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Figure 6. [Probably subsamplie for a single column figure]Examples for human performance on the task predicting the future (non
counterfactual), as performed by mechanical turkers. Each turker has been confronted with the past only (a single image of block positions,
shown). Dots correspond to human estimates of the objects’ resting positions. Larger circles indicate ground truth final positions of each of
the block.

Non-CF: C ! D A B CF: C ! D

Figure 7. Examples for human performance on the task of coun-
terfactual prediction, as performed by mechanical turkers. Each
turker has been confronted with the data (A,B,C) — past, outcome,
past after do-intervention. Dots correspond to human estimates of
the objects’ resting positions (outcome after do-intervention).

as with 4 blocks. And the set of possible masses is fixed to
M = {1, 10}. Each sequence is of length 5 seconds. We ren-
der the physical world into the visual space (RGB, depth and
segmentation) every 0.5 second at a resolution of 448 ⇥ 448.
RGB, deth and segmentation images are encoded as png files.
The full dataset is composed of 2 millions of frames. We
record the physical properties of each object (3D pose, 4D
quaternion angles, velocities) at frame rate of 20 fps. We
split the dataset such that the training set if composed of
200K samples. The validation set and test set are of size
50K each. Table 6 gives an overview of the dataset. The
full set of data, including synthetic images, is 326GB. This
data will be made available publicly after acceptance of this
paper. We use Pybullet as physical engine.

We sample 200K frames (20K unstable sequences) for
training the de-rendering and rendering part. We split into a
train, val and test sets (120K, 40K, 40K) There are roughly
the same number of towers with 3 and 4 blocks.

Training details All models were implemented in PyTorch
and trained on a cluster of Titan-X GPUs. We used the XXX
optimizer and a learning rate of XXX. Training a full model
until convergence takes XXXh.

Qualitative evaluation Figure ?? illustrates several prob-
lem instances and predictions by our model.

Human performance We measured human performance
on this challenging dataset by ...
Natalia: NOTES. 100 workers, 20 assignments each, both
in counterfactual and non-counterfactual settings. Same
experiment in the counterfactual setting, but limiting the time
when the first sequence A ! B is observed to 5 seconds.
Conclusion: CF setup is slightly better in terms of mean
error, but it looks like it generally boils down to simple
indictive biases, such as ”observed (un)stability”!”predict
(un)stability” [prove empirically by clustering trajectories /
calculating correlations]. This is shown in Figure ?: variance
after having observed a stable sequence is decreased (first
row), after having observed a falling case - increased (second
row). Overall, variance in predictions is slightly higher.
Humans are doing much worse than copying baselines.

Performance and comparisons we evaluate the counter-
factual prediction performance against various baselines:

• assuming stability (absence of motion) and copying the
past after do-intervention, denoted as C ! D;

• assuming no do-intervention and copying the (ob-
served) original outcome, denoted as B ! D;

• Network Physics Engine (NPE) [4], a non counterfac-
tual baseline, which predicts the future from the past
after do-intervention without taking into account con-
founders.

The performances are given in table ?? for various splits
between training and validatio scenarios.

Data dependence Table XXX provides evaluations as
Fabien: Compute the LIPSP metric - ”The Unreason-

able Effectiveness of Deep Features as a Perceptual Met-
ric”, Zang et al, CVPR 2018

7. Conclusion
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