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VLA Models Are More Generalizable Than You Think:
Revisiting Physical and Spatial Modeling
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Simple yet Efficient One-Shot Spatial Adaptation
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Figure 1. Illustration of Spatial Modeling Adaptation. (a) Our two proposed one-shot adaptation methods—Feature Token Modulation
(FTM) and Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA)—which adapt visual representations to new spatial domains. After adaptation, all multimodal
tokens are processed by the pretrained VLM and action expert to generate the final policy. (b) Parameter efficiency versus performance
on the LIBERO benchmark under novel viewpoints. Our model exceeds the average success rate of the 7o 5 (LoRA) baseline while using

only 4.7M parameters compared to 467M.

Abstract

Vision-language-action (VLA) models achieve strong in-
distribution performance but degrade sharply under novel
camera viewpoints and visual perturbations. We show
that this brittleness primarily arises from misalignment in
Spatial Modeling, rather than Physical Modeling. To ad-
dress this, we propose a one-shot adaptation framework
that recalibrates visual representations through lightweight,
learnable updates. Our first method, Feature Token Modu-
lation (FTM), applies a global affine transformation to vi-
sual tokens and improves Libero viewpoint accuracy from
48.5% to 87.1% with only 4K parameters. Building on
this, Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA) introduces low-rank
updates to the ViT encoder, achieving 90.8% success with
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4.7M parameters—matching LoRA-scale finetuning at far
lower cost. Together, these results reveal substantial un-
tapped robustness in pretrained VLA models and demon-
strate that targeted, minimal visual adaptation is sufficient
to restore viewpoint generalization.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in vision-language-action (VLA) models
have significantly advanced the field of embodied intel-
ligence. By extending pretrained vision-language foun-
dations [16] to robotic control, these models can inter-
pret visual observations and follow natural language in-
structions across diverse manipulation tasks [2—4, 6, 11,
14, 18, 24, 36]. Pretraining on large-scale and varied
robot datasets [4, 13, 26] has led to strong in-domain
performance, demonstrating the potential of language-
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conditioned visual grounding for general-purpose robots.

However, robustness and generalization remain critical
challenges [17, 20, 29, 30, 32, 35]. Despite large and di-
verse training corpora, VLA models often fail to general-
ize to out-of-distribution scenarios, exhibiting pronounced
degradation when exposed to unseen camera viewpoints,
lighting changes, or scene perturbations [7, 39]. Such brit-
tleness limits their applicability in real-world environments,
where visual conditions are inherently dynamic and unpre-
dictable.

Existing approaches to improving VLA robustness can
be broadly categorized into data-centric and representation-
centric paradigms. Data-centric approaches seek to en-
hance robustness by increasing visual diversity, typically
through large-scale, multi-view robotic datasets such as
Libero-Plus [7]. Although this strategy exposes models to
a wider range of visual conditions, scaling data collection
to real-world settings remains costly and labor-intensive,
making continual adaptation impractical. In contrast,
representation-centric approaches aim to achieve robustness
through geometric consistency, learning geometry-aware or
3D-consistent representations [1, 22, 27, 31, 34]. By lever-
aging multi-view supervision [27] or specialized 3D-aware
architectures [1], these methods improve viewpoint invari-
ance. However, despite being geometry-aware, these meth-
ods remain sensitive to task-irrelevant visual factors such
as background clutter and illumination changes [27], high-
lighting a persistent gap between viewpoint robustness and
general visual adaptability. Prior methods implicitly assume
that robustness requires additional data or 3D-consistent ar-
chitectures, yet few works explicitly identify whether the
failure actually arises from the spatial representation itself.

To investigate this question, we adopt a recent paradigm
that conceptually decomposes a VLA model into two com-
ponents (see Fig.1(a)): (1) Spatial Modeling, implemented
by the visual encoder, which constructs spatial relationships
between objects—such as positions, orientations, contact
relations, and occlusion structure—from the image, pro-
ducing the spatial representations required for downstream
tasks; (2) Physical Modeling, implemented by the VLM
and the action expert, which integrates the task language,
spatial representations, and action history to perform high-
level reasoning and generate executable action sequences.
A viewpoint shift primarily alters the spatial configuration
of the observed scene, rather than the underlying task se-
mantics or action dynamics. This suggests that the degra-
dation of VLA performance under viewpoint changes is
largely due to misalignment in Spatial Modeling, while the
Physical Modeling components remain functionally com-
petent. In other words, the high-level policy still retains its
reasoning and control capability, but receives spatially dis-
torted visual embeddings, leading to failures in downstream
coordination.
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Figure 2. Visualization of a sample rollout. Each row shows
how observations from different viewpoints evolve over time
(columns). The rollout highlights the adaptability of our 7.5
method with One-Shot Feature Linear Adaptation.

In light of the fact that Spatial Modeling is the pri-
mary bottleneck under viewpoint shifts, we propose a one-
shot robustness adaptation framework that enables pre-
trained vision-language-action models to recalibrate their
visual representations through lightweight, learnable mod-
ulation. Specifically, we introduce Feature Token Modula-
tion (FTM), a simple yet effective mechanism that applies a
global affine transformation to visual token embeddings us-
ing only two learnable parameter vectors (-, ). This oper-
ation re-scales and re-centers feature distributions, allowing
the model to adapt rapidly to new visual domains. Despite
involving fewer than 4K parameters, FTM significantly im-
proves viewpoint robustness, raising accuracy from 48.5%
to 87.1% (see Fig. 1(b)).

Motivated by this result, we further propose Feature Lin-
ear Adaptation (FLA), a lightweight enhancement applied
to the ViT encoder via low-rank updates to its linear lay-
ers. This adaptation realigns internal features with mod-
est parameter overhead (4.7M parameters in total), further
boosting the average success rate to 90.8% (see Fig. 1(b)),
comparable to full-parameter fine-tuning approaches such
as LoRA, but at a fraction of the cost.

To enable systematic evaluation, we construct the
Libero-V (Visual) benchmark, which integrates varying



levels of viewpoint and visual perturbations from Libero-
Plus [7]. Libero-V introduces four controlled perturbation
types—camera viewpoint [27], lighting, background tex-
ture, and visual noise—providing a unified framework for
assessing robustness under diverse distribution shifts. Our
empirical findings reveal that pretrained VLA models in-
herently encode latent robustness, which can be efficiently
activated through minimal adaptation rather than large-scale
retraining. This perspective highlights that achieving robust
embodied perception does not necessarily require more data
or complex architectures but rather efficient mechanisms for
perturbation-invariant feature adaptation (See Fig. 2).

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

* We reassess the robustness of pretrained VLA models and
show that performance degradation under visual pertur-
bations primarily arises from representation shifts within
Spatial Modeling.

* We propose a unified one-shot robustness adaptation
framework, consisting of Feature Token Modulation
(FTM) and Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA), which ef-
ficiently recalibrates visual representations with minimal
parameter updates.

* Qur approach achieves state-of-the-art generalization to
unseen camera viewpoints and visual perturbations on the
Libero benchmark, revealing the untapped robustness po-
tential within existing VLA models.

2. Related Work
2.1. Vision-Language-Action Models

VLA models aim to unify visual perception, language
grounding, and action generation within a single policy
framework. By extending pretrained vision—language foun-
dations to the robotic domain, recent VLAs such as RT-
2 [3], PiO [2], PaLM-E [5], Octo [24], and OpenVLA [14]
demonstrate strong in-distribution generalization across di-
verse manipulation tasks. These systems leverage large-
scale embodiment datasets [4, 13] to integrate varied vi-
sual inputs, language instructions, and proprioceptive states,
along with noisy actions, to generate a shared action policy
that enables robots to perform versatile behaviors.

Despite these advances, recent analyses reveal that state-
of-the-art VLAs, even after being pre-trained and subse-
quently fine-tuned on datasets, remain surprisingly brit-
tle under distribution shifts [7, 39]. Performance de-
grades sharply when models are exposed to unseen cam-
era viewpoints, novel lighting conditions, or scene noise
perturbations—a limitation that persists even in models
trained on millions of demonstrations. Understanding and
addressing this brittleness is therefore essential for deploy-
ing VLA systems in real-world environments, where the
visual environments are significantly more complex than
Libero settings.

2.2. Viewpoint Robustness & Embedding Stability

Robustness to visual perturbations is a long-standing chal-
lenge in improving VLA performance. Prior work has ex-
plored data-centric strategies to improve viewpoint invari-
ance by increasing visual diversity through domain ran-
domization, multi-view demonstrations, or large-scale vi-
sual perturbation datasets [7, 39]. While effective, these
approaches require extensive data collection or annotation,
which limits their scalability.

Another line of research focuses on representation-
centric robustness by enforcing geometric consistency[l,
27, 31]. Recent studies further indicate that viewpoint shifts
can induce significant drifts in the embedding space of pre-
trained ViT encoders [29], disrupting the coordination be-
tween perception and downstream policy modules.

Motivated by these findings, we investigate whether cor-
recting such embedding misalignment—without modifying
the overall VLA architecture or collecting additional data—
is sufficient to restore viewpoint robustness.

2.3. Parameter-Efficient Adaptation

Parameter-efficient finetuning(PEFT) has emerged as an ef-
fective alternative to full-model adaptation, enabling mod-
els to specialize to new tasks or domains with minimal
trainable parameters. Representative approaches include
adapters [9], LoRA [10], Prefix-Tuning [19], and Bit-
Fit [33], all of which introduce small learnable modules
while keeping the majority of the backbone frozen. These
techniques have been widely adopted in large language
models and multimodal foundations due to their efficiency
and stability.

In embodied AI, PEFT has primarily been applied to lan-
guage or policy components, such as lightweight updates to
decision transformers or instruction encoders [2, 14, 24].
When addressing viewpoint shifts, most existing methods
rarely solve the problem by directly finetuning the visual
module itself. Approaches that perform lightweight and tar-
geted adaptation of the visual pathway within VLA models
remain particularly scarce.

In contrast to these approaches, which often adapt the
entire VLA stack, our work focuses on parameter-efficient
adaptations of the visual pathway, investigating whether
lightweight adaptation of vision tokens or the vision en-
coder alone is sufficient to recover robustness.

3. Method

Prior works typically address brittleness to visual perturba-
tions by finetuning large portions of the VLA or retrain-
ing the entire visuomotor policy, as illustrated in Fig. 3
(a, b). In contrast, we argue that global adaptation is un-
necessary: visual perturbations shifts mainly induce sys-
tematic drifts in the visual embedding space—disrupting



the coordination between the visual encoder and the VLM
head rather than exposing a lack of visuomotor capacity.
This observation suggests adapting only the visual module
through lightweight mechanisms—either token modulation
or a LoRA-based update—instead of globally finetuning the
VLA.

3.1. Preliminaries

Original 7 5 formulation. We adopt 7y 5 [12] as our base
vision-language-action (VLA) policy. The policy operates
on language and visual observations and autoregressively
produces discrete action tokens at each control timestep.
Concretely, at time ¢ the agent observes a visual input v
(an image or multi-view image set) and a language instruc-
tion/goal [, which together we denote by the observation
o+ = (vt,1). The policy parametrized by 6 defines a distri-
bution over an action token sequence a1.7:

T
Py(ar.r | o1.17) = Hpe(at | act,0<t), (D
=1

where a; is represented as a short sequence of discrete to-
kens encoding robot control (e.g., position, orientation, and
gripper commands).

Architecturally, 7y 5 decomposes into three conceptual
modules: a visual encoder f,(-) that maps images to token
embeddings, a language encoder fy(-) that maps text to em-
beddings, and a multimodal transformer decoder g(-) with
separate expert weight that autoregressively predicts action
tokens conditioned on the fused embeddings. Denoting the
visual-token sequence by z = f,(v) and the language em-
bedding by ¢ = f,(l), the decoder operates on the concate-
nated multimodal sequence:

ar ~ glace; [z 0]). 2)

Notation for adaptation. In the remainder of the paper
we distinguish between (i) the pretrained VLA parameters
0 and (ii) lightweight adaptation parameters ¢ that we in-
troduce to improve robustness under visual perturbations.
Adaptation interventions will be applied only to the visual-
side representations (i.e., the output of f,, or to linear layers
inside the visual encoder) while keeping the decoder g and
language encoder f, fixed. Formally, after adaptation the
prediction distribution becomes

Pog(ar | acr,0<) = glace; [Ag(fu(v)); £]),  (3)

where Ag4(-) denotes a lightweight, learnable transforma-
tion applied to visual tokens (for example, the Feature To-
ken Modulation described in Sec. 3.3 or the Feature Linear
Adaptation in Sec. 3.4).
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Figure 3. Comparison of methods for adapting to new visual
perturbations in VLA models. Panels (a) and (b) show exist-
ing finetuning-based approaches for adapting VLA models to new
visual features. Panel (c) illustrates a potential meta-learning strat-
egy using concatenated learnable prompts. Panels (d) and (e)
present our proposed methods—Feature Linear Modulation and
Feature Linear Adaptation.

3.2. Approaches for Robustness Adaptation

To mitigate brittleness to visual perturbations, several adap-
tation strategies have been explored in prior work, as illus-
trated in Fig. 3:

(a) LoRA Fine-tuning. A common solution is to per-
form full or parameter-efficient fine-tuning of the VLA
backbone 6, such as LoRA-based updates (Fig. 3a),
which adjust intermediate feature mappings while pre-
serving pretrained weights. This post-training tech-
nique is widely adopted in large language and vision-
language models [21, 23], and has been further incor-
porated into the training paradigm of VLAs.

(b) Alternative Visual Backbones. Another line of work
replaces the visual encoder entirely with a more ro-
bust backbone [1, 27] (Fig. 3b), aiming to improve in-
variance through stronger visual representations. Such
replacement, however, necessitates additional training
of the VLA to reestablish consistency between the up-
dated visual features and its language-conditioned ac-
tion head.

(c) Prompt-based Adaptation. Prompt-based adapta-
tion [37, 38] (Fig. 3c) introduces learnable tokens con-
catenated directly to multi-modal embeddings, con-
ditioning the model on perturbation contexts and en-
abling partial alignment across domains.

While these approaches can improve performance under



distribution shifts, they often incur substantial parameter
overhead or require extensive retraining. In contrast, our
method focuses on lightweight, modular adaptation of the
pretrained visual backbone without altering its architecture
or data distribution.

In contrast, we pursue a more lightweight and modu-
lar solution that adapts the pretrained VLA without altering
its architecture, in a one-shot manner. As shown in Fig. 3
(d—e), our framework introduces two simple yet effective
mechanisms: Feature Token Modulation (FTM), which
globally adjusts visual token embeddings through learn-
able affine transformations, and Feature Linear Adapta-
tion (FLA), a low-rank update to the visual backbone for
deeper feature realignment. Together, these mechanisms
form a unified one-shot robustness adaptation framework
that efficiently restores viewpoint and perturbation robust-
ness with minimal parameter updates.

3.3. Feature Token Modulation

Inspired by the principles of meta-learning [8], we be-
lieve that robust behavior can be generated through effec-
tive adaptation rather than extensive retraining. To imple-
ment this idea, we first apply a lightweight modulation on
the output token embeddings F' € RV*Pvit extracted from
the camera image, introducing two learnable parameters
7, B € RPViT to scale and shift the feature distribution:

F=01+vy)0F+8 )

This form of modulation can be viewed as an affine
correction to the visual embedding space, effectively re-
centering and re-scaling feature dimensions distorted by
viewpoint shifts, while keeping the VLA backbone frozen,
as illustrated in Fig. 3 (d) and Fig. 4 (a). In practice, un-
like conditional modulation methods that generate input-
dependent parameters, our v and [ are globally applied
yet learnable, jointly optimized during adaptation while
keeping the backbone frozen. This design introduces only
2D+ trainable parameters in total.

We treat this modulation as a controlled probe to exam-
ine whether viewpoint brittleness primarily originates from
embedding misalignment rather than insufficient model ca-
pacity. If the hypothesis holds, adjusting only (v, 5) should
be sufficient to partially restore viewpoint alignment with-
out global finetuning; the empirical evidence is presented in
Table. 1.

3.4. Features Linear Adaptation

Given the effectiveness of Feature Token Modulation
(Sec. 3.3), we further explore whether viewpoint-induced
misalignment can also be corrected by directly adapting the
visual backbone itself. Specifically, instead of adjusting the
output tokens, we apply a parameter-efficient LoORA[10] up-

date to the linear layers inside the ViT encoder, as illustrated
in Fig. 3 (e).

Let h = Wx denote a linear transformation within the
ViT, where W € R%uXdn js frozen during adaptation.
LoRA introduces a low-rank decomposition,

W'=W + AW, AW = BA, 5)

where A € R™% and B € R™>" with r <
min(di, dow ). Only (A, B) are trainable, allowing ViT to
adjust its feature extraction with minimal parameter over-
head.

This linear adaptation serves as a second minimal in-
tervention on the Spatial Modeling, allowing us to test
whether adjusting internal layers yields effects comparable
or slightly higher than to token-level modulation. Empirical
comparisons are reported in Table 1 and Table 3.

4. Experiment
4.1. Libero-V Benchmarks

To systematically evaluate the generalization of current
VLA policies for visual perturbations, we construct the
Libero-V (Visual) benchmark, which extends the original
LIBERO benchmark to incorporate diverse visual pertur-
bations. The original LIBERO benchmark [20] assesses
knowledge transfer in multitask and lifelong robot learning
for manipulation tasks. It consists of four task suites, and
each suite contains 10 tasks.

Following [27] we evaluate each policy with 50 trials per
task on novel camera viewpoints. In addition, Libero-V
integrates visual perturbations from Libero-Plus [7], cov-
ering four types of visual variation: (1) different camera
viewpoints, (2) lighting changes, (3) background and table-
top textures, and (4) sensor-induced image noise. These
perturbations simulate realistic distribution shifts and allow
for a unified evaluation of robustness under visual domain
changes. Importantly, our method performs one-shot adap-
tation — it requires only a single human demonstration per
task to adapt to the new visual domain.

4.2. Baselines

We adopt mp5 [12] as our base vision-language-action
(VLA) policy, which operates on visual and language inputs
to generate action sequences autoregressively. We com-
pare our proposed one-shot adaptation methods—Feature

Token Modulation (FTM) and Feature Linear Adaptation

(FLA)—against a range of strong baselines, including:

* GeoAware-VLA [1], which replaces the visual backbone
with a geometry-aware encoder and retrains the policy
from scratch.

* OpenVLA-OFT and OpenVLA-OFT-m [15], where the
latter is fine-tuned on Libero-Plus to improve viewpoint
robustness.
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Figure 4. Overview of feature adaptation and benchmark design. (a) [llustration of the proposed Feature Token Modulation mechanism.
The dashed box denotes components used only during training and removed at inference. (b) The LIBERO-V (Visual) benchmark, created
by combining multiple levels of viewpoint variation [27] with visual-perturbation tasks from LIBERO-Plus [7]. It covers four perturbation
types: camera viewpoint, lighting, background texture, and image noise.

Table 1. Success rates on the LIBERO benchmark under novel camera viewpoints. We report Success Rate (SR) across all unseen
viewpoints [27] in the LIBERO suites [20]. GeoAware-VLA [1] replaces its visual backbone with VGGT and trains policies from scratch
(results taken from the original paper). The two OpenVLA variants include OpenVLA-OFT (zero-shot) and OpenVLA-OFT-m, which is
finetuned on LIBERO-Plus [7] using large-scale multi-view data. We additionally evaluate one-shot adaptations applied to pretrained g
and o5, including LoRA, Feature Token Modulation (FTM), and Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA).

‘ Libero Suites (Across Novel Camera) ‘

Average

Model Spatial | Object Goal Long Across Suites
SR(%) | SR(%) | SR(%) | SR(%) SR(%)
GeoAware-VLA(GeoAware VQ-BeT) 54.3 99.0 85.7 72.7 77.9
GeoAware-VLA(GeoAware BAKU) 94.3 98 90.7 47.3 82.6
OpenVLA-OFT 90.0 15.7 81.7 13.7 50.3
OpenVLA-OFT-m(Fine-Tuned on Libero-Plus [7])) 67.1 72.4 72.0 49.2 65.2
7o(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 95.4 96.6 79.1 63.2 83.6
7o.5(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 97.2 95.3 91.4 77.1 90.3
70.5(One Shot FTM)(ours) 95.4 95.5 87.7 70.0 87.2
79.5(One-Shot FLA)(ours) 96.5 97.5 91.7 77.5 90.8

* LoRA-based One-Shot Fine-tuning on both 7y and 7 5,
which updates the policy parameters through low-rank
adaptation.

* Prompt Learning, which introduces additional learnable
tokens concatenated to multimodal embeddings.

Our proposed FTM and FLA differ in adaptation scope:
FTM applies a global affine modulation on the visual token
embeddings with only 4K parameters, while FLA performs
a low-rank linear adaptation within the ViT encoder using
4.TM parameters.

4.3. Implementation details

All experiments are conducted on a single NVIDIA A100
GPU with 80GB of VRAM. In Feature Token Modulation
(FTM), the learnable parameters v, 3 € RPViT correspond
to the hidden dimension of the visual encoder in 7 5, where
D~;i7 = 2048. As a result, FTM introduces only 4K train-

able parameters in total. For Feature Linear Adaptation
(FLA), we fine-tune only the linear layers within the SigLIP
visual backbone [25] of 7y 5. To ensure a fair comparison,
both LoRA and FLA one-shot adaptation procedures are
trained for 2000 steps using the Adam optimizer. Across
all experiments, we use a batch size of 32, and the policy
receives observations from two camera(wrist camera and
3rd-person camera) to provide complementary visual infor-
mation. We follow [12] to implement the Lora fine-tuning
for baselines [2, 12].

4.4. Results and Analysis

Robustness to Novel Camera Viewpoints

Table | summarizes the performance of all methods on the
LIBERO benchmark suites across novel camera viewpoints,
while Fig. 5 visualizes the success rate before and after dis-



Table 2. Success Rate(SR) on Novel View Across all four Libero sub-suites.

‘ Libero Suites (Novel Camera)

Model Small | Medium | Large | Average
SR(%) | SR(%) | SR(%) | SR(%)
GeoAware-VLA 88 74.5 71.2 779
OpenVLA-oft-m(fine-tuned on Libero-Plus) 88.1 65.5 42.1 65.2
7o(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 88.3 83 79.5 83.6
7o.5(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 94.8 90.5 85.6 90.3
Ours | 946 | 90 | 879 | 908
Success Rate(before) Success Rate(after)
Novel View
Performance on 80 80
Libero Suite
GeoAware-VLA | 60 60
OpenVLA-OFT-m
40 40
T
Tos 20 20
N ours
Spatial Object Goal Long Average Spatial Object Goal Long Average

Figure 5. Success rates before and after adaptation on the LIBERO benchmark under novel camera viewpoints. We report Success
Rate (SR) across all unseen viewpoints [27] in the LIBERO suites [20]. “Before” corresponds to the zero-shot performance of pretrained

policies without any adaptation.

tinct adaptations. Our method achieves consistent improve-
ments across all four LIBERO suites (Spatial, Object, Goal,
Long), demonstrating its effectiveness in mitigating the brit-
tleness of pretrained VLAs under viewpoint shifts.

Specifically, the Feature Token Modulation (FTM) vari-
ant achieves an average success rate of 87.2%, closely ap-
proaching the my baseline (83.6%) despite updating only a
pair of global affine parameters. This result highlights a
key insight of our study: under viewpoint perturbations, the
visual tokens produced by Spatial Modeling become mis-
aligned with the Physical Modeling components, yet even
minimal token-level modulation is sufficient to substantially
recover robustness.

Building on this observation, the Feature Linear Adap-
tation (FLA) variant further improves performance to
90.8%, surpassing the strong 7 5 One-Shot LoRA base-
line (90.3%) while using less than 1% of its parameters
(4.7TM vs. 467M). That a targeted, lightweight update to
Spatial Modeling alone can outperform full-model LoRA
fine-tuning provides compelling evidence that viewpoint
brittleness originates primarily within the spatial represen-
tation, rather than the visuomotor policy.

Furthermore, Fig. 2 and Table 2 show that our model
maintains stable performance as the degree of viewpoint
perturbation increases (Small — Large), indicating strong
invariance to spatial transformations and validating our hy-

pothesis that latent robustness can be recovered through ef-
ficient adaptation instead of retraining or large-scale data
augmentation.

Robustness to Visual Perturbations (Libero-V)

We further evaluate all methods on the Libero-V (Visual)
benchmark (Table 3), which introduces four controlled per-
turbations: camera, lighting, texture, and noise. Across all
visual domains, our proposed one-shot adaptations deliver
robust and consistent performance.

In particular, FLA achieves an average success rate of
94.8%, matching or surpassing LoRA fine-tuning while be-
ing two orders of magnitude more parameter-efficient. De-
spite the already strong performance of the One-Shot LoRA
baseline, our FLA slightly outperforms LoRA on the cam-
era perturbation subset (90.8% vs. 90.3%) and also main-
tains excellent performance on lighting, texture, and noise
perturbations, indicating better cross-perturbation general-
ization. Meanwhile, FTM, with only 4K parameters, al-
ready recovers most of the viewpoint robustness (87.2%),
confirming that even simple token-level spatial adaptation
can reactivate latent invariances within pretrained VLA rep-
resentations.

These results reinforce our central claim: robustness un-
der visual perturbations is limited primarily by Spatial Mod-
eling, and targeted lightweight adaptation is sufficient to



Table 3. Success rates on the LIBERO-V (Visual) benchmark. The benchmark evaluates robustness across four visual perturbations:
camera viewpoint, lighting, background texture, and noise. Results marked with * are taken from [7].

Model

Vusial Perturbations Average

camera light texture noise Across Subsets
OpenVLA-OFT 50.3 92.7 923  78.6% 78.5
OpenVLA-OFT-m(Fine-Tuned on Libero-Plus [7])) 65.2 94.9 93.9 89.9* 86.0
7o (One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 83.6 90.7 86.7 87.0* 87.0
70.5(Zero-Shot) 48.5 96.2  96.0 93.5 83.6
7o.5(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 90.3 96.5 97.2 94.5 94.6
7o.5(One Shot FTM)(ours) 87.2 96.0 96.0 93.6 90.5
70.5(One-Shot FLA)(ours) 90.8 96.8 97.1 94.6 94.8
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M”\\
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Figure 6. Qualitative Results on Real-World Tasks. Sample rollouts of the five evaluation tasks executed by our policy after one-shot
FLA adaptation. The tasks include: (1) Pick up the red block, (2) Stack the red block on the green block, (3) Close the microwave
oven door, (4) Press the green button, and (5) Pull out the top drawer. Despite the substantial visual discrepancy introduced by the novel
viewpoint, the adapted policy successfully recovers spatial grounding and executes precise manipulation in a closed-loop manner.

reactivate the latent robustness of pretrained VLA mod-
els—without large-scale retraining or extensive domain ran-
domization.

Ablation on Adaptation Rank and Baselines

We conduct ablation studies on both the adaptation rank of
the Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA) module and the choice
of baselines. Table 5 reports results on the Libero suites un-

der novel camera viewpoints. As shown in Table 5, increas-
ing the adaptation rank from 16 to 32 results in a modest
improvement in success rate (from 90.8% to 91.2%). This
is expected, since a higher rank corresponds to a larger num-
ber of learnable parameters in the visual backbone, enabling
finer-grained feature realignment and improved robustness
under complex visual perturbations.

In addition, Table 5 compares FLA with LoRA using two



Table 4. Parameter count and accuracy on the LIBERO-V (Vi-
sual) benchmark.

Methods ‘ #Params(M) Libero-V(%)
7(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 468.04 87.0
m0.5(Prompt Learning) 0.131 75.1
70.5(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 466.96 94.6
70.5(One Shot FTM)(ours) 0.004 90.5
mo.5(One-Shot FLA)(ours) 4.70 94.8

different pretrained policies, mg and 7y 5. For both base-
lines, applying FLA (rank=16) achieves accuracy compa-
rable to—or slightly higher than—LoRA, while requiring
only 4.7M trainable parameters compared to LoORA’s 467M.
Notably, on 7.5, FLA reaches 90.8% success rate with a
99x reduction in parameters, highlighting its effectiveness
and efficiency across different base models.

Parameter Efficiency and Adaptation Strategy

Table 4 compares all adaptation mechanisms in terms of
trainable parameter count and Libero-V accuracy. Prompt
Learning (Fig. 3c) achieves modest improvement (75.1%)
with negligible parameters (0.13M), but its shallow condi-
tioning is insufficient for full feature realignment. In con-
trast, FTM (0.004M) achieves substantially higher robust-
ness (90.5%), showing that direct modulation of visual to-
kens is a more effective adaptation pathway. FLA further
extends this idea by introducing low-rank structure into the
ViT encoder, achieving 94.8% success rate with 4.7M pa-
rameters—a 99x reduction compared to LoRA while main-
taining nearly identical accuracy.

This efficiency-performance trade-off demonstrates the
scalability and practicality of our one-shot adaptation
framework. It supports our overarching conclusion that re-
covering robustness in embodied VLA models does not re-
quire more data or complex architectures, but can be accom-
plished through simple, efficient, and well-targeted feature
adaptation.

Real-World Validation

To validate the practical efficacy of our method, we de-
ployed the policy on a Franka Emika robot. We collected a
single human demonstration from a novel viewpoint using
the GELLO framework and applied one-shot FLA adapta-
tion. As illustrated in Figure 6, we evaluated the model on
five distinct manipulation tasks, ranging from basic pick-
and-place to articulated object interaction (e.g., closing a
microwave door). The results demonstrate that the adapted
policy successfully recovers spatial grounding and executes
precise manipulation despite significant visual discrepan-
cies. For specific details, please refer to the supplementary
material.

Table 5. Efficiency of our FLA adaptation. FLA (rank = 16)
achieves a 90.8% success rate using only 4.7M parameters, com-
pared to LoRA’s 467M parameters at 90.3%.

Model #Params  Success Rate(%)
7o(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 468M 83.6
7o.5(One-Shot Lora Fine-tuned) 467TM 90.3
7o(One-Shot FLA)(ours, rank=16) 4. 7™M 84.0
70.5(One-Shot FLA)(ours, rank=16) 4.7M 90.8
70.5(One-Shot FLA)(ours, rank=32) 9.4M 91.2

5. Conclusion

We show that this brittleness primarily arises from mis-
alignment in Spatial Modeling rather than limitations in
Physical Modeling, indicating that the visuomotor pol-
icy itself remains fundamentally capable. We introduced
two lightweight mechanisms—Feature Token Modulation
(FTM) and Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA)—that re-
calibrate visual representations with minimal parameters.
Across the Libero-V benchmarks, our framework achieves
state-of-the-art generalization under novel camera view-
points and diverse visual perturbations, while being up to
99x more parameter-efficient than LoRA fine-tuning. These
results suggest that enhancing embodied visual robustness
does not require larger models or more data; instead, effi-
cient, targeted adaptation can unlock the inherent general-
ization potential of existing VLA architectures.
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Supplementary Material

6. Real-World Experiments

To validate the practical efficacy of our method beyond sim-
ulation, we established a physical tabletop manipulation en-
vironment centered around a Franka Emika Panda robot.
This section details our experimental setup, data collection
pipeline, task design, and the deployment of our Feature
Linear Adaptation (FLA) method. Please refer to the ac-
companying video in the supplementary material for visu-
alization.

6.1. Experimental Setup and Data Collection

The robot setup features a 7-DoF Franka Emika Panda arm
equipped with a standard parallel-jaw gripper. The system
operates within an 8-dimensional configuration and action
space (7 joint positions + 1 gripper state). To capture com-
prehensive visual information, we employ two fixed camera
views: a 3rd-person static camera providing a global view
of the workspace, and a wrist-mounted camera providing
egocentric observations. The physical configuration is illus-
trated in Fig. 7.

For data collection, we utilized GELLO [28], a gen-
eral, low-cost, and intuitive teleoperation framework. This
allowed for high-quality human demonstrations to be col-
lected efficiently. We utilized the 7 5 architecture as our
base policy.

6.2. Evaluation Tasks

We designed five distinct real-world manipulation tasks
ranging from basic object interaction to complex articu-
lated object manipulation. These tasks were selected to rig-
orously evaluate the model’s spatial grounding capabilities
and precision under novel viewpoints:

1. “Pick up the red block and stack it on the green
block™: A multi-stage task that assesses precision and
depth perception. Successfully stacking the block re-
quires the model to maintain geometric consistency
throughout the trajectory, a challenge often exacerbated
by viewpoint shifts.

2. “Pull out the top drawer”: This task involves manipu-
lating a prismatic joint with frictional resistance. It eval-
uates the policy’s robustness in maintaining contact and
exerting force in the correct direction under a novel vi-
sual perspective.

3. “Press the green button”: A fine-grained control task
requiring high spatial precision. The target is small rel-
ative to the scene, making it highly sensitive to the mis-

78
(a)Experiment setup

(b)Training viewpoint

Figure 7. Real-World Experimental Setup. (a) Our hardware en-
vironment features a Franka Emika Panda robot teleoperated via
the GELLO framework, equipped with both a third-person static
camera and a wrist-mounted camera. (b) The Novel Camera View-
point used for one-shot adaptation. This viewpoint introduces a
significant spatial shift compared to the standard pre-training dis-
tribution, serving as the testbed for our Feature Linear Adaptation
(FLA) method.

alignment of spatial features usually caused by camera
viewpoint changes.

4. “Pick up the red block on the table”: This task evalu-
ates the fundamental spatial grounding capability of the
model. It requires the agent to correctly identify the tar-
get object based on color semantics and accurately esti-
mate its 3D position from the new camera viewpoint.

5. “Close the microwave oven door”: This task tests the
model’s ability to interact with articulated objects. It
requires understanding the kinematic constraints of the
door and executing a precise push motion.

6.3. Adaptation Protocol

We evaluate the robustness of the pre-trained 7 5 policy
when transferred from a source viewpoint to a significantly
different novel viewpoint (used in training, as shown in
Fig. 7).

Consistent with our simulation results, we employ Fea-
ture Linear Adaptation (FLA) for domain adaptation.
Specifically, we apply FLA with a rank of » = 32 to the
linear layers of the Vision Transformer (ViT) encoder. The
adaptation is performed in a one-shot manner: the model
is updated using only a single human demonstration col-
lected from the new viewpoint via GELLO. This setup tests
whether our lightweight adaptation method can effectively
realign the spatial representations of the physical world with
minimal data and parameter overhead. We set the batch size
to 32 and train for 750 steps.

Following the one-shot adaptation, we deploy the policy
in a closed-loop control setting utilizing continuous dual-
camera observations. We observe strong robustness to spa-



tial misalignment and consistent success across all five tasks
(see Fig. 6). These results empirically demonstrate that
lightweight spatial adaptation is sufficient to bridge the do-
main gap between pre-trained distributions and novel real-
world settings, effectively recovering the model’s manipu-
lation capabilities despite substantial visual discrepancies.

7. Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we provide theoretical justification for why
lightweight vision—level adapters such as the Feature Token
Modulation (FTM) and the Feature Linear Adapter (FLA)
are capable of restoring policy performance under large vi-
sual distribution shifts (e.g., camera viewpoint changes).
We formalize the relationship between visual representation
drift and policy degradation, and show that small affine or
low—rank corrections to the vision encoder are sufficient to
recover the original policy behavior under mild and empiri-
cally verifiable assumptions.

7.1. Preliminaries

A vision-language—action (VLA) model is decomposed
into a vision encoder f,, a language encoder fy, and an au-
toregressive policy decoder g:
dtNg(a<t;[Z;£])7 Z:fv(v)v ngf(l)y

where z denotes the visual tokens passed to the decoder.

Let D, denote the source (training) visual distribution
and D; the target distribution after camera/viewpoint shifts.
Let

Zs:fv(Ds)7 Zt:fv(Dt)

be the corresponding distributions of visual tokens.
Throughout this section, we assume the action decoder’s
conditioning context (a<¢, ) is fixed, and we write g, for
the induced action distribution conditioned on visual token
z.
We use drv (-, -) to denote total variation distance.

7.2. Assumptions

We state the assumptions required for our theoretical re-
sults.

A1l (Locally Lipschitz Policy). There exists L > 0 such
that for all z, z’ in a neighborhood of interest,

dTV(ga|za ga|z’) < LHZ — Z/H

A2 (Task Semantic Invariance). The underlying optimal
action distribution does not change between Dy and Dy; i.e.,
degradation in policy performance arises solely from drift in
visual representations.

A3 (Locally Affine or Low—Rank Structure). The map-
ping from Z; to Z can be well-approximated by an affine
or low-rank linear transformation in the neighborhood
of interest. This corresponds to the FTM(Sec. 3.3) and
FLA(Sec. 3.4) parameterizations:

FTM: 2=(14+7v)©z+40,

FLA: W' =W + AW, AW = BA,

where B € R¥" and A € R™*4 with r < d.
These assumptions are mild and can be empirically veri-
fied.

7.3. Main Results

We now formalize three theorems that connect representa-
tion drift with policy degradation, and show why affine and
low-rank corrections are sufficient for recovery.

Theorem 1 (Policy degradation is upper bounded by repre-
sentation drift). Let

z; = Eyop, [fv (U)}

be a representative source-domain token. Under Assump-
tion Al,

Eoup, [d1v (9al £, (v)s Galz:)] < LEoap, [[[fo(v) = 2511]-
Proof. By Al, forany z, 2/,
d1v(galzs Ga)2) < Lllz = 2.

Taking z = f,(v) and 2’ = 27, and then taking expectation
over v ~ D, yields the desired inequality. O

Interpretation. Performance degradation under view-
point perturbations is controlled by the drift of visual repre-
sentations. If Z; deviates significantly from Z,, the policy
shifts accordingly.

Theorem 2 (Existence of affine corrections (justification of
FTM)). Suppose Al and A3 hold, and that there exists an
affine map A(z) = Mz + b (e.g, M = diag(1l + v) and
b = B as in FTM) such that

Eyop, | M fo(v) +b—25|* < €.
Then the post-adaptation policy satisfies
Eonp, A1V (Jala(s, (0))s Gal=;) < Le.
Proof. Apply Al with 2/ = z}:
drv (gajaz)s Gazr) < LIJA(z) — 2]
Taking z = f,(v) and expectation over v ~ D, gives
Edpy < LE[A(f,(v)) — 2]
< LVE[A(f.(v)) - 227

< Le

where we used Jensen’s inequality. O



Interpretation. If target-domain tokens lie within an
affine transformation of source-domain tokens, then FTM—
which implements a per-channel affine transform—can
provably restore the original policy up to error O(e).

Theorem 3 (Low-rank corrections approximate optimal
linear shift (justification of FLA)). Let AW™ denote the
optimal linear correction to a vision layer (in any fixed
Frobenius-norm sense). Let its singular values be o1 >

- > 04. Let AW, be the best rank-r approximation of
AW?™*. Then by the Eckart-Young theorem,

d
AW — AW, |7 = > o7
i=r+1

If the representation drift is corrected using AW, via
W' =W + AW, =W + BA,
then under Al,

drv (ga\z’a ga|z§) <L ||Z/ - Z:H5

and the residual representation error is controlled by the
tail energy Y-, 07.

Proof. The Eckart—Young theorem states that AW, is the
optimal rank-r approximation of AW™* under the Frobenius
norm and yields exactly the stated error. This error propa-
gates linearly through the affected network layer, producing
a representation error proportional to ||AW* — AW, ||p.
Applying A1 then bounds the resulting deviation in policy
outputs. O

Interpretation. If the optimal visual correction AW™* is
(approximately) low-rank, then FLA—which imposes a
rank-r structure—recovers the correction with error propor-
tional to the spectrum tail. This explains why FLA achieves
performance comparable to full LoORA with orders of mag-
nitude fewer parameters.

7.4. Combined Error Bound

Combining Theorems 1-3, for any adaptation module A4
(affine or low-rank), we obtain:

Eonn, d1v (9a) Ay (£ (0))s Galzr) < LE[Ag(fo(v)) — 2%

Thus, the goal of adaptation is to minimize the right-hand
side. Under A3, small-parameter modules such as FTM or
FLA are expressive enough to achieve this, thereby restor-
ing the source-domain policy.

8. Qualitative Analysis:
Alignment

Visual Embedding

To empirically validate our hypothesis that performance
degradation under novel viewpoints stems from spatial mis-
alignment, we visualized the distribution of visual tokens
before and after adaptation. We extracted visual feature to-
kens from the SigLIP encoder using trajectories collected
from two distinct domains: the source domain (original
training camera) and the target domain (novel camera view-
point). We employed t-Distributed Stochastic Neighbor
Embedding (t-SNE) to project these high-dimensional em-
beddings into a 2D space, as shown in Figure 8.

In the Zero-Shot setting (Figure 8(a)), we observe a se-
vere embedding drift. The visual tokens from the novel
viewpoint (red) form a cluster that is completely isolated
from the source domain manifold (blue). This significant
domain gap explains the catastrophic failure of the pre-
trained policy, as the frozen physical modeling module re-
ceives inputs that lie outside its valid operating region.

In contrast, after applying our one-shot Feature Lin-
ear Adaptation (FLA) (Figure 8(b)), the target distribution
(green) undergoes a structured transformation. While pre-
serving its internal geometric consistency, the target mani-
fold is projected to closely adjoin the source manifold. This
manifold alignment effectively bridges the domain gap,
creating a continuous latent space that enables the frozen
action expert to generalize to the new viewpoint without re-
quiring full parameter finetuning.

9. Benchmark Details

The original LIBERO benchmark [20] assesses knowledge
transfer in multitask and lifelong robot learning for manip-
ulation tasks. It consists of four task suites, and each suite
contains 10 tasks.

LIBERO-Spatial, which tests generalization to novel
spatial layouts while keeping task and object types fixed;

LIBERO-Goal, which introduces new tasks while main-
taining the same objects and layouts;

LIBERO-Object, which evaluates performance with
novel object types under the same tasks and layouts; and

LIBERO-Long, which presents a broader variety of ob-
jects, layouts, and backgrounds.

9.1. Robustness Extensions

To rigorously evaluate the robustness of Vision-Language-
Action (VLA) models against New Spatial Domains shifts
beyond the original scope, we extended the standard
LIBERO benchmark by implementing a multi-axis pertur-
bation engine. Our implementation draws upon the eval-
uation protocols defined in Adapt3R [27] for geometric
shifts and LIBERO-Plus [7] for visual domain randomiza-
tion. The benchmark systematically introduces variations
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Figure 8. Visualization of Visual Token Embeddings via t-SNE. (a) Before Adaptation: A significant domain gap is observed between
the source (blue) and target (red) embeddings, indicating severe spatial misalignment caused by viewpoint shifts. (b) After FLA: Our
method projects the target embeddings (green) to align with the source manifold. This manifold alignment restores the connectivity of the
feature space, allowing the frozen policy to function correctly without requiring the distributions to perfectly overlap.

across four distinct dimensions: Camera Pose, Illumination,
Background Texture, and Sensor Noise.

9.1.1. Camera Pose Variations

Following the methodology in Adapt3R [27], we assess ge-
ometric robustness by altering the extrinsic parameters of
the primary observation camera (referred to as agentview).
We implemented a custom ControlEnv wrapper that
manipulates the camera’s spatial position and orientation
quaternions within the MuJoCo physics state during envi-
ronment initialization. We support two variation modes:

Continuous Orbital Rotation. To test viewpoint invari-
ance, we generate camera poses that orbit the robot’s
workspace. Let p.qn,, be the initial camera position and
Pees be the position of the robot’s end-effector. We define a
rotation radius r = [|pZY,, — p;/;||2. Given a perturbation

cam
angle 6, the new position p’,,,,, is computed as:

rcos(f) + Pe.s
rsin(0) + pY,

z
pcam

/
pcam

The orientation is updated by composing the base rotation
R,y with a Z-axis rotation R, (6) to ensure the camera re-
mains focused on the workspace center.
Discrete Perturbations. For standardized New Spatial Do-
mains evaluation, we defined three discrete difficulty levels
(Small, Medium, Large). These apply fixed translation off-
sets Ap and specific quaternion rotations to simulate pro-
gressively severe sensor misalignments.

Fig. 9 shows the success rate of different viewpoints
gained by discrete translation. Our method can efficiently
adapt to camera variations across scales (e.g., large).

9.1.2. Illumination Perturbations

To evaluate robustness against illumination variations, we

leverage the procedural scene generation pipeline from

LIBERO-Plus [7]. In contrast to standard 2D image-space

augmentations, we procedurally modify the internal Mu-

JoCo scene configurations to introduce physically grounded

lighting changes.

* Implementation: We constructed a comprehensive li-
brary of scene definitions featuring diverse illumination
profiles. To facilitate systematic evaluation, we imple-
mented specialized environment classes that seamlessly
load these pre-generated configurations.

e Variation Factors: We manipulate four attributes: (1)
Diffuse Color (RGB intensity), (2) Light Direction (vec-
tor d € R?), (3) Specular Intensity (surface highlights),
and (4) Cast Shadows (toggling shadow rendering for oc-
clusions).

9.1.3. Background Texture Perturbations

We implemented a high-fidelity texture substitution system

to test robustness against semantic visual shifts. Unlike sim-

ple color jittering, we utilize Physically Based Rendering

(PBR) assets.

e Asset Library: We utilized a curated dataset of high-
resolution textures (up to 4K/6K) categorized into Natu-
ral (wood, stone), Industrial (metal, ceramic), and Fabric
materials.

¢ Dynamic Injection: Upon environment initialization, we
dynamically rebind the texture assets associated with the
environmental boundaries (i.e., the floor and walls) within
the simulation tree. This mechanism preserves the phys-
ical geometry of the scene while introducing significant
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Figure 9. Success rates under Small, Medium, and Large cam-
era viewpoint shifts, showing the stability and robustness of our
adapted policy.

variation in background visual styles.

9.1.4. Sensor Noise Injection

To simulate real-world camera imperfections, we imple-
mented a real-time image degradation pipeline within the
environment’s step () function. This process intercepts
the rendered RGB observation before it reaches the policy.
We include five noise types with 10 severity levels each:

1. Motion Blur: Applies directional convolution kernels
to emulate the visual artifacts resulting from high-speed
camera dynamics or robot movement.

2. Gaussian Blur: Applies a Gaussian filter (o € [1,10])
to simulate defocus.

3. Zoom Blur: Averages scaled image crops to simulate
focal length changes.

4. Fog: Blends plasma fractal noise to simulate atmo-
spheric scattering and contrast loss.

5. Glass Blur: Combines local pixel shuffling with Gaus-
sian smoothing to simulate textured occlusions.

Table 6 summarizes the implementation scope for each
perturbation dimension.

10. Model Details

we provide a rigorous description of the 7y 5 formulation,
detailing the probabilistic decomposition, the derivation of
the flow matching objective, and the specific architectural
mechanisms used for timestep conditioning.

10.1. Probabilistic Formulation and Architecture

The 7.5 model is designed to capture a joint distribution
over high-level semantic outputs ] (e.g., subtask descrip-
tions, VQA answers) and low-level continuous action tra-
jectories ay.;4 7, conditioned on multimodal observations
o, and task instructions . 7y 5 decomposes this joint distri-

bution into a hierarchical inference process:

To(asiym, o, 1) = wg(arer o, 1) - mo(l|og, 1)
—_——— —

Action Expert VLM Backbone
(Flow) (Discrete)

This decomposition motivates our dual-stream architecture:

« High-Level Policy ((l|-)): Parameterized by the
PaliGemma 2B VLM backbone, optimized via cross-
entropy to reason about subtasks and scene semantics.

» Low-Level Policy (my(a|-)): Parameterized by the Ac-
tion Expert, optimized via flow matching to generate pre-
cise control signals conditioned on the backbone’s em-
beddings.

10.2. VLM Backbone Implementation

The backbone processes a unified sequence of tokens x1.n

including images, text, and discrete proprioception.

¢ Architecture: my 5 utilize the PaliGemma architecture
(Width=2048, Depth=18, Heads=18, MLP=16384).

* Bidirectional Attention: Unlike standard causal mask-
ing M;; = I(j < 1), mo.5 employs bidirectional atten-
tion for the prefix sequence (images I; and prompt [)
to ensure full context visibility: A(x;,x;) = 1 for all
25, x; € Prefix.

* Discrete Objective: The discrete 10ss Lgiscrete 1S the stan-
dard negative log-likelihood over the target tokens:

M
Ediscrete = - Z log PB(xm|x1:m—lv Ot, l)

m=1

This objective jointly supervises semantic text generation
and discrete action prediction (via FAST tokens).

10.3. Flow Matching Objective

To model the continuous action distribution 7g(at.t+pr]),
7.5 employ Conditional Flow Matching (CFM).

Interpolation and Vector Field: 7 5 defines a prob-
ability path that transforms a Gaussian noise distribution
po(w) = N (w; 0, I) to the data distribution p; (a) (robot ac-
tions). 7o 5 constructs intermediate samples a” at timestep
7 € [0, 1] using linear interpolation between noise w and
data az.eqp:

a’” = P(w, aprm) = Tappn + (1 — 7w

The objective is to learn a time-dependent vector field
ve(a™) that generates this flow. By differentiating the in-
terpolation path with respect to 7, 7o 5 derives the target
vector field:

d
up(a”|apiqrm,w) = %(Tat:tJrH +(1-7T)w) = apim—w

Note: Following the implementation in w5, the network
targets the direction w — a4+ g1 (flow from data to noise) or



Table 6. Summary of the Robustness Benchmark Implementation.

Dimension Implementation Method

Key Parameters

Camera Pose
Lighting
Texture
Sensor Noise

Procedural XML Generation
Dynamic Asset Swapping
Real-time Post-processing

Direct MuJoCo State Manipulation

Orbit 6, Offset Ap, Quaternion ¢

Diffuse, Specular, Direction, Shadows
PBR Materials (Wood, Stone, Metal)

Blur (Motion/Gaussian/Zoom), Fog, Noise

vice versa. The loss function minimizes the error between
the predicted field f§ and this target.

Flow Matching Loss: The Action Expert is trained to
regress this vector field:

Liow = ETNp(T),wNN(O,I),aN’D |:||((U - at:t—i—H)
- fg(aT’Oh la T)||2]

where the timestep 7 is sampled from a Beta distribution
Beta(1.5, 1) to emphasize learning at low-noise levels (s =
0.999).

Inference (Integration): At inference time, 7y 5 ap-
proximates the integral of the predicted vector field using
an ODE solver (Euler method) with K = 10 steps:

a"tAT —a” + AT - fo(a™, o, i, T)

10.4. Action Expert Conditioning Mechanism

The Action Expert (300M parameters) is a Transformer dis-
tinct from the backbone. To strictly condition the continu-
ous generation on the flow timestep 7, 7 5 utilizes Adaptive
RMSNorm.

Timestep Injection: The scalar timestep 7 is first em-
bedded via sinusoidal positional encodings ¢(7) and an
MLP W. This embedding modulates the normalization
layer of each transformer block:

AdaRMSNorm(z,7) =y - (1 + (7)) + B(7),

where y = m

Here, «(7) and §(7) are learned scale and shift parameters
projected from the timestep embedding. This ensures that
temporal information is injected globally into the expert’s
feature space.

10.5. Attention Masking Strategy

To enable the joint optimization objective £ = Lgiscrete +

aLlgow, To.5 employs a structured attention mask M €

{07 1 }N XN .

1. VLM — Expert: The Action Expert attends to the
VLM’s visual and textual embeddings (Mezpert vim =
1).

2. Expert - VLM: The VLM backbone is prevented from
attending to the Action Expert (Myim, expert = 0) to pre-
serve the pre-trained semantic representations.

3. Information Barrier: Crucially, the Action Expert
is masked from the discrete FAST action tokens
(Megpert,rasT = 0). This conditional independence
assertion forces the expert to infer a;.; i solely from o
and [, preventing information leakage from the discrete
solution.

11. Training Details for baselines

In this section, we detail the training configurations for
all baseline methods and our proposed framework to en-
sure reproducibility. The evaluated methods cover a broad
spectrum of adaptation strategies, ranging from standard
parameter-efficient fine-tuning (LoRA) and prompt-based
conditioning to structural modifications such as visual back-
bone replacement. To ensure a fair comparison, all experi-
ments utilize the same pre-trained checkpoints and evalua-
tion protocols, with method-specific deviations in optimiza-
tion and preprocessing outlined below.

7o.5 LORA Baseline
We fine-tune the 7y 5 backbone equipped with the pi05
action head using our custom dataset as shown in Fig. 3(a).

1. Model Configuration: To ensure parameter efficiency,
we adopt Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) while keeping all
non-LoRA weights frozen via the model-provided freeze
filter. Specifically, we configure the VLM component us-
ing the Gemma 2B LoRA variant with a LoRA rank of 16,
and the action expert using the Gemma 300M LoRA vari-
ant with a LoRA rank of 32, applying adaptation to both
attention and feed-forward network (FFN) layers.

2. Optimization: The optimization process strictly ad-
heres to the default VLA pretraining protocols. We utilize
the AdamW optimizer with momentum parameters 3, =
0.9, B> = 0.95, ¢ = 1078, a weight decay of 1 x 10719,
and a global gradient norm clipping threshold of 1.0. The
learning rate follows a cosine warmup schedule (1,000-step
warmup), reaching a peak of 2.5 x 10~ and decaying to a
minimum of 2.5 x 1076,

3. Data Preprocessing: Visual observations are resized to
224 x 224 using a padding strategy (Resize with Pad).



Table 7. Hyperparameters for our proposed adaptation methods (Feature Token Modulation and Feature Linear Adaptation).

Configuration ‘ Feature Token Modulation (FTM) Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA)
Optimizer AdamW, clip norm 1.0 AdamW, clip norm 1.0
Optimizer Momentum B1=0.9,8,=095ec=1e—8 B1=0.9,8,=095ec=1e—8
Weight Decay 1x 10710 1x 10710

Batch Size 32 32

Training Iterations 5,000 steps 1,500 steps

Cosine Warmup Steps 500 500

Peak Learning Rate 5x 1074 5x 1074

Cosine Decay Steps 5,000 2,000

Min LR (Decay Target) 5x 107 5x 1076

Image Resize 224 x 224 224 x 224
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Figure 10. Success rates of 7.5 under one-shot adaptation with
LoRA and FLA across different training steps. FLA achieves com-
parable or better performance than LoRA while requiring signif-

icantly fewer parameters, demonstrating efficient spatial adapta-
tion.

Alternative Visual Backbones Baseline
To evaluate the efficacy of replacing the visual encoder
with a robust geometric backbone, we implement a baseline

following the GeoAware-VLA architecture as shown in Fig.
3(b).

1. Architecture: The standard visual encoder is replaced
by a pre-trained Visual Geometry Grounded Transformer
(VGGT), which serves as a frozen feature extractor. To
align features, we introduce a trainable Feature Projection
Layer that processes features from four evenly spaced in-
termediate layers via a 1D convolutional network, adaptive
average pooling, and a final MLP projector to produce the
visual embedding z,;s.

2. Optimization: The policy (excluding the frozen vision
backbone) is trained using the AdamW optimizer with stan-
dard momentum parameters (51 = 0.9, 52 = 0.999) and a
weight decay of 1 x 10~%. We employ a constant learning
rate of 1 x 10~ and a global batch size of 64.

3. Data Preprocessing: Visual observations are rendered

at a resolution of 128 x 128 and subsequently center-
cropped to 126 x 126 pixels to match the input requirements.

Prompt-based Adaptation Baseline

As illustrated in Fig. 3(c), we adopt a standard prompt
tuning strategy by introducing learnable embedding tokens
into the input sequence to implement the prompt learning
baseline.

1. Mechanism: We instantiate learnable prompt tokens
(initialized from a normal distribution with ¢ = 0.02) that
are directly concatenated to the model inputs. These are
divided into two groups: Prefix Prompts, which match the
embedding width of the frozen PaliGemma encoder and are
concatenated to the multimodal (image and language) se-
quence; and Suffix Prompts, which align with the action
expert’s width and are inserted between the proprioceptive
state embedding and the action tokens. Unlike modulation-
based approaches (e.g., FILM), no auxiliary projection net-
works or affine transformations are applied. These tokens
function purely as additional learnable context within the
Transformer’s attention mechanism. Consistent with the
prompt tuning paradigm, the pre-trained backbone remains
entirely frozen; optimization is restricted exclusively to the
learnable prompt tokens and the action head.

2. Optimization: We utilize the AdamW optimizer (3, =
0.9, 8 = 0.95,¢ = 1078, weight decay 1 x 10~'0) with
a global gradient norm clipping of 1.0. Distinct from the
LoRA baseline, the learning rate follows a schedule tuned
for adaptation: a cosine schedule with a 500-step warmup,
reaching a peak of 5 x 10~* and decaying to 5 x 10~5 over
a total of 2,000 iterations (batch size 32).

3. Data Preprocessing: Training is conducted on our cus-
tom dataset. Visual inputs undergo the same preprocess-
ing pipeline as the LoRA baseline: frames are resized to
224 x 224 with padding.

Training Details for Our Solutions
We introduce two complementary, parameter-efficient
adaptation strategies: Feature Token Modulation (FTM)



and Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA). Both methods fo-
cus on adapting pre-trained representations while keeping
the majority of the VLA backbone frozen. Detailed hyper-
parameters are provided in Table 7. As shown in Fig. 10,
both one-shot LoRA and FLA steadily improve with train-
ing steps, while FLA achieves comparable performance us-
ing far fewer adaptation parameters.

1. Feature Token Modulation (FTM): As illustrated in
Fig. 3(d), FTM applies a global affine transformation to the
visual embedding space. We instantiate 2 learnable prompt
tokens, projected via MLP to global scale () and shift (3)
parameters. The VLA backbone is entirely frozen; we opti-
mize only the learnable prompts. Optimization utilizes the
AdamW optimizer (3, = 0.9, B2 = 0.95,¢ = 10~8, weight
decay 1 x 1071%) with a global gradient norm clipping of
1.0. The learning rate follows a cosine schedule with a 500-
step warmup, reaching a peak of 5 x 10~ and decaying to
5 x 102 over 5,000 iterations. The batch size is set to 32.

2. Feature Linear Adaptation (FLA): As shown in Fig.
3(e), FLA targets internal feature adaptation by injecting
LoRA adapters (AW = BA) into the linear layers (27 lay-
ers) of the SigLIP ViT encoder. We freeze the language
model and action expert, updating only the LoRA weights
of linear layer in ViT. Optimization settings generally mir-
ror the FTM configuration (AdamW with consistent 3 and
€ values), but the learning rate schedule is adjusted to de-
cay to a lower minimum of 5 x 106, and EMA is disabled.
Training is conducted with float32 precision for 1,500 iter-
ations using a global batch size of 32.

3. Common Preprocessing: For both strategies, visual in-

puts undergo the standard preprocessing pipeline: images
are resized to 224 x 224.
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