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Figure 1: T2-z for Test-Time Environment Latent Optimization. (a) Given the same observation and
action, T2-z directly optimizes environment latents to capture different environmental conditions (e.g., ball
mass), leading the world model to predict different outcomes. (b) Without knowing how many factors exist or
what they represent, PCA of the learned environment latents reveals a two-dimensional structure that closely
reflects the underlying factor distribution. (¢) We evaluate T2-Z on real-world robotic tasks spanning diverse
unobserved environmental factors. (d) Across diverse visual scenes, the learned latents reveal a unified structure
that reflects the same underlying environmental factor without being entangled with visual appearance.

ABSTRACT

Predicting how the world responds to an action requires more than what can be
seen: robots must account for environmental factors that are neither directly ob-
servable nor explicitly specified, from physical properties such as friction and
mass to human-defined environmental rules. We introduce T2-Z for test-time op-
timization of environment latents, which augments a robotic world model with
a learnable environment latent to condition world predictions. This compact la-
tent captures underlying environmental variation without supervision of what en-
vironmental factors exist or what values they take. During training, T2-Z alter-
nates between two stages: a world-model optimization stage that fixes the la-
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tents and learns general action-conditioned dynamics across environments; and an
environment-latent optimization stage that freezes the world model and optimizes
the conditioning latents, allowing latent structure to emerge purely through world
prediction. At test time, the world model remains frozen and a newly initialized
environment latent is optimized from one or more test-time interactions, adapting
the model to previously unseen environmental configurations. Across 7 simulated
settings and 4 real-world robotic tasks, T2-z reduces object prediction error metric
from 15.20 to 7.00 and raises action success from 33.73% to 72.96%. Its emer-
gent latents capture structured representations of individual and compounded fac-
tors across diverse visual scenes. Ablations further show that T2-Z can efficiently
infer environment latents from as little as a single test-time interaction trajectory.

1 INTRODUCTION

What a robot observes is insufficient to determine how the world will respond. Beneath visually
similar scene configurations reside hidden environmental factors, such as friction, mass distribution,
and unobserved human-defined interaction rules, that can fundamentally alter the consequences of
the same action (fig. | (a)). Such factors are often revealed only through interaction with the target
environments, as their influence becomes observable through the outcomes they induce. Explicitly
representing these factors (Kumar et al., 2021), however, requires specifying in advance what factors
may vary, their exact values, and how they should be parameterized, which is difficult to scale to
unknown or compounded environmental variation. On the contrary, humans reason through “analy-
sis by synthesis” (Yuille & Kersten, 2006), using internal generative models not only to anticipate
future outcomes, but also in reverse to infer latent structure that best accounts for what they observe.
This raises a natural question: can hidden environmental factors be similarly captured in a latent
representation that is directly optimized from test-time interactions?

We introduce T2-z for test-time optimization of environmental latents, which augments an action-
conditioned robotic world model with a learnable environment latent z.. z. is a randomly-initialized
compact representation that is expected to encode the unobserved factors governing how an envi-
ronment responds to interaction, with no supervision about what environmental factors it should
represent. The world model predicts future visual observations conditioned jointly on the action
and z.. We iteratively optimize the world model and z. in an alternating two-stage procedure: 1)
world-model optimization: with z. fixed, we train the world model across all trajectories to learn
shared action-conditioned dynamics across environments; 2) environment-latent optimization: with
the world model frozen, we optimize the conditioned latent z. through prediction error, so that it
captures underlying environment-specific variation not explained by the general world model alone.
Both stages are optimized with the same flow-matching loss and alternated for multiple rounds until
convergence, allowing the environment representation to emerge directly through prediction without
predefined physical-factor supervision or a separate environment encoder.

At test time, the world model is frozen and T2-Z turns environment inference into a direct opti-
mization problem. For a previously unseen environmental configuration, we initialize a new z. and
optimize z. to explain the outcomes of one or more observed test-time interactions. Specifically,
we update z. for multiple optimization steps through the same flow-matching objective used dur-
ing stage-two training, minimizing prediction error on the observed interactions. Because inference
is optimization-based rather than amortized through a learned history encoder, T2-Z is not tied to
the trajectory count used for training and can flexibly incorporate any number of test-time trajecto-
ries. Once optimized, the latent turns the frozen world model into an environment-adapted test-time
simulator, enabling prediction and comparison of candidate action outcomes before execution.

We evaluate T2-z across 7 simulated settings and 4 real-world robotic tasks. Quantitatively and
qualitatively, T2-z improves world-model prediction across visual quality, physical prediction met-
rics (e.g., relevant object locations), and downstream action selection. T2-Z reduces physical pre-
diction error from 12.86 to 4.80 in simulation and tracked-state error from 19.30 to 10.85 pixels in
the real world, while improving action success from 37.9% to 74.2% and from 26.5% to 70.8%,
respectively. PCA of the learned latents reveals structured representations that reflect the underly-
ing environmental factors, including a multi-dimensional organization when more than one factors
vary jointly, despite the model never knowing how many factors are present or what they represent
(fig. 1(b)). In our multi-background setting, a unified latent structure emerges across diverse scene
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setups, revealing that the learned representation captures environmental dynamics without becom-
ing entangled with scene appearance (fig. 1(d)). Ablations further show that T2-Z can infer useful
environment representations from as few as a single test-time interaction trajectory.

2 RELATED WORKS

(a) Vanilla World Model (b) System Identification (e.g., RMA) (c) T2-z (Ours)
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Figure 2: Comparison with existing approaches. (a) Vanilla world models do not explicitly represent unob-
served environmental variation, producing the same prediction under different environmental conditions. (b)
System-identification approaches such as RMA learn environment representations from predefined factors and
their ground-truth values, then infer them from interaction history through a learned encoder. (¢) T2-Z requires
neither predefined environmental factors nor a learned environment encoder, instead directly optimizing an
emergent environment latent from test-time interaction through prediction error.

Two distinct strands of work are particularly related to our problem.

Robotic world models have made rapid progress in predicting action-conditioned futures (Zhou
et al., 2025; 2024; Zhu et al., 2024; Zhen et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025; Ye et al., 2026; Huang et al.,
2026; Gao et al., 2026). More recent work explores test-time adaptation to improve long-horizon
memory or incorporate new behavioral supervision (Wan et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026; Feng et al.,
2026; Yoo et al., 2025; Jang et al., 2026). These approaches predict future outcomes from visual
observations alone, without accounting for underlying environmental variation that is not directly
observable. (fig. 2 (a)). In contrast, T2-Z disentangles unobserved environmental variation from the
world model’s observable scene representation, through environment latent conditioning.

Environment representations and system identification have demonstrated the value of
environment-specific representations for system identification and rapid behavioral adaptation (Yu
et al., 2017; Nagabandi et al., 2019; Rakelly et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2020; Kumar et al., 2021; Miki
et al., 2022; Nahrendra et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023; He et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2024). The Rapid
Motor Adaptation (RMA) family and related methods typically rely on predefined privileged param-
eters (Kumar et al., 2021; Miki et al., 2022; Nahrendra et al., 2023; He et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2024).
For example, RMA restricts adaptation to 5 factors and uses their ground-truth values to learn an em-
bedding that an adaptation encoder later recovers from interaction history (Kumar et al., 2021). This
prespecifies the environment representation and ties inference to a learned history-to-embedding
mapping, limiting flexibility under unknown, compounded, or out-of-distribution variation (fig. 2
(b)). These methods also generally rely on a learned history encoder (Chen et al., 2024; Xing et al.,
2026), limiting generalization when the amount of test-time interaction differs from that seen during
training. In contrast, T2-Z learns representations of environmental factors implicitly through world
prediction error, without predefined ground-truth physical parameters or a learned history encoder.

Our method is also related to the literature on Test-Time Adaptation (TTA), which has enabled
robots to improve after deployment by adapting policy, prompts, or memory rather than optimizing
a dedicated environment representation. Existing approaches include test-time adaptation of
diffusion and flow policies (Li et al., 2025; 2026), online policy adaptation (Liu et al., 2026; Jin
& Zhang, 2026; Zhu et al., 2026), and adaptation through latent prompts, fast weights, memory, or
retrieval (Zhang et al., 2026; Jiang et al., 2026; Feng et al., 2026; Zhao et al., 2026; Park et al., 2026).
TTA has also been applied directly to predictive models through video replanning, world-model
training, and closed-loop latent adaptation (Ko et al., 2025; Wan et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026).
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Figure 3: T2-Z framework. During training, T2-Z alternates between two stages: (1) world-model optimiza-
tion, which learns shared action-conditioned dynamics with environment latents fixed, and (2) environment-
latent optimization, which optimizes the latents through prediction error with the world model frozen. (3) At
test time, the world model remains frozen while a new environment latent is directly optimized from interaction
and then reused to predict the outcomes of different actions.

We introduce T2-z (fig. 2 & algorithm 1), a framework for adapting robotic world models to hidden
environmental variation through direct optimization of an environment latent. Our key idea is to sep-
arate the general visual predictive capability of a world model from unobserved environment-specific
information. During training, we learn these two components through alternating optimization un-
der a shared flow-matching objective. At test time, we freeze the world model and optimize only a
newly initialized environment latent from observed test-time interaction trajectories. The optimized
latent subsequently conditions the frozen world model to predict the outcomes of diverse actions.

3.1 PROBLEM SETUP

We consider a robotic world model that predicts future visual observations y from the observation x
and action a. We augment the world model with an environment latent z. and formulate prediction
as:

Po (y | X, a, ze) s (1)
where 6 denotes the shared world-model parameters and z. is a latent representation of the environ-
ment. Importantly, z, receives no supervision of which environmental factors it should represent.

Let y; denote the noisy/interpolated future observation at flow timestep ¢, and u; its corresponding
target flow velocity. The model is optimized using the standard flow-matching objective,

Leni(0,2.) = E [Ivolyert | x,2,2.) = will3] @)

3.1.1 TRAINING

For each training environment e, we maintain an environment latent z., randomly initialized by
sampling each dimension from a uniform distribution:

2z ~ U(0,1). 3)

We alternate between two stages throughout training: world-model optimization and environment-
latent optimization, with & indexing the outer optimization cycles. The world model is updated
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with low learning rate to learn general dynamics shared across environments, while the environment
latents are optimized rapidly for quick adaptation to environment information revealed through inter-
action. This slow—fast separation follows the perspective of learning at different timescales (Tiwari
et al., 2026) and is closely related to test-time learning with slow/fast weights (Hong et al., 2024).

Algorithm 1 T2-7 Training and Test-Time Optimization

Require: Training sets {D.}{Z;, world model pg, & for environment-latent optimization steps do
loss Lrwm, learning rate 7y and 7). : Ze < Ze — 12 Va2, Lrm (0, Ze)
1: Initialize 6 and z. ~ (0, 1) for each environ- 10 end for
ment e 11: end while
// Training: alternating optimization // Test-time optimization
2: while not converged do Require: Trained world model 6*, observed interac-
// Stage 1: world-model nplimi:ulisz tions Diest, Optimization Step s, learning rate nis)
3: Freeze environment latents {z}c_; 12: Freeze 6* and initialize z{*),
451: for Zvorlde—modelé)pgmlz(agtlon )steps do 13: fors=0,...,5 —1do
: <~ 0—neVelrm(U, 2z . 1 * o (s)
6: end for ! o 14: Leest 4= 15,7 2o (x,a,9)€Dren LFM(07 Zecst)
: 1
15: ZgZ;: ) — z'(:zzt - ngS)vzésztﬁtest
// Stage II: environment-latent optimization 16: end for “
7: Freeze world-model parameters 6 17: return zi., « 2.5

Stage I: World-Model Optimization. In the first stage, we fix all z. and optimize only the world-
model parameters. Let D, denote the interaction trajectories collected under environment e.

okt = arg min Ee, (x,a,y)~D. [5FM (Q’ng))} ‘ @

During this stage, z. is held constant, while the same world model is optimized over trajectories
spanning different environments and actions. This encourages 6 to capture predictive structure that
is shared across the training distribution, including how visual states evolve to different robot actions.

Stage II: Environment-Latent Optimization. In the second stage, we reverse the optimization:
the world model is frozen, and only the environment latents are updated. For each environment e,

Zék+1) = arg minE(x@,,y)N'De |:£FM (9(k+1),Ze):| . (5)

Because 6 is fixed, the only way to reduce prediction error is to change z. to better match the in-
teraction outcomes observed in environment e. As a result, environments that induce systematically
different outcomes drive their latents toward different regions of the latent space.

Alternating Optimization Training starts with Stage I, then alternates between Stage II and Stage
I, each optimized for a fixed number of steps while keeping the other component fixed. As the world
model improves, latents are optimized against an increasingly capable predictive model; conversely,
the refined latents provide more informative conditioning for subsequent world-model optimization.

3.1.2 TEST-TIME OPTIMIZATION

At test time, we adapt to a previously unseen environment by optimizing only its environment latent
while keeping the trained world model fixed. We initialize a new latent zgggt and observe one or more
interaction trajectories on randomly-sampled actions. We denote the resulting test-time interaction
set as N

Dtcst = {(Xivaiayi)}izl ) (6)

where each tuple consists of an observation x;, an action a;, and the resulting observations y;.

We then optimize z.s; using the same flow-matching objective employed during training:

; N 1 o
zEe:‘El) = zéegt - 77; )v (&) TN | Z Lrm (0 7Z‘Ezgt;xv a, y) : @)

(x,2,y)EDxest
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where 6* denotes the frozen world-model parameters and ngs) follows a coarse-to-fine learning-rate

strategy, with larger learning rates in early optimization steps and smaller learning rates in later
steps. Because the world model is fixed, prediction errors over the observed interactions can only
be reduced by updating z.s;. The latent is therefore optimized toward a representation under which
the frozen world model reproduces the interaction outcomes observed in the current environment.

Once optimized, z{. is reused to condition the world model for actions that were not observed
during latent optimization. Given a different action a’, we predict its outcome as

yl ~ Do~ (y | X, a/7 Z‘;kest) : (8)
The resulting conditioned world model serves as an environment-adapted test-time simulator, allow-
ing it to predict the consequences of different actions under the inferred environment.

Unlike amortized history-encoder approaches, T2-Z uses direct optimization. This avoids commit-
ting to a fixed history mapping and searches for the representation that best explains the current envi-
ronment. The formulation can naturally incorporate any number of test-time trajectories that differs
from training, by optimizing a latent against all available evidence. Moreover, T2-Z is not restricted
to the range of factor values during training, providing greater flexibility under out-of-distribution
configurations. Ablation in fig. 5 shows this optimization remains stable across varying test-time
trajectory numbers, and is interaction-efficient with a single trajectory sufficient in most settings.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Tasks We evaluate T2-Z across 7 simulated settings and 4 real-world robotic tasks. In simulation,
Friction requires predicting how far an object moves after a push under different surface friction;
Gravity varies gravitational strength and requires predicting the object motion; Mass Collision
varies colliding object mass and predicts the resulting collision motion. Light Switch assigns dif-
ferent human-defined hidden interaction rules that determine whether a robot action turns the light
on or off; Mass Balance predicts the tilt of a dumbbell under different mass distribution; Mass
x Friction jointly varies object mass and surface friction at the same time; Diverse Visual Back-
grounds evaluates the same friction variations across 30 diverse scene setups, testing whether the
learned environment representation remains consistent across visual changes.. In the real world,
Door Close varies the spring-lock stiffness, which changes how the door responds to closing ac-
tions; Ball Friction requires predicting the motion of a pushed ball of unknown mass; Stick Bal-
ance requires predicting the motion of a stick with objects of different masses attached to its ends;
and Soft Pull requires predicting the deformation a soft object under different rotating actions.

Implementation Details. We adapt BWM Team (2026), an action-conditioned world model
built on Wan2.2-TI2V-5B. The environment latent has a dimension of 32. Training starts with 300
world-model updates, followed by 200 latent updates and alternating 200-200 updates. Stage /1
use LR 1075 / 0.03 respectively. At test time, we freeze the world model and use a coarse-to-fine
LR schedule of 3.0/1.5/0.5/0.15, 10 steps each, for 40 steps. T2-Z uses only one test-time
trajectory on randomly-sampled action for Friction, Gravity, Mass Collision, Mass x Friction, Ball
Friction, and Soft Pull, and two for Light Switch, Mass Balance, Door Close, and Stick Balance.

Evaluation Metrics. (1) Physical Error measures task-relevant state prediction: object-location
error in pixels for Friction, Gravity, Mass Collision, and Diverse Backgrounds; lamp activation error
for Light Switch; and bar-tilt angle error in degrees for Mass Balance. For real-world tasks, we
measure tracked-state error in pixels. We report Physical Error (Mean), averaged over predicted
frames, and Physical Error (Final), measured at the final predicted frame. (2) Video Generation
Quality is measured by LPIPS and PSNR between predicted and ground-truth videos. LPIPS mea-
sures perceptual discrepancy in a learned feature space, capturing differences in visual structure and
appearance, and serves as our primary measure of generation quality. In contrast, PSNR primarily
reflects pixel-level reconstruction fidelity and is less informative about semantically meaningful dif-
ferences or whether object motion is physically correct. (3) Action Success treats the world model
as a simulator: given candidate actions, we predict their outcomes and select the action most likely
to achieve the task goal, such as pushing a ball to a target, balancing a stick, or closing a door. We
execute the chose action in real world and observe if meets the success criterions in Supp section C.
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Table 1: Simulation performance across environmental variations. For Friction, Gravity, Mass Collision,
Mass x Friction, and Diverse Scenes, physical error is measured in pixels; for Light Switch, it is lamp-score
error; and for Mass Balance, it is bar-tilt error in degrees. The average is computed over all seven tasks.

Task Method Physical Error (Mean) | Physical Error (Final) | LPIPS || PSNR 1 Action Success 1
Standard World Model 1.1844 4.5571 0.0244  32.969 40.0%
LoRA TTA 1.7975 7.3105 0.0631  24.895 50.0%
Mass Balance DINOv2 Context 1.2636 4.9480 0.0239  33.263 30.0%
TTT-KQV 2.5075 10.1759 0.0312  32.114 30.0%
T2-Z (Ours) 0.6403 2.0842 0.0240  32.814 80.0%
Standard World Model 11.0626 244116 0.0667  31.113 32.0%
LoRA TTA 8.1902 19.1902 0.0582  32.031 48.0%
Friction DINOv2 Context 11.8142 26.1703 0.0681  30.697 48.0%
TTT-KQV 10.8137 23.8675 0.0649  30.779 32.0%
T2-Zz (Ours) 3.8540 7.5931 0.0495  31.976 72.0%
Standard World Model 21.4246 34.8779 0.0345  32.509 23.5%
LoRA TTA 7.9005 13.7137 0.0231  33.328 47.1%
Gravity DINOv2 Context 5.9300 8.8290 0.0195  34.095 76.5%
TTT-KQV 18.9572 30.9355 0.0291  33.308 35.3%
T2-z (Ours) 7.3408 11.0653 0.0202  33.389 82.4%
Standard World Model 21.9329 25.7364 0.0904  29.805 38.9%
LoRA TTA 15.8704 24.5877 0.0691  30.049 33.3%
Mass Collision DINOv2 Context 8.5264 10.2101 0.0540  31.039 38.9%
TTT-KQV 20.9753 29.2930 0.0842  29.385 55.6%
T2-z (Ours) 6.4522 8.1321 0.0538  31.150 61.1%
Standard World Model 10.3500 18.8200 0.0187  32.619 50.0%
LoRA TTA 8.2800 14.7700 0.0175  33.123 50.0%
Light Switch DINOv2 Context 10.0000 18.3700 0.0160  33.074 50.0%
TTT-KQV 10.4800 18.8700 0.0161  32.692 50.0%
T2-7z (Ours) 3.4300 4.7400 0.0150  33.517 87.5%
Standard World Model 16.0219 29.2454 0.0610  31.077 35.0%
LoRA TTA 16.8282 26.9302 0.0701  29.865 26.7%
Mass X Friction DINOv2 Context 11.8116 19.0756 0.0565  31.367 60.8%
TTT-KQV 18.9511 29.1411 0.0726  29.739 33.3%
T2-Z (Ours) 8.1481 13.7222 0.0500  30.673 69.7%
Standard World Model 8.0260 16.1831 0.1059  28.201 45.8%
LoRA TTA 6.5805 16.2328 0.1074  27.986 58.3%
Diverse Backgrounds DINOv2 Context 7.7367 16.0065 0.1064  28.000 58.3%
TTT-KQV 7.7783 15.5869 0.1116  27.691 58.3%
T2-z (Ours) 3.7145 6.3403 0.0888  28.804 66.7 %
Standard World Model 12.8575 21.9759 0.0574  31.185 37.9%
LoRA TTA 9.3496 17.5336 0.0584  30.182 44.8%
Average DINOv2 Context 8.1546 14.8014 0.0492  31.648 51.8%
TTT-KQV 12.9233 22.5528 0.0585  30.815 42.1%
T2-7Z (Ours) 4.7971 7.6682 0.0430  31.760 74.2%

Baselines. We compare T2-z with four baselines using the same world-model backbone. Stan-
dard World Model uses no environment latent or test-time adaptation; LORA TTA adapts attention
LoRA parameters from test-time interactions; DINOv2 Context amortizes a 32-D environment con-
text from interaction trajectories; and TTT-KQV adapts fast weights within the world model. All
adaptive baselines receive the same test-time interaction trajectories as T2-Z.

Please refer to the Supplementary for more details about architecture (section A), task definitions
(section C), baseline implementation (section D), and compute efficiency comparison (section E.4).

4.2 SIMULATION EXPERIMENTS

Single-Factor Environmental Variation. We first evaluate T2-z under individual unobserved
environmental factors, spanning continuous physical properties, mass-dependent interactions, and
discrete human-defined rules. As shown in table 1, T2-Z achieves the highest action success on
all five tasks, increasing the five-task average from 36.9% for the Standard World Model to 76.6%,
while reducing average LPIPS from 0.0469 to 0.0325. It also substantially improves task-relevant
prediction, reducing mean error from 11.06 to 3.85 pixels on Friction, 21.93 to 6.45 pixels on Mass
Collision, and 1.18° to 0.64° on Mass Balance. These gains arise because T2-Z directly optimizes
an environment latent from observed interactions, capturing environment-specific variation more
flexibly than non-adaptive or amortized baselines.
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Figure 4: PCA of learned environment latents. We visualize learned environment latents using PCA onto
x-y axes, with (O denoting training environments and A denoting test environments. Ground-truth factors
(denoted by color or size) are shown only for visualization and are never provided to the model. (a—b) show
that structured latent representations emerge in both simulated and real-world single-factor settings. (¢) shows
that a unified latent structure emerges across diverse visual backgrounds, indicating that the representation does
not become entangled with scene appearance. (d) shows that a two-dimensional latent structure emerges when
mass and friction vary jointly, with x-axis primarily corresponding to friction and y-axis to mass, despite the
model never knowing how many underlying factors are present or what they represent.

Emergent Structure of Environment Latents. We examine whether direct optimization gives
rise to structured environment representations without supervision of the identity or value of under-
lying factors. In fig. 4, we apply principal component analysis (PCA) to the learned environment
latents and reduce them to two dimensions for visualization. We annotate the projected points using
their corresponding ground-truth factor values to reveal their relationship with the learned repre-
sentation; these values are never provided to the model. Figure 4(a) shows the single-factor friction
experiment. The learned latents form a one-dimensional structure for a single factor that corresponds
closely to the underlying friction values, as reflected by the point colors: similar values are located
nearby, while friction varies consistently x-axis. PCA visualizations for other tasks are provided in
the Supplementary Material section E.3.

Compounded Environmental Factors. We next evaluate T2-Z under the more challenging set-
ting of compounded environmental factors, where object mass and surface friction vary simultane-
ously and jointly reflect in object motion. Importantly, T2-Z is never informed that there are two
underlying factors, nor given their identities or values. table | shows T2-Z achieves the lowest phys-
ical errors, while improving action success from 35.0% to 69.7%. More strikingly, fig. 4(d) shows
that the learned latents naturally form a two-dimensional structure corresponding to the two underly-
ing factors, showing that T2-z discovers the structure of compounded environmental factors through
prediction alone, without knowing in advance how many factors are present or what they represent.

Robustness across Diverse Visual Scenes. We test whether the learned environment represen-
tation captures underlying dynamics without becoming entangled with visual appearance. Specifi-
cally, we ask whether a unified latent structure emerges across visually diverse scenes despite sub-
stantial differences in appearance. We construct a multi-background setting in which the same un-
derlying friction factor varies across diverse scene layouts and visual backgrounds. table 1 shows
that T2-z outperforms all baselines across every metric. fig. 4(c) further shows that latents from dif-
ferent backgrounds organize consistently rather than separating according to scene appearance. This
indicates that environment-latent can isolate environment-specific information that is shared across
visually different observations, enabling a unified latent structure to emerge across diverse scenes.

4.3 REAL-WORLD ROBOTIC EXPERIMENTS

We further evaluate T2-Z on four real-world tasks. As shown in table 2, compared with the Standard
World Model, T2-Z reduces average mean/final physical error from 19.30/38.24 to 10.85/16.66
pixels and LPIPS from 0.05194 to 0.04341, while increasing action success from 26.47% to 70.80%.
On Stick Balance, for example, action success increases from 20.00% to 83.33%. fig. 4(b) reveals
a clear one-dimensional latent structure without ground-truth friction supervision or post-hoc anno-
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Table 2: Real-world robotic task performance. T2-Z outperforms baselines across real-world tasks.

Task Method Physical Error (Mean) | Physical Error (Final) |  LPIPS| PSNR T  Action Success T
Standard World Model 21.82 41.22 0.05700 29.96 22.22%
LoRA TTA 17.35 32.14 0.04946 30.24 22.22%
Door Close DINOV2 Context 21.12 38.90 0.05490 30.28 22.22%
TTT-KQV 19.87 35.93 0.05164 30.95 22.22%
T2-Z (Ours) 7.95 13.47 0.03208 32.15 55.56%
Standard World Model 28.36 64.42 0.03153 36.04 0.00%
LoRA TTA 37.48 72.09 0.03805 35.44 50.00%
Ball Friction DINOv2 Context 24.90 52.54 0.02934 36.32 12.50%
TTT-KQV 29.80 67.37 0.03224 36.29 25.00%
T2-Z (Ours) 14.47 24.57 0.02401 36.23 62.50%
Standard World Model 5.29 11.40 0.04716 31.87 20.00%
LoRA TTA 3.63 7.24 0.04111 32.40 40.00%
Stick Balance ~ DINOv2 Context 2.80 7.54 0.03640 33.58 20.00%
TTT-KQV 4.49 10.40 0.03948 33.38 25.00%
T2-Z (Ours) 2.27 5.01 0.04175 32.05 83.33%
Standard World Model 21.71 35.90 0.07207 33.32 63.64%
LoRA TTA 18.63 26.20 0.06862 33.63 63.64%
Soft Pull DINOv2 Context 21.19 29.17 0.07087 33.47 72.73%
TTT-KQV 18.23 29.69 0.06439 34.03 72.73%
T2-Z (Ours) 18.71 23.59 0.07580 32.52 81.82%
Standard World Model 19.30 38.24 0.05194 32.80 26.47%
LoRA TTA 19.27 34.42 0.04931 32.93 43.97%
Average DINOv2 Context 17.50 32.04 0.04788 3341 31.86%
TTT-KQV 18.10 35.85 0.04694 33.66 36.24%
T2-Z (Ours) 10.85 16.66 0.04341 33.24 70.80%

tation. T2-Z is particularly important in the real world, where underlying environmental factors are
typically unknown and unmeasured and interactions contain additional uncontrolled variation. No-
tably, T2-Zz achieves even larger improvements over the Standard World Model than in simulation,
indicating greater benefits as environmental variation becomes less controlled.

Physical Error (Mean) ==Physical Error (Final) ==LPIPS ==Action Success -®-Mass Collision -# Light Switch -+ Door Close ¢ Soft Pull
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Figure 5: Ablation studies. (a) Test-Time Optimization Learning-rate strategy. Constant Maximum/Minimum
remove coarse-to-fine scheduling, while Ours x10/ <+ 10 scale our schedule uniformly. (b) Ablating the test-
time optimization budget shows that performance peaks at 40 steps. (c,d) Effect of the number of test-time inter-
action trajectories. Bold markers denote our chosen trajectory count, after which performance largely saturates.

4.4 ABLATIVE & QUALITATIVE STUDIES

We ablate the key design choices of T2-z in fig. 5 and table 3, including latent optimization, interac-
tion evidence, latent parameterization, and alternating training. In fig. 5(a), we vary the learning-rate
strategy. Our schedule performs best, validating both its coarse-to-fine form and learning-rate scale.
Figure 5(b) varies test-time optimization from 10-60 steps; performance improves up to 40 steps and
then saturates, motivating our default. Figure 5(c,d) ablate the number of test-time interaction tra-
jectories. Performance largely saturates beyond the selected number of trajectories, indicating that
additional interaction provides limited benefit. Recall that T2-Z uses only one test-time trajectory
for 7 tasks, and two for 4 tasks, demonstrating that T2-Z can infer useful environment information
with as few as one or two interactions. Additional ablations in table 3 study latent parameterization
and training. All the ablated models underperform our model, supporting our alternating schedule
and latent mechanism. We provide the latent-dimensionality ablation in Supplementary table 12.
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In fig. 6, we show qualitative results across simulation and real-world tasks. T2-Z closely matches
ground-truth outcomes, indicating that the inferred latent successfully conditions prediction on the
current environment. By contrast, the baselines fail to capture these environment-specific differ-
ences, producing largely random motions and incorrect final configurations across environments.
Please refer to the Supplementary Material for more qualitative examples (section F).

Table 3: Additional Ablation study. Joint Model-Latent Training optimizes the world model and latent
together without separate stages; Direct Token directly optimizes the full-dimensional conditioning token; 32-D
Random [—0.05, 0.05] changes the latent initialization range; and Alternating Latent/Model change the number
of updates before switching between the two optimization stages, compared with our default 200/200.

Method Physical Error (Mean) Physical Error (Final) | LPIPS | PSNR 1 Action Success T
Joint Model-Latent Training 7.03 15.66 0.0657 31.203 68%
Direct Token (3072-D) 94.50 80.49 0.7626 15.218 24%
32-D Random [—0.05, 0.05] 4.81 9.73 0.0495 32.172 60%
Alternating Latent/Model (100/100) 541 11.50 0.0484 32.208 56%
Alternating Latent/Model (400/400) 4.31 8.80 0.0507 32.430 68%
T2-2 3.85 7.59 0.0495 31.976 72%
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Figure 6: Qualitative results in simulation and the real world. Within each task, we apply the same actions
across different environments, which produce different ground-truth outcomes due to underlying environmental
variation. T2-z closely matches these environment-dependent outcomes.

5 CONCLUSION

We introduce T2-z which augments robotic world models with enviornment latent conditioning.
T2-7 alternates between world-model optimization that learns action-conditioned dyanmics, and
environment-latent optimization that captures hidden environment factors. For a new environment,
the world model is frozen and only the latent is optimized. Across 7 simulation and 4 real-world
tasks, T2-Z outperforms baselines a lot in both video prediction and action selection.
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A MODEL ARCHITECTURE AND OPTIMIZATION

A.1 ARCHITECTURE AND LATENT CONDITIONING

Inputs and inherited backbone. For an episode in environment e, the model receives one ini-
tial RGB frame I and an aligned sequence a = (a:); of 14-D robot actions, and predicts the
subsequent video frames. We initialize the video diffusion transformer (DiT) and action encoder
from BWM (BWM Team, 2026), retaining its Wan2.2(Wan et al., 2025)-based action-conditioning
pathway. The frozen video VAE encodes the initial frame into the video-latent stream and de-
codes predicted latents back to RGB. Text conditioning is disabled; the initial frame is not an extra
cross-attention token. In short, Iy enters the video-latent stream, a follows BWM’s two action-
conditioning paths, and the environment latent augments both paths.

Environment-indexed latent conditioning. We associate each environment e with a freely opti-
mized vector z. € R32. Episodes assigned to an environment share its latent; their initial frames and
actions vary, so predicting their different outcomes constrains the environment representation. There
is no observation-to-latent encoder and no supervision from the numerical physical parameter. Let
D = 3072 be the DiT width. Two separate projectors turn z. into model-width vectors:

ap(ze) = Wy2 GELU(W, 1 LN(2.)), b € {token, mod},

Wyq:32— 128,  Wyo:128 = D. 2

The two linear layers in each projector have no bias; the projectors do not share weights. The 128-D
width is internal to these MLPs: both outputs are D-dimensional.

Cross-attention branch. BWM’s action encoder maps each action to a D-dimensional condition-
ing token. Let Aok(a) denote this token sequence and u. = Gioken(2e) the single environment
token. With text disabled, each DiT block receives the conditioning sequence C, = [uc; Atok(a)]-
For video patch tokens X, € RV > entering block , the attention operation can be written schemat-
ically as

(X W) (CWi)T

Vi

Here N is the number of video patches, dj, is one attention head’s width, and Wq, Wx, Wy, Wo
are the block’s learned attention matrices. The actual operation is multi-head; the equation shows
where the new token enters. Every video patch can attend to the environment token as well as the
action tokens through keys and values.

CA(X,,Ce) = softmax< ) (CWy)Wo. (10)

Modulation branch. BWM also groups four aligned 14-D actions at a time and maps each group
to a D-dimensional action-modulation vector a;n"d. Index g identifies the corresponding latent-
video temporal group, and s identifies a spatial patch within it. Let 7 be the current flow-matching
timestep and b, s(7) € RP be Wan’s base timestep embedding at that video patch, before action
or environment conditioning. The initial-frame latent uses the unnoised timestep, while predicted-
frame latents use 7. The environment-modulation vector is ve = Gmod(2e) € RP. The implementa-
tion adds these three vectors and applies the existing time projection:

by,s(T) = bg,s(T) + al* + v, M, , = TimeProj(b, ,(7)) € RO*P. (1n

The action and environment vectors are broadcast to every spatial patch in group g. The six D-
dimensional outputs of M, , supply the DiT blocks’ adaptive-normalization shifts, scales, and resid-
ual gates; the modified timestep embedding also conditions the output head. Thus z. influences both
attention and per-patch modulation, while leaving BWM’s original action pathways in place.

A.2 TRAINING AND TEST-TIME ADAPTATION

Training schedule. Training uses the inherited flow-matching video-prediction loss, excluding
the initial conditioning frame. A latent block freezes the shared model and updates the environment
table; a model block freezes the table and updates the DiT, action encoder, and two projectors.
The basic cycle alternates a 200-update latent block and a 200-update model block. An initial
300-update model block precedes the curriculum. The shared-model optimizer is AdamW with
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Table 4: Model components and optimization roles. Test-time adaptation updates only the environ-
ment latent.

Component Initialization or structure Training update
Video DiT BWM-initialized Wan2.2 backbone Model blocks
Action encoder BWDM-initialized 14-D action pathway Model blocks
Video VAE Wan2.2 video encoder/decoder Frozen
Environment table Learnable 32-D latents indexed by environment  Latent blocks
Latent projectors Two 32 — 128 — 3072 MLPs Model blocks

learning rate 10~5, weight decay 0.01, 100 warmup updates, gradient clipping 0.5, and bfloat16
training. The environment-latent optimizer uses learning rate 0.03 and zero weight decay. Latents
are independently initialized from ¢/ (0, 1) and clipped to [0, 1] after training updates.

Test-time adaptation. For a held-out environment, a 32-D latent is optimized from its test-
time interaction trajectories; all shared weights stay frozen. Query outcomes never enter this up-
date. Both simulation and real-world main evaluations use 40 latent updates with learning rates
3.0,1.5,0.5,0.15, each for ten updates. The resulting latent is reused across query actions from that
environment. Exact task-specific execution configurations are released with the code.

B EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

B.1 TRAINING DATA AND RESOURCE BUDGETS

Tables 5 and 6 report counts of physical environments and recorded episodes, rather than latent
entries. Each video chunk contains one initial conditioning frame and the remaining frames are
prediction targets. The batch notation is training environments X action chunks per environment per
optimizer update.

Table 5: Simulation training scale by physical environment. Diverse Backgrounds uses 30 scene
backgrounds. Budget is H200 GPUs x hours per method.

Task Physical envs. X episodes/env. Frames Stride Batch Budget
Friction 35 x 10 41 1 8x4 2x24
Gravity 20 x 10 61 1 8x4 2x24
Mass Collision 20 x 9 61 1 8x8 2x24
Light Switch 12 x 10 33 1 8x8 2x24
Mass Balance 20 x 15 41 2 8x8 2x24
Mass x Friction 84 x 9 61 1 16 x6 4x48
Diverse Backgrounds 15 x 50 41 1 12x6 4x24

Light Switch episodes contain continuous button-press trajectories. Diverse Backgrounds varies
friction across physical environments while the different scene backgrounds provide repeated inter-
actions.

Table 6: Real-world training scale by physical environment and native/model-input RGB resolution.
Budget is H200 GPUs x hours per method.

Task Physical envs. / episodes Frames Stride Native RGB Input RGB Batch Budget
Ball Friction 87240 61 1 560 x248 320 x 160 6x8 2x24
Door Close 107438 49 1 640 x 480 256 x 192 6x8 2x24
Stick Balance 9/421 33 3 640 x 480 256 x 192 6x8 2x24
Soft Pull 9/146 33 3 512x256 320 x 160 10 x 6 2 x 24
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B.2 SIMULATOR AND REAL-WORLD SETUP

Simulator. We construct the custom tasks in a LIBERO-based simulator (Liu et al., 2023) with a
Franka Panda arm. Simulated RGB videos are recorded at 20 fps and 224 x 224 resolution. The
action representation has 14 channels.

Real world. The physical tasks use a Franka robot arm and a fixed Intel RealSense D435i camera.
We use only its main RGB view, captured at 640 x 480 and 20 fps; the task-specific saved video
crops and model-input sizes appear in Table 6. Model inputs are letterboxed to the listed sizes. All
tasks use 14-channel action vectors; the target-action representation is task dependent.

C EVALUATION PROTOCOLS

C.1 SHARED PROTOCOL AND METRICS

Shared comparison. For action-selection tasks, we sample candidate actions and use each
model’s predicted videos to make an action decision. The selected action is then executed in the en-
vironment, and success is determined from its actual outcome using the task-specific criteria below.
Each evaluated candidate-action set contains at least one action that satisfies the target condition.
All methods receive the same query inputs and candidate actions, and all methods that adapt at test
time receive the same test-time interaction trajectories. The Standard World Model does not adapt
at test time, and no method sees a query outcome before making its prediction.

For tracked object positions p; and predictions p; over T’ evaluated future frames, average displace-
ment error (ADE) and final displacement error (FDE) are

T
1 R .
ADE = f;Hpt =il FDE = [jpr — pr|2. (12)

Both are reported in image pixels. Tasks with scalar physical states use the corresponding mean/final
absolute errors stated below. PSNR and SSIM measure full-frame appearance. LPIPS uses the
official pretrained AlexNet perceptual metric on RGB frames scaled to [—1, 1], without an object
mask; per-frame values are averaged over the evaluated future frames and then over query videos.

A query video denotes one action-conditioned video chunk evaluated at test time. The counts be-
low sum query videos across the evaluated environments; K is the number of test-time interaction
trajectories per test environment.

Table 7: Simulation evaluation counts: test-time interaction trajectories and query videos.

Task K Query videos
Friction 1 90
Gravity 1 90
Mass Collision 1 80
Light Switch 2 60
Mass Balance 2 130
Mass x Friction 1 80
Diverse Backgrounds 1 90

C.2 SIMULATED TASKS

Friction. We change the table’s surface-friction coefficient while the robot pushes the same block
with different action strengths. We track the pushed block’s image centroid. Action Success means
that its observed displacement reaches the requested short, medium, or long target region.

Gravity. We vary the simulator’s gravitational acceleration, changing the path of a blue block
after it is thrown. Different actions correspond to different launch speeds of the block. We track
the projectile’s centroid. Success means that the observed projectile endpoint reaches the requested
near, middle, or far target region.
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Table 8: Simulation object-centric quantities extracted from the predicted and ground-truth RGB
videos. ADE/FDE are in image pixels.

Task Tracked quantity Object-centric error

Friction Pushed-block centroid ADE/FDE

Gravity Blue projectile centroid ADE/FDE

Mass Collision Red struck-object centroid ADE/FDE

Light Switch Yellow-pixel fraction in lamp region Mean/final absolute error
(pp)

Mass Balance Balance-bar tilt angle Mean/final angle error (°)

Mass x Friction Red struck-object centroid ADE/FDE

Diverse Backgrounds  Pushed-block centroid ADE/FDE

(a) Friction (b) Gravity (c) Mass Collision

(d) Light Switch (e) Mass Balance (f) Mass x Friction

Figure 7: Representative ground-truth frames from the simulated tasks. Diverse Backgrounds uses
the Friction push task with varied scene backgrounds.

Mass Collision. We vary the mass of the red target object while a driver object collides with it
under different actions. We track the struck red object’s centroid, not the driver’s. Success means
that the struck object reaches the requested displacement region.

Light Switch. We vary the hidden causal rule specifying whether the red button, the blue button,
both, or neither can change the lamp state. The object-centric signal is color, not average brightness:
a fixed RGB rule detects yellow pixels in the lamp region R. Each frame’s score is

1

Yp = W Z 1[RGB;(p) passes the yellow-color rule]. (13)

PER

We report the absolute difference between predicted and observed scores in percentage points (pp).
For T evaluated future frames,

T
: 100 x— . ; X
Epéan =~ D o —wl,  Egral = 10017 — yr|- (14)
t=1
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A score of at least 0.35 denotes “on” for the terminal-state goal; success means that the observed
terminal lamp state matches the requested on/off target.

Mass Balance. We vary the left/right mass ratio of the balance apparatus; the robot’s support
position is the action used to probe that fixed ratio. We track the bar angle in degrees; its ADE/FDE
analogues are mean/final angular errors. Success means that the observed terminal bar angle lies in
the horizontal balance interval.

Mass x Friction. We combine different red-object masses with different table-friction coeffi-
cients, so both physical factors can change across environments. We track the red struck object’s
centroid. For each target line, the desired action is the least forceful sampled action whose observed
endpoint crosses that line; the selector estimates this minimum from the predicted videos.

Diverse Backgrounds (multi-background). We vary the table-friction coefficient as in Friction
while rendering the same push task under different scene backgrounds; background is a visual
change, not a new action. We again track the pushed block’s centroid; success means reaching the
requested displacement region. This tests whether the shared environment representation follows
dynamics rather than appearance.

C.3 REAL-WORLD TESTS

Table 9: Real-world evaluation counts: test-time interaction trajectories and query videos.

Task K Query videos
Ball Friction 1 80
Door Close 2 100
Stick Balance 2 45
Soft Pull 1 24

Table 10: Real-world object-centric measurements from the main camera. ADE/FDE are reported
in native-image pixels.

Task Tracked quantity Object-centric error
Ball Friction Visible ball center ADE/FDE
Door Close Outer door-edge position ADE/FDE
Stick Balance  Two end markers, averaged ADE/FDE
Soft Pull Dragged object’s visible center ADE/FDE

Ball Friction. We vary the mass of steel beads placed inside the ball, changing its total mass
and the sliding-friction force under a robot swing (Figure 8a). The ball variants in the latent-space
visualizations correspond to these different steel-bead loads. We track the ball’s visible center for
native-pixel ADE/FDE. Success means that the selected swing moves the ball to the right-hand
blue-marker target.

Door Close. The door has a spring-loaded latch; we replace the spring to change how much closing
action is needed to engage it (Figure 8b). The tracked outer door edge, rather than a centroid or hinge
angle, defines native-pixel ADE/FDE. Success means that the selected action fully closes and latches
the door.

Stick Balance. We change the weights attached to the stick’s ends, altering its mass distribution
and thus the angle at which it settles after lifting (Figure 8c). We track the two material markers
at its ends and average their positional errors for ADE/FDE. We sample a set of candidate actions
and use the model to predict which actions will maintain balance. One action is selected uniformly
at random from the predicted balancing set and executed on the real robot. A trial is successful if
the stick actually maintains balance. Each sampled candidate set contains at least one action that
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(a) Steel-bead loads for the ball variants

(c) Stick with adjustable end masses (d) Soft tubes with different stiffness and curvature

Figure 8: Physical designs of the four real-world tasks. The Ball task changes the number of steel
beads inside the ball (not visible in the video frame), and the Door task uses a spring-loaded latch.

achieves balance. If the model predicts no balancing action, the trial is counted as a failure. We
report the fraction of successful trials.

Soft Pull. The task uses soft tubes with different stiffness coefficients. The robot may grasp from
the left or right, and the tubes also have different natural curvatures (Figure 8d). The central pre-
diction question is approximately how far the grasp must rotate before the tube starts dragging the
object. The visible object center defines native-pixel ADE/FDE. Given a candidate action, the model
predicts the rotation angle 6 at which the object starts sliding. We then conduct two real-robot tests,
rotating to 6 — 6° and 6 + 6°, respectively. A trial is successful only if the object does not slide in
the first test and slides in the second; otherwise, it is counted as a failure. We report the fraction of
successful trials.

D BASELINE IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

All four baselines use the task-level training data and per-method GPU budgets in Tables 5-6. They
use the same query videos and, for action-selection tasks, the same candidate actions and success
criteria as T2-Z. The three adaptive baselines receive exactly the same test-time interaction trajec-
tories as our latent optimizer. The tables give the common task-level batch specification; DINOv2
Context uses a subset of sampled trajectories for conditioning and all sampled trajectories as queries
during training, whereas TTT-KQV processes them as ordered within-environment streams.

D.1 STANDARD WORLD MODEL

This baseline fine-tunes the BWMe-initialized DiT and action encoder on pooled task trajectories
without an environment latent or test-time adaptation. It uses AdamW with model learning rate
10~°, weight decay 0.01, 100 warmup updates, gradient clipping 0.5, and bfloat16.

D.2 LoRATTA

Starting from the Standard World Model, rank-8, o = 8 LoRA adapters (Hu et al., 2022) are placed
on the DiT attention Q/K/V/output projections. The backbone stays frozen during test-time adapta-
tion. Adapters are reset for each environment and optimized on its test-time interaction trajectories,
then held fixed across that environment’s query actions. The Friction configuration uses 50 AdamW
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adaptation updates at learning rate 10, zero weight decay, and gradient clipping 1; task-specific
adaptation configurations are released with the code.

D.3 DINOvV2 CONTEXT

A frozen DINOvV2-B/14 encoder (Oquab et al., 2024) extracts conditioning-frame features, while a
learned 128-D action GRU summarizes the intervening 14-D actions. For each of NV task-configured
sampled frames, the CLS and mean patch features are projected to 256 dimensions. The N — 1 adja-
cent visual—action transition features (640-D each) are concatenated; a 640(N — 1) — 1024 — 1024
MLP and final projection produce the 32-D context. Multiple conditioning-trajectory summaries
are averaged before that final projection. At each training update, we sample a set of trajectories
Q. from a training environment and select a subset C, C (). for conditioning. All trajectories in
Q. serve as training queries. The number of conditioning trajectories is sampled from the task-
configured choices (typically one or two; one to four for Soft Pull), so the predictor learns to use
different conditioning-set sizes. Every query in @, is predicted using only the context inferred from
C,; training minimizes the mean query-video flow-matching loss. The context head, BWM DiT,
action encoder, and two context projectors are trained jointly, while DINOv2 remains frozen. The
model and context-head learning rates are 10~° and 10~%, respectively. At test time, context comes
from a forward pass over the observed test-time interaction trajectories, with no gradient update.

D.4 TTT-KQV

We adapt a video test-time-training fast-weight module (Dalal et al., 2025) to the BWM backbone.
Gated two-layer GELU MLP modules with expansion factor four are inserted after eight approxi-
mately evenly spaced attention blocks. Training randomly shuffles the chunks from each sampled
environment in a batch. Within each training stream, all chunks use the same sampled flow-matching
timestep (but independent noise), matching the same-timestep processing of observed interactions
and query videos at inference. At position ¢, the preceding chunks form the observed prefix and the
current chunk is the query. Fast weights reset to a learned shared initialization at the start of each
stream. For each chunk, the module causally writes its key—value tokens before reading its output.
Let x; denote an input token, h an attention head, and d}, its feature dimension; ¢ indexes tokens,
not flow-matching timesteps. Learned key and value projections produce kj, ¢, vp + € R% . The fast
state W = {W}}, contains each head’s MLP weights and biases. Its per-token binding loss and
learned step scaling are

1
Un s (W) = = |[kns + LN(MLPyy, (kn1)) — vnll2,
Nht = f U(M;It -+ bh), Nbase = 0.1.

Here LN normalizes within each head, and o is the sigmoid function. The factor 1/d}, in the loss
averages squared errors over feature dimensions; the separate factor 1/dy, in 7, ; scales the update.
For update j, let B; be the current minibatch of at most 64 tokens. The differentiable fast-state
update is

Wj+1 = Wj — VW Z Z nh,tgh,t(W) : (16)

h teB; ——

We use a base inner learning rate of 0.1 with learned token-wise, head-specific scaling, rather than a
constant update step size. The scaling parameters wy,, by, are shared slow weights; the inner update
changes only IW. Gates start at 0.1. The outer loss averages the video flow-matching losses over
all stream positions and sampled environments. Its gradients update the shared slow weights, using
backbone LR 1075 and TTT-module LR 10~%; the fast state itself is ephemeral. At inference, every
denoising timestep resets the fast state and replays the observed test-time interaction trajectories at
that same timestep. Each query then takes an independent update—then—read branch on its own noisy
tokens. Query ground truth never enters the update, and fast state is not carried between queries or
denoising timesteps. Exact stream packing and task-specific execution settings are released with the
code.
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E ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS
E.1 TEST-TIME INTERACTION-COUNT ABLATION
Table 11: Numerical results for Figure 5(c,d) at K = 1, 2, 4 test-time interaction trajectories. Bold

marks the selected K. Physical error is in pixels except for Light Switch (lamp-score error in
percentage points).

Physical error (mean) | Action success (%) 1
Task K=1 K=2 K=14 K=1 K=2 K=14
Mass Collision 6.452 6.534 5.946 61.1 66.7 72.2
Light Switch 8.26 3.43 341 50.0 87.5 87.5
Door Close 11.337 7.954 6.889 22.2 55.6 55.6
Soft Pull 18.710 18.363 18.060 81.8 81.8 81.8

E.2 LATENT DIMENSIONALITY

Table 12: Environment-latent dimensionality on Friction under the same K = 1 evaluation protocol
(ten held-out physical environments; 90 query videos). Object ADE/FDE are main-view centroid
errors in pixels; video metrics use the concatenated main and wrist views. Action success is evalu-
ated on 25 reachable target decisions. Best values are bold.

Latent dim. ADE| FDE| PSNRT SSIM1 LPIPS| SuccessT
8 8.92 19.26 31.293 0.9474 0.0646 44%
16 7.63 15.90 29.557 0.9470 0.0614 64%
32 (ours) 3.85 7.59 31.976 0.9513 0.0495 72%
64 6.86 13.98 31.692 0.9504 0.0551 64%
128 7.08 14.51 31.372 0.9483 0.0581 64%

E.3 LATENT-SPACE PCA ACROSS TASKS

Figure 9 shows the latent-space analysis for four simulation and four real-world tasks. Circles
show training-time environment latents, and triangles show latents adapted from test-time interaction
trajectories. Colors indicate the underlying physical setting or causal class for visualization only;
these labels are not provided to the model. For each task independently, we center its training-time
32-D latents by their mean z, compute the leading two right singular vectors V.o of the centered
matrix without feature rescaling, and plot (z — z)V7.o. Test-time latents are projected using the same
mean and basis; they do not enter the PCA fit. Thus the PC axes are task-specific rather than shared
across panels.

E.4 COMPUTATIONAL EFFICIENCY

We profile a representative Friction setting on one H200 GPU. For training, each method is warmed
up for two optimizer steps and timed for ten further steps. Figure 10 reports the median compute-
only optimizer time per update, excluding dataset reads, and peak allocated GPU memory rather than
full-run training time. Each measured update has six loss-bearing video chunks; method-specific
conditioning computation remains included. The world-model and latent updates of our method
are separate phases and are therefore shown separately. LoRA TTA starts from the Standard World
Model and has no distinct world-model training row.

For inference, all methods receive the same test-time interaction trajectory and five disjoint query
video chunks. We use 25 denoising steps and exclude model loading, dataset reads, and MP4 writing
from timing; query generation includes pipeline sampling and VAE decoding. Interaction process-
ing is performed once and reused across queries. DINOv2 Context encodes the interaction trajectory
without gradient updates, our method runs 40 latent updates, and LoRA TTA runs 50 adapter up-
dates. TTT-KQV precomputes one post-interaction fast state at each denoising timestep and reuses

23



Preprint

e Training latent

(a) Friction
oo q 2 o ©
0.0 - < (3
L]
N -02
9 Al .
A A
0.4 A A TA
-0.6 -0.3 0.0 0.3
PC1
(c) Mass x Friction
0.15 Friction u
©0.002_0 0.05 O 0.1 :','
AAA %o
0.00 O © A ®o 3¢
o~ L g ] A
O .
o
-0.15 . A M
.
-0.30
-0.6 -03 0.0 0.3
PC1
(e) Ball Friction
044 %
A
O o0 A
a é 2
° .
0.4 A°
®
-1.2 -0.6 0.0 0.6
PC1
(g) Stick Balance
L]
0.8
N oo S
- :
-08 . °
L]
_15 0.0 15

PC1
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those states for all five queries. Figure 11 separates interaction processing from five-query generation
and shows how processing time changes with K € {1, 2, 4}; the five-method total-time comparison
uses K = 1 throughout. At K = 1, our method takes 18.09 s including latent adaptation and five
query generations, versus 32.73 s for LORA TTA and 37.57 s for cached TTT-KQV.

(a) Compute-only optimizer time (b) Peak GPU allocation
standard world Moce! [JJJJJj -8 B s
DINOV2 Context - 2.02 - 48.7
Ours: world-model step _ 417 - 54.3
Ours: latent step - 1.60 - 30.4
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 25 50 75 100 125
Seconds / update GiB

Figure 10: Training resource profile. Time is the median compute-only optimizer duration over ten
measured updates after two warmup updates, excluding dataset reads; memory is peak allocated
GPU memory. Each update uses six loss-bearing video chunks.

25



Preprint

I Interaction processing Il Five query generations

(a) Total inference time at K=1
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Figure 11: Compute-only inference profile on one H200 GPU, excluding model and sample loading
and MP4 writing. Top: processing of one test-time interaction trajectory plus generation of the same
five query videos. Bottom: interaction processing time for ' = 1,2, 4 with the update counts held
fixed within each method. The bottom panel does not compare query-generation time at K > 1.

F ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE RESULTS

Figures 12-22 show selected held-out test actions. Each task shows two test environments and four
actions per environment; Soft Pull shows two actions per environment. Each column uses the same
initial observation and candidate action across methods; rows show ground truth, the four baselines,
and our prediction. Simulation panels show the main camera only.
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Figure 12: Friction: selected test actions.
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Figure 13: Gravity: selected test actions.
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Figure 14: Mass Collision: selected test actions.
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Figure 15: Light Switch: selected test actions.
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Figure 16: Mass Balance: selected test actions.
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Figure 17: Mass x Friction: selected test actions.
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Figure 18: Diverse Backgrounds: selected test actions.
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Figure 19: Ball Friction: selected test actions.
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Figure 20: Door Close: selected test actions.
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Figure 21: Stick Balance: selected test actions.
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Figure 22: Soft Pull: selected test actions.
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