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Recent 3D world models generate photorealistic, explorable scenes that remain frozen in time.
OuroWorld is a mask-free framework that turns any static 3D Gaussian Splatting scene into a 3D
cinemagraph: a dynamic scene with vivid, diverse motion looping seamlessly from any viewpoint. A
vision-language model infers plausible dynamics and guides a video model to synthesize a reference
video, which we lift and complete into multi-view videos. To learn from this imperfect supervision, we
propose Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS: a Fourier-series deformation field guarantees looping
by construction, while a Grounded Drift Field anchored at the reference view absorbs cross-view
inconsistency. Unlike prior Eulerian methods limited to fluid-like motion, we capture general deforma-
tion, object motion, and illumination change. We introduce a ground-truth-free evaluation covering
vividness, naturalness, loop seam coherence, and scene quality. On 39 reconstructed and generated
scenes, OuroWorld outperforms all baselines and wins 70.8%–99.0% of user-study comparisons.
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Figure 1 OuroWorld brings static 3Dworlds alive. Left : Given a static 3DGS scene from any source, e.g., the 3D world
models HY-World 2.0, Marble, and Lyra 2.0, OuroWorld converts it into a 3D cinemagraph: a dynamic scene with vivid,
diverse motion that loops endlessly. Right : free-viewpoint renders along a moving camera, with green boxes highlighting
regions with noticeable dynamics. Smoke billows in the volcano (top), the galaxy scatters stardust (middle), and
the ships bob up and down on the water (bottom). Motion stays consistent across viewpoints, and the scene at t=T
returns to t=0, so the loop is seamless. See the supplementary videos for full results.
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Static 3D World Models
HY-World 2.0

Marble

Lyra 2.0

Current 3D world models 

generate static worlds

Bring the world alive, endlessly.

Previous Methods

3D Cinemagraphy

LoopGaussian

3D-MOM

Existing methods are limited 

to fluid-like dynamics

Our Goals

Static 3D Scene → Dynamic 3D Cinemagraph

Key Challenge 1:
Vivid, diverse dynamics 

Key Challenge 2
Seamless Looping dynamics 

3D Cinemagraph

Seamless Loop

Method Mask-free True 3D Mathematical
Looping

Diverse
Motion Illumination

Gaussians-to-Life ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗

3D Cinemagraphy ✗
✗

(LDIs) ✓
✗

(fluid only) ✗

LoopGaussian ✗ ✓ ✓
✗

(soft material only) ✗

3D-MOM ✗ ✓ ✗
✗

(fluid only) ✗

Ours ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Figure 2 Motivation. Left: 3D world models generate
frozen worlds; 3D cinemagraphs bring them alive. Middle:
Existing 3D cinemagraph methods rely on Eulerian flow
and are limited to fluid-like motion. Right: We turn any
static 3D scene into a 3D cinemagraph, which requires (1)
seamless looping and (2) vivid, diverse dynamics.

Table 1 Capability comparison. Mask-free: no user-provided
2D/3D motion mask. True 3D : free-viewpoint rendering,
not pseudo-3D. Mathematical looping : the 4D output is
guaranteed to loop. Diverse motion: not limited to one
motion type. Illumination: time-varying lighting. Ours is
the only method that satisfies all five properties.

1 Introduction

Recent 3D world models, such as HY-World 2.0 [41], Marble [119], and Lyra 2.0 [94], generate photorealistic,
freely explorable 3D scenes, yet these worlds are frozen in time: leaves do not sway, mist does not drift, and
lights do not flicker. Our goal is to bring them alive, endlessly (Fig. 1).

In 2D, cinemagraphs achieve this by adding seamlessly looping motion to a photograph [62, 32, 72], but their
3D extensions remain limited. Multiplane or layered-depth methods [70, 56, 93] are pseudo-3D with small
viewpoint ranges, while LoopGaussian [54] and 3D-MOM [44] use 3DGS [46] but rely on Eulerian flow, which
captures only fluid-like motion and cannot express general deformation, object motion, or illumination change.
All of them also require a motion mask and cannot decide where and how the scene should move (Fig. 2
and Tab. 1).

Video generation models [48, 106] synthesize diverse, realistic dynamics that fill this gap, but turning them
into a 3D cinemagraph poses two challenges: (1) generated videos are only approximately periodic, so fitting
them leaves a visible seam; and (2) a single view cannot constrain a 4D scene, yet generated multi-view videos
are mutually inconsistent, so fitting them blurs the scene and produces erratic motion.

We present OuroWorld, a mask-free framework that converts any static 3DGS scene into a 3D cinemagraph
(Fig. 3). A vision-language model [99] infers plausible dynamics and guides a video model to generate a
reference video; we extend this to multi-view videos and fit them with an Inconsistency-Robust Periodic
4DGS. It resolves (1) with a Fourier-series deformation that loops by construction, and (2) with a Grounded
Drift Field that absorbs cross-view inconsistency while anchored at the reference view.

Since no ground truth exists for this task, we further propose a ground-truth-free evaluation of vividness,
naturalness, loop seam coherence, and scene quality. On 30 world-model-generated and 9 reconstructed
Mip-NeRF 360 [5] scenes, our method outperforms all baselines and is preferred in 70.8%–99.0% of user-study
comparisons.

Our contributions are as follows:

• The first mask-free 3D cinemagraph framework, turning any static 3DGS scene into a vivid, seamlessly
looping dynamic scene with general motion, and illumination change beyond Eulerian methods.

• Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS guaranteeing looping via a Fourier-series deformation and learns
robustly from inconsistent generated videos via a novel Grounded Drift Field.
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• A perceptually-aligned ground-truth-free evaluation framework for arbitrary scenes, covering scene
quality, loop seam coherence, vividness, and naturalness, under which our method outperforms all
baselines on both this framework and the user study.

2 RelatedWork

Cinemagraphs and looping videos. A cinemagraph is a photograph in which selected regions move in a
seamless loop. Early systems extract such loops from an input video by finding seamless frame or per-pixel
periods [89, 102, 129, 62, 61, 79], optionally de-animating static regions [4]. Animating a single photograph
instead requires a motion prior: stochastic motion textures [20], class-specific physical models [42], detected
periodic patterns [28], learned time-lapse [24] or Eulerian-flow predictors [32, 71, 26, 73, 19], and frequency-
domain oscillations [59]. Image-to-video diffusion models [9, 124] now provide far richer priors, and loop-specific
variants cyclically shift latents or positional embeddings [7, 22], animate salient objects [108], or condition the
first and last frames on the same photograph [72], which we adopt to obtain a reference loop. All of these,
however, animate a 2D image plane, and the Eulerian ones are confined to fluid-like motion. We instead
produce a 3D scene renderable from arbitrary viewpoints, with loop closure enforced by the representation
itself rather than by the 2D generator.

Static 3D scene representations and generatedworlds. Single-image view synthesis lifts a photo into a shallow
proxy—a point cloud [78, 117], multiplane image [141, 103], or layered depth image [92, 104, 97]—with limited
parallax, whereas neural radiance fields [76, 5] and 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [46, 134, 34] reconstruct
complete scenes, the latter in real time. They assume consistent captured observations, and some work handles
inconsistency with per-image latent codes [74, 81, 50], uncertainty-based transient removal [33], view-dependent
illumination compensation [125], or ICP-estimated per-frame drift [31]. 3DGS is also the output of scene
generators that build explorable worlds by progressive inpainting and lifting [30, 55, 21, 132, 131, 140, 38, 60],
by iteratively refining renders with diffusion [51], or with large-scale world models [101, 41, 37, 15, 119, 2, 94].

Dynamic3D representationsand4Dgeneration. Dynamic radiance fields and 3DGS add time via canonical-space
deformation [84, 81, 82, 126, 120, 25], scene flow [58], factorized space-time grids [27, 10, 111], per-frame
optimization [69], sparse control points [39], native 4D primitives [127, 23], or per-Gaussian temporal
bases [57, 64, 49, 16, 96, 138, 14], and now handle casual monocular videos [68, 112, 53, 95], even freezing
them into a static scene [18]. 4D generation synthesizes objects via score distillation [98, 3, 65, 86, 1] or
multi-view video diffusion [123, 87, 43], and recently whole scenes [130, 107, 100, 139, 121, 67, 80], with
Free4D [67] supervising generated views with diffusion-refined renders as we do. We restrict deformation to
a Fourier series, making motion periodic by construction. Whereas per-image appearance embeddings and
illumination compensation [74, 50, 125] explain photometric variation across captured images, our Grounded
Drift Field absorbs generative inconsistency as a view-conditioned drift, anchored at the reference view and
discarded at inference.

3D cinemagraphs and scene animation. 3D cinemagraphs splat single-image 2D Eulerian flow on layered
depth [56, 93], assemble loops from asynchronous multi-view captures [70], or move 3D Gaussians along
Eulerian fields [54, 44]; all rely on a user- or network-provided mask and stationary flow. Scene animation
instead borrows motion from video diffusion [52, 118], physics simulation [122, 137, 36, 66], or language-
model-written motion fields [47], mostly within user-specified regions or, as in the concurrent AniGS [17],
segmentation masks; none targets a seamless loop. Our method is mask-free: a vision-language model describes
the motion, a video diffusion model realizes it, and a periodic 4D representation guarantees an endless loop
from any viewpoint (Table 1).

3 Method

Given a static 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [46] scene from any source, we automatically convert it into a
3D cinemagraph. There are three challenges: (1) obtaining diverse dynamics, (2) guaranteeing looping motion,
and (3) learning 4D from inconsistent generated multi-view supervision. We propose OuroWorld, a 3-stage
framework (Fig. 3) including looping video generation (Sec. 3.1), multi-view video generation (Sec. 3.2), and
Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS optimization (Sec. 3.3 to 3.4). See Appendix A.2 for details.
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(b) Multiview Video Generation

(a) Looping Video Generation
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Figure 3 Overview of OuroWorld. (a) Looping video generation. A VLM selects a reference view rendered from the input
3DGS, infers plausible scene dynamics, and prompts a video generation model to synthesize an approximately looping
reference video. (b) Multi-view video generation. A 3D foundation model (VGGT-Ω) lifts the reference video into a
dynamic point cloud, using static multi-view renders to improve depth. The point cloud is rendered from N surrounding
viewpoints into incomplete videos with disoccluded holes, which a video inpainting model (TrajectoryCrafter) completes
into multi-view videos. (c) Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS. The 3D cinemagraph is represented as a canonical 3DGS
deformed by a Fourier-parameterized Periodic Deformation Field, which loops by construction. A Grounded Drift
Field absorbs cross-view inconsistency of the generated videos during training and is discarded at inference.

3.1 Looping Video Generation

Unlike Eulerian flow methods [32, 56, 44, 54], which are limited to fluid-like motion and require manual masks,
modern video diffusion models [48, 106] synthesize diverse, realistic dynamics, including approximately looping
videos. As shown in Fig. 3a, given a reference image Iref rendered from the input 3DGS, a vision-language
model (VLM; GPT-5.5 [99]) infers what should move and how, and writes a prompt describing natural cyclic
motion (details in Appendix A.2). Conditioned on this, a video generation model (Seedance 2.0 [91]) produces
a 10-second reference video Vref with Iref as both first and last frame, and the VLM filters out results with
unnatural motion. This module accepts any video generator capable of producing approximately looping
videos, including prompt-controllable ones [7, 72].

3.2 Multi-view Video Generation

A single view is insufficient to constrain a full 4D scene. We therefore extend the reference video into
multi-view videos. As shown in Fig. 3b, we feed the reference video together with multi-view renders from
input 3DGS into a 3D foundation model (VGGT-Ω [110, 109]), to estimate a per-frame dynamic point cloud
of the reference video [113, 135]; the static renders serve only to improve depth estimation. We then sample
N=20 viewpoints uniformly within ±20◦ of horizontal rotation around a pivot and render the dynamic point
cloud from these viewpoints into incomplete videos containing disoccluded holes. Finally, the video inpainting
model (TrajectoryCrafter [133]), conditioned on the reference video, inpaints each view, producing multi-view
videos {Vv}Nv=1.

3.3 Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS

As shown in Fig. 3c, we represent the 3D cinemagraph with Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS, comprising
a canonical 3DGS G, a Periodic Deformation Field P, and a Grounded Drift Field ∆. Each Gaussian in G is
parameterized by position x ∈ R3, rotation q, scale s, opacity σ, and color c.

4



3.3.1 Periodic Deformation Field

We parameterize the temporal variation of each Gaussian with a Fourier series (Fig. 3c), which is periodic by
construction and can approximate arbitrary smooth periodic motion, enabling diverse dynamics beyond the
fluid-like motion of Eulerian flow.

Following factorized spatial encodings [13, 27, 10, 120], we query a triplane at the canonical center x and
obtain a feature F(x) ∈ R(2K+1)C , which we split into per-frequency coefficients a0, {ak,bk}Kk=1 ∈ RC . The
time-dependent feature is

f(x, t) = a0 +

K∑
k=1

[
ak cos

(2πkt
T

)
+ bk sin

(2πkt
T

)]
, (1)

where T is the loop period and K the temporal bandwidth. An MLP decodes it into attribute offsets P(x, t) =
(δx, δq, δs, δc) = MLPP(f(x, t)). Since f(x, t+T ) = f(x, t), P is T -periodic and G + P(x, t) loops seamlessly
regardless of the optimization outcome. Unlike prior Fourier-domain dynamic representations [64, 57], which
use such bases for fitting capacity, we exploit periodicity to guarantee looping.

3.3.2 Grounded Drift Field

(a) w/o Drift Field

blurred,
erratic motion

view 1 reference view view 3

(b) w/ Drift Field

less motion
learned

Drift

view 1

Drift

reference view

Drift

view 3

(c) w/ Grounded Drift Field

sharp, consistent
motion

Drift

view 1 reference view

Drift

view 3

Canonical
Geometry

Deformed
Scene
final used

Per-View
Render

Training
View

Deformation Learned from Inconsistent Multiview

Canonical Geometry Learned Scene Deformation Learned Drift Geometry Observed Loss

Figure 4 Learning deformation from inconsistent multi-view
videos. Rows: canonical geometry, deformed scene at in-
ference, per-view training renders, and generated training
views. (a) w/o Drift Field: conflicting views are averaged,
causing blur and erratic motion. (b) w/ Drift Field: drift
on every view absorbs too much of the dynamics and is
discarded at inference, reducing motion. (c) w/ Grounded
Drift Field (ours): with no drift at the reference view, the
deformation field must reproduce the reference dynamics,
yielding a sharp scene with consistent motion.

Drift. The generated multi-view videos are incon-
sistent across views. Fitting them directly forces
the deformation field to average conflicting obser-
vations, blurring the scene and producing erratic
motion (Fig. 4a). Video-to-World [31] explains
such inconsistency as per-view generative drift, es-
timates it with ICP [6], and adds the drift before
computing the loss, so the drift is not baked into the
scene. However, ICP only aligns geometry, miss-
ing drift in attributes such as scale and color, and
assumes a static scene, failing on dynamic content.

We instead learn drift jointly with the 4D scene.
A drift field ∆, sharing the triplane-plus-MLP
architecture of P, predicts view-specific, time-
varying offsets to position, rotation, scale and color,
∆v(x, t) = MLP∆

(
F∆(x), γ(t), ev

)
, from a drift

spatial feature F∆(x), a time embedding γ(t), and
a per-view embedding ev. Adding ∆v when ren-
dering view v lets the loss attribute view-specific
inconsistency to ∆v rather than the shared scene.
At inference, we discard ∆ and render G + P(x, t),
which retains dynamics that are largely free of
cross-view inconsistency.

Grounding. Learning drift in dynamic scenes introduces an ambiguity: since both P and ∆ depend on time,
drift applied to all views can more easily explain most dynamics, leaving the final scene less dynamic (Fig. 4b).
We resolve this by grounding the optimization in the reference view, whose dynamics come directly from the
video generation model and are the most reliable:

Gt,v =

{
G + P(x, t), v = ref,

G + P(x, t) + ∆v(x, t), otherwise.
(2)

P must thus reproduce the reference dynamics by itself, while ∆v only absorbs each view’s residual deviation
from the reference (Fig. 4c).

3.4 Scene-View Consistent Optimization

While the Grounded Drift Field handles inconsistencies among generated views, the generated content may
also be inconsistent with the input 3DGS. Following Free4D [67], we supervise highly consistent images,
namely the reference video Vref and the t=0 multi-view renders of the input 3DGS, with an ℓ1 loss L1. For
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the remaining generated frames, we perturb the rendering with noise and denoise it with an image diffusion
model (Stable Diffusion v1.5 [88]) guided by the generated frame, yielding refined images. We then supervise
the rendering with an LPIPS loss [136] Lp against the refined image. The total objective is L = λ1L1 + λpLp;
details are provided in the Appendix A.3.

4 Experiments

We compare our method with three 3D cinemagraph methods [56, 54, 44] and one method that brings 3D
scenes to life with video priors [118]. The evaluation uses ground-truth-free automatic metrics we proposed
together with a user study.

4.1 Dataset

We evaluate on 39 scenes, each consisting of a static 3DGS and a designated reference camera pose. Since
reconstructed and generated 3DGS differ substantially in Gaussian density, geometric fidelity, and layout, we
draw 9 scenes from Mip-NeRF 360 [5] and 10 each from HY-World 2.0 [41], Marble [119], and Lyra 2.0 [94]
(details in Appendix A.1). The scenes span indoor rooms, landscapes, architecture, and stylized environments,
covering both the fluid and cloth-like dynamics targeted by Eulerian methods and motions beyond them, such
as flickering light and twinkling scattered stardust.

4.2 Baselines

We compare against four methods. Gaussians-to-Life [118] lifts video-diffusion motion [9] to 3D point flow that
drives a 3DGS, but does not target looping. 3D Cinemagraphy [56] and 3D-MOM [44] animate a single image
with an Eulerian motion prior trained on fluid videos [32], rendered via a layered depth image [92] and 4D
Gaussians [120], respectively; the latter’s optimized 4D output is not guaranteed to loop. LoopGaussian [54]
heuristically moves only Gaussian positions along a bidirectionally blended Eulerian field. For fairness, we
also apply the same GPT-5.5 filtering to all baselines. Full descriptions are in Appendix A.4.

Input alignment. All baselines require inputs beyond a static 3DGS, which we derive from our pipeline for a
fair comparison. Input images are rendered from the input 3DGS at the reference pose; text prompts are the
GPT-5.5 [99] dynamics prompts from Sec. 3.1; for motion masks, a rule-based method names the objects to
move and SAM 3 [11] segments them into 2D masks, which we back-project with the rendered 3DGS depth
for methods requiring 3D masks. Further details are in Appendix A.4.

4.3 Evaluation Protocol

Since all methods output scene representations, we render each under identical camera settings: a 20-second,
30 FPS video (600 frames) at 672× 384 along two trajectories per scene. The static camera stays fixed at
the reference pose. The orbit camera evaluates 3D consistency: it faces a pivot, obtained by back-projecting
a selected pixel at the designated pose, at 0.95× the camera-to-pivot distance, and sweeps in yaw through
0◦→20◦→−20◦→0◦ over 600 uniformly interpolated views. Both trajectories span many motion periods.
We keep each method’s native period and repeat it to fill 20 seconds, rather than normalizing periods, since
changing the period alters motion speed and introduces artifacts unrelated to the method (Appendix A.4).

4.4 EvaluationMetrics

Prior 3D cinemagraph works measure quality against ground truth. Their data, however, is limited to fluid
datasets [32] or object-level synthetic scenes [54], and does not generalize to the diverse scenes. We therefore
propose a ground-truth-free evaluation framework based on properties a good 3D cinemagraph should have:
vivid, natural, seamless loop, high visual quality. These metrics are perceptually aligned, as supported by the
user study (Sec. 4.8).

Vividness. This metric measures how rich the displayed dynamics are. We temporally downsample each video
to 3 FPS and define the Vividness Degree as the average of three components:

Vividness = 1
3

(
MV + IV + VV

)
. (3)

Each component is computed between adjacent frames and averaged over the video, with thresholds set to the
level of change perceptible to human vision: Motion Variation (MV) is the fraction of pixels whose optical-flow
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Table 2 Quantitative result. Vividness Degree measures motion, illumination, and appearance change. KVD measures
the distance to the natural video distribution. MALF measures whether the scene loops while it actually moves, and
Seam SSIM measures the similarity at the seam of consecutive cycles; Aesthetic Quality and Overall Consistency
follow VBench to assess scene quality. Bold and underline denote the best and second-best results. Ours achieves the
best Vividness, Naturalness, and Aesthetic Quality. Near-static methods (LoopGaussian, 3D Cinemagraphy) trivially
reach a high Seam SSIM but near-zero MALF, whereas ours achieves the best MALF with a high Seam SSIM.

Vividness Naturalness Loop Seam Coherence Scene Quality

Method Vividness
Degree ↑ KVD ↓ Motion-Aware

Loop Fidelity ↑
Seam

SSIM ↑
Aesthetic
Quality ↑

Overall
Consist. ↑

Gaussians-to-Life 0.0374 127.47 0.0265 0.9388 0.6602 0.2109
3D Cinemagraphy 0.0066 142.42 0.0134 0.9995 0.6374 0.2110
LoopGaussian 0.0024 154.65 0.0025 0.9998 0.6718 0.2100
3D-MOM 0.0247 155.23 0.0317 0.9158 0.6245 0.2069St

at
ic

Ours 0.0423 108.23 0.0809 0.9965 0.6748 0.2111

Gaussians-to-Life 0.5097 51.86 – – 0.6482 0.2163
3D Cinemagraphy 0.4945 102.58 – – 0.5539 0.2156
LoopGaussian 0.5087 53.38 – – 0.6470 0.2161
3D-MOM 0.4724 77.83 – – 0.5501 0.2191O

rb
it

Ours 0.5117 50.11 – – 0.6659 0.2185

magnitude, estimated by SEA-RAFT [115], exceeds 0.3%×min(H,W ); Illumination Variation (IV) is the
fraction of pixels whose grayscale luminance changes by more than 20%; and Visual Variation (VV) measures
global appearance change as 1− SSIM [116], following VideoScore [29].

Naturalness. We treat a large video generation model as an approximation of the natural video distribution
and measure KVD [105] against its outputs. Using the open-source MiniMax H3 [77], distinct from our
Seedance 2.0 to avoid bias, we generate 20 videos per scene (780 in total), conditioned on the reference view
and the GPT-5.5 dynamics prompt. For each method, we compute KVD between its renders across all scenes
and both trajectories.

Loop SeamCoherence. We evaluate whether each cycle returns to its starting state and whether the transition
across cycles is continuous, using two metrics:

• Motion-Aware Loop Fidelity (MALF). Since a static scene trivially loops, MALF rewards matching the
same phase one period later relative to other phases, and is zero for a static video. With M=10 time
points {ti}Mi=1 sampled in one period,

MALF =
1

M

M∑
i=1

[
SSIM

(
Iti , Iti+T

)
− 1

M − 1

∑
j ̸=i

SSIM
(
Iti , Itj+T

)]
. (4)

• Seam SSIM. The SSIM between the last frame of one cycle and the first frame of the next.

Both are computed on a single seam, making them independent of the number of cycles, and under a static
camera to exclude viewpoint changes.

Scene Quality. We adopt VBench [40] Aesthetic Quality [90] and Overall Consistency [114].

4.5 Implementation Details

The hyperparameters of ours are listed in Appendix A.2. For baselines, we use the official implementations
(details in Appendix A.4). All experiments are run on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.

4.6 Quantitative Results

As shown in Tab. 2, our method achieves the best Vividness, Naturalness, MALF, and Aesthetic Quality
under both camera settings. LoopGaussian and 3D Cinemagraphy attain slightly higher Seam SSIM, but they
are nearly static, as their low Vividness and MALF indicate, so their seams are trivially continuous. Our
method, in contrast, combines high Seam SSIM with the highest MALF, showing that its motion is both
substantial and seamlessly looping.
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t1 Input 3DGS Gaussians-to-Life 3D Cinemagraphy LoopGaussian 3D-MOM Ours

HY-World 2.0
Jungle

t
2

t
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Marble
Mountain Lake

t
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t
3
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Palace Rooftops

t
2

t
3
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Room

t
2

t
3

Figure 5 Qualitative comparison under the orbit camera, one scene per source. The leftmost column shows the input
3DGS at t1; the others show each method at later time steps t2 and t3. 3D Cinemagraphy and 3D-MOM produce
disocclusion holes and color artifacts, while Gaussians-to-Life and LoopGaussian remain nearly static. OuroWorld
produces vivid, view-consistent dynamics such as changing illumination, rippling water, drifting fog, and curtains
swaying in the wind. See the supplementary videos for full loops.

4.7 Qualitative Results

Fig. 5 shows results under the orbit camera. 3D Cinemagraphy and 3D-MOM produce disoccluded holes
at novel views, while Gaussians-to-Life and LoopGaussian remain nearly static. In contrast, our method
produces vivid dynamics and stays consistent across viewpoints.

4.8 User Study

Since automatic metrics only approximate perceptual qualities, we further conduct a two-alternative forced-
choice study in which 30 participants compare our result with each baseline under four criteria: Vividness,
Naturalness, Loop Seam Coherence, and Visual Quality (details in Appendix A.6). As shown in Fig. 6,
our method is consistently preferred across all baselines and criteria, with the largest margins in Vividness,
highlighting the diverse dynamics enabled by our video generation prior. These preferences are consistent
with the results in Tab. 2 and support the validity of our designed metrics.

4.9 Ablation Study

We ablate three components in Tab. 3 and one in the periodic deformation paragraph. Besides Vividness,
we report VBench [40] Subject and Background Consistency [12, 85]. We also report the variance of the
Laplacian (VoL) [83] as a measure of sharpness.

Drift field. We remove the Grounded Drift Field and fit all views with the Periodic Deformation Field P alone
(Fig. 4a). P is then forced to average inconsistent multi-view observations. As shown in Tab. 3, this approach
lowers VoL and consistency across both cameras, and causes fine details to fade over time (Fig. 7). This

8



0 25 50 75 100%

Gaussian-to-Life
3D Cinemagraphy

LoopGaussian
3D-MOM
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97.4% 2.6%

Naturalness
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Visual Quality
Prefer Ours
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Figure 6 User study. In a two-alternative forced-choice study, participants compare OuroWorld with each baseline under
four criteria. Bars show the percentage of votes preferring ours (left) versus the baseline (right). Ours is preferred in
70.8%–99.0% of comparisons across all baselines and criteria, with the largest margins in Vividness. 30 participants
took part; see Appendix A.6 for details.

Table 3 Ablation on consistency components. As illustrated in Fig. 4, removing the drift field blurs the scene (low VoL)
and lowers both subject and background consistency; removing grounding lets drift absorb the dynamics, reducing the
scene motion (lowest Vividness); removing scene-view consistent optimization breaks scene-view consistency and blurs
the scene most severely (lowest subject consistency, VoL −22% under orbit). Our full model is best on all orbit-camera
metrics.

Camera Method Subject Consistency ↑ Background Consistency ↑ VoL ↑ Vividness Degree ↑

Static camera

w/o Drift 0.9919 0.9818 883.55 0.0424
w/o Grounding 0.9918 0.9833 882.44 0.0392
w/o Scene-View Consistent Optimization 0.9881 0.9817 876.57 0.0450
Ours 0.9924 0.9831 892.43 0.0423

Orbit camera

w/o Drift 0.9666 0.9615 704.34 0.5113
w/o Grounding 0.9649 0.9604 681.16 0.5080
w/o Scene-View Consistent Optimization 0.9642 0.9611 551.33 0.5081
Ours 0.9673 0.9622 709.75 0.5117

t1 Start (shared) t1 t2 w/o Drift t3 t2 Ours t3
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Figure 7 Effect of drift. Without drift, fine details degrade over time: the clouds in Iceland Canyon blur and fade away
(top row), the galaxy in World becomes blurry (middle row), and the rocks on the ground vanish (bottom row). In
contrast, our full model preserves these details while maintaining vivid and coherent motion. The first column shows
the full frame at t1 with the zoomed region outlined; the remaining columns zoom into that region at t1, and at t2 and
t3 for each method.

confirms the benefit of modeling per-view variation separately.

Grounding. We also apply Drift Field ∆v to the reference view (Fig. 4b), removing the case split in Equation (2).
Motion can then be explained by either P or ∆v, and the more flexible, view-conditioned ∆v absorbs it.
As shown in Tab. 3, since ∆ is discarded at inference, Vividness drops to the lowest among all variants
(0.0423 → 0.0392 under the static camera). Grounding prevents this by requiring P alone to reproduce the
reference dynamics.

Scene-view consistent optimization. We replace the objective of Sec. 3.4 with a naive ℓ1 loss on all generated
views and timesteps, without diffusion-based LPIPS loss refinement [67, 75, 88]. Inpainting inconsistencies [133]
are baked into the scene, giving the lowest Subject Consistency and a 22% VoL drop under the orbit camera.

Periodic deformation. We double the period of the Fourier basis in Equation (1) to 2T , which keeps the
capacity unchanged but makes the deformation no longer T -periodic, so the loop is no longer guaranteed.
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Under the static camera, Seam SSIM drops from 0.9965 to 0.9783: the last frame of each cycle no longer
matches its first, causing a visible jump at the seam. MALF, in contrast, barely changes (0.0809 → 0.0788),
showing that the degradation concentrates at the loop boundary rather than in the overall motion.

5 Conclusion and Limitation

We presented OuroWorld, a mask-free framework that brings any static 3DGS scene alive as a seamlessly
looping 3D cinemagraph. It distills dynamics from a VLM-guided video generation prior into an Inconsistency-
Robust Periodic 4DGS. The resulting scenes exhibit diverse motion and illumination change beyond Eulerian
flow, loop exactly by construction, and remain sharp despite the inconsistent generated views. With our
ground-truth-free evaluation framework, experiments on both reconstructed and generated scenes show
consistent gains over prior 3D cinemagraph methods.

Limitations. Our dynamics are bounded by the video generation prior, so implausible generations propagate to
the final scene, although VLM filtering mitigates this. Moreover, completing all views from a single reference
video leads to greater disocclusions and inconsistencies at wider viewpoint ranges. Generating multiple
reference videos from distinct viewpoints is a promising remedy.
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Appendix

Appendix Overview

This appendix complements the main paper with the following details:

• Appendix A.1 describes how the 39 evaluation scenes are collected from Mip-NeRF 360, HY-World 2.0,
Marble, and Lyra 2.0.

• Appendix A.2 details each stage of our pipeline, including the VLM prompt, the video generation and
lifting settings, and all hyperparameters of the Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS.

• Appendix A.3 formulates the scene-view consistent optimization with diffusion-based refinement.

• Appendix A.4 describes the baselines, how their inputs are derived from our pipeline, and their native
loop periods.

• Appendix A.5 provides the full Vividness breakdown and further details on the proposed ground-truth-free
metrics.

• Appendix A.6 describes the protocol and interface of our user study.

Rendered videos of all methods are provided in the supplementary material.

A.1 Details on Dataset Collection

Our benchmark contains 39 static 3DGS scenes: 9 reconstructed from Mip-NeRF 360 [5] and 10 generated by
each of HY-World 2.0 [41], Marble [119], and Lyra 2.0 [94]. Each scene is paired with a reference camera pose,
from which the reference image Iref is rendered and around which the evaluation trajectories (Sec. 4.3) are
defined.

Scene selection. For the generated sources, we select scenes that (a) contain content with an obvious natural
dynamic, such as water, foliage, cloth, fire, or light; (b) jointly span indoor, outdoor-natural, architectural,
and stylized environments; and (c) include a clean, well-covered region large enough to support the ±20◦

orbit camera used in evaluation. The reference pose for each scene is manually selected within this region.

Mip-NeRF 360. We use all nine scenes from Mip-NeRF 360 and reconstruct each using the official 3DGS
implementation [46] for 30,000 iterations with its default settings.

HY-World 2.0 and Marble. Both services host public galleries of generated worlds. We download ready-made
scenes as Gaussian-splat files from the Marble platform and the Hunyuan 3D “Scene to 3D” platform and use
them as-is without any regeneration or re-optimization.

Lyra 2.0. Lyra 2.0 does not host downloadable scenes; it is an image-to-video-to-3DGS pipeline that must
be run locally. We therefore generate its scenes with the official code release, taking as input the 15 sample
images and captions shipped with the repository, and keep 10 of the resulting scenes. Each sample is a 16:9
image paired with a handwritten caption describing a camera move through a static scene; we use the captions
unchanged. Lyra 2.0 operates in two stages: a camera-controlled image-to-video model, fine-tuned from Wan
2.1 I2V-14B [106], synthesizes an exploration video at 832× 480 and 16 FPS along a prescribed trajectory,
and a feed-forward reconstructor, combining ViPE pose estimation [35], Depth Anything 3 [63], and Gaussian
prediction, lifts the video into 3DGS. We modify both stages as follows.

Exploration trajectory. The default trajectory, a short zoom-in and zoom-out along the optical axis, produces
almost no lateral parallax. The reconstructed scene is then well covered only within a narrow cone around the
input view, leaving holes under our ±20◦ orbit. We replace it with a dolly-then-orbit trajectory, implemented
as an additional preset in the official inference code. The camera first pushes forward into the scene for about
10 s, and then orbits for about 20 s around a pivot placed at the depth center of the input view, sweeping to
one side, back through the center, and to the other side while keeping the pivot centered in the frame. The
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forward push places the camera well inside the scene, and the orbit provides a wide lateral baseline on both
sides of the original optical axis. Each scene thus yields a 480-frame exploration video (30 s at 16 FPS).

Reconstruction. On these long, wide-baseline videos, the released feed-forward reconstructor produces blurry
scenes with many floaters. We instead combine a 3D foundation model for poses and initial geometry with a
conventional per-scene 3DGS optimization:

1. Keyframe selection. We select 64 keyframes per video. We first pick 48 frames at equal arc length in
optical-flow space and move each to the sharpest frame within ±3 frames. Since 2D flow under-weights
forward dolly motion, we run VGGT-Ω [110] once on these frames, interpolate the recovered camera
path over all frames, and re-select 64 keyframes at equal 3D arc length, where rotation is converted into
an equivalent translation at the median scene depth.

2. Initialization. We run VGGT-Ω (1B parameters, 512 px input) on the 64 keyframes to obtain camera
intrinsics, extrinsics, and per-pixel depth with confidence. We unproject the depth into a colored
point cloud after discarding the 30% least-confident pixels and pixels straddling depth discontinuities,
voxel-downsample it with a voxel size of 0.006 in the normalized scene units of VGGT, and export the
poses and points as a COLMAP model.

3. Optimization. From this initialization, we optimize a standard 3DGS with gsplat [128] for 30k iterations,
using an ℓ1 + 0.2·D-SSIM photometric loss, SH degree 3, and adaptive density control stopped at
2,000 iterations. All 64 keyframes are used for training. When every 8th keyframe is held out, the
reconstructions reach a mean novel-view PSNR of 22.1 dB and SSIM of 0.71.

A.2 Details on Our Pipeline

Input preprocessing. The input scenes differ in their spherical-harmonics (SH) degree: HY-World 2.0 and
Marble scenes are exported with SH degree 0, whereas Lyra 2.0 (reconstructed as in Appendix A.1) and
Mip-NeRF 360 scenes use SH degree 3. We convert all scenes to SH degree 3 by zero-initializing the missing
higher-order coefficients, so that the canonical color c shares one parameterization across sources.

A.2.1 Looping Video Generation

Dynamics prompt. GPT-5.5 [99] receives the reference image Iref together with the instruction in Fig. A.1. The
instruction asks for clearly visible motion that may involve multiple elements rather than a single phenomenon,
forbids introducing new content, or letting objects cross the camera. The returned prompt conditions the
video generator and is reused as the text input of the baselines (Appendix A.4). We generate another
video-generation prompt using the same GPT prompt to produce KVD reference videos (Appendix A.5).

Video generation. We query Seedance 2.0 [91] with Iref rendered at 1280× 720 as both the first and last
frames, thereby encouraging the video to return to its initial state. We generate 10-second videos at 720p and
24 FPS without audio, and set the aspect ratio to adaptive so that the output follows the conditioning image
and requires no further cropping or reframing.

A.2.2 Dynamic Point Cloud Lifting

Inputs. We reconstruct the dynamic point cloud with a single forward pass of VGGT-Ω [110] on 45 images:
21 static multi-view renders at t=0 and 24 temporal frames of the reference video. The static renders are
produced by the input 3DGS along a purely horizontal orbit, with azimuth ϕ sampled uniformly in [−20◦, 20◦]
at 2◦ intervals and zero elevation and radius offset, so the views are ordered monotonically. The central view
(ϕ=0◦) is the reference view, and the remaining 20 views coincide with the training viewpoints of Sec. A.2.3.
For the temporal frames, we sample 25 sparse frames from Vref. Since its first frame is Iref, which is identical
to the static render at ϕ=0◦, we drop it and feed only the remaining 24 frames, all assigned to the reference
view.
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You write the final English prompt for an image-to-video model.
Look at the reference image and imagine the whole scene naturally coming alive. Describe plausible and obviously
visible motion across the scene wherever it would make the image feel vivid, atmospheric, and lived-in. Multiple
elements may move at the same time when that feels natural, and their motion may differ in direction, timing,
and intensity. Do not limit the animation to a single object or a single motion phenomenon.
The primary motion must remain unmistakably visible at normal playback speed, without requiring frame-by-
frame comparison, while preserving the image hierarchy. Being subordinate to the composition does not mean
being barely perceptible. Give the primary motion a strong, scene-appropriate amplitude reached gradually. Do
not weaken the primary motion with stacked terms such as very light, barely moving, almost imperceptible,
minimal, slight, and subtle.
If nothing in the scene would naturally move, you can add lighting and shadow changes to make the scene alive.
Do not add new things to the scene. Only move the existing things in the scene. Do not let anything pass into
the foreground from behind the camera. Do not let anything pass the camera, move behind it, and disappear
from the video.
Keep the subjects, environment, visual identity, and overall composition recognizable. The result should feel as
if the photographed moment has come to life, not like an unrelated scene or a new narrative event. Keep the
camera fixed and make the motion flow naturally as a seamless loop.
Write one concise, concrete prompt for the video-generation model. Describe what moves and how the scene feels
in motion. Output only the final prompt in English, without analysis, headings, bullet points, JSON, Markdown,
or quotation marks.

Figure A.1 Instruction given to GPT-5.5 together with the reference image to write the dynamics prompt.

Preprocessing. Each image is center-cropped to an aspect ratio within [0.5, 2.0], resized so that its longer
side is 512 pixels, and aligned to the patch size of 16, e.g., 512× 288 for a 16:9 input. All 45 images share the
same crop and resize, so the reference intrinsics are transformed only once and apply to every input.

Outputs. We do not use the camera poses predicted by VGGT-Ω; all cameras are taken from the input
3DGS, and the predicted poses serve only as a sanity check. We remove the 10% least-confident points of
each frame and align the resulting dynamic point cloud to the coordinate frame of the input 3DGS with an
affine transformation.

A.2.3 Multi-View Video Generation

Cameras. For each scene, we manually select a pivot p by back-projecting a pixel of the reference view. The
N=20 training cameras face p and rotate within ±20◦ about the axis through p parallel to the yaw axis of
the reference camera, at radius r = ∥oref − p∥, where oref is the reference camera center. The orbit camera
used for evaluation (Sec. 4.3) shares the same pivot but uses a radius of 0.95r, thereby probing viewpoints off
the training trajectory.

Video inpainting. We render the aligned dynamic point cloud from each training camera to obtain incomplete
videos, which TrajectoryCrafter [133] completes at 672× 384 with 50 sampling steps and a guidance scale of
6.0 (seed 43). All target views share the same initial noise, which reduces cross-view appearance drift.

A.2.4 Inconsistency-Robust Periodic 4DGS

Architecture. The Periodic Deformation Field P uses a single-scale triplane with a resolution of 64 per
axis. The triplane feature is split into Fourier coefficients with K=4 frequencies (Equation (1)), and the
time-dependent feature is decoded by an MLP of width 128 with separate heads for the offsets of position,
rotation, scale, and SH coefficients. The Grounded Drift Field ∆ uses the same architecture and heads, and
conditions on the time embedding γ(t) and the per-view embedding ev instead of the periodic feature. A
single triplane F∆ is shared across all non-reference views, and views are distinguished only by ev. We share
it because we observe that the inconsistencies produced by TrajectoryCrafter are correlated across views, i.e.,
independently inpainted views tend to exhibit similar artifacts, so a shared spatial feature explains them with
fewer parameters than per-view features.
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Table A.1 Hyperparameters of OuroWorld.

Stage Hyperparameter Value
Looping video VLM / video generator GPT-5.5 / Seedance 2.0

Conditioning image resolution 1280× 720
Duration / frame rate 10 s / 24 FPS

Lifting Static renders / temporal frames 21 / 24
Input resolution 512× 288
Discarded low-confidence points 10% per frame

Multi-view video Number of views N 20
Yaw range ±20◦

Inpainting resolution 672× 384
Sampling steps / guidance scale 50 / 6.0

IRP-4DGS Triplane resolution (P and ∆) 64
Temporal bandwidth K 4
MLP width 128
Loop period T 10s
Loss weights λ1 / λp 1 / 0.2
Iterations per scene

Hyperparameters. Tab. A.1 summarizes the hyperparameters of the full pipeline. The number of optimization
iterations is adjusted per scene.

A.3 Details on Scene-View Consistent Optimization

We detail the objective of Sec. 3.4, which follows the consistent 4D-GS optimization of Free4D [67]. Let
Ît,v denote the rendering of Gt,v (Equation (2)) at time t and view v, and let It,v denote the corresponding
supervision frame.

Consistent supervision. Two sets of frames are highly consistent with the input scene: the reference video
Vref, which comes directly from the video model, and the t=0 renders of the input 3DGS at all training views,
which coincide with the scene at the start of the loop since Vref begins at Iref. We denote their union by S
and supervise it at the pixel level:

L1 =
∑

(t,v)∈S

∥∥Ît,v − It,v
∥∥
1
. (5)

Diffusion-based refinement. The remaining generated frames, (t, v) /∈ S, are less reliable, so we do not use
them as pixel-level targets. Instead, we use them to guide the refinement of the current rendering. We encode
Ît,v into a latent with the encoder E of Stable Diffusion v1.5 [88], perturb it with noise and denoise it, similar
to SDEdit [75]. At each denoising step i, the model predicts a clean latent ẑ0|i, which we modulate toward
the generated frame zg = E(It,v):

z̃0|i = wi γi z
g + (1− wi) ẑ0|i, γi =

std(ẑ0|i)

std(zg)
, (6)

where wi ∈ {0.5, 0.4, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1} controls the influence of the generated frame, linearly decreasing over the
i = 1, . . . , 5 denoising steps, and γi matches the latent statistics to avoid over-exposure. The modulated z̃0|i
replaces ẑ0|i in the subsequent denoising step, and the final latent is decoded into the refined image Ĩt,v. The
refined image inherits the dynamics of the generated frame while staying close to the current scene, so the
inconsistencies of the generated frame are not transferred at the pixel level. We supervise the rendering with
a perceptual loss:

Lp =
∑

(t,v)/∈S

LPIPS
(
Ît,v, Ĩt,v

)
, (7)

where Ĩt,v is treated as a constant. For non-reference views, both losses are computed on renderings that
include the drift ∆v, following Equation (2).
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Schedule. Since the refinement relies on a reasonable rendering, we first optimize with L1 alone, then with
the full objective L = λ1L1 + λpLp. The hyperparameters are listed in Tab. A.1.

A.4 Details on Baselines

A.4.1 Methods

Gaussians-to-Life [118] takes as input a 3DGS, a 3D mask, and a text prompt. It uses a video diffusion
model [9] as the motion prior, lifts the generated 2D motion to 3D point flow via point tracking [45] and
depth estimation, and uses this flow to drive the Gaussians. It does not aim to produce looping motion; for
all period-dependent evaluation, we treat the length of its generated motion as its period.

3D Cinemagraphy [56] takes as input a single image and a 2D mask. It predicts motion with an Eulerian
motion model trained on fluid videos [32], lifts the image to a layered depth image (LDI) [92, 97], and produces
a loop by symmetrically splatting the LDI features forward and backward in time.

3D-MOM [44] takes as input a single image and a 2D mask. It back-projects the 2D Eulerian motion into a
4D Gaussian representation [120]. Its 2D motion prior loops through symmetric splatting, but the optimized
4D representation is not guaranteed to loop.

LoopGaussian [54] takes as input a 3DGS and a motion mask. It heuristically moves Gaussians toward
positions with similar features and forms a loop by bidirectionally blending an Eulerian motion field. It
updates only the Gaussian positions.

For fairness, we also apply the same GPT-5.5 filtering for our method to all baselines.

A.4.2 Input Alignment

All baselines require inputs beyond a static 3DGS. We derive them from our pipeline so that the same scene,
view, and motion description drives every method. Input images are rendered from the input 3DGS at the
reference pose, and text prompts are the GPT-5.5 dynamics prompts of Sec. A.2.1.

2D motion mask. We derive the 2D motion mask from the dynamics prompt rather than from the generated
videos, so that it reflects the intended motion instead of any single method’s output (Fig. A.2a). A deterministic,
rule-based parser first extracts the moving entities from the prompt, i.e., nouns paired with a motion verb
such as river, trees, or grass, together with any entities the prompt explicitly marks as static. Because the
parser is rule-based rather than LLM-based, the extracted entities are fully reproducible. Each entity phrase
is then segmented separately on the reference image with SAM 3 [11] using text-concept segmentation, since
short noun phrases give more reliable concept masks than the full prompt. We filter the predictions with the
following rules: (i) we keep instances with a confidence score of at least 0.45 to suppress false positives; (ii) we
discard any instance covering more than 85% of the frame, which typically indicates a degenerate prediction
that selects the whole image; (iii) we discard any entity whose union covers more than 90% of the frame, as
such a mask cannot separate moving from static regions; and (iv) we remove connected components smaller
than 0.08% of the image to eliminate speckle noise. We then subtract the masks of the static entities, which
handles cases where a static object overlaps a moving region, such as a bridge spanning a river. The union of
the remaining masks forms the 2D motion mask. Finally, every mask is verified by a human before it is used
for evaluation.

3D motion mask. Among the baselines, only Gaussians-to-Life requires a 3D motion mask; all others use the
2D mask directly. For it, we lift the 2D motion mask to 3D (Fig. A.2b). We project every Gaussian center
into the reference camera and select the Gaussians that fall inside the 2D mask, lie in front of the camera,
and have depth within [dmin, dmax]. This interval is set automatically from the 5th and 95th percentiles of the
in-mask Gaussian depths, padded by 10% on each side, which excludes background Gaussians that project
into the mask from behind the moving entity. As with the 2D mask, the selection is verified by a human; in a
typical scene, it contains 14% of the Gaussians.
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(a) 2D motion mask (b) 3D motion mask

Figure A.2 Motionmasks. (a) The 2D motion mask obtained by segmenting the moving entities in the reference image
with SAM 3. (b) The corresponding 3D motion mask.

Table A.2 Inputs and native loop periods of all methods. For Gaussians-to-Life, which does not loop, the period is the
length of its generated motion.

Method Scene input Motion input Native period
Gaussians-to-Life 3DGS 3D mask + text 0.5 s
3D Cinemagraphy Single image 2D mask 2.4 s
3D-MOM Single image 2D mask 2.0 s
LoopGaussian 3DGS 2D mask 2.0 s
Ours 3DGS None 10 s

A.4.3 Native Periods

As described in Sec. 4.3, we keep the native period of each method and repeat it to fill the 20-second evaluation
video. Tab. A.2 summarizes the inputs and native periods of all methods.

A.5 Details on Evaluation

A.5.1 Vividness

Thresholds. Each rendered video is temporally downsampled from 30 to 3 FPS, and the three components
are computed between adjacent frames. The thresholds of Motion Variation and Illumination Variation, i.e., a
flow magnitude of 0.3%×min(H,W ) (about 1.2 pixels at 672× 384) and a luminance change of 20%, were
chosen empirically. We visually inspected which regions appear to move or change in illumination, tested
several candidate thresholds, and selected the pair whose masks best agreed with human perception.

Full results. Tab. A.3 and A.4 report each component of the Vividness Degree for the comparison and the
ablation, respectively. Under the static camera, Gaussians-to-Life attains the highest Motion and Visual
Variation, because it loops over only 0.5 s, and its low MALF (Tab. 2) shows that this motion does not
form a coherent loop. Our method obtains by far the highest Illumination Variation, which reflects the
illumination changes that Eulerian baselines cannot express. Under the orbit camera, Motion Variation is
dominated by the camera motion. It is nearly identical across methods, so the differences mainly come from
Illumination Variation, where our method again leads. In the ablation, removing grounding primarily reduces
Motion Variation (0.0413 → 0.0324 under the static camera), confirming that ungrounded drift absorbs object
motion. Removing scene-view consistent optimization slightly increases the static-camera components, which
we attribute to inpainting inconsistencies baked into the scene that flicker over time rather than to meaningful
dynamics; this variant also shows the lowest consistency and sharpness in Tab. 3.
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Table A.3 Vividness breakdown against baselines. MV, IV, and VV denote Motion, Illumination, and Visual Variation;
Vividness is their average. Bold denotes the best result.

Static camera Orbit camera
Method MV ↑ IV ↑ VV ↑ Vividness ↑ MV ↑ IV ↑ VV ↑ Vividness ↑
Gaussians-to-Life 0.0588 0.0170 0.0364 0.0374 0.9412 0.0837 0.5044 0.5097
3D Cinemagraphy 0.0045 0.0069 0.0086 0.0066 0.9348 0.0765 0.4722 0.4945
LoopGaussian 0.0021 0.0025 0.0027 0.0024 0.9390 0.0823 0.5047 0.5087
3D-MOM 0.0234 0.0248 0.0259 0.0247 0.9114 0.0970 0.4089 0.4724
Ours 0.0413 0.0518 0.0338 0.0423 0.9421 0.1146 0.4784 0.5117

Table A.4 Vividness breakdown of the ablation. SVCO denotes scene-view consistent optimization. Bold denotes the best
result.

Static camera Orbit camera
Method MV ↑ IV ↑ VV ↑ Vividness ↑ MV ↑ IV ↑ VV ↑ Vividness ↑
w/o Drift 0.0414 0.0519 0.0340 0.0424 0.9420 0.1151 0.4768 0.5113
w/o Grounding 0.0324 0.0528 0.0323 0.0392 0.9421 0.1144 0.4676 0.5080
w/o SVCO 0.0442 0.0450 0.0454 0.0450 0.9409 0.1039 0.4795 0.5081
Ours 0.0413 0.0518 0.0338 0.0423 0.9421 0.1146 0.4784 0.5117

A.5.2 Naturalness

For each scene, we generate 20 videos with MiniMax H3 [77] using its default settings, conditioned on the
reference image and the GPT-5.5 dynamics prompt, for a total of 780 videos. For each method, we compute
KVD [105] between these videos and the method’s 78 rendered videos (39 scenes × 2 trajectories). Videos are
split into non-overlapping 10 s clips, each sampled to 60 frames at 6 FPS and 224× 224, and then encoded
into 400-d features using the Kinetics-400 I3D network for FVD. Following KID [8], we use the unbiased
MMD2 estimator with kernel k(x,y) = (x⊤y/D + 1)3, averaged over 100 random subsets of up to 100 clips.
Since static camera videos are rendered from a fixed camera, whereas orbit videos include camera motion,
KVD is comparable across methods within each camera setting but not across settings.

A.5.3 Loop SeamCoherence

Motion-Aware Loop Fidelity. Let It be the frame at time t under the static camera and T the native period
of the method. We sample M=10 time points {ti}Mi=1 uniformly within one period and evaluate Equation (4).
The first term, SSIM(Iti , Iti+T ), measures whether the scene returns to the same state one period later. The
second term averages the similarity between Iti and the other phases in the next cycle, thereby measuring
how similar the frames are regardless of phase. Their difference is therefore high only when the motion
is substantial and phase-aligned across cycles. A static video has all similarities equal to one and receives
MALF=0. A video that moves but does not return to its initial state has a first term no larger than the
second and also receives a near-zero score. Unlike Seam SSIM, MALF therefore cannot be improved by
suppressing motion.

Seam SSIM. Seam SSIM is the SSIM between the last frame of one cycle and the first frame of the next,
i.e., between IT−1/30 and IT at 30 FPS. It directly measures the visible jump at the loop boundary, but is
trivially high for near-static videos, which is why we report it together with MALF.

A.6 Details on User Study

Protocol. We conduct a two-alternative forced-choice study. Each trial shows two rendered videos of the
same scene side by side, one from our method and one from a baseline, with the left-right order randomized.
Participants answer four questions per trial, one for each criterion:

• Vividness: Which scene looks the most vivid?

• Naturalness: Which scene looks the most natural?
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• Loop Seam Coherence: Which scene appears to have the most seamless looping dynamics?

• Visual Quality : Which scene has the best visual quality?

The interface is shown in Fig. A.3.

Statistics. The study covers all 39 scenes and 4 baselines, i.e., 156 video pairs. Each pair is judged by 5
different participants, and each of the 30 participants judges 26 pairs, resulting in 780 trials in total. Each
criterion thus receives 780 votes, 195 per baseline, from which the preference rates in Fig. 6 are computed. All
participants are adult volunteers; participation was voluntary and anonymous, and no personally identifiable
information was collected.
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Figure A.3 User study interface. Two videos of the same scene are shown side by side in random order (top), and
participants choose one for each of the four criteria (bottom).
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