RC 48.94 30.58 28.50 40.47 42.24 41.74 18.91 14.78 29.34 23.25
Avg 60.38 44.80 48.02 56.07 60.20 59.89 38.45 22.99 51.31 41.36

Average

IF 68.70 46.97 65.16 61.06 55.82 55.53 33.84 36.11 42.62 43.08
VC 76.68 64.07 79.06 76.84 76.14 75.03 55.82 51.57 68.59 60.21
VF 86.72 74.59 81.58 84.39 80.48 84.14 69.56 62.01 78.15 74.05
RC 48.87 25.46 41.23 41.51 32.17 34.30 17.99 17.50 23.58 22.51
Avg 70.24 52.77 66.76 65.95 61.15 62.25 44.30 41.80 53.24 49.96

Win Rate 0.397 0.186 0.340 0.300 0.257 0.267 0.151 0.151 0.193 0.162

Metrics. To enable straightforward comparison, we nor-
malized all scores to a 100-point scale. In particular, we
map good, medium, and bad ratings to 100, 50, and 0, re-
spectively. For each checklist, the score of each metric is
computed as the average rating across all associated ques-
tions. To obtain the overall score, we assign equal weights
to the four metrics and compute their mean score.

5.1. Main Results
We evaluate the performance of 10 state-of-the-art video
generation models across six rule categories under four
evaluation metrics. Our quantitative results in Tab. 2
demonstrate that RULER-Bench effectively reveals fine-
grained differences across reasoning capabilities and eval-

Table 3. Human alignment comparison across different MLLMs.

Model KRCC SRCC PLCC ACC

Claude-haiku-4-5 0.2941 0.5128 0.5199 0.6728
Claude-sonnet-4-5 0.3143 0.5356 0.5442 0.7036
Doubao-seed-1-6 0.1892 0.4827 0.5157 0.7632
Gemini-2.5-flash 0.3436 0.5976 0.6023 0.7368
Gemini-2.5-pro 0.3586 0.6073 0.6112 0.7208

Grok-4 0.3522 0.5504 0.5612 0.6820
GPT-4o 0.3044 0.5564 0.5615 0.7282
GPT-5 0.4204 0.7295 0.7289 0.7995

GPT-o3 0.4622 0.8011 0.8042 0.8512

uation metrics. We summarize the key observations below.
Observation 1. Video models exhibit limited perfor-

mance on the Rule Coherence metric compared to other
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Semantics Vision Science Game Humanity Hypothesis

Figure 4. Average performance of video generation models across different tasks on RULER-Bench. Video models generally perform best
on tasks in Humanity and Hypothesis, while showing lower performance on Vision and Game categories.

evaluation metrics. As shown in Tab. 2, all video mod-
els achieve their lowest performance on the Rule Coherence
metric, highlighting the significant challenge of rule-based
reasoning for current generation models. Moreover, we ob-
serve a consistent decline in scores as the metrics reflect
more complex cognitive skills. For instance, Veo3.1 obtains
an average score of approximately 80 on the perception-
based metrics, including Visual Consistency and Visual Fi-
delity. The score drops to 68.7 on the Instruction Following
metric, which evaluates visual understanding, and further
decreases to 48.87 on the Rule Coherence metric. In addi-
tion, open-source models generally exhibit lower reasoning
capabilities compared to closed-source models, suggesting
that higher-quality training data and larger model capacity
can enhance rule-based reasoning ability.

Observation 2. Video generation models exhibit di-
verse performance patterns across different categories.
As illustrated in Tab. 2, video models achieve the high-
est scores on the Humanity and Semantics categories, with
Veo3.1 reaching an average of 80. This indicates that cur-
rent models exhibit strong generative competence in the so-
cial domain, demonstrating a solid understanding of human
customs, language, and behaviors. In contrast, all models
achieve an average Rule Coherence score below 15 on the
Game category, suggesting limited generalization ability in
customized, strategy-driven scenarios. As shown in Fig. 4,
we further analyze the average performance of different
video models across tasks. We observe that models also
exhibit considerable intra-category variations in reasoning
ability. For example, under the Humanity category, video
models generally achieve higher scores on the dress task
than on other tasks, reaching an average of 84.9, which can
be attributed to the prevalence of clothing-related cues in
human-centric scenes, thus enabling video models to gen-
eralize dress-related rules through training.

Observation 3. Video models struggle with visual un-
derstanding and reasoning. As shown in Tab. 2 and Fig. 4,
generative models perform worst on the Game and Vision
categories, both of which consist entirely of I2V instances.
This indicates that, beyond their limited capabilities of rule-

Table 4. Effect of Prompt Enhancement (PE) on Rule Coherence.
(Game category is excluded since most samples rely heavily on
ground truth images, thus less affected by PE).

Method Science Vision Semantics Hypothesis Humanity

Veo3.1 50.97 48.94 67.57 46.79 61.23
Veo3.1+PE 62.62 52.61 72.19 58.12 67.40

△ +9.65 +3.67 +4.62 +11.33 +6.17

Sora2 47.09 28.50 53.69 41.35 56.78
Sora2+PE 55.45 36.06 63.37 63.35 65.15

△ +8.36 +7.56 +9.68 +22.0 +8.37

based reasoning, the models also exhibit insufficient reason-
ing of image content, which further constrains their capabil-
ity to generate high-quality videos. To obtain deeper insight
into this limitation, we analyze the result across task types
and find that video generation models achieve an average
score of 65.55 on T2V tasks, significantly higher than 48.56
on I2V tasks, indicating that an increase in input modalities
leads to a sharp decline in reasoning performance.

5.2. Analysis

Impact on Prompt Enhancement. To analyze the impact
of prompt enhancement at test times, we use GPT-o3 to gen-
erate an enhanced prompt based on the prompt and implicit
explanation of each sample, explicitly incorporating the ex-
pected outcomes. As shown in Tab. 4, prompt enhance-
ment substantially improves the performance of Veo3.1 and
Sora2 on Rule Coherence. However, these results also sug-
gest that even with explicit guidance on the expected phe-
nomena, current video models still struggle to generate rule-
consistent video clips based on their reasoning abilities, re-
vealing a remaining gap toward zero-shot reasoners.

Case study. Fig. 5 presents qualitative case studies of
video models’ performance on RULER-Bench across dif-
ferent rule categories. In row #1, all models misinterpret
the metaphor “planting seeds for the future” literally, de-
picting the sowing and watering scenes. In row #2, Veo3.1
fails to infer the correct placement of AED electrodes, while
the other two models show limited understanding of the de-
vice’s function. In row #3, Veo3.1 and Sora2 demonstrate
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Droplets form on cooler upper tube surface during heating.
Color change starts near flame and moves upward.
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Shock delivered only after AED instruction and button press.
Pads placed as indicated on AED diagrams.
Defibrillation delivered promptly after button press.
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Blue crystals turn white as heating dehydrates them.
Droplets form on cooler upper tube surface during heating.
Color change starts near flame and moves upward.
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Black group remains safe with at least one liberty.

Black stone placed on empty spot; no invalid removals.
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Black group remains safe with at least one liberty.
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Black moves to the only free top intersection.
Black group remains safe with at least one liberty.
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Figure 5. Case studies on three closed-source models across six rule categories. Each sample is provided with the Rule Coherence aspects
derived from the checklist questions. The three video models exhibit varying performance across different instances.

scientific reasoning abilities, with Veo3.1 exhibiting finer-
grained details. Meanwhile, in row #4, all models correctly
infer the summer setting, yet their abilities to reason about
human clothing vary. In row #5, Sora2 successfully per-
forms game-strategy reasoning, whereas the other models
fail to comprehend the task instruction. Finally, in row #6,
Veo3.1 and PixelVerse-v5 effectively detect and rectify vi-
sual anomalies, while Sora2 struggles to reason over the vi-
sual context. These results show notable differences in rea-
soning competence across models, reflecting their varying
abilities to integrate conceptual cues.

Human alignment validation. To evaluate the reliabil-
ity of our evaluation protocols, we conduct a human pref-
erence alignment experiment. First, we randomly select 80
generated videos along with the corresponding 813 check-
list questions. Second, human annotators are invited to
answer each question based on the video content. Third,
we evaluate the consistency between outputs of differ-
ent closed-source MLLMs and human annotations, report-

ing Kendall Rank Correlation Coefficient (KRCC), Spear-
man Rank Correlation Coefficient (SRCC), Pearson Linear
Correlation Coefficient (PLCC), and the overall Accuracy
(ACC). As shown in Tab. 3, all models demonstrate strong
video understanding capabilities. Among them, GPT-o3
achieves the highest accuracy of 0.8512 and outperforms
other MLLMs across all three correlation metrics, demon-
strating the reliability of using GPT-o3 as the evaluator.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce RULER-Bench, a comprehen-
sive benchmark designed to evaluate the rule-based reason-
ing abilities of video generation models. RULER-Bench
comprises 622 high-quality instances spanning 40 tasks
across six rule categories, addressing the critical need for
fine-grained evaluation of reasoning capabilities in video
models. To ensure objective evaluation, we design a
checklist-based protocol from four evaluation metrics. Fi-
nally, we conduct extensive experiments on 10 state-of-the-
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art video generation models and provide detailed analyses
based on the results. We hope our work will provide valu-
able insights for advancing reasoning-aware video genera-
tion towards vision foundation intelligence.
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RULER-Bench: Probing Rule-based Reasoning Abilities of Next-level Video
Generation Models for Vision Foundation Intelligence

Supplementary Material

Appendix Contents
The Appendix of RULER-Bench is structured as follows:

• Sec. A: Detailed task explanations.
• Sec. B: Implementation settings and configurations of

different video generation models.
• Sec. C: Explorations on Video-to-Video tasks.
• Sec. D: More detailed configuration and experimental

results of human annotation and user study.
• Sec. E: Prompts used for evaluation and generation.
• Sec. F: Experimental results across tasks.
• Sec. G: More visualization results.
• Sec. H: Limitations and future works.
• Sec. I: Potential social impact of RULER-Bench.

A. Detailed Tasks Explanations
RULER-Bench evaluates the reasoning abilities of the state-
of-the-art video generation models across six rule cate-
gories: Vision, Science, Semantics, Hypothesis, Game, and
Humanity. To enable a more fine-grained assessment, we
design a suite of 40 tasks distributed over these categories,
spanning a broad spectrum of scenarios across the nature,
society, and virtuality domains. In the following section,
we comprehensively define each task.

A.1. Vision Rule
The Vision category comprises 10 distinct tasks, covering
physical, spatial, and temporal visual attributes. Tasks in
this category are designed to evaluate whether video gener-
ation models can accurately infer the visual composition of
the real world from a given image and generate videos that
adhere to fundamental visual principles.

Anomaly task focuses on visual plausibility reasoning.
Given an image containing a clear visual anomaly, genera-
tive models are required to infer the correct appearance of
the object based on implicit visual rules and generate videos
that restore visual coherence. For example, when the input
image depicts a cat with four tails, the model should reason
that a cat normally has only one tail and accordingly correct
the anomaly in the generated video clip.

Color task focuses on color reasoning and manipula-
tion. Given an input image, generative models are required
to reason about the color attributes of specific objects and
modify them while preserving spatial-temporal coherence.

Size task targets object-scale adjustment and propor-
tional reasoning. Given an instruction to resize a particu-
lar object, the model should modify its scale appropriately

while preserving scene geometry and physical plausibility.
Count task evaluates numerical reasoning and controlla-

bility. Models are required to adjust the number of instances
of a given object according to the instruction while preserv-
ing spatial realism and temporal coherence.

Direction task focuses on directional reasoning and mo-
tion control. Given an input image and a directional instruc-
tion, generative models are required to adjusting the object’s
facing and orientation, ensuring temporal coherence.

Shape task evaluates geometric reasoning and controlla-
bility. Video models are required to reason about the speci-
fied object’s geometry and modify its structure accordingly.

Position task evaluates the reasoning ability of video
models on spatial attributes. The model needs to reason
about the object’s location and relocate it accordingly.

View task focuses on viewpoint reasoning and perspec-
tive adaptation. Given a target view specification, video
models should generate videos from the new viewpoint.

Motion task targets dynamic prediction and temporal
reasoning. Models are required to infer plausible motion
trajectories from a given static or partial motion input and
predict temporally coherent frames. For instance, when ob-
serving a basketball player suspended in mid-air, the model
should predict and generate the subsequent motion that re-
flects a realistic landing and continuation of the action.

Style task focuses on appearance reasoning and stylistic
transformation. Given an input image and a style transfor-
mation instruction, video models are required to apply the
target style while preserving object identity.

A.2. Science Rule
The Science category consists of 10 tasks spanning multi-
ple disciplines within the natural sciences. These tasks are
designed to evaluate whether video generation models have
acquired a fundamental understanding of natural laws and
scientific principles, enabling them to accurately simulate
experimental phenomena, biological behaviors, and other
science-driven processes in the real world.

Physics task focuses on scenes that involve fundamental
physical principles, covering multiple domains such as me-
chanics, optics, and electromagnetism. Video models are
required to predict physically consistent phenomena based
on the implicit laws embedded within each sample.

Chemistry task focuses on fundamental chemical reac-
tion principles and their observational experimental mani-
festations. Video generation models are required to infer
plausible reaction processes and products by reasoning over
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the chemical rules, given the reactants and conditions.
Biology task focuses on fundamental biological princi-

ples. Video models are required to infer plausible exper-
imental outcomes based on organism-specific characteris-
tics, covering a variety of scenarios such as controlled bio-
logical experiments, genetics, and conditioned reflexes.

Earth task focuses on geographical and environmental
phenomena driven by factors such as location, climate vari-
ation, and seasonal cycles. Video generation models are
required to infer long-term scene evolution according to un-
derlying geographical principles and reflect these changes
coherently within the generated video clip.

Math task focuses on the application of fundamental
mathematical principles. Given a mathematical problem,
video generation models are required to apply the relevant
principles, derive the solution step by step, and visually il-
lustrate the reasoning process clearly and coherently.

Medicine task focuses on the correct application and
demonstration of medical protocols. Given a clinical sce-
nario, video generation models are required to follow the
specified procedural standards, such as venipuncture guide-
lines, the seven-step handwashing protocol, or basic surgi-
cal procedures, and accurately depict these procedures.

Life task focuses on fundamental principles of animal
behavior. Video generation models are required to infer
plausible behavioral responses when experimental distur-
bances occur, reasoning according to species-specific be-
havioral patterns and ecological logic.

A.3. Hypothesis Rule
The Hypothesis category includes two tasks that encompass
diverse scenarios, designed to evaluate whether video gen-
eration models can reason according to newly defined rules
and assumptions beyond real-world rules. Unlike other cat-
egories, the governing rules here are explicitly provided in
the prompt, requiring the model to perform zero-shot rea-
soning under newly introduced conditions.

Subjective Scenario task focuses on human-defined hy-
pothetical worlds. These scenarios violate real-world logic,
requiring video generation models to reason about state
changes according to the provided subjective rules. For ex-
ample, given the rule “lying causes the nose to grow”, the
model must recognize a lying event in the scene and apply
the specified rule to generate a video in which the charac-
ter’s nose lengthens accordingly.

Objective Law task focuses on modifying objective
real-world principles. Unlike subjective scenarios, Objec-
tive Law tasks remain grounded in real physical princi-
ples but introduce deliberate modifications to them. Video
models are required to abandon the original rule, adopt the
newly specified one, and perform reasoning under the mod-
ified physical dynamics. For example, given the instruction
“assume the density order is reversed,” the model must rea-

son according to the new law and generate outcomes that
contradict the behavior dictated by real-world physics.

A.4. Game Rule
The Game category comprises 10 tasks that cover a wide
range of logical reasoning and game scenarios. These tasks
are designed to evaluate whether video generation models
can reason according to game strategies, execute rational
moves, and ultimately achieve victory. To ensure control-
lable complexity, each sample is constrained to the minimal
number of required moves and simplified difficulty settings.

Chinese Chess task focuses on one-move checkmate
scenarios. Models are required to generate a single, legally
valid move that adheres to the piece-specific movement
rules and delivers a decisive checkmate against the oppo-
nent’s General, ensuring that the resulting board state is
both legally valid and tactically forced.

Gomoku task focuses on fundamental offensive and de-
fensive patterns such as open-three formations, double-
three configurations, or immediate winning opportunities.
Models must infer the optimal placement to either complete
a five-in-a-row or block the opponent’s winning threat.

Go task focuses on one-move capture scenarios. Models
are required to reason over the current board configuration
and place a single stone that removes one or more oppo-
nent groups that are in atari with only one remaining liberty,
thereby executing a valid and tactically justified capture.

Sudoku task evaluates logical deduction under strict nu-
merical constraints. Given a partially filled grid, models
must infer the correct number placement that simultane-
ously satisfies row, column, and subgrid consistency rules.

Chess task targets tactical positions where a checkmate
can be achieved in the next move. Models must analyze
the board configuration, identify forced-mate patterns, and
generate the correct move that results in a checkmate.

Minesweeper task focuses on number-based spatial con-
straints. Models must analyze the revealed mine counts and
infer which unrevealed tiles must contain mines with logi-
cal certainty, subsequently producing a move that marks all
deterministically identifiable mine locations.

Maze task evaluates pathfinding and spatial reasoning
under structural constraints. Models are required to gen-
erate a sequence of movements that leads the agent from
the starting point to the goal while avoiding dead ends.

Puzzle task focuses on identifying spatial correspon-
dences and assembling fragmented pieces into a unified
structure. Models must infer the correct arrangement of
puzzle pieces by reasoning about shape compatibility and
boundary alignment to form a coherent final pattern.

Number Sliding task evaluates sequential planning un-
der movement constraints. Models must generate a series of
sliding operations that reposition numbered tiles toward the
target configuration while preserving the adjacency rules.
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Matchsticks task focuses on geometric and arithmetic
reasoning under limited move constraints. Models must de-
termine which matchsticks to reposition in order to form a
valid equation or geometric configuration.

A.5. Semantics Rule
The Semantics category comprises 3 tasks, designed to eval-
uate whether video generation models can infer high-level
semantic information from contextual cues and generate
videos that accurately reflect the intended visual meaning.

Definition task focuses on the accurate illustration of a
provided term or concept. Models are required to infer the
essential semantic attributes and contextual nuances of the
term and produce visual content that aligns with its correct
definition rather than surface-level associations.

Metaphor task focuses on the interpretation of
metaphorical expressions Given a metaphorical phrase, the
models are required to generate a video that represents the
underlying conceptual meaning, rather than a literal depic-
tion of the words, demonstrating understanding of figurative
language and abstract semantic mapping.

Idiom task focuses on culturally conventional idiomatic
expressions. Models need to avoid literal interpretations
and instead generate scenes that correctly express the id-
iom’s figurative semantic content, reflecting understanding
of linguistic conventions and contextualized meaning.

A.6. Humanity Rule
The Humanity category includes 8 tasks that encompass di-
verse social scenarios and human conventions. These tasks
are designed to evaluate whether video generation models
can reason about societal norms, cultural practices, and cus-
toms to generate plausible human behaviors.

Dress task focuses on culturally appropriate clothing
choices and outfit consistency. Models are required to gen-
erate videos where characters wear attire suitable for the
given context, season, or activity.

Food task examines dietary norms and context-aware
food selection. Models must generate scenes where the food
type, preparation style, or eating behavior aligns with com-
mon culinary conventions and the specified scenario.

Emotion task evaluates the understanding of human af-
fect and expressive behavior. Models are required to gen-
erate facial expressions, gestures, and body movements that
reflect the specified emotional state in a natural manner.

Festival task focuses on cultural celebrations and associ-
ated symbolic practices. Models must incorporate appropri-
ate festival elements, such as decorations, attire, or rituals,
corresponding to the designated cultural event.

Safety task assesses whether models can adhere to basic
safety norms in daily life. Given specific situations, models
must avoid unsafe behaviors and instead generate actions
aligned with conventional safety practices.

Table A1. Details of the configurations of generated videos.

Model Resolution Frames FPS Durations (s)

Closed-Source Model

Veo3.1 1280×720 192 24 8.00
Veo2 1280×720 192 24 8.00
Sora2 1280×704 300 30 10.00

PixelVerse-V5 1280×720 121 24 5.04
Seedance1.0-pro 1248×704 121 24 5.04

Wan2.5 1280×720 121 24 5.04

Open-Source Model

CogVideoX1.5 5B 1360×768 161 16 10.06
HuyuanVideo 832×480 81 15 5.40
Wan2.1 14B 832×480 81 16 5.06

Wan2.2 A14B 832×480 81 15 5.40

Social task focuses on everyday social conventions.
Models are required to generate actions that adhere to com-
mon social norms, engaging in other routine prosocial be-
haviors that reflect cultural expectations.

Sports task targets sport-specific conventions. Models
must generate videos where human movements, equipment
usage, and gameplay dynamics align with the rules and
common practices of the designated sport.

Transportation task focuses on concrete road-traffic
rules. Models are required to generate plausible interac-
tions with real-world traffic systems, such as obeying traffic
lights and road signs, or navigating multi-lane roads accord-
ing to standard driving conventions.

B. Implementation Detail
We follow the official configurations of different video gen-
eration models. As summarized in Tab. A1, the videos have
a duration of 5∼10 seconds and a resolution of either 720P
or 480P. Specifically, for open-source models, we imple-
ment them using the Diffusers framework [70].

C. Explorations on Video-to-Video tasks
To provide a more systematic and comprehensive evalua-
tion, we further explore the rule-based reasoning abilities
of video generation models on the Video-to-Video (V2V)
tasks. Following the same data collection pipeline as in the
I2V task, we manually curate web videos and use GPT-5
for captioning. This web video set covers eight tasks from
the Vision category and consists of 81 high-quality sam-
ples. We leverage Wan2.1 14B to perform rule-based rea-
soning based on these V2V instances. We find that in most
cases, Wan2.1 14B struggles to perform plausible reason-
ing based on the prompt and input video, exhibiting rela-
tively poor generative performance on V2V tasks, as illus-
trated in Tab. A3 Surprisingly, the model achieves substan-
tially higher scores on the Visual Consistency and Visual Fi-
delity metrics compared to I2V instances in the same task.
We attribute this to the presence of the input video, which
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Table A2. Human alignment comparison across MLLMs. KRCC, SRCC, PLCC, and ACC are reported across the four evaluation metrics.

Model KRCC SRCC PLCC ACC

IF RC VC VF IF RC VC VF IF RC VC VF IF RC VC VF

Claude-haiku-4-5 .2655 .3913 .2912 .1410 .4186 .5805 .5139 .3647 .4384 .5789 .5028 .3514 .6456 .6188 .6312 .7474
Claude-sonnet-4-5 .2998 .3913 .3375 .1414 .4852 .5832 .5809 .3397 .4909 .5794 .5640 .3630 .6519 .6733 .7188 .7440

Grok-4 .3656 .4129 .3874 .2184 .5680 .6200 .5990 .4097 .5798 .6150 .6042 .4251 .6603 .7050 .7006 .6678
doubao-seed-1-6 .2540 .3785 .1387 -.0031 .5473 .5521 .3904 -.0385 .5569 .5521 .4143 -.0385 .6471 .6875 .6875 .9259
Gemini-2.5-flash .3725 .4032 .3238 .1874 .6021 .6091 .5647 .4791 .6113 .6063 .5649 .4805 .7025 .7129 .7250 .7782
Gemini-2.5-pro .4012 .4426 .3224 .1708 .6639 .6926 .5478 .3843 .6559 .6921 .5431 .3974 .7152 .7525 .6937 .7167

GPT-4o .3336 .3670 .3064 .1535 .5869 .5512 .5661 .4209 .5777 .5534 .5516 .4037 .6962 .6584 .7125 .8020
GPT-5 .4598 .4923 .4152 .1831 .7495 .7751 .6898 .5301 .7309 .7750 .6869 .5284 .8038 .7871 .7625 .8259
GPT-o3 .5281 .5218 .4564 .2419 .8770 .8188 .8010 .6315 .8765 .8171 .8015 .5996 .8924 .8218 .8500 .8498

Table A3. Quantitative results of Wan2.1 14B for V2V tasks.

Metrics Color Count Direction Position Shape Size Style View

RC 3.57 18.18 10.00 12.50 18.18 14.58 7.5 5.00
VC 42.86 22.73 55.00 71.67 31.82 62.5 52.5 42.50
VF 89.29 64.39 82.50 77.50 59.09 72.92 50.83 51.67
Avg 45.24 35.10 49.17 53.89 36.36 50.00 36.94 33.06

identify the two snowy owls and replace them with exactly three snowy owls. Replace the central cluster of purple spheres in with a cluster of purple cubes
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Figure A1. Qualitative results of Wan2.1 14B for V2V tasks.

likely serves as a strong visual reference and encourages
the model to align both visual quality and temporal consis-
tency closely with the provided input. However, in a few
instances, as shown in Fig. A1, Wan2.1 14B is able to pro-
duce results that meet expectations, although this capability
is observed only on sporadic samples.

D. Details of Human Annotation
We conduct large-scale human annotation for two aspects:
checklist validation and human alignment experiments. In
the checklist validation stage, human annotators are em-
ployed to assess the soundness of the proposed checklist
and refine it when necessary. In the human alignment exper-
iment, annotations are collected to support a user study de-
signed to evaluate the alignment between the output of GPT-
o3 and human preferences. The overall annotation process
is collaboratively conducted by the authors. In this section,
we present the detailed annotation procedures and results.

D.1. Checklist Validation
To validate the effectiveness of the constructed checklist,
we perform quality control for each individual checklist

Figure A2. Annotation interface for human alignment evaluation.

question. For each sample, we provide detailed explana-
tions of the associated metadata, such as the prompt and im-
plicit explanation, and standardize the annotation require-
ments to ensure reliable judgments. Each annotators are
required to make revisions based on the following criteria:
• Accuracy evaluates whether the question accurately re-

flects the expected video content based on specific rules.
• Clarity considers whether the checklist question is stated

clearly and without ambiguity.
• Relevance measures whether the question is relevant to

the scenario and prompt of the given sample.
• Consistency assesses whether the question type aligns

with the corresponding evaluation dimension.
• Completeness ensures whether the checklist covers all

necessary aspects for thorough evaluation.

D.2. User Study
To verify the effectiveness of our GPT-o3-based automated
evaluation, we conduct a human preference alignment ex-
periment. First, we randomly sample 80 generated videos
along with their corresponding checklist questions. Sec-
ond, we develop an annotation interface to improve label-
ing efficiency. As shown in Fig. A2, annotators are pro-
vided with the generated video, the corresponding prompt,
and the checklist questions. Third, annotators need to com-
plete each checklist question based on the visual content
of the video. After annotation, we aggregate all responses
and compare human annotation with the output from state-
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of-the-art MLLMs, including Claude Haiku 4.5 [3], Claude
Sonnet 4.5 [4], Doubao Seed 1.6 [9], Gemini 2.5 flash [15],
Gemini 2.5 pro [15], Grok-4 [79], GPT-4o [38], GPT-5 [56],
and GPT-o3 [57]. KRCC, SRCC, PLCC, and ACC are re-
ported.

As shown in Tab. A2, GPT-o3 demonstrates a significant
performance advantage across all four evaluation metrics.
Its alignment with human preferences exceeds 85%, indi-
cating its effectiveness as an evaluator.

E. Prompt for Generation and Evaluation
Fig. A11 illustrates the prompt used to evaluate the perfor-
mance across four evaluation metrics of MLLMs. Fig. A14
presents the prompt for generating a checklist based on
the provided metadata of the specific instance. Fig. A12
demonstrates the system prompt used for our Image-to-
scenario pipeline. GPT-5 is required to generate the cor-
responding prompt and implicit explanation based on the
instruction and provided image. Finally, we use the prompt
presented in Fig. A13 to generate initial scenario, prompt,
and implicit explanation according to the task property.

F. Experimental Results per Task
We summarize the performance of different video gen-
eration models across the evaluation tasks. As shown
in Tab. A4, Veo3.1 demonstrates impressive generative ca-
pability on multiple tasks, and closed-source models consis-
tently outperform open-source models. Moreover, we find
that although prompt enhancement leads to observable per-
formance gains, current video models still fall short of fully
achieving reliable rule-based reasoning.

G. More Visualization Results
Additional qualitative results are presented as follows:

• Fig. A3: Qualitative results of the Anomaly task.
• Fig. A4: Qualitative results of the Safety task.
• Fig. A5: Qualitative results of the Earth task.
• Fig. A6: Qualitative results of the Life task.
• Fig. A7: Qualitative results of the Physics task.
• Fig. A8: Qualitative results of the Chemistry task.
• Fig. A9: Qualitative results of the Emotion task.
• Fig. A10: Qualitative results of the Color task.

H. Limitations and Future Works
While RULER-Bench provides a comprehensive evalua-
tion for the rule-based reasoning ability of video generation
models, there are still many challenges:
• Lack of a unified evaluation that jointly assesses T2V,

I2V, and V2V tasks. Since most existing video models
support either T2V and I2V jointly or V2V exclusively,
we focus our evaluation on the T2V and V2V settings for

consistency. Future work may extend this framework to
all three task paradigms, enabling a unified assessment
for the next-level video models that natively support T2V,
I2V, and V2V in a comprehensive manner.

• Potential for both depth and breadth expansion. While
RULER-Bench covers a broad spectrum of rule-based
reasoning scenarios, its breadth can be further extended
to tasks such as GUI interaction, classical algorithms, and
table reasoning, which are left for future work.

I. Social Impacts
This work may positively influence the development of
more reliable video generation by encouraging consistent
rule-based reasoning, thereby supporting better downstream
applications. However, stronger generative abilities may
also increase the risk of misuse that obeys ethical norms and
legal requirements. These risks highlight the importance of
ethical deployment practices and appropriate oversight to
ensure that progress in video generation technology bene-
fits society while maintaining responsible use.
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Table A4. Evaluation result across tasks in six rule categories.

Category Task Closed-Source Models Open-Source Models Prompt Enhancement

Veo3.1 Veo2 Sora2
Pixel

Verse-V5
Seedance
1.0-pro Wan2.5

CogVideoX
1.5 5B

Hunyuan
Video

Wan2.1
14B

Wan2.2
A14B Veo3.1 PE Sora2 PE

Humanity

transportation 80.00 54.50 71.56 73.44 68.19 67.53 37.15 48.72 53.24 50.67 78.50 69.38
sport 78.08 62.80 73.48 71.66 65.87 74.95 44.98 58.74 56.06 59.66 82.36 79.65
social 74.88 51.09 77.77 65.23 64.24 61.18 36.54 49.49 51.42 51.72 75.08 75.22
safety 82.79 48.18 80.13 75.13 65.79 57.40 45.46 47.79 52.93 59.36 85.49 87.88

festival 80.83 60.43 84.35 80.03 78.65 61.54 48.28 61.81 61.71 68.03 90.03 89.74
dress 90.87 87.18 89.82 86.86 88.02 85.10 72.76 81.97 81.25 85.74 94.15 93.67
food 90.94 78.25 88.86 78.65 72.90 67.67 57.68 66.03 65.61 60.97 93.36 85.68

emotion 69.21 56.67 63.60 66.34 59.85 45.46 33.68 42.89 52.07 40.12 59.54 55.57

Science

chemistry 81.13 71.20 85.78 75.21 66.61 65.73 45.90 36.87 46.25 51.62 86.59 81.63
physics 79.09 56.99 76.41 72.32 73.44 76.34 34.78 36.18 54.30 54.17 74.49 82.25
biology 83.31 52.48 84.14 73.63 75.68 74.97 47.30 40.95 55.81 52.44 81.15 76.38

earth 57.27 35.46 52.92 52.02 47.81 49.12 39.42 39.12 50.27 48.94 64.35 51.12
math 61.52 55.34 70.09 57.86 57.31 65.76 32.78 39.48 42.68 43.33 61.28 72.92

medicine 63.38 53.53 64.64 64.18 61.11 56.09 36.18 44.91 46.72 47.84 68.14 80.62
life 74.51 51.50 65.86 67.54 65.28 55.44 42.77 37.21 52.43 55.62 83.68 73.50

Game

chess 20.94 16.25 45.94 28.12 36.84 28.91 28.28 31.09 21.88 33.28 23.44 50.78
puzzle 64.43 41.56 44.95 58.39 52.63 59.90 27.03 24.06 38.65 36.67 53.54 49.95

gomoku 39.43 41.67 56.98 41.20 51.72 46.51 46.61 32.24 36.98 44.90 46.82 71.72
sudoku 52.36 30.69 71.81 64.31 51.76 51.11 46.81 34.72 43.33 53.61 51.67 67.50
maze 56.60 39.17 54.44 45.28 52.64 57.57 28.89 26.67 38.89 44.51 59.31 51.25

minesweeper 70.00 42.50 71.41 68.75 68.44 73.44 47.66 47.81 50.78 50.47 57.66 78.12
number puzzle 50.83 30.83 46.11 32.50 41.67 47.78 26.39 22.22 33.06 46.11 32.22 52.22

sticks 39.53 21.98 54.17 54.01 43.54 55.31 38.96 23.44 33.39 47.55 40.99 57.24
xiangqi 34.27 19.41 47.64 39.09 44.08 32.95 51.37 25.82 27.47 34.10 31.36 48.68

Go 41.44 38.10 58.26 43.53 46.15 49.40 44.42 33.11 22.20 51.64 32.74 59.30

Hypothesis subjective 74.06 46.08 62.73 58.87 49.91 49.42 35.56 38.50 46.24 44.90 75.36 73.02
objective 81.31 61.21 73.27 86.12 68.66 65.64 46.91 50.52 58.02 61.72 81.91 84.32

Semantics
idioms 76.53 60.89 72.14 72.11 65.56 60.00 51.13 52.21 59.05 57.83 83.82 75.13

metaphors 81.36 78.75 70.37 80.56 74.04 72.12 67.98 68.93 71.52 70.54 79.73 82.07
definition 87.25 71.50 80.08 76.38 76.15 82.61 58.10 55.78 58.68 64.01 86.62 79.01

Vision

anomaly 42.19 34.69 32.81 33.12 37.19 36.25 8.12 24.06 21.56 28.44 38.44 35.62
color 63.89 26.39 22.92 36.81 51.39 54.17 22.22 29.17 30.56 33.33 62.50 38.19
count 20.14 18.75 34.03 26.56 38.89 42.36 8.33 23.61 22.22 38.89 26.39 38.19

direction 32.50 30.00 30.00 35.00 48.75 32.81 16.88 17.50 30.00 44.38 36.88 28.75
position 37.50 43.12 41.88 44.38 37.50 45.62 21.88 28.13 32.50 36.88 28.12 42.50
shape 46.88 27.34 39.58 47.22 54.17 36.11 18.06 27.78 31.94 37.50 50.78 40.28
size 47.92 30.73 38.02 43.75 43.75 51.14 20.83 42.71 36.98 41.67 46.35 31.25
style 47.50 23.12 43.75 36.88 31.25 43.75 7.50 20.62 25.62 32.50 47.50 46.88
view 51.25 29.38 31.25 50.62 45.62 53.75 19.38 42.50 31.88 38.12 51.25 32.50

motion 55.31 51.04 41.77 56.88 56.88 53.12 27.29 31.25 42.71 50.21 57.92 53.65
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Figure A3. Qualitative results of the Anomaly task across 10 video models. Prompt: Please correct the bicycle’s wheel shape anomaly so
that the vehicle can function properly.
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Figure A4. Qualitative results of the Safety task across 10 video models. Prompt: In an office, thick smoke and small flames are rising
from a pile of paper near a power socket. Several employees notice the fire spreading quickly across nearby papers and office supplies.
They look around the room, searching for a way to extinguish it.
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Figure A5. Qualitative results of the Earth task across 10 video models. Prompt: Observe the lava flow over several years under continuous
volcanic activity, noting changes along its path.
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Figure A6. Qualitative results of the Life task across 10 video models. Prompt: The process of a tadpole transforming into a frog.
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Figure A7. Qualitative results of the Physics task across 10 video models. Prompt: Fill a U-shaped transparent tube with colored water so
that both arms have the same initial height. Add extra colored water to the left arm and observe the water levels in both arms.
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Figure A8. Qualitative results of the Chemistry task across 10 video models. Prompt: First, add 0.5 mL of 0.1 M dilute hydrochloric acid
and observe the litmus color change; then add 1 mL of 0.1 M dilute sodium hydroxide, recording the color change.
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Figure A9. Qualitative results of the Emotion task across 10 video models. Prompt: A student has just learned that their exam results are
excellent, exceeding expectations.
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Figure A10. Qualitative results of the Count task across 10 video models. Prompt: Increase the number of pink paperclips in the input
image so that there are exactly five partially overlapping paperclips, arranged in a visually natural stacked formation where each clip
slightly overlaps the next.
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System Prompt for Evaluation

You are a video quality assessment expert. Respond using the following format exactly:

<think></think>
<answer></answer>

In <think></think>, first provide a concise, concrete description of the task. Next, give an objective understand-
ing/summary of the input video (what happens in the video, salient visual / content elements). For each checklist
question, give a brief factual justification (one or two short sentences) explaining why you rated that question as you
did. Do not reveal private chain-of-thought; provide only a concise, professional justification for each answer.

In <answer></answer>, write the answers to all checklist questions as a JSON-style list of labels in order, for
example: ["Good", "Medium", "Poor", ...] The list length must exactly match the number of checklist
questions. Each item must be one of “Good”, “Medium”, or “Poor”. Do not include any other text, commentary,
or explanation in <answer>. You will be provided:

• a video
• the generation prompt
• an optional implicit explanation
• an optional input image
• an optional ground-truth image
• a set of checklist questions

Definitions

• generation prompt: the single textual instruction given to the video-generation model.
• implicit explanation: an optional detailed explanation of the intended outcome.
• input image: optional visual input provided to the model.
• ground truth image: the expected final frame or expected motion trajectory.
• checklist questions: specific quality or content questions to assess.

Notes

• “Good” → The video clearly and fully satisfies the question.
• “Medium” → The video partially satisfies the question or has minor issues.
• “Poor” → The video fails to satisfy the question or has major issues.

Rules

1. If the premise of a question is not met by the video (e.g., the question asks about an element that never appears),
rate that question “Poor”.

2. Evaluate each question independently; do not let other answers influence a question’s rating.
3. Provide concise justifications in <think> and only the ordered list of labels in <answer>.
4. The response must strictly follow the <think></think><answer></answer> format and include nothing

outside those tags.

Figure A11. System prompt template for the evaluation of generated videos.
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System Prompt for Image-to-scenario Pipeline

For each sample, you must output two keys: prompt and implicit explanation, based on the provided
image. Follow the detailed rules below precisely to ensure clarity and consistency.

1. Prompt:

• Describe the action or external event applied to the provided image — the only textual input to the model.
• Requirements:

– Begin with a single sentence briefly describing the visual content of the initial scenario (e.g., “In the image,
the beaker on the left contains hydrochloric acid, and the beaker on the right contains a sodium hydroxide
solution.”)

– Must contain exactly one main action or event.
– Exclude results, explanations, or causes.
– Keep it precise and maintain the same style and perspective as the initial scene.
– Use unambiguous, temporally clear language.
– Must not leak any information from implicit explanation.
– Ensure standalone completeness: the description must remain logically self-contained even when no initial

scenario is provided.
– Clearly specify all references in each sentence; avoid vague terms such as “some”, “certain”, “a kind of”, or

“unknown” — always use explicit, concrete nouns.

2. Implicit Explanation:

• Explain the hidden reasoning behind the prompt: the mechanism that will unfold after the prompt’s action.
• Requirements:

– Describe factual mechanisms and expected consequences logically.
– Include a clear cause → process → result sequence.
– Use precise, domain-correct terminology (no metaphors or emotional tone).
– Maintain full consistency with both initial scenario and prompt.

Cautions:

• All samples must maintain high-school level reasoning difficulty: complex enough to require logical understand-
ing but not specialized technical expertise.

• Scenarios must remain within the real-world physical scale: avoid microscopic (e.g., atomic, cellular) and macro-
scopic (e.g., planetary, galactic) contexts.

• Ensure internal logical coherence: objects, actions, and outcomes must follow physically plausible relationships.
• All components (initial scenario, prompt, implicit explanation) must align stylistically and factually.
• Avoid fantasy or science-fiction elements unless explicitly grounded in real-world analogs.
• Maintain visual realism and a neutral tone — no symbolic, emotional, or metaphorical descriptions.
• Each generated sample should strictly correspond to the specific task requirements and concepts, with no

ambiguity in objects, actions, or reasoning related to the task.

Figure A12. System prompt template for Image-to-scenario pipeline designed for I2V tasks.
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System Prompt for Scenario-to-image Pipeline

For each sample, you must output 3 keys: initial scenario, prompt, and implicit explanation.
Follow the detailed rules below precisely to ensure clarity and consistency.

1. initial scenario:

• Describe the static starting state of the scene in precise, visual, and objective language. This defines what the
model initially “sees” before any change occurs.

• Requirements:
– The description should be detailed and concise, including visual objects, spatial arrangement, lighting, com-

position, and style, etc.
– No actions, no temporal hints, no implied future events.
– Should logically support the descriptions in prompt.
– Do not include any visible text, letters, characters, or numbers in the scene description (e.g., avoid “a book

with the title ‘History’ on the cover” or “a clock showing the number 12”).
– Clearly specify all references in each sentence; avoid vague terms such as “some”, “certain”, or “unknown”

— always use explicit, concrete nouns.

2. prompt:

• Describe the action or external event applied to the initial scene — the only textual input to the generative model.
• Requirements:

– Begin with a single sentence briefly describing the visual content of the initial scenario (e.g., “In
the image, the beaker on the left contains hydrochloric acid, and the beaker on the right contains a sodium
hydroxide solution.”)

– Must contain exactly one main action or event.
– No results, explanations, or causes.
– Maintain the same style and perspective as the initial scene.
– Must not leak any information from implicit explanation.
– Standalone completeness: The description must be logically self-contained even when no initial scenario is

provided.
– Ensure continuity between actions and the initial scene.
– Clearly specify all references in each sentence; avoid vague terms such as “some”, “certain”, “a kind of”,

“unknown” — always use explicit, concrete nouns.

3. implicit explanation:

• Explain the hidden reasoning behind the prompt: the mechanism that will unfold after the prompt’s action.
• Requirements:

– Describe factual mechanisms and expected consequences logically.
– Include cause → process → result sequence.
– Use precise, domain-correct terminology (no metaphors or emotional tone).
– Must stay fully consistent with initial scenario and prompt.

Cautions

• Scenarios must remain strictly within the real-world physical scale: avoid microscopic (e.g., atomic, cellular) and
macroscopic (e.g., planetary, galactic) contexts.

• Ensure internal logical coherence: objects, actions, and outcomes must follow physically plausible relationships.
• All components (initial scenario, prompt, implicit explanation) must align stylistically and fac-

tually with one another.
• Each generated sample should strictly correspond to the specific task requirements and concepts, with no ambiguity

in objects, actions, or reasoning related to the task.

Figure A13. System prompt template for Scenario-to-image pipeline. Initial scenarios are instructed to T2I systems to generate images.

29



System Prompt for Checklist Generation

You are an expert evaluator specialized in assessing video generation models. Your task is to create a checklist
composed of questions that will be used by a multimodal model to judge the quality of a generated video.

Inputs

• prompt: the only textual instruction used by the video generation model.
• input image or video (optional): the only visual input provided to the model.
• gt image (optional): the expected final frame or the expected motion trajectory.
• implicit explanation (optional): a detailed explanation of the intended outcome.

Evaluation Dimensions

• Instruction Following – Whether the video correctly follows the prompt’s instruction.
• Visual Consistency – Whether objects, actors, and camera motions remain coherent across space and time —

including alignment, motion realism, and smooth scene transitions.
• Rule Coherence – Whether the video logically reflects causal, physical, or rule-based reasoning implied by the

prompt.
• Visual Fidelity – Whether the video maintains high visual quality — including clarity, color stability, and absence

of artifacts or distortions.

Checklist Design Rules

1. Include at least five questions.
2. Each question must refer to specific objects, actions, or outcomes described in the inputs.
3. Include at least one question that explicitly tests the model’s reasoning ability.
4. Each reasoning-related question must focus on only one reasoning aspect (e.g., causal reasoning, physical reason-

ing, spatial reasoning) — do not combine multiple reasoning types in a single question.
5. Phrase every question so that answering “Yes” means the generated video meets the expected criteria, and “No”

means it does not.
6. Use only information that appears in the prompt, input image / video, gt image, and

explicit explanation.
7. If part of the explicit explanation describes something that is not a necessary result of the prompt, you

may ignore it.
8. If multiple reasoning aspects are involved, design separate questions for each reasoning aspect.
9. The final checklist must include at least one question corresponding to each of the four dimensions: Instruction

Following, Visual Consistency, Rule Coherence, and Visual Fidelity.

Output Format

Return the checklist as a valid Python list of JSON objects, where each JSON object uses the dimension name as the
key and the corresponding Yes/No question as the value.

Figure A14. System prompt template for checklist generation across 4 evaluation metrics.
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