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Abstract

Text-to-image (T2I) models have made sub-
stantial progress in generating images from tex-
tual prompts. However, they frequently fail to
produce images consistent with physical com-
monsense, a vital capability for applications
in world simulation and everyday tasks. Cur-
rent T2I evaluation benchmarks focus on met-
rics such as accuracy, bias, and safety, neglect-
ing the evaluation of models’ internal knowl-
edge, particularly physical commonsense. To
address this issue, we introduce PhyBench, a
comprehensive T2I evaluation dataset compris-
ing 700 prompts across four primary categories:
mechanics, optics, thermodynamics, and mate-
rial properties, encompassing 31 distinct phys-
ical scenarios. We assess 6 prominent T2I
models, including proprietary models DALLE3
and Gemini, and demonstrate that incorporat-
ing physical principles into prompts enhances
the models’ ability to generate physically ac-
curate images. Our findings reveal that: (1)
even advanced models frequently err in vari-
ous physical scenarios, except for optics; (2)
GPT-4o, with item-specific scoring instructions,
effectively evaluates the models’ understand-
ing of physical commonsense, closely align-
ing with human assessments; and (3) current
T2I models are primarily focused on text-to-
image translation, lacking profound reasoning
regarding physical commonsense. We advocate
for increased attention to the inherent knowl-
edge within T2I models, beyond their utility as
mere image generation tools. The code and
data are available at https://github.com/
OpenGVLab/PhyBench.

1 Introduction

Text-to-image (T2I) models have revolutionized
the visualization of abstract concepts and detailed
scenes from text descriptions (Saharia et al., 2022;
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DALLE 3 Gemini Midjourney

An elephant and a mouse stand 
on either side of a seesaw.

an apple, a piece of wood, 
and an iron block in water.

A cylindrical block of wood 
placed in front of a mirror

Figure 1: Error images generated by some popular T2I
models.

Schramowski et al., 2023; Gafni et al., 2022; Gal
et al., 2022; Rombach et al., 2022; Betker et al.,
2023). Beyond generating images from textual
prompts, it is crucial for T2I models to adhere to
physical commonsense. This adherence ensures
the accurate depiction of interactions between ob-
jects, light, and shadows, which is essential for
constructing realistic world simulators (Zhu et al.,
2024). However, it is known that proprietary T2I
models often fall short in generating realistic im-
ages (Borji, 2023; Farid, 2022; Liu et al., 2023).
For example, DALL-E 3 (OpenAI, 2023) even gen-
erates a balanced seesaw with an elephant and a
mouse on either side as shown in Fig. 1, which is
physically impossible due to their different masses.

To drive the research in this field, it is crucial
to build an evaluation benchmark to measure how
much different T2I models grasp the physical com-
monsense. Such evaluation allows practitioners
to identify the strengths and weaknesses of these
models, fostering the development of new tech-
niques that better integrate physical commonsense.
Prior T2I evaluation benchmarks focus on metrics
such as accuracy (Huang et al., 2023; Lee et al.,
2024), safety (Schramowski et al., 2023), and pri-
vacy (Yang et al., 2024b), as shown in Tab. 1.
These benchmarks primarily address basic text-to-
image translation and do not delve into the physi-
cal commonsense behind the image. These bench-
marks primarily address basic text-to-image trans-
lation and do not explore the underlying physical
commonsense in the images. While some studies
have highlighted the challenges T2I models face in
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generating realistic scenes (Borji, 2023), a compre-
hensive quantitative investigation into the physical
commonsense of T2I models remains largely unex-
plored.

Constructing such a benchmark presents several
challenges. First, the prompt should be implicit
without revealing the underlying physical knowl-
edge, to assess whether T2I models can indepen-
dently discern physical commonsense. Second,
the scenarios showcasing the physical common-
sense should be simple enough such that the image
depicting user prompts can be generated for T2I
models. In this way, the evaluation concentrates on
the physical knowledge behind images rather than
the alignment between the image and the prompt.
Lastly, the prompts in the evaluation set should
be comprehensive enough to cover a wide range of
physical commonsense to ensure a thorough evalua-
tion of the models’ grasp of physical commonsense
in different contexts.

To address these challenges, we introduce Phy-
Bench, focusing on 4 types of physical knowledge,
including optics, mechanics, thermodynamics, and
material properties. PhyBench encompasses a to-
tal of 700 prompts, spaning 31 physical scenarios
about gravity, light scattering, ice melt, and more,
as shown in Fig. 2. We evaluate 6 proprietary and
open T2I models including DALLE 2 & 3 (Ope-
nAI, 2023), SD XL (Podell et al., 2023) & 3 (Esser
et al., 2024), Midjourney (Midjourney, 2023), and
Gemini (Team et al., 2023).

As illustrated in Fig. 4, the prompt collection
process adheres to a stringent pipeline to cover as
many physical commonsense as possible. On the
one hand, the physical commonsense is charac-
terized by 4 types of physical knowledge as men-
tioned above. Prompts in optics, mechanics, and
thermodynamics evaluate the model’s comprehen-
sion of interactions between objects, while prompts
in materials assess the model’s understanding of
the basic attributes of individual objects. On the
other hand, we refine each physical scenario with
fine-grained physical principles with the help of
textbooks and GPT4. Finally, the physical scenar-
ios are specified by various prompts created with
GPT4. When creating prompts, we also ensure that
the prompts used for drawing are implicit, such as
"an elephant and a mouse standing on either side
of a seesaw", rather than explicitly stating their
positions like explicit prompts. With such a top-
down pipeline, PhyBench is curated to comprise
700 prompts with their physical scenarios recorded.

To accurately evaluate the model’s performance
on PhyBench, we propose PhyEvaler which lever-
ages GPT-4o (OpenAI, 2023) to score the gener-
ated images with an item-specific scoring instruc-
tion. We show that PhyEvaler aligns well with
human rating. The evaluation results reveal that
T2I models face great challenges in generating im-
ages conforming to physical commonsense. We
summarized several findings as follows.

• Current text-to-image (T2I) models often
struggle to generate images that adhere to
physical commonsense, with the exception
of optical scenarios.

• Advanced open-source models, such as Stable
Diffusion 3 and Stable Diffusion XL, have
a significant gap in understanding physical
commonsense compared to advanced closed-
source models like DALLE 3.

• Rewriting implicit prompts by explicitly re-
vealing physical commonsense can signifi-
cantly improve the accuracy of generated im-
ages. This suggests that current T2I models
can follow text instructions well but fail to rea-
son about the physical commonsense in image
generation.

The contributions of our work are three-fold. i)
We build a new evaluation benchmark for text-to-
image generation called PhyBench to measure the
understanding of physical knowledge for T2I mod-
els. ii) We evaluate various publicly available T2I
models on PhyBench, revealing that current T2I
models including DALLE 3, Midjourney, and Sta-
ble diffusion 3 achieve plain performance in under-
standing simple physical commonsense. iii) We
present an automated evaluation framework called
PhyEvaler, which aligns closely with human evalu-
ation results. We hope PhyBench will inspire the
community to focus on physical knowledge in im-
age generation, rather than simply treating them as
text-to-image translation tools, bringing us closer
to a real-world simulator.

2 Related work

2.1 Text-to-image generation
Text-to-image (T2I) generation is an evolving field
dedicated to creating images from textual descrip-
tions. Initially, research in this area predominantly
focused on leveraging Generative Adversarial Net-
works (GANs) (Goodfellow et al., 2014) and Au-
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Mechanics (24%) Thermal (17%)

4 Types of Physical Knowledge

Optics (24%)

31 Physical Scenarios 6 T2I Models700 Prompts

Gravity, Buoyancy, Pressure, Elasticity, 
Reflection, Refraction, Dispersion, Scattering, 

Linear propagation, Melting, vaporization, 
hardness, conductivity, flammability……

An elephant and 
a mouse are 
standing on 

either side of a 
seesaw .

An apple, a piece 
of wood and an 
iron block are in 

the water .

A cylindrical 
block of wood 

placed in front of
a mirror .

An ice cream 
outdoors on a hot 

summer day
.

An egg collides with a 
hard stone, 

emphasizing the 
change in their states .

The iron rod has 
been in oxygen 
for a long time .

DALLE 3 DALLE 2

Midjourney Gemini SD XL

SD 3Material Properties
 (35%)

Figure 2: An overview of the proposed PhyBench. It encompasses 4 types of general physical knowledge spanning
31 detailed physical scenarios, and 700 validated prompts, which has been evaluated on 6 T2I models.

An elephant and a mouse stand on 
either side of a seesaw.

An apple, a piece of wood, and an 
iron block in water.

An empty plastic bottle at the 
bottom of the sea.

A hat hanging on a hook on the 
wall.

A few drops of water on the glass.

A glass of oil at minus twenty 
degrees Celsius.

A cylindrical block of wood placed 
in front of a mirror.

A straw partially immersed in a 
clear glass filled with water.

A single ray of light passing 
through only a prism.

A corridor with bookshelves 
stretches into the distance.

A glass of water at above one 
hundred degrees Celsius.

A glass of ice cubes at at fifty 
degrees Celsius.

A mass of iron powder that is 
not rusted.

Water vapor hits glass at 
room temperature. A dry ice at room temperature.

the iron powder

An egg and a rock collide. A candlestick chart in a vacuum. The iron rod has been exposed 
to oxygen for decades.

The scene when throw sulfuric 
acid on dress.

Color

A ray of light passing through 
dust-filled air.

Scattering

BuoyancyGravity

Solidification

Reflection

Redox

Melt

Hardness

Linear propagation

Vaporization

Flammability

Refraction

Material 
Properties

Liquefaction

Dispersion

SupportPressure Tension

Dehydration

Sublimation

Optics

Thermal

Mechanics

Figure 3: Samples of images induced by our PhyBench in 4 different aspects by DALLE 3 and Gemini. The
bold text represents the detailed physical commonsense and the colored bold text indicates the general physical
knowledge.

Table 1: Comparison with previous text-to-image bench-
marks. Unlike prior datasets, PhyBench quantitatively
benchmarks the performance of T2I models in following
physical laws.

Benchmark Prompt Type Evaluation Human Rating

Stable Bias (Seshadri et al., 2023) Explicit Gender & Racial No
Safe Diffusion (Schramowski et al., 2023) Explicit Violence No
HEIM (Lee et al., 2024) Explicit Align & Quality Yes
T2I-CompBench (Huang et al., 2023) Explicit Composition Yes
ImplictBench (Yang et al., 2024b) Implicit Safety No

PhyBench (ours) Implicit Physics knowledge Yes

toregressive Transformers (Vaswani et al., 2017) to
accomplish this task. These early approaches laid
the groundwork for generating coherent images
based on textual input. In recent years, diffusion
models have emerged as a powerful alternative for
T2I generation. These models start with random
noise and iteratively refine the image through a de-
noising process. Notable examples include the Sta-
ble Diffusion series (Rombach et al., 2022), which
have set new benchmarks in the field. These mod-
els frequently use a frozen text encoder, such as

CLIP (Radford et al., 2021), to transform prompts
into embeddings that drive the de-noising process,
thereby generating images closely related to the
prompts. Despite these advancements, current
state-of-the-art T2I models like DALL-E 3 and
Midjourney still face challenges in accurately de-
picting scenes involving extremely simple physical
scenarios. To assess the capabilities of T2I models
in generating images that adhere to physical laws,
we select and evaluate four state-of-the-art closed-
source models: DALL-E 2(Betker et al., 2023),
DALL-E 3 (OpenAI, 2023), Midjourney (Midjour-
ney, 2023), and Gemini (Team et al., 2023), along
with two open-source models: Stable Diffusion
XL (Rombach et al., 2022) and Stable diffusion 3
(Esser et al., 2024), using our proposed PhyBench.

2.2 Benchmarks for text-to-image generation

The rapid development of text-to-image (T2I) gen-
eration models has highlighted the need for compre-
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hensive benchmarks. There are many sophisticated
and challenging benchmarks have been introduced
to better assess their capabilities. Examples include
DrawBench (Saharia et al., 2022) and HE-T2I (Pet-
siuk et al., 2022), which use hundreds of prompts
to evaluate skills in counting, shapes, and writ-
ing. Additionally, more complex evaluation tasks,
such as those proposed by T2I-CompBench (Huang
et al., 2023), offer benchmarks for challenging
compositional generation, where prompts combine
different attributes. And some research has also
emphasized the societal implications of T2I mod-
els, particularly concerning safety (Schramowski
et al., 2023) and bias (Seshadri et al., 2023). These
previous efforts typically focus on using explicit
prompts that clearly specify the content to be in-
cluded in the image, along with precise positioning
and other relevant auxiliary information, to evalu-
ate the model’s performance. In contrast, the po-
sition (Yang et al., 2024b) benchmark proposes
evaluating models with implicit prompts, which
can better assess whether a model possesses the
required knowledge. To this end, we introduce
PhyBench, a benchmark that uses implicit prompts
to evaluate a model’s understanding of physics. By
employing implicit prompts, PhyBench aims to
provide a more nuanced evaluation of a model’s
capabilities in generating images based on physical
concepts. A detailed comparison of T2I evaluation
benchmarks is presented in Tab. 1

3 Our Benchmark: PhyBench

Our PhyBench focuses on 4 main aspects, en-
compassing 31 physical scenarios, comprising 700
prompts, as shown in Fig. 2. We present the details
about dataset construction, image generation, and
evaluation method in Sec. 3.1, Sec. 3.2, and Sec.
3.3, respectively.

3.1 PhyBench Construction

PhyBench evaluates physical commonsense from
four types of physical knowledge as described in
the following.

Mechanics. As for mechanics, we categorize it
into 6 aspects according to the type of force: grav-
ity, buoyancy, normal force, elasticity, pressure,
and surface tension. We construct physical scenar-
ios that either directly or indirectly reflect these
types of forces. For example, for pressure, we de-
signed the implicit prompt "an empty plastic bottle
at the bottom of the sea", because the bottle would

be compressed under high pressure. Subsequently,
we leverage GPT-4 to perform object substitutions
(e.g. replacing "plastic bottle") and environment
substitutions (e.g. replacing "at the bottom of the
sea") to expand the prompts. Ultimately, we have
generated 170 prompts for this aspect.

Optics. In optics, we categorize 6 aspects
based on the physical phenomena of light: reflec-
tion, refraction, scattering, dispersion, absorption,
and straight-line propagation. Similar to the pro-
cess in mechanics, we design scenarios for each
phenomenon and expand them using GPT-4. For
instance, for refraction, due to the different indices
of refraction between air and water, we use the
prompt "a plastic straw partially immersed in a
clear glass filled with water." This setup visually
demonstrates the refraction by showcasing the ap-
parent discontinuity in the straw. Ultimately, we
have generated 170 prompts for this aspect.

Thermodynamics. The thermodynamic laws
that can be depicted by T2I models are limited.
Therefore, we choose 6 types of phase changes to
design scenarios and expand prompts. For instance,
for sublimation, we design the implicit prompt as
"The state change of dry ice at room temperature",
where the correct physical phenomenon is the sub-
limation of dry ice. Ultimately, we have generated
120 prompts for this aspect.

Material Properties. Physical properties and
chemical properties are two aspects of material
properties. For physical properties, we categorize
them into color, hardness, viscosity, solubility, con-
ductivity, and flame reaction. For hardness, we use
implicit prompts involving collisions to reflect the
hardness differences between objects. For example,
the prompt "an egg and a hard rock collide" should
produce an image showing that an egg breaks upon
colliding with a stone.

For chemical properties, we consider com-
bustibility, supporting combustion, acidity, redox
potential, dehydrating properties, molecular struc-
ture, and stability. Since chemical properties often
involve chemical reactions, we aim for simplicity
and universality in our prompts by avoiding ob-
scure chemical substances and instead using com-
mon everyday scenarios. For instance, for redox
potential, we use "The scene after an iron rod has
been exposed to oxygen for decades", evaluating
the correctness of the image by whether it depicts
a rusted iron rod. After expanding the prompts, we
have generated 120 prompts for physical properties
and 120 prompts for chemical properties.

4



Task Proposal

Mechanics 
(24%)

Thermal 
(17%)

Material 
Properties 

(35%)
Optics 
(24%)

Prompt Construction Prompt Augmentation

Implicit prompt

Prompt: An elephant and a mouse 
are standing on either side of a 
seesaw.
Physical law: Gravity

Explicit scenario

Normal phenomenon: An elephant and a
mouse ... The elephant is on the ground
at one end, and the mouse is in the air at
the other end.

Manual inspection

Replaced Object

Object: an elephant and a mouse; a tiger 
and a cat; an egg and a rock.
Object: a balance scale; a seesaw a lever
scale; a balance beam.

Prompt:                    
1. Simplicity 
2. Implication
…    

Normal phenomenon:
1. Correctness 
2. Completeness         
…    

Prompt:                    
1. Simplicity  2. Diversity …    

700 prompts

PhyBench

Figure 4: Data collection pipeline of PhyBench. PhyBench comprises 4 categories of general physical knowledge.
For each category, we first consider the detailed physical laws that can be represented by T2I models. Using
textbooks, the internet, and other sources, we manually construct appropriate and simple scenarios for each physical
law, including the prompt and explicit scenario. Subsequently, we use GPT-4 to expand the prompt by replacing key
objects. After rigorous quality checks and filtering, PhyBench includes 700 validated samples.

Table 2: Information of T2I models evaluated on Im-
plicitBench.

Model Creator # Params Access

Stable Diffusion 3 (Sauer et al., 2024) Stability AI 2B Open
Stable Diffusion XL (Podell et al., 2023) Stability AI 3B Open
Gemini (Team et al., 2023) Google - Limited
Midjourney (Midjourney, 2023) Midjourney - Limited
DALL-E 2 (Betker et al., 2023) OpenAI 3.5B Limited
DALL-E 3 (OpenAI, 2023) OpenAI - Limited

3.2 Image Generation on PhyBench
To investigate the performance of T2I models in re-
sponse to implicit prompts, we utilize 6 T2I models
detailed in Tab. 2. Specifically, we produce 4 im-
ages for each implicit prompt using each T2I model
to ensure a thorough evaluation and to mitigate the
effects of randomness in image generation.

3.3 Evaluation Method
Our evaluation method aims to score each image
generated by text-to-image (T2I) models based on
its accuracy in representing correct physical scenar-
ios, ultimately reflecting the rankings and relative
differences among different models. For simplicity,
the evaluation is divided into two aspects: scene
scores (0, 1, 2) and physical correctness scores (0,
1, 2, 3). The former assesses whether the image ad-
heres to the prompt by depicting the correct scene,
while the latter measures the correctness of the de-
picted physical principles. For instance, as for the
prompt "an elephant and a mouse are standing
on either side of a seesaw", if the image includes
an elephant and a mouse on a seesaw, the scene
score would be 2; And if the elephant’s end is on
the ground and the mouse’s end is in the air, the
physical correctness score would be 3.

GPT-4o as Human-Aligned Scorer. Previous
studies have demonstrated that GPT-4V is an ef-

fective human-aligned evaluator (Wu et al., 2024).
Therefore, we employ the more advanced GPT-4o
and design special prompts to score images. As
illustrated in Fig. 5, thanks to GPT-4o’s excel-
lent capabilities in understanding pure text and
physical laws, we leverage GPT-4o to generate
scene-specific scoring criteria for each prompt in
our PhyBench dataset. Specifically, we design a
grading instruction template that includes descrip-
tions of the current scene and relevant physical
laws, along with detailed grading criteria that need
to be adapted for each scene. We then prompt
GPT-4o to complete the template for each scene.
When running the benchmark, we require GPT-4o
to score different images according to these de-
tailed criteria and provide justifications for each
score. This method of scoring through specific
evaluation points has been shown to achieve favor-
able outcomes in previous work (Wu et al., 2024).
Our experiments also reveal that this framework
align closely with human evaluation results.

Improving Spatial Relationship Judgment.
Numerous studies show that multimodal large mod-
els are prone to hallucinations (Xu et al., 2023;
Ying et al., 2024). Fortunately, the prompts we use
are exceptionally simple, resulting in images that
are straightforward and clear with fewer objects.
Hence, in our experiments, we observe that GPT-4o
exhibits minimal hallucinations in most scenarios.
Nevertheless, GPT-4o remains prone to hallucina-
tions in some scenarios involving spatial relation-
ships, such as those related to gravity or buoyancy.
To address this issue, we utilize GroundingDino
(Ren et al., 2024) to annotate the bounding boxes
of the main subjects in the images and incorporate
these annotations into the final scoring prompt. Our
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experimental results demonstrate that this simple
approach is effective in mitigating the erroneous
scoring induced by GPT-4o’s hallucinations.

4 Experiments
In this section, We quantitatively assess the abil-
ity of different T2I models to understand physical
commonsense on our PhyBench.

4.1 Experiments Setup

Evaluation Metric. We provide the average
scores for scene and physical correctness assess-
ments by GPT-4o, alongside the average results of
human scoring. To better measure the alignment
between machine scoring and human scoring, we
calculate the Pearson correlation coefficient based
on the overall scores from both machine and human
evaluations for each sample and report the average
number. A detailed description is in Sec. A

4.2 Quantitative Evaluation

Mechanics. As shown in Tab. 3, we find that in the
type of mechanics, although DALL-E 3’s physics
score is only 1.71, it significantly surpasses other
models. However, the physics scores of other mod-
els do not even exceed 1.5, indicating that current
models struggle to understand physical scenarios
such as gravity and buoyancy accurately.

It is worth noting that in scenarios involving
judgment of spatial relationships followed by scor-
ing, GPT-4o sometimes experiences hallucinations.
By incorporating the bounding box information of
objects as described in Sec. 3.3, we have achieved
more accurate machine scoring results. As shown
in Tab. 4, with the inclusion of bounding box in-
formation, the average machine scoring results are
closer to human evaluation outcomes, and the cor-
relation between machine scores and human scores
significantly improves.

Optics. As shown in Tab. 5. In optical sce-
narios, all models perform well, with Midjourney
excelling in both machine and manual scoring, even
surpassing a score of 2.5. We find that for some
simple laws, such as light travelling in straight lines
and scattering, nearly all models perform well, lead-
ing to high overall scores. We believe this is be-
cause optical laws are present in pre-trained images,
resulting in a better understanding of optics.

Thermodynamics. As shown in Tab. 6, we
find that all models struggle with thermodynamic
scenarios. Even the best-performing model, Gem-
ini, achieves only a 1.31 score in simulating the

physical scenarios of thermodynamics. The scenar-
ios are typically straightforward, often involving
a single object, such as a cup of water above 100
degrees Celsius. However, most current models fail
to understand these implicit prompts, either incor-
rectly depicting the state of objects under specified
temperature conditions or misrepresenting them
entirely.

Material Properties. Material properties in-
clude physical and chemical properties, similar to
thermodynamics, generally involving only one ob-
ject. For example, "An image of iron powder" re-
flects the color of chemicals, and "A scene of an
iron rod after being exposed to oxygen for decades"
reflects redox properties. As shown in Tab. 7 and
Tab. 8, current models largely fail to understand
such prompts, with the highest score for physical
properties being only 1.28 and the top score for
chemical properties just 0.84. We hypothesize that
this may be due to the lack of these specific scenar-
ios in the training data.

Table 3: Specific scores of different T2I models for
mechanical laws.

MODEL
SCORE(↑) CORR(↑)SCE SCE(HUM.) PHY PHY(HUM.)

SD 3 1.76 1.74 1.18 1.23 0.89
SD XL 1.46 1.50 0.91 0.87 0.85

GEMINI 1.83 1.81 1.37 1.39 0.78
MIDJOURNEY 1.82 1.77 1.33 1.24 0.76
DALL-E 2 1.53 1.49 1.15 0.92 0.72
DALL-E 3 1.88 1.87 1.64 1.71 0.77

SD XL(REWRITE) 1.62 1.69 1.23 1.20 0.90
DALL-E 3(REWRITE) 1.93 1.92 2.09 2.02 0.84

4.3 Takeway Findings
Thorugh extensive evaluation, we have several ob-
servations. 1) The scenes we design are simple
enough that most models are able to depict them
based on the prompts. 2) The machine scoring
results show a high correlation with manual evalua-
tion outcomes under our previous designs, indicat-
ing that GPT-4o can serve as an excellent human-
aligned scorer on PhyBench. 3) As shown in Fig.
6, although the models can render the scenes, their
performance on physical correctness is generally
poor, with only optical scenarios showing relatively
better results. 4) Open-source models exhibit a
significant gap in understanding physical common-
sense compared to proprietary models. In Fig. 9 in
appendix, we present qualitative visual results and
compare the performance of different models.

5 Discussion
In this section, we conduct robustness analysis ex-
periments, including prompt rewriting and the use
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Scene

Physical
laws

Grading

Instruction Template

Scene and Physical laws

Detailed
Grading

Detailed Grading Instruction

SAME

Input Image (Single image)
DALLE3 Mid Gemini

DALLE3:

Scene: 2

Phy: 2

Reason: …

Mid:

Scene: 2
Phy: 2

Reason: …

Gemini:

Scene: 2
Phy: 2

Reason: …

GroundingDino

（Optional）

Apple: 
[x1,y1,x2,y2]

Wood: 
[x1,y1,x2,y2]
Iron:
[x1,y1,x2,y2]

An apple, a piece of
wood, and an iron block
in the water.

Due to buoyancy and
different density, apple
and wood should float on
the water, and iron
blocks should sink.

Scene Score:

0: Completely 
incorrect.
1: Partially incorrect.
2: Accurate.

Physical laws Score: 

0: The physical law is 
completely incorrect.
1-2: Partially
incorrect. Scores 
decrease based on the 
degree of error.
3: Accurately reflects 
the laws of physics.

Scene Score:

0: Completely incorrect：
apple, wood, and iron 
block not in the water.
1: Partially
incorrect: …
2: Accurate:… 

Physical Laws Score:

0: Completely incorrect: 
all objects are either 
floating or sinking 
incorrectly.
1: Significant errors:…
2: Minor errors:…
3: Completely correct:…

Figure 5: The evaluation method of PhyBench. We pre-establish template scoring criteria and require GPT-4 to
generate detailed scoring standards for each scenario. Finally, we use these detailed criteria to score each image.
Additionally, for scenarios involving spatial relationship assessments, we provide bounding boxes generated by
GroundingDino to enhance the accuracy of machine scoring.

Table 4: The effect of adding spatial relationship information in GPT-4o. We only show examples of distinguishing
by positional relationship, including some samples in gravity, buoyancy, and object pressure.

MODEL
SCORE(↑) CORRELATION(↑)

SCE SCE(GROUND) SCE(HUM.) PHY PHY(GROUND) PHY(HUM.) W/O GROUND W/ GROUND

SD 3 1.81 1.68 1.58 0.80 0.68 0.66 0.75 0.86
SD XL 1.01 1.03 1.08 0.21 0.25 0.30 0.82 0.88

GEMINI 1.77 1.71 1.66 1.05 1.14 1.14 0.67 0.78
MIDJOURNEY 1.79 1.65 1.56 0.92 0.82 0.74 0.69 0.80
DALL-E 2 1.31 1.23 1.10 0.87 0.65 0.57 0.59 0.71
DALL-E 3 1.97 1.97 1.87 1.36 1.56 1.56 0.70 0.81

Mechanics

Optics

Thermodynamics

SD XL SD 3 Gemini

Midjourney DALL-E 2 DALL-E 3

Chemical
Properties

Physical
Properties

Figure 6: The overall scores of different T2I models
toward PhyBench across different physical knowledge.

of different T2I models. The experimental results
indicate that current T2I models primarily possess
superficial text-to-image translation functionalities
but lack internal knowledge, such as an understand-
ing of physical commonsense. In section .B.1, we
also do some detailed case analysis.

Table 5: Specific scores of different T2I models for
optics laws.

MODEL
SCORE(↑) CORR(↑)SCE SCE(HUM.) PHY PHY(HUM.)

SD 3 1.72 1.74 1.77 1.75 0.90
SD XL 1.66 1.64 1.92 1.78 0.89

GEMINI 1.92 1.94 2.58 2.51 0.73
MIDJOURNEY 1.94 1.95 2.64 2.56 0.74
DALL-E 2 1.84 1.81 2.21 2.21 0.74
DALL-E 3 1.95 1.95 2.53 2.41 0.73

SD XL(REWRITE) 1.79 1.77 2.09 2.13 0.88
DALL-E 3(REWRITE) 1.95 1.96 2.67 2.65 0.78

5.1 Ablation Study
Rewriting Prompt. We employ a straightfor-
ward strategy to compel models to generate images
that comply with physical commonsense, as shown
in Fig. 7. GPT-4’s powerful textual capabilities
enable it to accurately understand simple physi-
cal scenarios. We input the original prompt and
the physical laws, along with several in-context
examples, to prompt GPT to generate an explicit
prompt that includes the outcomes resulting from
these physical laws. We have employed explicit
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Table 6: Specific scores of different T2I models for
thermodynamics laws.

MODEL
SCORE(↑) CORR(↑)SCE SCE(HUM.) PHY PHY(HUM.)

SD 3 1.70 1.82 0.51 0.52 0.89
SD XL 1.50 1.56 0.59 0.54 0.88

GEMINI 1.68 1.78 1.45 1.31 0.79
MIDJOURNEY 1.58 1.73 1.28 1.15 0.82
DALL-E 2 1.44 1.50 1.02 0.98 0.75
DALL-E 3 1.63 1.53 1.14 1.09 0.74

SD XL(REWRITE) 1.69 1.85 1.98 2.08 0.87
DALL-E 3(REWRITE) 1.88 1.94 2.40 2.46 0.80

Table 7: Specific scores of different T2I models for
physical properties of material properties.

MODEL
SCORE(↑) CORR(↑)SCE SCE(HUM.) PHY PHY(HUM.)

SD 3 1.60 1.67 1.15 1.18 0.86
SD XL 1.34 1.31 0.97 0.93 0.87

GEMINI 1.71 1.81 1.39 1.28 0.83
MIDJOURNEY 1.63 1.80 1.13 0.99 0.81
DALL-E 2 1.40 1.44 1.04 0.94 0.65
DALL-E 3 1.77 1.84 1.23 1.10 0.83

SD XL(REWRITE) 1.44 1.47 1.60 1.61 0.88
DALL-E 3(REWRITE) 1.89 1.88 2.42 2.45 0.84

prompts corresponding to implicit prompts and se-
lected SDXL and DALL-E 3 as representatives of
open-source and proprietary models, respectively.
Note that we use "My prompt has full detail so there
is no need to add more:" as a prefix for DALL-E 3
to prevent it from rewriting the prompt.

As shown in Tab. 6, Tab. 7, and Tab. 8, the
results demonstrate that this simple strategy signif-
icantly enhances performance for all models. For
instance, in thermodynamic scenarios, SDXL with
explicit prompts outperforms all models using im-
plicit prompts; after employing explicit prompts,
DALL-E 3’s score increased from 1.09 to 2.46.
This demonstrates that the models can generate
images from PhyBench but fail to accurately ren-
der images from implicit prompts due to a lack of
physical commonsense.

Other Text-to-Image models with Reasoning
Capabilities. We also consider T2I models with
reasoning capabilities. RPG (Yang et al., 2024a) is
a T2I agent framework that leverages the reasoning
abilities of LLMs to generate images. We use RPG
for experiments in PhyBench. Unfortunately, the

Prompt Rewrite Using GPT4

Implicit prompt

Task: Assume you are an 
experienced physicist...
Prompt: An elephant and a mouse 
are standing on either side of a 
seesaw.
Physical law: Gravity

Explicit Prompt

Prompt: A realistic photo of an elephant and
a mouse on a seesaw in an outdoor
playground. The large gray elephant is on
one end, causing that end to be firmly on
the ground. The tiny mouse, much lighter, is
on the elevated end, up in the air …

Figure 7: The PhyRewriter framework. We utilize
GPT-4’s strong textual capabilities to generate explicit
prompts that accurately depict physical phenomena.

Table 8: Specific scores of different T2I models for
chemical properties of material properties.

MODEL
SCORE(↑) CORR(↑)SCE SCE(HUM.) PHY PHY(HUM.)

SD 3 1.29 1.37 0.32 0.41 0.88
SD XL 1.27 1.36 0.22 0.23 0.90

GEMINI 1.61 1.68 0.62 0.71 0.70
MIDJOURNEY 1.36 1.57 0.62 0.69 0.74
DALL-E 2 1.30 1.38 0.45 0.36 0.70
DALL-E 3 1.58 1.64 0.79 0.84 0.83

SD XL(REWRITE) 1.43 1.58 1.06 1.11 0.89
DALL-E 3(REWRITE) 1.77 1.70 1.82 1.82 0.87

Gravity Dehydration Refraction

A chair in a room without gravity. A wool sweater stained with 
concentrated sulfuric acid.

A wooden stick partially immersed 
in a glass filled with water

After Rewriting Prompt

Figure 8: Error cases of RPG in PhyBench.

success rate of RPG in generating images is notably
low, as also reported in their GitHub repository.
This limitation hinders quantitative comparison, so
we perform a qualitative analysis instead.

Through comparison of numerous images, we
find that RPG struggles to accurately model physi-
cal scenarios. As shown in Fig. 8, even with sim-
ple scenes, RPG fails to generate images correctly,
whether using the original or rewritten prompts. We
attribute this to two main factors: 1) current T2I
models with reasoning capabilities focus on layout
and object details (such as texture and shape) but
lack an understanding of physical laws. 2) Even
with explicit prompts, the models still fail to gener-
ate the correct images. We believe this is due to a
lack of training data for these types of images.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce PhyBench, the first
comprehensive and quantitative benchmark for
evaluating T2I models’ understanding of physical
commonsense. PhyBench covers 4 main aspects:
mechanics, optics, thermodynamics, and material
properties. It includes 31 specific physical scenar-
ios and 700 manually reviewed prompts. Besides,
we develop PhyEvaler, using GPT-4o for a com-
prehensive evaluation of six popular T2I models,
showing a strong correlation with human evalua-
tion. Our results reveal that current T2I models
struggle to generate images that adhere to physical
commonsense, indicating that while these mod-
els excel in text-to-image translation, they lack in-
depth physical knowledge.
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7 Limitations

Through extensive experiments, we find that cur-
rent T2I models lack an understanding of funda-
mental physical commonsense. However, strate-
gies such as prompt rewriting or agent frameworks
do not address the core issue. We aim to develop a
T2I model capable of autonomously understanding
and applying knowledge, which we leave for future
work.
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Figure 9: Visual comparisons of different T2I models
toward PhyBench across 4 aspects.

A Experiments

In this section, we present qualitative visual results
and compare the performance of different models,
as shown in Fig. 9. We find that even in the sim-
plest scenarios, current text-to-image (T2I) models
are prone to errors. For example, for the prompt
"A cylindrical block of wood placed in front of a
mirror", DALL-E 3 and Midjourney incorrectly de-
pict objects in a mirror. Similarly, for "An apple,
a piece of wood, and an iron block in a tank filled
with water", DALL-E 3, Gemini, and Midjourney
all misrepresent the state of one or more objects,
while DALL-E 2 omits an object entirely.

A.1 Experiments Setup

Prompt format. To ensure fairness, for Midjour-
ney, Gemini, and DALLE 2, we use the original
prompt directly. For DALL-E 3 and Gemini, we
use the prefix "I NEED to test how the tool works
with extremely simple prompts. DO NOT add any
detail, just use it AS-IS:" to prevent them from
rewriting the prompt. For Stable Diffusion mod-
els, we employ GPT-4 to reformat the prompt into
several short phrases suitable for the models.

Human Evaluation. We require all paper au-
thors to score each image according to the same cri-
teria: 0-2 points for scene accuracy and 0-3 points
for adherence to physical laws. Each image re-
ceives scores from 10 different human evaluators,
and the average of these scores is taken as the final
human rating.

an apple and a rock in a 
water tank filled with 

water

a ray of light passing 
through misty bathroom

a thin empty aluminum can 
in a hyperbaric chamber

a glass of mixture of soda and 
litmus solution that has been 

standing for a while

Rewrite

a dog in a room without 
gravity

A paper boat on the 
calm water

Figure 10: Case analysis of images generated by DALL-
E 3. The three examples in the upper row are successful
cases where DALL-E 3 is able to generate physically
correct images. The three examples in the lower row
demonstrate failure cases, with erroneous sections high-
lighted in red boxes. Following prompt rewriting, the
model generates physically correct images, with cor-
rected sections marked in green boxes.

B Discussion

B.1 Case Analysis

As shown in Fig. 10, the three images in the upper
row are generated correctly, all following the phys-
ical laws (reflection, scattering of light, and weight-
lessness). These physical laws are more widely
reflected in natural images, allowing image genera-
tion models to learn and replicate them effectively.

However, for more challenging scenes in our
dataset, these models fail to accurately represent
physical laws in the generated images. Fig. 10
shows three failure cases. For the scene "an apple
and a rock in a water tank filled with water", based
on the law of buoyancy, the apple, being less dense
than water, would float on the surface, and the rock,
being denser, would sink to the bottom. However,
the generated image depicts both the apple and the
rock at the bottom of the tank. GPT-4 rewrites the
prompt to includes this information: "A realistic
image of an apple floating on the surface of clear
water in a glass water tank. At the bottom of the
tank, a rock is clearly visible resting on the tank
floor. The water tank is transparent to clearly show
the apple floating above and the rock sunk below".
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Using the revised prompt, DALL-E 3 is able to
generate an image showing the apple floating and
the rock at the bottom.

Similarly, the scene "a thin empty plastic bottle
in a hyperbaric chamber" presents another chal-
lenge. Given the high atmospheric pressure inside
such chambers, an empty, thin aluminum can will
crumple or implode due to the external pressure
being far greater than the internal pressure. When
prompted with the basic prompt, DALL-E gener-
ates a smooth, glossy can in a hyperbaric chamber,
which is a simple composition of the elements in
the prompt. After refining the prompt to "A realis-
tic scene inside a hyperbaric chamber showing a
crumpled thin aluminum can due to the high exter-
nal pressure", the model successfully depicted the
can’s deformation.

For material properties, the scene "a glass of
mixture of baking soda and litmus solution that has
been standing for a while" involves the knowledge
of acidity and alkalinity. As an alkaline substance,
when mixed with a litmus solution, it will turn the
litmus blue. With the original prompt, DALL-E
generates a glass of liquid with an incorrect milky
white and green colors. When given the revised
prompt "A realistic close-up of a clear glass filled
with a blue-colored liquid. ...", the model is able to
generate the correct blue color.
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