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Abstract

Most vision-language-action (VLA) models are reactive: they predict the next
action from the current instruction and observation, implicitly assuming that the
current observation fully specifies the action-relevant state. In embodied control,
however, embodiment-specific factors such as camera-to-robot geometry, robot
calibration, or systematic actuation bias are often hard to identify from a single
observation. As a result, reactive policies cannot reliably disambiguate these
factors in general, overfitting to training environments and generalizing poorly
at deployment. We propose Reflective VLA, which conditions each decision
on a context of observation–action–consequence triplets. Each triplet records
not only what the robot observed and executed, but also how the scene changed
afterward, exposing the deployment-specific mapping from actions to observed
effects. Architecturally, Reflective VLA routes all observation modalities through
the VLM under shared attention, so the action expert reasons directly over past
triplets and the current observation. A block-causal mask enables parallel multi-
frame training without leakage and supports KV-cached real-time inference. On
standard LIBERO and SimplerEnv-Bridge, Reflective VLA preserves strong in-
distribution performance. Under distribution shift on LIBERO-Plus and the harder
LIBERO-Plus-Hard, it improves average success rate by 4.6 and 8.7 percentage
points over a matched reactive baseline. Ablations with a matched history-only
baseline further show that action consequences—rather than additional context
length alone—are the key to cross-environment generalization.

1 Introduction

Vision-language-action (VLA) systems build on pretrained vision-language backbones Bai et al.
[2025a,b], Beyer et al. [2024] and fine-tune on large-scale robot demonstrations Open X-Embodiment
Collaboration et al. [2024], AgiBot-World-Contributors et al. [2025] to produce language-conditioned
control policies Zitkovich et al. [2023], Kim et al. [2024], Black et al. [2025], Li et al. [2024a],
NVIDIA et al. [2025]. By unifying scene understanding, instruction following, and low-level control
in one model, they have substantially broadened the range of manipulation tasks a generalist policy
can perform. Yet despite training on large and diverse datasets, current VLAs still generalize poorly
to deployment environments unseen during training Fei et al. [2025], Zhang et al. [2025a].

Cross-environment generalization in embodied control often requires inferring embodiment-specific
factors that are hard to identify from single observations, such as camera geometry, robot calibration,
and systematic actuation bias. In contrast, the interaction context—an observation, an executed
action, and the resulting observation—exposes these factors through how actions translate into
observed changes: a commanded motion reveals camera extrinsics through its pixel displacement and
calibration offsets through its pose residual. Existing VLAs condition on a single frame, omitting
this evidence, so the policy must instead memorize the embodiments seen during training. Recent
temporal-context and memory-based VLAs Liu et al. [2025], Shi et al. [2026] improve state tracking,
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Figure 1: From reactive to reflective control. (a) Reactive VLA. Identifying embodiment-specific
latent factors z—camera pose, calibration, etc.—from a single observation Ot is ill-posed: many
z are consistent with the same frame, so At overfits training embodiments. (b) Reflective VLA.
Conditioning on past causal triplets {(Oj , Aj , O

′
j)}j<t, where O′

j is the action-aligned observation
after Aj , rules out deployments inconsistent with the evidence, sharpening P (z | context) and
yielding an At adapted to the current embodiment.

but lack explicit action–consequence binding, which is critical for identifying deployment-specific
sensing and control factors.

We therefore cast cross-environment generalization in VLAs as an in-context learning (ICL) problem
over causal interaction triplets. Given a small prompt of such triplets, the policy can infer the current
deployment online from interaction feedback, analogous to how large language models infer task
structure from few-shot demonstrations Brown et al. [2020], Xie et al. [2022]. Instantiating this in a
dual-system VLA raises two challenges. First, the prompt interleaves heterogeneous modalities—
images, proprioception, and continuous action chunks—which must be packed into a causal sequence
without bottlenecking the action decoder. Second, dual-system VLAs must propagate context through
both the VLM prefix and the action expert; naive training repeats forward passes across target frames,
while naive inference recomputes the history prefix at every step, making real-time control costly.

We address these challenges with Reflective VLA, an ICL framework for dual-system VLAs. The
current observation is augmented with a small set of past triplets, each consisting of an observation,
an executed action chunk, and the resulting observation. To pack heterogeneous modalities into a
single causal sequence without bottlenecking the action decoder, all modalities share the VLM token
space and a continuous action expert attends densely to the full prompt under shared attention. To
make ICL training tractable, a block-causal mask supervises all K context frames in a single forward
pass instead of K separate ones. The same causal structure supports KV-cached inference, so the
extended context does not compromise real-time control at deployment.

We evaluate Reflective VLA on standard LIBERO and SimplerEnv, as well as on LIBERO-Plus Fei
et al. [2025] and our extension, LIBERO-Plus-Hard, which target deployment shifts in sensing, em-
bodiment, and layout. Reflective VLA preserves strong standard-benchmark performance, improving
over a matched reactive baseline by 1.1 and 5.3 points on LIBERO and SimplerEnv, respectively.
Under deployment shifts, it improves held-out generalization by 4.6 and 8.7 points on LIBERO-Plus
and LIBERO-Plus-Hard, respectively, without test-time fine-tuning. Ablations show that these gains
come from observation–action–consequence evidence rather than longer context alone.

In summary, our main contributions are:

1. We identify observation–action–consequence interaction context as a key signal for cross-
environment VLA generalization, and formulate it as in-context learning over causal triplets.

2. We introduce Reflective VLA, a dual-system VLA that places multimodal observations and
historical action consequences in a shared VLM token space, with block-causal training and
KV-cached real-time inference.

3. Across LIBERO, SimplerEnv, LIBERO-Plus, and LIBERO-Plus-Hard, Reflective VLA
improves standard-benchmark performance and held-out deployment generalization over

2



matched reactive baselines; history-only ablations confirm that aligned consequence obser-
vations are the critical ingredient.

2 Related Work

Vision-language-action models. Recent generalist policies build on pretrained vision-language
backbones and train on large-scale robot datasets to produce language-conditioned control Reed
et al. [2022], Brohan et al. [2023], Zitkovich et al. [2023], Kim et al. [2024], Team et al. [2024].
Architecturally, recent VLAs follow two main designs. One line casts control as autoregressive
prediction over discretized or tokenized actions Zitkovich et al. [2023], Kim et al. [2024, 2025],
Pertsch et al. [2025]. A more recent line decouples high-level reasoning from low-level control
by pairing the VLM backbone with a dedicated continuous action expert based on diffusion or
flow matching—a dual-system design that preserves action fidelity at high control rates Black et al.
[2025], Li et al. [2024a], Wu et al. [2026], Zheng et al. [2026], NVIDIA et al. [2025]. We adopt
this dual-system design and take an orthogonal direction: rather than scaling data or refining the
action representation, we equip a fixed VLA with in-context interaction evidence as a new axis for
cross-environment generalization, without any test-time updates.

Temporal context and memory for robot control. Temporal context is a natural response to
partial observability in robot control. Imitation policies such as ACT, Diffusion Policy, and RDT use
short observation histories and action chunks to stabilize visuomotor control Zhao et al. [2023], Chi
et al. [2023], Liu et al. [2025]; VLA systems such as RoboFlamingo, 4D-VLA, and MemoryVLA
further incorporate visual history, spatiotemporal representations, or explicit memory for language-
conditioned manipulation Li et al. [2024b], Zhang et al. [2025b], Shi et al. [2026]. These methods
improve state estimation, task progress tracking, and robustness to transient perceptual ambiguity.
However, temporal history alone is not equivalent to interaction feedback: existing histories do
not explicitly bind an executed action chunk to its aligned consequence. Reflective VLA therefore
distinguishes temporal context from action-conditioned consequence context, and tests this distinction
with history-only ablations that remove consequence observations from the same historical milestones.

In-context adaptation for sequential decision making. In-context learning provides a complemen-
tary view of adaptation: a sequence model can infer the relevant task or environment from examples
in its context Brown et al. [2020], Xie et al. [2022]. This idea connects to meta-RL Duan et al.
[2016], Finn et al. [2017], Rakelly et al. [2019] and to transformer policies that adapt behavior from
contextual experience at test time, including Decision Transformer, Prompt-DT, and algorithm distil-
lation Chen et al. [2021], Xu et al. [2022], Laskin et al. [2023]. Reflective VLA brings this viewpoint
to embodied VLA control, but uses a different adaptation signal: structured multimodal observation–
action–consequence triplets, without rewards, textual self-reflection, a separate system-identification
module, or test-time parameter updates.

3 Method

Reflective VLA extends a reactive dual-system VLA with an in-context interface over observation–
action–consequence triplets. We first define the reactive formulation, then describe how triplets are
constructed and packed, how the model is trained on them in parallel using a block-causal mask, and
how they are reused during online inference.

3.1 Preliminary: Standard Reactive VLA Formulation

At control step t, let L denote the language instruction, Ot the current multimodal observation, and
At = [at, . . . , at+C−1] an action chunk of horizon C. The observation may include third-person
images, wrist images, and proprioceptive states. A standard reactive VLA predicts the next action
chunk from only the current instruction and observation:

At ∼ πθ(· | L,Ot). (1)

This interface covers recent dual-system VLAs that pair a VLM prefix with a continuous diffusion or
flow-matching action expert. Although their action generation objectives differ, they share the same
limitation for our purpose: the action expert conditions on the current observation, but not on past
executed actions and their observed consequences.
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K−1
j=1 and the current observation Ot share a single VLM token sequence; a flow-

matching action expert attends to this prefix and denoises Ât into the predicted chunk At. The aligned
consequence O′

j carries the interaction evidence that exposes environment factors.

3.2 From Reactive to In-Context Generalization

A reactive VLA learns π(At | L,Ot), predicting the next action from the current instruction and
observation. Different deployments may share task semantics but differ in camera-to-robot geometry,
robot calibration, or systematic actuation bias. We summarize these embodiment-specific factors as
an environmental latent variable z, on which the appropriate action depends. Inferring z from a single
observation Ot is ill-posed: the mapping from z to Ot is many-to-one, leaving the policy unable to
disambiguate the current sensing and control conditions.

This missing evidence can be recovered by interaction feedback: when the robot executes an action
and observes the resulting change, the observation–action–consequence relation reveals how the
current deployment responds to commands. Formally, an adaptive policy can be written as a marginal
over the posterior on z:

π(At | L,Ot,H) =

∫
π(At | L,Ot, z)P (z | H) dz, (2)

where H is the interaction context accumulated so far. We do not explicitly estimate z or compute this
integral; the formulation serves only as a motivating abstraction, since transformers can implicitly
approximate such posterior updates via in-context inference Xie et al. [2022].

The key requirement is that H is diagnostic of z. Under an idealized Markov view, if H consists of
interaction triplets, the posterior factorizes as

P (z | H) ∝ P (z)
∏
i

Penv(O′
i | Oi, Ai, z), (3)

where O′
i is the observation after executing action chunk Ai. The likelihood depends explicitly on

how the environment responds to executed actions, so a context containing only (Oi, Ai) pairs cannot
expose the response term and provides limited evidence for identifying deployment-specific factors.

Reflective VLA therefore conditions each decision on interaction context with explicit consequences:

At ∼ πθ

(
At | L,H,Ot

)
, H =

{
(Oi, Ai,O′

i)
}K−1

i=1
, (4)

where H is the observation–action–consequence context.

3.3 Reflective VLA

Observation–action–consequence context. Reflective VLA represents recent interaction history
as structured observation–action–consequence triplets. Each triplet stores the observation before an
action chunk, the action chunk executed from that observation, and the resulting observation after the
chunk completes. Since the policy predicts C-step action chunks, we define the consequence observa-
tion as O′

i = Oi+C rather than the immediate next frame Oi+1. This action-aligned consequence
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better captures the visible effect of the executed action, such as end-effector displacement, residual
control error and etc.

At training time, Ai is the demonstration action chunk and O′
i the observation after the chunk horizon;

at deployment, Ai is the chunk actually executed and O′
i the subsequent observation collected from

the environment. Thus, each stored triplet represents a realized interaction rather than only a planned
transition. We embed each previous action chunk into eight tokens in the VLM token space via a
learned projection gA, and write the resulting prefix tokens simply as Ai. The i-th context element
is then Ti = (L, τi,Oi, Ai,O′

i), where the language instruction L is re-inserted at the start of every
triplet so that each unit is a self-contained (L,O, A,O′) block, matching the per-triplet structure
shown in Figure 3. We refer to these as causal triplets because the action token links a pre-action
observation to its observed post-action consequence.

Multimodal prompt construction. Given historical milestones m1, . . . ,mK−1 and the current
query timestep t, Reflective VLA packs past triplets and the current observation—each prefixed by
the language instruction L—into a single multimodal sequence:

Xin =
[
Tm1 , . . . , TmK−1

, (L, τt,Ot)
]
. (5)

The historical triplets provide evidence about how the current deployment responds to actions, while
the final (L, τt,Ot) block serves as the query for predicting the next action chunk. The current target
action is not inserted into the prefix; it is generated by the continuous action expert.

Shared-attention dual-system architecture. For the action decoder to use interaction context, all
observation modalities must be visible to it. Some dual-system VLAs route only part of the observa-
tion through the VLM backbone or condition the action module on a compressed prefix NVIDIA
et al. [2025], Zheng et al. [2026], which can bottleneck reasoning over (O, A, O’) structure. Re-
flective VLA therefore routes all observation modalities—third-person images, wrist images, and
proprioception—into a shared VLM token sequence. Images are encoded by the visual backbone,
while proprioceptive states and previous action chunks are projected into the token space with a
learned non-linear head. A continuous flow-matching action expert is attached as a suffix that shares
attention with the VLM prefix at every layer, following recent MoT-style VLA designs Liang et al.
[2025], Black et al. [2025], Wu et al. [2026]. The action expert can thus attend directly to prior
observations, prior actions, observed consequences, temporal indices, and the current observation
when generating At.

Block-causal training. In-context conditioning lengthens each training sequence by a factor of K,
so supervising each context position with an independent forward pass would scale training cost as
O(K). We instead borrow the packed-sequence idea from LM training and supervise all K sampled
frames jointly under a block-causal attention mask, which lets every sampled frame act as both
context for later targets and as a prediction target itself within a single forward pass. Because the
same mask supervises positions with 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 preceding triplets, training naturally covers the
full range of context lengths the model will encounter at deployment.

Sampling and packing. We sample K ordered frames t1 < · · · < tK from a trajectory and pack them
into a single sequence: the first K − 1 form the historical triplets and the K-th is the current query,
but the block-causal mask supervises all K frames jointly. As reflected in Ti, L is re-inserted at the
start of every triplet (and the query block) so each unit is a self-contained (L,O, A,O′) structure, and
special tokens demarcate triplet boundaries so the action expert can unambiguously parse where each
unit begins and ends. Because adjacent action chunks are temporally smooth, a fixed inter-frame stride
invites the policy to extrapolate Atk from past actions rather than learn from observed consequences;
we therefore randomize the stride within a bounded range during training to break this shortcut.

Mask and objective. Each target frame tk is realized by a query slot Âtk in the suffix flow-matching
expert; Figure 3 visualizes the resulting attention pattern as a row in the mask. The query attends
only to

Vtk = {Ttj : j < k} ∪ {(L, τtk ,Otk)}, (6)

i.e., all completed prior triplets (each carrying its own copy of L) together with the current language-
prefixed observation. It is masked from the prefix action token Atk and consequence O′

tk
within its

own triplet—both observed only after Atk is executed—and from every subsequent triplet {Ttj : j >
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Table 1: In-distribution evaluation on LIBERO and SimplerEnv-Bridge. Success rates (%)
across the four standard LIBERO task suites and the SimplerEnv-Bridge benchmark. † denotes our
reproduced reactive baseline π0.5. “–” indicates the result is not provided.

LIBERO SimplerEnv-Bridge

Method Spatial Object Goal Long Avg Spoon Carrot Cube Eggplant Avg

OpenVLA Kim et al. [2024] 84.7 88.4 79.2 53.7 75.9 4.2 0.0 8.3 45.8 14.6
CoT-VLA Zhao et al. [2025] 87.5 91.6 87.6 69.0 81.1 – – – – –
4D-VLA Zhang et al. [2025b] 93.8 92.8 95.6 86.5 92.2 – – – – –
ThinkAct Huang et al. [2025] – – – – – 37.5 8.7 58.3 70.8 43.8
CogACT Li et al. [2024a] 97.2 98.0 90.2 88.8 93.2 71.7 50.8 15.0 67.5 51.3
InternVLA-M1 Intern Robotics [2025] 98.0 99.0 93.8 92.6 95.9 87.5 67.9 31.3 100.0 71.7
π0 Black et al. [2025] 96.8 98.8 95.8 85.2 94.2 – – – – –
MemoryVLA Shi et al. [2026] 98.4 98.4 96.4 93.4 96.5 75.0 75.0 37.5 100.0 71.9
GR00T N1.5 NVIDIA et al. [2025] – – – – – 82.0 72.0 54.0 63.0 67.8
π0.5 Physical Intelligence [2025] 98.8 98.2 98.0 92.4 96.9 – – – – –

Reactive baseline π†
0.5 97.5 98.2 97.8 94.0 96.9 91.7 79.2 70.8 50.0 72.9

Reflective VLA (ours) 98.4 99.0 98.2 94.6 98.0 95.8 83.3 79.2 54.2 78.2

Table 2: Robustness under perturbations on LIBERO-Plus and LIBERO-Plus-Hard. Success
rates (%) on LIBERO-Plus (7 standard perturbation categories) and LIBERO-Plus-Hard (2 additional
harder shifts: Multi-camera shift (Camera†) and Robot calibration shift (Rob. Calib†)).

LIBERO-Plus LIBERO-Plus-Hard

Method Camera Robot Lang Light Bg Noise Layout Avg Camera† Rob. Calib† Avg

UniVLA Bu et al. [2025] 1.8 46.2 69.6 69.0 81.0 21.2 31.9 42.9 – – –
π0 Black et al. [2025] 13.8 6.0 58.8 85.0 81.4 79.0 68.9 53.6 – – –
OpenVLA-OFT Fei et al. [2025] 92.8 30.3 85.8 94.9 93.9 89.3 77.6 79.6 75.2 43.1 59.2
MemoryVLA Shi et al. [2026] 93.1 42.1 84.2 95.1 92.7 89.1 77.5 82.0 76.1 49.2 62.7

Reactive baseline π†
0.5 90.0 50.0 94.9 92.0 85.8 90.2 75.0 82.6 75.0 50.2 62.6

Reflective VLA (ours) 96.0 60.2 95.0 96.1 94.1 91.3 77.6 87.2 80.1 62.5 71.3

k}; sibling query slots {Âtj}j ̸=k are also mutually masked, so each prediction depends solely on
prefix evidence. The training objective sums the flow-matching action loss over all valid targets:

Ltrain =

K∑
k=1

Lact

(
Atk ;Vtk

)
, (7)

where Lact is the same flow-matching objective used by the base VLA. This yields dense multi-
frame supervision in one forward pass while ensuring that each prediction is conditioned only
on past completed interactions and the current observation. The first target t1 has no preced-
ing triplets and provides reactive supervision, while t2, . . . , tK provide ICL supervision with
progressively longer context, as the staircase pattern along the diagonal of Figure 3 shows.

Triplet T1 Triplet T2 Query frame

O1

O1

Â1
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Figure 3: Block-causal mask. Each query Âk

attends to L, prior triplets T<k, and Ok, while its
own Ak, O′

k, future triplets and queries are masked,
supervising all targets in one forward.

At deployment, Reflective VLA keeps a rolling
buffer of the most recent K−1 triplets. Unlike
training, where ground-truth action chunks pop-
ulate the historical context, at inference each
triplet stores the policy’s own predicted chunk
Ât together with the observation Ot+C actu-
ally reached after executing it—so the in-context
prefix reflects the realized rollout rather than a
teacher trajectory. At each step, only the new ob-
servation (or triplet, after execution) is encoded;
VLM-side keys and values for past triplets are
cached once and reused, keeping the per-step
inference cost roughly constant.

6



Table 3: Ablations on the interaction context. Success rates (%) on Camera, Camera†, and Rob.
Calib†; Avg denotes the mean. (a) varies what each context element contains, with K fixed; (b)
varies the number of context elements K with the full (O,A,O′) structure. K=1 corresponds to the
reactive baseline without historical triplets.

(a) Context composition (fixed K).

Context Camera Camera† Rob. Calib† Avg

Reactive (no history) 90.0 75.0 50.2 71.7
O 88.8 74.2 50.0 71.0
O,A 89.1 75.0 54.4 72.8
O,A,O′ 96.0 80.1 62.5 79.5

(b) Context length (full (O,A,O′)).

K Camera Camera† Rob. Calib† Avg

1 90.0 75.0 50.2 71.7
2 93.8 77.2 57.0 76.7
4 96.1 79.2 60.4 78.6
8 96.0 80.1 62.5 79.5

4 Experiments

We evaluate Reflective VLA along three axes.
First, we test whether adding interaction context
preserves strong in-distribution performance on
standard manipulation benchmarks. Second,
we evaluate robustness under perturbations that
change visual appearance, sensing, or embodiment-specific properties. Third, we ablate the designed
components to illustrate the contribution of the observation–action–consequence structure rather than
from longer context alone.

4.1 Experimental Setup

Simulation benchmarks. We evaluate on four simulation settings: (i) LIBERO Liu et al. [2023], the
standard suite of 40 language-conditioned manipulation tasks across Spatial, Object, Goal, and Long,
with a fixed camera and embodiment, used as our nominal in-distribution testbed; (ii) SimplerEnv-
Bridge Li et al. [2024c], which evaluates VLAs trained on the BridgeDataV2 Walke et al. [2023] in the
ManiSkill2 Gu et al. [2023] simulator, providing a real-to-sim transfer setting; (iii) LIBERO-Plus Fei
et al. [2025], which extends LIBERO with seven perturbation categories spanning sensing, language,
and robot–environment configuration; and (iv) LIBERO-Plus-Hard, our diagnostic extension targeting
shifts in the action-to-observation mapping.

A context-diagnostic benchmark. While LIBERO-Plus provides broad perturbation coverage, not
all of its categories are equally diagnostic of interaction-conditioned adaptation: shifts in language, or
background can largely be absorbed by invariances in the pretrained VLM backbones. We therefore
introduce LIBERO-Plus-Hard with two perturbations designed so that single-frame evidence is
insufficient and the action-to-observation mapping must be inferred from interaction:

• Multi-camera shift (Camera† in Table 2). We jointly perturb the extrinsics of all camera
views (third-person and wrist), so no single view preserves the nominal calibration; the
camera-to-robot geometry must be recovered from the pixel-space displacement induced by
past action chunks.

• Robot calibration shift (Rob. Calib† in Table 2). We inject an episode-level systematic
offset between commanded and achieved end-effector motion, simulating calibration error,
actuation bias, or mechanical backlash; this offset is unobservable from a static frame but
recoverable from the residual between commanded actions and their consequences.

Baselines. Our primary baseline, denoted π†
0.5, is a reproduced reactive π0.5 that uses the same

backbone, training data, and network parameters as Reflective VLA but with context length K=1,
conditioning each prediction only on the current instruction and observation. Where available
and protocol-compatible, we additionally report published results for OpenVLA Kim et al. [2024],
OpenVLA-OFT Kim et al. [2025], UniVLA Bu et al. [2025], CoT-VLA Zhao et al. [2025], 4D-
VLA Zhang et al. [2025b], ThinkAct Huang et al. [2025], CogACT Li et al. [2024a], InternVLA-
M1 Intern Robotics [2025], π0 Black et al. [2025], π0.5 Physical Intelligence [2025], MemoryVLA Shi
et al. [2026], and GR00T N1.5 NVIDIA et al. [2025].

Implementation details. Following π0.5 Physical Intelligence [2025], Reflective VLA adopts a
Mixture-of-Transformers Liang et al. [2025] dual-system design, pairing a pretrained VLM prefix
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with a flow-matching continuous action expert as the suffix under shared attention. Unless otherwise
stated, we use action chunk size C=10, context length K=8, corresponding to seven historical triplets
and one query observation, and bounded randomized milestone sampling. Additional architectural
details, hyperparameters, and training settings are provided in Sections A and C.1.

4.2 Main Results
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Figure 4: Latency–accuracy trade-off across
context length K on the perturbation subset.

In-distribution performance. Table 1 shows that
Reflective VLA preserves strong in-distribution
performance on both LIBERO and SimplerEnv-
Bridge. On LIBERO it reaches 98.0% average suc-
cess, achieving state-of-the-art—ahead of the pub-
lished π0.5 (96.9%) and memory-based MemoryVLA
(96.5%)—and outperforming the matched reactive
π†
0.5 baseline by 1.1 points. On SimplerEnv-Bridge,

it reaches 78.2% average success, again achieving
state-of-the-art and improving over the reactive base-
line by 5.3 points; since BridgeData V2 Walke et al.
[2023] spans diverse scenes, embodiments, and view-
points, this gain reflects the model’s ability to exploit
in-context interaction evidence under embodiment-
level variability already present in the training distri-
bution. Performance on the Long suite is also slightly
improved (94.0% → 94.6%), indicating that interaction context does not hurt temporally extended
manipulation. Together, these results show that adding structured interaction context does not
compromise the base policy’s nominal task-solving ability.

Robustness under perturbations. Table 2 evaluates robustness on the seven standard LIBERO-
Plus perturbation categories and two harder shifts in LIBERO-Plus-Hard; MemoryVLA is reproduced
on the same training data as ours for a fair comparison. On LIBERO-Plus, Reflective VLA achieves
87.2% average success, outperforming the matched reactive baseline (82.6%) and strong prior meth-
ods such as OpenVLA-OFT (79.6%). The gains span six of the seven categories, with the largest
improvements under Robot (+10.2 pp), Background (+8.0 pp), and Camera (+6.0 pp); language per-
turbations are already saturated for both methods (95.0%) and leave no room for further improvement.
The categories with the largest gains directly affect either the sensing interface or the robot’s spatial
configuration, both of which are difficult to identify from a single frame but exposed through how
past actions translate into observed consequences.

Discussion. The two LIBERO-Plus-Hard shifts further stress-test this hypothesis. Under Multi-
camera shift (Camera†), where the extrinsics of both third-person and wrist views are perturbed,
Reflective VLA improves from 75.0% to 80.1%. Under Robot calibration shift (Rob. Calib†), where
the achieved end-effector motion deviates systematically from the commanded action, it improves
from 50.2% to 62.5%. Together, these two shifts raise the average success rate from 62.6% to 71.3%,
an 8.7-point gain over the matched reactive baseline. Unlike language or appearance perturbations,
both shifts change the relationship between actions and their observed effects, making them difficult
to identify from any single frame. The largest gain appears on Rob. Calib†, where the only diagnostic
signal is the residual between commanded actions and their consequences—directly supporting the
central design of Reflective VLA.

Context composition. Table 3a isolates the effect of context composition with K fixed. Adding
observation history alone (O) yields no improvement over the reactive baseline (71.0% vs. 71.7%), and
adding observation–action pairs without the resulting consequence (O,A) provides only a marginal
gain (72.8%). In contrast, the full observation–action–consequence context (O,A,O′) improves the
average from 71.7% to 79.5%, a 7.8-point gain that is most pronounced on Rob. Calib† (50.2%
→ 62.5%). This supports our hypothesis that the action-aligned consequence O′ provides the key
adaptation signal: temporal context alone, even when paired with the executed action, leaves the
action-to-observation mapping unidentified.
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(a) Real robot setup (b) Camera placement protocol (c) Results on seen and unseen camera setups

Figure 5: Real-world setup. (a) An Agilex Piper arm with RealSense D435i cameras over a tabletop
workspace, with two tasks (place-into-box, place-into-bowl). (b) Third-person camera-placement
protocol: ten placements span the left, front, and right of the workspace; demonstrations cover all ten,
while evaluation uses five seen and five held-out placements drawn from the same regions.

Context length. Table 3b studies the effect of context length. Increasing K consistently improves
robustness, from 71.7% at K=1 to 76.7% at K=2, 78.6% at K=4, and 79.5% at K=8. Most of the
gain is captured by K=4 (+6.9 points over the reactive baseline), with diminishing returns thereafter,
suggesting that a small number of recent interaction triplets already captures most of the useful
deployment-specific evidence.

Latency–accuracy trade-off. Figure 4 reports per-step latency against success rate during inference.
Since past triplets are encoded once and reused, latency grows sub-linearly in K: K=8 is only 1.43×
slower than K=1 (178 vs. 124ms) despite an 8× longer prompt, while K=4 already recovers most
of the accuracy gain at 1.19× baseline latency—a practical operating point when tighter control
rates are required. We cap K at 8 because longer contexts exceed our GPU memory budget during
block-causal training; KV-cached inference itself can scale further.

4.3 Real-World Experiments

We further evaluate Reflective VLA under real-world cross-camera generalization. Following the
protocol in Figure 5, demonstrations cover ten third-person camera placements spanning the left, front,
and right sides of the workspace; at test time we evaluate on five seen and five held-out placements
(N = 25 trials each) without test-time fine-tuning. We consider two tabletop tasks—placing an
object into a large square box (primarily grasping) and into a small bowl (additionally requires
camera-dependent placement). Full protocol details are in Section D.

Reflective VLA preserves performance on seen viewpoints while substantially improving generaliza-
tion to unseen ones. On seen placements, success improves only slightly over the reactive baseline
(88%→92% on box, 68%→72% on bowl), indicating that interaction context does not compromise
nominal performance when camera geometry is covered by training. Under unseen placements, the
reactive baseline degrades sharply (32% box, 16% bowl) while Reflective VLA reaches 76% and
64%. Although the bowl task is harder overall due to its tighter placement tolerance, the gain on
unseen viewpoints (+48 pp) matches the box task (+44 pp), suggesting that reflective context benefits
both grasping robustness and camera-dependent spatial alignment.

5 Conclusion

We cast cross-environment generalization in VLAs as in-context inference over causal triplets
(O, A,O′), enabling adaptation from interaction feedback without test-time fine-tuning. Two findings
support this view: a matched history-only ablation that omits the action aligned consequence O′

recovers little of the gain, showing that context length alone is insufficient; and Reflective VLA closes
a substantial portion of the OOD gap on the simulation and real world generalization environments.
These gains come at constant model size—only a change in how the policy uses its context window.
Scaling context length, extending reflection to longer horizons, and applying this framework to
diverse embodiments are natural next steps.
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Supplementary Material

This supplementary material provides the implementation and experimental details needed to re-
produce Reflective VLA. Section A describes the architecture components, triplet construction,
context-buffer behavior, block-causal masking, and flow-matching inference procedure. Section C
details the training data construction, optimization settings, and evaluation protocol for LIBERO,
LIBERO-Plus, LIBERO-Plus-Hard, and SimplerEnv-Bridge. Section B specifies the two diagnostic
perturbation families used in LIBERO-Plus-Hard. Section D documents the real-world robot setup,
control interface, tasks, and camera-placement protocol. Section E summarizes reproducibility
resources, external assets, and current limitations.

A Implementation Details

A.1 Architecture components

Reflective VLA uses the same model family and training budget as the matched reactive baseline, and
changes only the conditioning interface. We implement it with a dual-system Mixture-of-Transformers
(MoT) architecture: a pretrained VLM encodes the language and multimodal observation prefix,
and a continuous flow-matching transformer action expert is attached as a suffix with shared self-
attention to the prefix. We instantiate the VLM with either PaliGemma-3B Beyer et al. [2024] or
Qwen3-VL-2B Bai et al. [2025a], and use an action expert with hidden dimension 1024. Third-person
and wrist images are processed through the native VLM visual pathway, while proprioceptive states
and historical action chunks are projected into the token space by lightweight two-layer nonlinear
fully connected projectors. Each historical action chunk is represented by eight learned tokens. The
matched reactive baseline uses the same backbone, projectors, action expert, optimizer, and data, but
sets K=1 so that no historical triplets are provided.

A.2 Triplet construction and context buffer

For each control step t, the query input contains the instruction, the current multimodal observation,
and a bounded history of completed interaction triplets. The current observation comprises the
third-person view, left/right wrist views (when available), and the proprioceptive state. For a chunk
horizon C, each historical triplet is stored as

Ti =
(
τi,Oi, Ai,Oi+C

)
, (8)

where Ai = [ai, . . . , ai+C−1] is the executed action chunk, projected by gA into eight learned
action tokens. We use C=10 for LIBERO and SimplerEnv-Bridge, and C=30 for the real-world
experiments.

During training, triplets are sampled only from completed past interactions of the same episode, so
each consequence Oi+C strictly precedes the query. To prevent the model from extrapolating the
target action from a fixed temporal pattern of neighboring actions, we add a randomized stride of
[0, 15] environment steps to the backward spacing.

At inference, the policy maintains a rolling FIFO buffer of completed triplets from the current episode:
after each executed chunk, the newly formed triplet is appended and the oldest is evicted once the
buffer is full. Triplets are drawn from the buffer with a fixed backward stride for deterministic input
layout, and at the start of an episode the model simply conditions on whatever context is available.
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A.3 Prompt packing details

VLM input template

<|im_start|>user {instruction}
# historical triplets
<|frame_start|> <Third-Person OBSi> <Wrist OBSi> <PROPRIOi>
<|action_start|><ACTIONi><|action_end|>
<Third-Person OBSi+C> <Wrist OBSi+C> <PROPRIOi+C> <|frame_end|>
<|frame_sep|> · · · <|frame_sep|>
# current query, no target action or consequence
<|frame_start|> <Third-Person OBSt> <Wrist OBSt> <PROPRIOt>

B LIBERO-Plus-Hard Specification

B.1 Perturbation overview

LIBERO-Plus-Hard extends LIBERO-Plus with two diagnostic perturbation families targeting factors
that are hard to identify from a single frame but directly govern the action-to-observation mapping:
camera geometry and robot calibration. We denote them Camera† and Rob. Calib† in the result tables.
Task semantics, objects, and language instructions are unchanged.

For each rollout, the perturbation parameters are sampled once at the start of the episode and held
fixed throughout. All methods share the same task initializations, seeds, and sampled perturbation
instances, and the success criterion follows the original LIBERO task-completion signal. The latent
perturbation is not exposed to the model but can be inferred from observation–action–consequence
triplets collected during the current episode.

B.2 Multi-camera shift

The multi-camera shift perturbs the visual sensing interface while leaving task, object layout, and
robot dynamics unchanged. For the third-person view, we sample an episode-level camera transform
with azimuth in [−75◦, 75◦], elevation in [0◦, 15◦], distance scale in [1.0, 2.0], and endpoint rotations
in [−10◦, 10◦]. For the wrist view, we sample a field of view in [60◦, 90◦] and one of four image
transforms (identity, horizontal flip, vertical flip, 180◦ rotation), applied consistently throughout
the rollout. Both views remain visually valid but their geometry differs from the nominal LIBERO
setting, so the action-to-pixel mapping must be re-identified online.

B.3 Robot calibration shift

The robot calibration shift perturbs the mapping from commanded actions to the motion executed by
the simulator, simulating systematic calibration error, actuation bias, or mechanical offset. At the
start of each rollout, we sample a fixed calibration bias and apply it to every absolute end-effector
command before stepping the environment. Under the default moderate setting, the translational bias
is sampled independently along each Cartesian axis from [−10, 10]mm, and the rotational bias is a
fixed axis-angle offset with magnitude up to 3◦; the gripper command is unchanged. We only collect
the replayed trajectories that successfully complete the task.

The bias is unobservable from any single frame but recoverable from completed triplets, since the
residual between the commanded action stored in context and the realized next observation directly
reveals it.

C Experimental Protocol

C.1 Training details

Training data construction. For the standard LIBERO and SimplerEnv-Bridge experiments, we
use the official LIBERO demonstrations and BridgeData V2 trajectories, with action targets converted
to absolute end-effector control and a chunk horizon of C=10.
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Table 4: Training hyperparameters. Batch size is reported per GPU; all reported runs use 8 H20
GPUs.

Setting Steps Batch/GPU K

LIBERO reactive baseline 90k 32 1
LIBERO Reflective VLA 50k 4 8
LIBERO-Plus / Hard reactive 50k 32 1
LIBERO-Plus / Hard Reflective VLA 90k 4 8
SimplerEnv-Bridge reactive 80k 32 1
SimplerEnv-Bridge Reflective VLA 160k 6 4

For LIBERO-Plus, we use the released LIBERO-Plus training set and convert the trajectories to
absolute end-effector control via replay. For LIBERO-Plus-Hard, we follow the same replay-based
generation pipeline on the original LIBERO demonstrations, additionally injecting our two diagnostic
perturbations during replay: camera-pose shifts and commanded-action biases. We merge the two
sets and train a single model on the union, yielding 43,546 trajectories in total.

Optimization. All models are trained with AdamW (β1=0.9, β2=0.95, weight decay 0.01, gradient
clipping at norm 1.0) under bf16 mixed precision with DeepSpeed ZeRO-2. The action expert and
projectors use a peak learning rate of 10−4; the VLM uses a 0.1× multiplier and is held frozen for the
initial period in Table 4, after which it follows the same linear warm-up and cosine decay schedule as
the rest of the model.

For Reflective VLA on LIBERO/LIBERO-Plus we use K=8 context frames, and K=5 on
SimplerEnv-Bridge. Adjacent context frames are separated by one action-chunk stride plus a
random gap, sampled from [0, 15] environment steps for LIBERO-family experiments and [0, 5]
for SimplerEnv-Bridge; at evaluation the gap is set to zero for deterministic fixed-stride selection.

C.2 Evaluation protocol

All models are evaluated from a fixed checkpoint without test-time fine-tuning, using the same
pipeline for the reactive baseline and Reflective VLA. For Reflective VLA, the context buffer is reset
per episode and populated online from the policy’s own executed chunks and reached observations.

LIBERO. We evaluate the four official suites (Spatial, Object, Goal, Long) under absolute end-
effector control, with 50 rollouts per task (seed 42) and a horizon of 800 steps (900 for Long). Success
follows the environment’s task-completion signal.

LIBERO-Plus and LIBERO-Plus-Hard. For LIBERO-Plus we evaluate the seven standard per-
turbation categories with one rollout per task; for LIBERO-Plus-Hard we additionally evaluate the
multi-camera shift and the robot-calibration shift (default moderate level) on the LIBERO base suites.
Perturbations are generated deterministically from task and rollout ids, so all methods see identical
instances.

SimplerEnv-Bridge. We evaluate the four WidowX tasks (spoon on towel, carrot on plate, cube
stacking, eggplant in basket) with 24 rollouts per task, reporting per-task success and the unweighted
average.

All tables report success rates in percent, averaged over the reported suites or perturbation categories.

C.3 More qualitative results

In Figure 6, we show the qualitative results of Reflective VLA on LIBERO-Plus-Hard dataset.
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Figure 6: Qualitative results of reflective VLA on LIBERO-Plus-Hard dataset.
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D Real-World Protocol

D.1 Hardware and control interface

We use a tabletop setup with an Agilex Piper arm and Intel RealSense D435i cameras. Each policy
receives the language instruction, the current third-person view, and the proprioceptive state, and
predicts chunked delta end-effector pose and gripper commands with horizon C=30, executed
through the same interface for the reactive baseline and Reflective VLA. For Reflective VLA, the
context buffer is reset per trial and populated online from executed chunks and their resulting
observations; the reactive baseline conditions only on the current observation and instruction. All
hardware, controller, camera streams, and task initializations are identical across methods, with no
test-time fine-tuning or camera-specific calibration.

D.2 Tasks and camera placements

We use two language-conditioned pick-and-place tasks: a box task (placement into a large square
box) and a bowl task (placement into a smaller bowl, requiring tighter spatial alignment). We collect
500 demonstrations across ten third-person camera placements spanning the left, front, and right
sides of the workspace. Evaluation uses both seen and held-out placements from the same regions,
preserving task semantics and hardware while changing camera-to-robot geometry. For each task and
condition, we run five trials per placement (N = 25 total) with matched initial object configurations;
success is judged by a human (target object inside the container at rollout end).

Statistical significance. We report Wilson 95% confidence intervals in Section 4.3. On the box
task, the reactive baseline reaches 88% [70.0, 95.8] (seen) and 32% [17.2, 51.6] (held-out), versus
92% [75.0, 97.8] and 76% [56.6, 88.5] for Reflective VLA. On the bowl task, the corresponding
numbers are 68% [48.4, 82.8] / 16% [6.4, 34.7] for the baseline and 72% [52.4, 85.7] / 64% [44.5,
79.8] for Reflective VLA. On both tasks, the held-out intervals do not overlap, indicating that the
cross-camera generalization gain is significant at the 95% level; seen-placement intervals overlap,
consistent with the small in-distribution gap.

E Reproducibility, Assets, and Limitations

Reproducibility. We provide the codebase for training, evaluation, and perturbation generation
in the supplementary material. Refer to the README for setup instructions, dependency versions,
and dataset preparation steps; benchmarks depending on external assets are linked to their official
downloads rather than redistributed.

Assets. Our simulated experiments build on public assets from LIBERO, LIBERO-Plus, BridgeData
V2, and SimplerEnv. Pretrained vision-language backbones are obtained from their official releases
under their respective licenses. The LIBERO-Plus-Hard perturbations are specified procedurally in
our evaluation scripts (Section B). Real-world experiments use the hardware described in Section D.

Limitations and Future work. Reflective VLA predicts the first chunk reactively, and assumes
consequences are observable within the chunk horizon—delayed effects or contact-rich dynamics
may need longer contexts. Three further constraints stem from our compute and data budget: (i) we
cap context at K=8 frames due to training memory; (ii) providing history can induce a shortcut where
the policy extrapolates from past action chunks instead of reasoning from the current observation,
partially mitigated by frame-boundary tokens and stride randomization; (iii) in-context generalization
benefits from data diversity, so scaling training data should yield further gains. Our real-world study
is also limited to tabletop cross-camera generalization with few trials per condition.
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NeurIPS Paper Checklist
1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes. The abstract and Section 1 state the main claim that observa-
tion–action–consequence context enables in-context adaptation for VLA generalization.
Section 3 defines the method and Section 4 evaluates the claims on LIBERO, SimplerEnv-
Bridge, LIBERO-Plus, and LIBERO-Plus-Hard.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

• The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A [No] or
[N/A] answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

• The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

• It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes. The appendix discusses limitations, including the focus on manipulation
benchmarks, dependence on observable action consequences, finite context length, additional
inference latency, and the limited scale of real-world evaluation.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper has no limitation while the answer [No] means
that the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

• The authors are encouraged to create a separate “Limitations” section in their paper.
• The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to

violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

• The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

• The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

• The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

• If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

• While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs
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Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: N/A. The paper does not present formal theoretical results or proofs. The
probabilistic equations in Section 3.2 are used as motivating abstractions for interaction-
conditioned adaptation.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include theoretical results.
• All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-

referenced.
• All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
• The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if

they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

• Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

• Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.

4. Experimental result reproducibility
Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Yes. Section 4.1 and the appendices specify the datasets, benchmark splits,
perturbation protocols, model architecture, training settings, evaluation metrics, and ablation
protocols needed to reproduce the main results.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• If the paper includes experiments, a [No] answer to this question will not be perceived

well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

• If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

• Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

• While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe

the architecture clearly and fully.
(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should

either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).
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(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Yes. An anonymized supplementary package includes training and evaluation
code, environment/config files, perturbation scripts for LIBERO-Plus-Hard/LIBERO-ID,
and raw result tables. Data access and preprocessing instructions for existing benchmarks
are documented in the appendix.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
• Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://neurips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not
be possible, so [No] is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

• The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//neurips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

• The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

• At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

• Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental setting/details
Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyperpa-
rameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer) necessary to understand the results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Yes. Section 4.1 and the appendix describe the training and test settings,
including datasets, task splits, success metrics, optimizer, learning rate schedule, batch
size, training steps, action chunk size, context length, milestone sampling, and evaluation
episodes.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail

that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.
• The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental

material.

7. Experiment statistical significance
Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]
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Justification: Yes. We follow the official evaluation protocol of each benchmark, which
prescribes between 20 and 100 trials per scenario; all reported success rates are aggregated
over at least 20 trials per scenario. The appendix reports the number of evaluation trials and
Wilson binomial confidence intervals for success rates over benchmark episodes, using the
same protocol for the main tables and ablations.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The authors should answer [Yes] if the results are accompanied by error bars, confidence

intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support the
main claims of the paper.

• The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

• The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

• The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).
• It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error

of the mean.
• It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should

preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

• For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g., negative
error rates).

• If error bars are reported in tables or plots, the authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments compute resources
Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes. The appendix reports the compute used for training and evaluation, in-
cluding GPU type/count, memory, precision, training time, estimated GPU-hours, evaluation
hardware, and inference latency.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,

or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
• The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual

experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.
• The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute

than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code of ethics
Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes. The authors reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics. The experiments use
public simulation benchmarks and controlled robot manipulation settings, avoid personal
data collection, and follow standard safety procedures for physical robot evaluation.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of
Ethics.
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• If the authors answer [No], they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

• The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

10. Broader impacts
Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Yes. The appendix discusses potential positive impacts on robust robot
deployment and potential negative impacts, including unsafe physical actions, misuse of
autonomous manipulation systems, and over-reliance on adaptation under distribution shift.
It also discusses mitigation through controlled evaluation, safety monitoring, and limited
release scope.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.
• If the authors answer [N/A] or [No], they should explain why their work has no societal

impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
• Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses

(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

• The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate Deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

• The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

• If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

11. Safeguards
Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pre-trained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: N/A. The paper does not release high-risk scraped datasets, pretrained language
models, or image generators. The released artifacts are limited to evaluation/training code,
benchmark perturbation scripts, and configuration files.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper poses no such risks.
• Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with

necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

• Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.
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• We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

12. Licenses for existing assets
Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes. The appendix lists all existing assets used in the paper, including LIBERO,
LIBERO-Plus, BridgeDataV2, ManiSkill2/SimplerEnv, pretrained backbones, and baseline
implementations, with citations, versions, licenses, and terms of use where available.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not use existing assets.
• The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
• The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a

URL.
• The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.
• For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of

service of that source should be provided.
• If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the

package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

• For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

• If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

13. New assets
Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: N/A. The paper does not introduce new assets.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not release new assets.
• Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their

submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

• The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

• At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

14. Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects
Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: N/A. The paper does not involve crowdsourcing experiments or human-
subject studies. Robot demonstrations and evaluations do not collect personal, biometric, or
behavioral data from study participants.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.
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• Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

• According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

15. Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects
Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: N/A. The paper does not involve human-subject research, crowdsourcing, or
participant studies requiring IRB or equivalent approval.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

• Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

• We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

• For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.

16. Declaration of LLM usage
Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigor, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes. The core method uses a pretrained vision-language backbone as part
of the VLA architecture; its role and interface with the flow-matching action expert are
described in Section 3 and the appendix. No LLMs were used to generate experimental data
or make evaluation decisions.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

• Please refer to our LLM policy in the NeurIPS handbook for what should or should not
be described.
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